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Agricultural organizations have served the industry for nearly 150 years.  As the 

industry faces new challenges in a changing society and more global marketplace, there 

are greater demands on these grassroots organizations and the volunteer leaders that 

serve them.  This research is an analysis of participation and volunteer leadership in 

organizations that specifically serve the interests of the beef industry.   

Sixteen interviews were conducted with cattle producers across the country who 

had various levels of participation and leadership experience in beef industry 

organizations and represented a cross-section of the beef cattle industry by segment 

and region.  A focus group was conducted with volunteer leaders that work to meet the 

producer education needs of the industry.  A leadership questionnaire was administered 

to a subset of young producers that are members of the National Cattlemen’s Beef 

Association.  Through this mixed-methods qualitative and quantitative study, themes 

emerged relating to participation and leadership in beef industry organizations, including 

membership and leadership recruitment, organizational involvement, organizational 

leadership, Young Cattlemen’s Conference, humility, volunteerism, costs and benefits of 
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leadership, and leadership development.  The questionnaire included a leadership 

needs assessment for NCBA members. 

Asking people was the prevalent way to get others to join, participate and lead in 

industry organizations.  Volunteerism was deemed significant by interviewees because 

it does make a difference and help guide the organization.  Volunteer leaders want to 

know that their work is meaningful and that they make a difference.  Within leadership 

development, there is a need for training, an industry mentoring program and to address 

the reality of the challenges leaders face. 

The biggest costs of volunteer leadership are the time commitments, particularly 

time away from family, and financial costs to attend conventions and meetings.  The top 

benefit was improving the industry, and producers served because they wanted to give 

something back to the industry and make it better for future generations. 

Recommendations include more emphasis on asking people to join, participate 

and lead; expansion of more leadership development opportunities for producer 

members; and the need for organizations to address the costs of leadership, particularly 

time commitments.  Leadership development programs should be targeted to meet the 

leadership education needs of producer members and an emphasis should be placed 

on recruiting and retaining young people to work in agriculture and serve in industry 

organizations.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Agricultural Organizations 

Agricultural organizations have been an active part of American agriculture since 

1867 (National Grange History, 2002).  Throughout the years, names change, mergers 

and splits occur, the issues evolve, but one thing has remained constant: agricultural 

organizations are working to sustain America’s oldest livelihood, heritage, and a way of 

life which continues for millions of farmers and ranchers today (Farm Facts, 2008).  

These organizations were formed and continue to be funded by and for agriculturalists 

and their specific interests (Association History, 2008).   

From product promotion to legislative lobbying, and from producer education to 

consumer communication, the activities of agricultural organizations are directed by 

members beginning at the grassroots level and carried out by staff and volunteers at 

local, state, and national levels (Association History, 2008).  The volunteer leadership 

that members provide plays a vital role in supporting and sustaining the mission and 

goals for these organizations. 

These volunteer leaders of agricultural organizations take on many roles, 

including elected officers, committee and board chairpersons and members, event 

planners, and fundraising organizers.  Some roles are assigned leadership with a title 

and designated length of service, while other roles are assumed by emergent leaders 

who accept the responsibility without a title or official office (Northouse, 2007).  One 

might consider both the president of the organization and the member who spearheads 

membership recruitment efforts to be leaders, but leadership is expressed and identified 

differently in each situation.  



 

15 

Grassroots organizations are unique because policy of the national organization 

had its beginnings at the local level.  Many of the organizations that serve agriculture, 

such as commodity groups, trade associations and Farm Bureau are grassroots 

organizations.  Members generate policy by writing resolutions at the local level.  

Someone from the local level then carries the policy on to the state level.  If passed by a 

majority vote at the state level, the state then carries it on to the national level.  If voted 

in by a majority at the national level, it then becomes official organizational policy of the 

national association.  At this point in a grassroots organization, the role of paid staff is to 

carry out the policies and directions of the organization set and voted upon by 

members, while staff might bring feedback to producer members as they progressively 

make policy decisions, amendments and changes. 

Grassroots organizations are prevalent in agriculture because only the local 

farmers and ranchers know the details of the issues and challenges that are distinct to 

their county or region.  Only when agriculturalists come together with their concerns and 

debate the issues can they pass the best policies to represent their industries as a 

whole on the national level and provide the organization with a stronger voice to speak 

and lobby against threats and for issues. 

Agricultural grassroots organizations would struggle to survive without leadership 

from both volunteers and paid staff.  Without staff spearheading the daily operations of 

the organization and the volunteers that create policy for staff to carry out, the role of 

the association would cease to be little more than social at best.  J. Kleiboeker said the 

need for leadership in these organizations has never been greater (personal 

communication, January 28, 2010).  Leaders of grassroots agricultural organizations 
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today often do not come from multi-million dollar ranching operations as they often did 

100 years ago (Ball, 1998).  If money yields influence, this makes the need for 

possessing and effectively using leadership skill sets even greater for volunteer 

association leaders today.  Organizations must determine what leadership skills are 

needed for these volunteer leaders before education and training can be provided. 

U.S. Beef Industry 

The beef industry comprises one piece of the vast American agricultural industry, 

but the economic, environmental, and political impacts of this industry segment are far 

reaching.  The U.S. beef industry is comprised of more than one million farms, ranches, 

and businesses from all 50 states (National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, 2007).  On 

January 1, 2009, there were an estimated 94.5 million head of cattle and 800,000 

ranchers and cattlemen in the United States (Cattle Fax, 2009).  U.S. cash receipts from 

cattle and calves totaled $49.6 billion in 2005 (National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, 

2007).  Beef is an important component in diets of Americans, as nearly nine out of ten 

U.S. households will eat beef at home in the next two weeks (National Cattlemen’s Beef 

Association, 2006).  Last year, the average American spent $271 on 73 pounds of beef, 

yet according to USDA Food Pyramid Guidelines, we still only get 82% of the meat we 

need in our diet (AFBF, 2007; Cattle Fax, 2009).  Beef consumption per capita is 

highest in the Midwest (Economic Research Service, 2009). 

The U.S. beef industry is not only vast, it is also very efficient.  The United States 

has less than 10% of the world’s cattle inventory, but produces approximately 25% of 

the world’s beef supply (National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, 2006).   With the 

amount of beef produced within the United States, export markets play a vital role in the 
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movement and consumption of U.S. beef and the profits returned to producers and 

processors. 

While we exported $1.8 billion in beef products last year, the United States is 

also the largest importer of beef in the world (Economic Research Service, 2009).  

Many of the products we export are more valuable in foreign markets, as our culture 

does not consume them.  Much of the meat imported is leaner than our corn-fed beef, 

then blended with fatter trimmings and used for ground beef products such as 

hamburgers for quick serve restaurants.    

In order to stay in business, one has to stay in the black.  Over time this means 

consistently turning a profit, breaking even, or in some cases, minimizing losses.  In the 

food production business, this requires knowledge and understanding of consumer 

needs and demands, and the ability to efficiently and effectively meet those needs and 

demands.  This also requires cooperation or minimal interference from local, state and 

national governments (Catchings & Wingenbach, 2006). 

Beef Industry Organizations 

With the volatility of the political arena, there is never a guarantee that the 

interests of America’s beef producers will be protected or considered with each new 

piece of legislation or jurisdiction from the courts.  This has created the need for unity 

amongst beef producers through industry organizations.  These organizations have 

historically played an integral role in the ratification and implementation of farm 

legislation that impacts beef producers.  They also serve as channels of communication 

between producers and policy makers (Catchings & Wingenbach, 2006).  There is 

strength in numbers, and these organizations provide a synergistic voice and greater 

influence than any individual member on their own. 
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One organization within the beef industry that was created for this purpose is the 

National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA).  In 1898, a national cattle producers 

organization was formed to combat issues such as land rights, cattle rustling, and the 

packer monopoly (Association History, 2008).  For more than 100 years, this 

organization has sought to bring cattle producers together to fight for rights and issues 

with a unified front.  “Through three mergers, numerous organizational splits, economic 

busts, natural disasters, world wars, changing political views and evolving consumer 

wants, NCBA has persevered as the voice of the American beef industry” (Association 

History, 2008, p. 1). 

Today, NCBA is a grassroots agricultural organization consisting of more than 

31,000 members nationwide (A. Graham, personal communication, April 14, 2010).  

Members are associated with all segments of the beef industry and there are many beef 

industry organizations which are affiliated with NCBA, such as state cattlemen’s 

associations, state beef industry councils and breed organizations.  These affiliated 

organizations have a combined total membership of 230,000 members.  NCBA 

considers itself to be the parent organization that represents all 230,000 of these 

affiliated members, even though only a small percentage of them are paying 

membership dues directly to NCBA.  As a producer operated organization, members 

volunteer to serve in leadership roles at the county, state, and national levels, often in 

conjunction with paid staff, to carry out the operations and goals of the organization.   

Organizational policy is developed and voted upon by producer members, 

beginning at the local and state affiliate level and working up to the national level at 

NCBA.  Policy then determines how the organization will serve as a voice for cattlemen 
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and address industry issues such as food safety, animal health, animal welfare, 

globalization, bio-terrorism, obesity, environment, media and public perception, among 

other issues (National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, 2010).   

Volunteer Leadership in Beef Industry Organizations 

Volunteer leaders may serve in many capacities.  For example, volunteers run 

the meetings that set this organizational policy, meet with legislators on behalf of NCBA 

members to lobby for this policy, devote time to coordinating educational programs for 

members, and raise scholarship and charity funds through cattlemen’s events.  These 

volunteers may be asked to serve and assigned to leadership roles, chosen in an 

interview process or elected through a voting procedure.   

NCBA has a long history of strong leadership.  Ball (1998) discussed the 

influence of the men and women who served this industry and association over the past 

100 years.  The June 1919 issue of The Producer described one past president of the 

association as “the most prominent and influential livestock man in the United States, to 

whose efforts in its behalf the industry owes more, perhaps, than to those of any other 

individual” (as cited by Ball, 1998, p. 46).  Past leaders of the industry and association 

serve as examples of what strong collaboration and leadership can accomplish to better 

the industry by improving profitability and increasing beef demand. 

It is crucial to the survival of NCBA and its subsidiary associations to have 

volunteer leaders who are competent and effective in fulfilling their service to the 

industry and association.  These leadership roles carry with them a degree of credibility 

that must be maintained.  Leaders in the beef industry have a responsibility to have the 

knowledge and understanding necessary to communicate the reality of what is 

happening in the industry and global marketplace (Purcell, 2002).  Former NCBA Chief 
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Executive Officer Terry Stokes said the organization needs members with strong 

communication skills and a holistic industry perspective to fulfill volunteer leadership 

roles.  He also noted the need for stronger association management, with more 

volunteers and partnerships between staff and volunteers (personal communication, 

January 28, 2008).  

When considering the most appropriate ways to approach leadership 

development for those in production agriculture, it is important to consider the 

characteristics of the people and culture of this industry.  Participants in the Michigan 

Farmers Study Program, one of the first leadership development programs in the 

country for production agriculturalists, “tended to be conservative, primarily concerned 

with their families and farms and the issues that affected them on a direct, local basis.  

Their leadership activities at the start of the program reflected this limited range.” (Miller, 

1976, p. 21).  While this description of those involved in production agriculture is over 30 

years old, many of these characteristics hold true for America’s farmers and ranchers 

today.  Any attempts at leadership education and leader development in this industry 

must be adapted and targeted to the unique people that make up this industry. 

Problem Statement 

Former NCBA President and cattle producer Mike John has said it is a struggle 

to recruit leaders to leave successful businesses for volunteer service (personal 

communication, April 29, 2008).  Potential leaders have responsibilities and 

commitments to their agricultural operations and professions that make it a challenge 

for them to devote time and resources to serve in leadership roles.  Some leadership 

roles, such as serving as a national officer in the NCBA, require spending approximately 

300 days on the road in a given year (M. John, personal communication, April 29, 
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2008).  Volunteer time was valued at $16.05 per hour in 2002, which means 300 days 

would be equivalent to an NCBA president donating $38,520 to the organization in one 

year (Rudd, Stedman & Morgan, 2002).  Only in identifying the factors that influence the 

decisions that producers make to take on the responsibilities of leadership can we 

answer the question of how to recruit emerging leaders and address their concerns 

about leadership.  Additionally, leadership education and development programs within 

NCBA will only be effective to the extent that they address the actual leadership 

education needs of NCBA members.  Agricultural organizations such as NCBA have the 

potential to make a greater impact in serving the beef industry and beef producers by 

more effectively recruiting, training and retaining volunteer leadership. 

Purpose and Objectives  

The purpose of this research is to assess beef producers’ perceptions of, interest 

in, and commitment to serving in leadership roles within the beef industry. 

 The objectives of this research are to: 

1. Identify the factors that influence producer members’ decisions to participate and 
lead in beef industry organizations. 

2. Determine perceptions of active National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA) 
members about volunteer leadership responsibilities and commitments. 

3. Identify the leadership education needs of NCBA members.   

Significance of the Study 

This study is significant because of its implications for agricultural organizations.  

Understanding participation in and perceptions of leadership in voluntary organizations 

is important because it can be used to enhance organizational participation and 

leadership (Chinman & Wandersman, 1999).    
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With an aging generation of agriculturalists in this country, organizations will have 

to find a way to attract new members and leaders from an upcoming younger 

generation (Allen & Harris, 2005).  This research could initiate or provide direction for 

programs and training to prepare more producers for leadership roles in the future. 

Traditionally, animal agriculture has been associated with people caring for 

animals, wholesome agrarian living, stewardship of the land, and the self-reliance and 

independence of small farm owners (Fraser, 2001).  However, the “New Perception” 

described by Fraser (2001) views animal agriculture as detrimental to animal welfare, 

controlled by large corporations, motivated by profit, increasing world hunger, producing 

unhealthy food and harmful to the environment.  As social media has made this debate 

viral, there is an increasing need for industry leaders who can engage in this debate by 

effectively communicating agriculture’s message and uniting farmers and ranchers as 

the voice of anti-animal agriculture and anti-conventional agriculture continues to grow.   

Carter and Rudd (2005) analyzed participation and leadership of active members 

within Florida Farm Bureau.  Other researchers have conducted analyses and 

evaluations of other agricultural organizations and their members.  With this study being 

focused on a beef industry organization, it will be of interest to compare the findings with 

similar research that has previously been done in other agricultural organizations.   

Agricultural organizations, particularly those in the beef industry, will be able to 

utilize this research to better understand producer members’ concerns, apprehensions, 

and conflicts with volunteering for leadership roles.  NCBA will gain specific knowledge 

as to the leadership education needs of its members, providing a roadmap for future 

leadership development programs within the organization.  With this knowledge, 
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organizations can improve their leadership recruitment, development, and retention 

efforts presently, and then more effectively address these issues with potential and 

emerging leaders in the future.   

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are used in this study: 

BEEF INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION.  Organized group of people collectively working 
toward a shared goal pertaining to beef cattle production or marketing. 

NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S BEEF ASSOCIATION (NCBA).  National organization consisting 
of dues paying members involved in every aspect of the cattle and beef industry 
(Association History, 2008). 

ACTIVE NCBA MEMBER.  NCBA member actively involved in beef cattle production 
who consistently pays dues and attends local, state or national organization 
meetings.  

YOUNG PRODUCERS’ COUNCIL (YPC).  A subset membership group within NCBA of 
members that are 18 to 35 years of age. 

CATTLEMEN’S BEEF BOARD.  Governing body comprised of 106 members that have 
been appointed by the United States Secretary of Agriculture; this group is 
responsible for allocating national beef checkoff dollars and is regulated by the 
USDA (Cattlemen’s Beef Board [CBB], 2010). 

JOINT INDUSTRY PRODUCER EDUCATION COMMITTEE.  Committee consisting of 
representatives from NCBA and CBB that focus on meeting the education needs of 
the beef industry and provide oversight to the BQA program. 

LEADERSHIP.  Serving in a defined role within an organization. 

VOLUNTEER LEADERSHIP.  Serving in a defined role within an organization without 
compensation or pay for time. 

VOLUNTEER LEADER.  Organizational member who chooses to give time without pay 
to serve the organization and its members in any capacity. 

Methodology 

This research used a combination of qualitative and quantitative data gathered in 

three different phases of data collection utilizing interviews, a focus group and a 

questionnaire.  The first phase included sixteen interviews with cattle producers across 
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the country from different segments of the industry with a variety of past experiences 

participating and leading in organizations, from those who were not a member of any 

organization to past presidents of NCBA.  Interview findings were used to develop 

questions for a focus group conducted with members of the Joint Industry Producer 

Education Committee.  Data from the focus group was used to validate the interview 

findings and then combined to develop the survey instrument utilized in the third and 

final phase.  A leadership questionnaire was administered to a purposive sample of 

NCBA members.  The data from all three phases addressed the objectives of the study. 

Limitations 

The qualitative portion of this research collects data through interviews and focus 

groups with beef producers, many of whom are NCBA members and leaders, and is not 

generalizeable to other populations.  The quantitative part of this study conducts a 

survey with a subset of active NCBA members belonging to the Young Producers’ 

Council (YPC), which includes all NCBA members between 18-35 years of age and may 

or may not be generalizeable to other organizations.  According to the 2007 Census of 

Agriculture, the average age of an American farmer was 57 years and has been 

increasing since 1978 (Allen & Harris, 2005).  Therefore, the survey of YPC members 

may or may not be representative of all NCBA members.  

Assumptions 

Utilizing interviews, focus groups and a survey instrument for data collection, this 

research assumes that all participants will answer all questions truthfully.  There is also 

an underlying assumption that volunteer leadership is a desirable task. 
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Summary 

Agricultural organizations were formed out of a necessity to promote and protect 

America’s oldest industry and the livelihood of millions of Americans through a unified 

voice.  The lifeblood of agricultural organizations is the members who participate.  The 

pinnacle of that participation is the time and resources that are dedicated to serving the 

organization.  In order for beef industry organizations to continue to protect their 

producers, members must be willing to serve the organization through leadership.  By 

understanding why members’ choose to participate in organizational leadership roles, 

and what skills they need to successfully fulfill their volunteer leadership responsibilities, 

current beef industry leaders and employees can work to recruit, train and retain 

members to lead this industry into the next century. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this study was to assess beef producers’ perceptions of, interest 

in, and commitment to serving in leadership roles within the beef industry.  To 

accomplish this purpose, the objectives of this research were (1) identify the factors that 

influence producer members’ decisions to participate and lead in beef industry 

organizations; (2) determine perceptions of active National Cattlemen’s Beef 

Association (NCBA) members about volunteer leadership responsibilities and 

commitments; (3) and identify the leadership education needs of NCBA members. 

This chapter will review the relevant research literature that served as the 

foundation for this study.  This literature review includes the following specific areas: 

volunteer organizations, management of volunteers in organizations, motivations of 

volunteers, development of volunteer leaders, volunteer leadership in agriculture, 

agricultural leadership, leadership education, and agricultural leadership programs. 

Volunteer Organizations 

Understanding participation in and perceptions of leadership in volunteer 

organizations is important because it can be used to enhance participation and 

leadership in voluntary groups.  Chinman and Wandersman (1999) conducted an 

extensive literature review of the costs and benefits associated with participation in 

voluntary organizations.  They found that costs and benefits can be measured, they are 

related to participation, and they can be managed by voluntary organization leaders.  

Researchers have used membership, activity level, and different organization types to 

examine costs and benefits.   
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In 2001, Catano, Pond and Kelloway explored leadership and organizational 

commitment in volunteer organizations.  Canadians are among the most active 

volunteer participants in organizations of countries spanning the globe.  The study 

examined 212 Canadian volunteer leaders from an international social/charitable 

organization.  The questionnaire administered to the volunteers consisted of eight 

measurement scales including transformational leadership, transactional leadership, 

humanistic work beliefs, Marxist work beliefs, psychological involvement, inter-role 

conflict, commitment, and participation.  Results showed volunteer leaders to be more 

psychologically involved and committed to their organization as compared to members 

from a trade union, and transformational leadership was a predictor both characteristics.  

The volunteer leaders also rated higher in transformational leadership than their union 

counterparts.   

Social exchange theory has been used to determine patterns of volunteer 

participation in natural resource and environmental organizations (Passewitz, 1991).  

Passewitz developed three models based on incentives of volunteerism to predict four 

patterns of volunteer participant behavior.  This model is based on social exchange 

theory’s emphasis on rewards, costs, and reciprocation.  The models define three 

reasons why people become involved in volunteer activities within an organization: (1) 

their values match those of the volunteer organization; (2) people volunteer based on 

their self-interest, ranging from a desire for recognition to gaining job related 

experience; (3) and people volunteer based on their social relationship network, 

including family, friends, and professional relationships.  Each of these models is used 

to predict four patterns of volunteer participation which include: (a) levels of 
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involvement, from little current activity to extremely active and holding positions of 

leadership; (b) amount of time, measured by the number of hours contributed per 

month; (c) proportion or percent of volunteer activities participated in during the past 

twelve months; (d) and consistency or regularity of participation over time.   

Based on his model, Passewitz (1991) developed a survey instrument for 

volunteers from four natural resource and environmental organizations.  Results from 

446 respondents showed the most important value-based benefit as doing something 

useful, the dominant self-interest based benefit was a sense of achievement, and the 

highest rated networking benefit was meeting new people.  Only two costs of 

volunteering were rated as important, the self-interest based costs of lack of free time 

and night meetings.  Questions remained about the role that support from peer groups 

and work environments might play in a decision to volunteer.  Further research was 

suggested to determine whether competition from other groups affects participation in 

volunteer organizations, and the impact that competition may have on the policies of the 

organization, such as more aggressive recruitment and development efforts.   

Cummins (1998) discussed the problems associated with failure of volunteer 

organizations, not as a lack of leadership for the organization as is commonly cited, but 

as an issue of unrealistic assumptions.  The author examines four common 

assumptions regarding leadership for volunteers in an organization and a solution to 

dealing with each of these false assumptions.  1) Everyone knows and understands the 

organization’s goals.  Many organizations deal with frequent volunteer turnover.  To 

assure common goals, leaders must frequently share those goals.  2) Everyone in the 

organization knows their role, which is typical for employees, but not as common with 
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volunteers.  Specific guidelines are needed for an organization to function smoothly and 

role clarification cannot be emphasized enough.  3) Volunteers know where to get 

information.  Volunteers need to know how parts of a project are fitting together and 

where to go when further information is needed.  This may require the establishment of 

a specific reporting mechanism.  4) Everyone gets feedback.  Volunteers that cycle 

through organizations may be unaware of previous projects and prior experiences.  

Providing feedback to volunteers at all levels of the organization is considered critical.  

These assumptions are counteracted through four arts for sustaining volunteer 

involvement: active listening and being aware of volunteers’ values; mentoring and 

matching volunteers’ skills with organizational needs; public dialogue, emphasizing the 

free-flow of information; evaluation and reflection, incorporating the lessons that have 

been learned through experience. 

Management of Volunteers in Organizations 

Boyd (2003) studied volunteer administrators in nonprofit organizations, using the 

Delphi technique to garner consensus of experts on three questions: competencies 

needed by volunteer administrators in the next 10 years, barriers that prevent volunteer 

administrators from gaining those competencies, and ways organizations can motivate 

employees that work with volunteers to acquire these competencies or eliminate 

barriers to them.  A purposive sample was chosen of volunteer administrators, 

Extension specialists, university faculty, and volunteer center directors based on their 

reputation, speaking, consulting, research or publications related to managing 

volunteers.  After three rounds, consensus was gained on 33 competencies needed, 12 

barriers to developing those competencies, 9 motivating factors and 11 ways to remove 

barriers.  The 33 competencies were categorized into five constructs: organizational 
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leadership, systems leadership, organizational culture, personal skills, and management 

skills.  Several of the barriers deal with organization culture, where the role of volunteers 

in achieving the organization’s mission is not valued, attributed both to the culture and 

perhaps the volunteer coordinator’s lack of commitment to the job assignment.  Ways to 

motivate and remove barriers for volunteer administrators includes organizational 

culture, again highlighting the importance of a culture that values the contributions of 

volunteers.  This culture can be developed by encouraging and motivating volunteers, 

providing for their development, and rewarding salaried staff for working with volunteers.  

However, organizational culture is complex and cannot be developed overnight.  

Recommendations made for agricultural education include courses to prepare students 

to effectively lead volunteers and web-based materials to help develop volunteer 

management competencies.   

In 2004, Boyd went on to use the results of the Delphi study (see Boyd, 2003) as 

the basis for further conclusions as to how this information applies specifically to 

extension agents.  Extension programs are successful in large part because of their use 

of volunteers to solve individual and community problems.  Those who lead and direct 

volunteers may be salaried staff or volunteers.  Every county-level Extension agent is 

considered a manager or administrator of volunteers, yet they often lack volunteer 

leadership competencies that can lead to issues in quality of work and programs, 

participation, organizational liability and risk management.  They spend relatively little 

time developing these competencies, with agents reporting 1-5 hours over 24 months 

on volunteer management professional development (Boyd, 2004).  Volunteer 

administration models used in Extension, such as the LOOP model, include identifying, 
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recruiting, placing, directing and evaluating volunteers.  However, they do not include 

competencies in systems leadership, developing a positive organizational culture, and 

personal skills related to effective teams and managing change.  Boyd recommends 

regular and ongoing faculty development in volunteer leadership, making these 

competencies part of employee performance expectations, and allocating resources 

and professional development time to acquiring volunteer administration competencies.   

In 2006, Stedman and Rudd determined factors that contribute to volunteer 

administration leadership proficiency by conducting a correlational study using data 

survey from 4-H agents in the southern region of the country.  Data was collected from 

three questionnaires administered on the web, including a short demographic 

instrument and the Volunteer Administration Leadership Competency Instrument which 

measures seven competencies: organizational leadership, systems leadership, 

accountability, management skills, personal skills, organizational culture, and 

commitment to the profession.  The third questionnaire was the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire, which measures nine leadership behaviors (idealized influence 

attributed, idealized influence behavior, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, 

individualized consideration, contingent reward, management-by-exception active, 

management-by-exception passive, and laissez-faire leadership) that influence three 

leadership styles (transformational, transactional and laissez-faire).  Age, race, systems 

leadership, accountability and commitment to the profession had a low relationship, 

while organizational culture and volunteer administration leadership importance had a 

moderate relationship.  Findings indicate that if respondents believed volunteer 

administration leadership was important, they also perceived themselves to be more 
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competent.  The predictability model includes the two variables that combined explained 

the most amount of variance, which were age and organizational culture.   

King and Safrit (1998) examined volunteer management competencies through a 

descriptive-correlational study with 100 extension agents in Ohio.  Extension educators 

are expected to recruit and develop volunteers to multiply the efforts of extension and 

are responsible for effectively involving and managing their volunteers.  The nine 

competencies on the questionnaire include: identifying 4-H volunteer opportunities, and 

recruiting, selecting, orienting, training, utilizing, supervising, recognizing, and 

evaluating volunteers.  Respondents identified utilizing, supervising and recognizing 

volunteers as important, and the other six as somewhat important.  The agents reported 

themselves as somewhat competent in all nine competencies.  For the six areas 

considered to be somewhat important, that agents will not be motivated to become 

more competent in these areas unless they view them to be of greater importance.  The 

authors suggest a conceptual gap between agents’ perceptions of the importance of 

these nine areas and their competence in them.  The researchers claim that these nine 

competencies create a valid and reliable conceptual framework for developing and 

implementing volunteer management professional development programs for extension 

agents, and support the use of the ISOTURE model for volunteer leadership 

development.  The ISOTURE model includes the following steps: identifying, selecting, 

orienting, training, utilizing, recognizing and evaluating volunteers for the purposes of 

leadership development. 

Motivations of Volunteers 

Participation and volunteer leadership in organizations requires motivated 

individuals who are willing to make a commitment.  Understanding motivations of rural 
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farm workers may provide insight into motivations of farmers and ranchers that serve as 

volunteer leaders in agricultural organizations.  Barbuto, Trout and Brown (2004) used 

the Motivation Sources Inventory (MSI) to measure five sources of motivation among 

rural farm workers.  The 30-item MSI was developed from a meta-theory of motivation 

that was operationalized from an extensive literature review and compilation of 

motivation theories.  The five sources of motivation include: intrinsic process motivation, 

where a person is motivated to engage in work or behavior for the fun of it; instrumental 

motivation, in which a person is motivated by what they perceive to be certain tangible 

outcomes such as pay or promotions; self-concept external motivation, when an 

individual is seeking affirmation and acceptance and motivated by one’s reputation; self-

concept internal motivation, where an individual is internally motivated by the traits, 

competencies, and values perceived to comprise one’s ideal self; and goal internal 

motivation, where there is complete removal of self-interest and the motivation source is 

a belief in the cause and a strong sense of duty.  The MSI was found to be both valid 

and reliable, and there was a response rate of 86.1%, in part because this assessment 

was later used to enhance the cooperatives’ leadership development programs.  

Results showed that the prevailing source of motivation for the rural farm workers was 

self-concept internal motivation.  This implies that agricultural workers are internally self-

directed and their behavior is based off their beliefs of what is required to be their ideal 

self.  They are naturally motivated to live up to a standard set by themselves, and need 

more than fun, money, public recognition/reputation, or a purpose/worthy cause to 

motivate them.  The remaining population had motivation factors that were evenly 

distributed among the other four sources.  The research highlights several times the 
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importance of identifying the specific motivations of a target audience to better select, 

design, promote, deliver, and evaluate education programs.   

Dunaway (2007) addressed the concerns that leaders have with morale and 

motivation, and the relationship between these two factors in addition to performance 

and professionalism.  The factors are based on work of Fredrick Herzberg, known for 

his 1975 article in Harvard Business Review that has since been frequently reprinted.  

Herzberg identified six factors he believed to be intrinsic motivators that lead to job 

satisfaction and motivation: achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, 

advancement, and growth.  He also identified ten factors that lead to job dissatisfaction 

when they are not present: company policy and administration, supervision, relationship 

with supervisor, work conditions, salary, relationship with peers, personal life, 

relationship with subordinates, status and security.  From Herzberg’s theory, Dunaway 

developed his eight behaviors that increase motivation and morale: identifying one’s 

own knowledge and beliefs about organizational leadership; being the learner and 

teacher of all things leadership; affirming and teaching the organization’s beliefs, vision, 

and mission; leading with accountability and responsibility; building collegiality around 

job content; emulating actions of a successful coach; recognizing leadership produces 

discomfort; and developing a sense of professionalism in pursuit of common goals.   

 Kalkowski and Fritz discussed the history of perceived gender differences related 

to motivation in business and organizational settings, and the implications this has for 

women in leadership.  While much research has been done in this area, there have 

been significant differences in the findings over the past 50 years.  Several theories of 

motivation have been used to develop instruments to assess motivation over this time 
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period, including: Maslow’s hierarchy of needs; McClelland’s trichotomy of needs that 

motivate humans; Motivation Sources Inventory (MSI);  Alderfer’s ERG (existence, 

relatedness, growth) needs theory of motivation; and the Equity Sensitivity Construct 

that designates individuals as benevolents, equity sensitivites, or entitleds.  Much 

research has been deemed flawed by application of male-dominated motivation theory 

and testing.  Stereotypes that men are competitive and goal-oriented while women are 

affiliative and sensitive have been factors in researchers’ hypotheses and perceptions in 

this field.  Research in the 1950s and 1960s showed women had lower achievement 

motivation than men.  Miner found in the 1970s that there were no consistent 

differences between men and women in managerial motivation, showing women to 

have the same motivational capacity as men.  Other research in the 1970s showed 

women scoring lower than men on desire to compete, assertiveness, exercising power, 

and standing out from the crowd, but in the 1980s studies began to show no gender 

differences in the motivation to manage.  One researcher noted that even if there were 

gender differences in motivation, less motivation does not equal less effectiveness.  The 

theory of the glass ceiling was discussed, and a potential barrier to women wanting to 

assume managerial roles may be that the roles are defined in masculine terms that do 

not appeal to women.  Further research could include longer studies that include 

various stages of a person’s career, developing motivational testing that eliminates all 

gender issues, and what role women and their motivation will play if the industry 

continues to head to a more participative type of leadership.   

Recognition can be key to maintaining volunteer motivation.  In 2003, Fritz, 

Karmazin, Barbuto and Burrow studied whether assumptions from past experience with 
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4-H volunteers about volunteer motivation, recognition, and program quality perception 

held true for a growing base of urban volunteers.  A stratified, random sample of 

organizational and project leaders from across the state of Nebraska was selected and 

administered an instrument that measured demographic, attitudinal, and motivational 

items, based on McClelland’s trichotomy of needs theory that motivations can have as 

their source the need for achievement, affiliation, or power.  The instrument was found 

to be valid and obtained a response rate of 46%.  Results showed that the average 4-H 

volunteer was 43 years of age, married, tended to have children that were involved in 4-

H, and had participated in 4-H as a member themselves.  Rural and urban volunteers 

were found to be alike in more ways than they were different.  Urban volunteers felt 

more appreciated by extension staff and less appreciated by youth than rural 

volunteers.  The most appealing form of recognition for both groups was a letter from a 

4-H member.  Urban volunteers rated 4-H in their club, county, and state to be excellent 

to good, while rural adults rated 4-H good.  Both urban and rural volunteers were 

predominately motivated by affiliation needs, followed by achievement and power 

needs.  This aligns with appreciation for a personal (letter) form of recognition.  These 

findings can be used to help 4-H staff expand the volunteer pool by competing for 

volunteers’ time, and developing and implementing strategies to retain, recognize, and 

develop volunteers. 

Development of Volunteer Leaders 

Penrod (1991) developed the LOOP model for developing volunteer leadership.  

LOOP is an acronym for locating, orienting, operating, and perpetuating leaders and is a 

four-step management tool to help leaders organize volunteer work in a meaningful 

way.  The first step is locating volunteers through a recruitment and selection process.  
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The second step in orienting volunteers by providing guidance and inspiration in both 

formal and informal settings.  Operating with volunteers is the third step, and includes 

drawing attention to individual accomplishments and providing opportunities for 

continuing education.  The final step is perpetuating the involvement of volunteers, and 

this occurs through evaluation and recognition to maintain volunteer participation 

through the completion of a job or task.  When used correctly, the LOOP model is 

designed to increase project effectiveness and efficiency while helping volunteers 

stayed motivated and focused. 

Every organization competes for volunteers’ time with every other activity to 

which volunteers could alternatively devote that time.  Time-use studies research the 

duration and frequency of human activities.  Stinson (1999) described the decisions of 

methodology that must be made when conducting time-use surveys.  One decision is 

the mode of data collection, which could be through time diaries kept on paper, or 

information recorded via the telephone or computer.  Follow-up probes are conducted to 

determine the location of activities, other persons who were present or participating, and 

whether multi-tasking occurred.  Decisions must be made about how to code and 

classify time use, and recording and assessing time spent doing multiple activities or 

bouncing between activities can be the most challenging to categorize.  Research has 

shown that humans spend as much as 3-4 hours per day multi-tasking. 

Most cattle producers are self-employed entrepreneurs, and organizations must 

keep this in mind as they recruit, train and retain volunteer leaders.  Reimers-Hild, et al. 

(2005) suggest that those who are successful at distance learning and entrepreneurs 

may share similar characteristics because they seek out opportunities and maximize 
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their resources.  Entrepreneurial personality is measured by the combined score of 

locus of control, need for achievement, and risk taking propensity.  Researchers 

suggest that a relationship exists between entrepreneurial personality and success and 

persistence in the academic environment.  It is believed that by looking through the lens 

of the entrepreneurial learner, we can better understand distance students.  Successful 

distance learners may approach education similar to how an entrepreneur approaches a 

new venture, as an innovative individual who recognizes opportunities and capitalizes 

on resources, such as time, money, technology, and personal support, to take 

advantage of those opportunities.  Entrepreneurs are described as creative and open to 

change, characteristics that may lend themselves well to distance learners that are 

getting an education in a non-traditional or informal environment.  Entrepreneurs are 

also willing to take risks, and distance education may be a risk for someone who has 

never participated in distance or adult education before and may not know what it will 

look like or what to expect (Reimers-Hild, et al., 2005).  Institutions and educators who 

are on the forefront of offering programs that address the needs and wants of those 

seeking adult learning opportunities may have a competitive advantage. 

Volunteer Leadership in Agriculture 

Carter and Rudd (2005) analyzed participation and leadership of active members 

within the Florida Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF).  This study explained individual 

motivations, attitudes towards volunteering, and opinions of serving on county Farm 

Bureau boards by determining the reasons why local Farm Bureau members choose to 

participate or not participate in leadership roles in local county farm bureau boards.  The 

instrument included a motivation sources inventory, developed by Barbuto and Scholl, 

that measures intrinsic, instrumental, external and internal self-concept motivation.  
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Research by Martinez and McMullin has shown the impact of demographics and 

involvement on volunteerism and the demographics found to be significant in their 

studies were included in the survey instrument.  The survey instrument was 

administered to a random sample of 419 from 36,100 active FFBF members.  The 

survey consisted of three parts: a motivation sources inventory, a semantic differential 

scale to measure volunteering attitudes, and a Likert scale inventory to assess 

respondents’ desire to serve on a county board.   

There were 24 independent variables, including several motivation factors, 

volunteering attitudes, and demographic variables, that were regressed on the 

dependent variable of participation on a county board.  The data were analyzed with 

backward multiple regression analysis.  From the original 24 variables, seven were 

identified as statistically significant.  Another regression eliminated two of those 

variables due to a lack of statistical significance, and the third regression revealed the 

correlation and explanatory power of the remaining five variables on the dependent 

variable.  The five variables of volunteering evaluative factor, volunteering activity factor, 

number of farm bureau events attended, membership in youth development 

organizations, and participation in leadership development program explained 36% of 

the variance in serving on county boards.  The most significant variable with the largest 

explanatory power was the volunteering evaluative factor.   

A key implication of Carter and Rudd’s (2005) study was that how individuals 

evaluate volunteering was the strongest determinant of serving on county boards.  

Therefore, Farm Bureau should appeal to individuals on a personal level, highlighting 

the value to their lives, personal achievement, and use of skills and talents that 
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accompanies serving on county boards.  Literature showed age, gender, and family 

status to have influenced volunteering; these variables were not found to be significant 

in this study.  Previous research also showed motivation to be important to why 

individuals participate in organizations.  Other research suggested included: recruitment 

and retainment of volunteers; evaluation of leadership programming offered; and of the 

Farm Bureau organization itself. 

The long-term impact of volunteer leadership was studied by Karr, Keith, 

Lockaby and Vaughn in 2001.  With a population of former Texas 4-H Council 

members, a survey was used to determine the self-perceived impact of serving at the 

highest level of leadership in the state 4-H organization.  The impact was measured by 

the members’ educational attainment, career choice and community involvement.  All 

respondents attended college, and a large majority agreed or strongly agreed that the 

state 4-H council contributed to their college success, career success and level of 

community involvement.  90% were satisfied with their current occupation.  They had a 

much lower divorce rate and much higher level of educational attainment than the 

general population.  Most former council members were actively involved in their 

community, with more than half involved in professional organizations and church.  

They were unlikely to hold elected positions to public office, but much more likely to hold 

elected positions within agricultural organizations.  The majority felt they had gained 

useful skills serving on the council, with leadership and public speaking most commonly 

cited.  

Agricultural Leadership 

The American agricultural industry is diverse – comprised of more than 2.2 

million people producing dozens of different commodities, with numerous segments of 



 

41 

production involved in each industry (National Agricultural Statistics Service [NASS], 

2009).  Agriculture also leads American industries in having the most significant impact 

of any on the U.S. economy.  The value of all agricultural industries combined 

contributed $364,900,000,000 to the U.S. economy in 2008 (Economic Research 

Service, 2010).  The people that produce our nation’s food and fiber supply are certainly 

as diverse as the products they produce.  “Character and community – that is, culture in 

the broadest, richest sense – constitute, just as much as nature, the source of food” 

(Berry, 1996, p. 16).  Production agriculturalists tend “to be conservative, primarily 

concerned with their families and farms and the issues that affected them on a direct, 

local basis.” (Miller, 1976, p. 21).   

Strickland (2008) studied the relationship between leadership style and emotional 

intelligence of agricultural leaders.  Using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and 

the Bar-On EQi, results showed this group of agricultural leaders to be transformational 

leaders than transactional or passive/avoidant leaders.  Emotional intelligence levels 

were comparable to national norms, but younger leaders reported higher levels of 

emotional intelligence than older leaders.  Females were found to use more 

transformational leadership while males reported higher levels of emotional intelligence.  

Much of what is accomplished by leaders in agriculture, especially within the 

context of organizations, is done through the collaboration of teams.  Teams are 

“organizational groups composed of members who are interdependent, who share 

common goals, and who must coordinate their activities to accomplish these goals” 

(Northouse, 2007, p. 207). Team leadership places the focus of team effectiveness on 

leadership.  Agricultural organizations provide useful illustrations of how and why team 
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leadership works as an applied theory in agriculture.  Much of the work of these 

organizations is done by teams of producer members, such as the officer team, 

standing committees, and the board of directors.   

Hill’s Model for Team Leadership outlines internal and external leadership 

actions that can increase team effectiveness through performance and development 

(Northouse, 2007).  The internal task leadership action of structuring for results is 

currently in progress at NCBA, as the governance task force (team) continues to work, 

developing plans for a restructuring of the organization in the near future.  This process 

has required team members to lead the internal relational leadership action of 

collaborating, as the governance task force is comprised of producers with polar 

opposing viewpoints on some issues the task force is working through.  The external 

environmental leadership action of advocating happens at every national meeting of 

cattlemen, as leaders within the team are already beginning to share recommendations 

and strategies of the team in order to garner support among members of the 

organization for the changes that are forthcoming.   

Research suggests a need for more effective beef industry leadership.  Purcell 

(2002) addressed problems within the beef industry that must be addressed to keep the 

industry healthy, meaning cattle producers can make a profit, resources are protected, 

and the future of the industry is sustainable.  Issues addressed include beef demand, 

pricing problems, costs of production, and inadequate beef industry leadership.  

Prescriptions for a healthy industry include: improved production efficiency and keeping 

production costs down; growth in vertical alliances and contracting arrangements; 

investments in new product and market development; broader perspective on trade to 



 

43 

enhance export growth; continued support for the Beef Check Off program; pricing fed 

cattle on an individual carcass basis; and elected leadership of beef industry 

organizations hiring competent professional staff and listening to them in order to 

address the media and general public with more knowledge and understanding of the 

pending industry issues. 

In order to develop more effective beef industry leaders as Purcell (2002) 

suggests, an emphasis must be placed on training leaders with the skills identified as 

necessary to make them effective in their leadership roles.  The skills approach takes a 

leader-centered perspective on leadership, emphasizing skills and abilities that are 

needed for effective leadership and that can be learned and developed (Northouse, 

2007, p. 39).  The skills approach embraces the concept that leaders are made, not 

born, and that anyone can develop or improve their leadership abilities.  Katz (1955) 

suggested that effective leadership depended on three basic types of skills: technical, 

human and conceptual (as cited by Northouse, 2007).  Technical skills are those 

involving proficiencies and competencies in a particular area dealing with a specific 

activity.  Human skills are the knowledge and abilities required to manage and interact 

with people.  Conceptual skills are related to the big picture or abstract ideas and 

include creating vision and strategy.  Depending on where a leader is positioned in the 

structure of an organization, some skills may be more important than others.  

Leadership Education 

 In 2002, Townsend explored leadership education in organizations.  This article 

addresses the questions surrounding leadership educators and identifies questions that 

remain unanswered, providing support for continued work in leadership research and 

development.  Leaders are identified as common people striving to improve 
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organizations and activities.  Many volunteer organizations look to leaders to increase 

member involvement.  Leadership educators are identified as those who are hired to 

provide programs, teach leadership concepts and develop leaders.  Three questions are 

outlined to determine if leadership educators are providing fantasy or factual programs.  

One question is directed toward determining the best teaching environments for people 

to achieve their leadership potential, and discusses how organizations often provide this 

environment through their leadership development efforts.  Evaluation and 

accountability are needed for organizations in these efforts, and leadership educators 

could be the ones to provide that evaluation.  The author suggests that some cultures 

may not respond to traditional concepts of leadership and should be further 

investigated.  The question of short-term versus long-term leadership program 

effectiveness is addressed, with a summary of research supporting sustained, long-term 

programs to be more effective in leading to behavior changes, while short-term 

programs increase awareness.  Student involvement in activities was also highlighted to 

lead to the development of more transformational leadership characteristics.  The 

author suggests research and development in leadership education can improve 

teaching and learning environments, expand program and workshop possibilities, and 

develop productive curricula.   

Agricultural Leadership Programs 

Based on a need for more leaders in agriculture, agricultural leadership programs 

have been developed.  Hustedde and Woodward (1996) developed a guide for 

designing a rural leadership program and curriculum.  The guide advocates a post-

heroic view of leadership, and develops the idea of this new kind of leader as a servant 

leader who fosters, strengthens, and sustains vibrant and diverse leadership in the 
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community.  There are three major ways that these servant leaders are nourished, in 

the forms of mentorship, self-study and practice, and community leadership programs.  

They highlight the Michigan State University Extension Service model for a rural 

leadership program.   

Michigan State University Extension Service has a vision for its community action 

leadership efforts to develop energized communities of co-leaders and co-learners 

committed to concerted action for a collective vision (Vandenberg and Sandman, 1995).  

The MSU model is based on the following four concepts: 

COMMUNITY.  Develop leadership programs that foster trust, respect, and 
appreciation of diversity in the community. 

VISION.  Help community members develop a vision of what they want to become. 

LEARNING.  Stimulate learning communities where people expand their collective 
thinking and learn together. 

ACTION.  Stimulate action and encourage “leadership by doing.” 

These goals are a guide for leadership program activities.  Every community is unique, 

and needs to address the goals and vision that are appropriate for that community, but 

clear goals are essential to the success of every leadership program (Vandenberg and 

Sandman, 1995). 

 From the four concepts outlined in the MSU model, Sandmann and Vandenberg 

(1995) further developed a conceptual framework for community action leadership 

development.  The first part was a holistic philosophy of leadership based on the four 

concepts of community, vision, learning, and action.  The second part relates these core 

concepts to seven action-based values.  These values of community action leadership 

development include: visioning together, leading together, learning together, building 

community, developing energy, acting together, and communicating (Sandmann and 
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Vandenberg, 1995).  The third part of this framework defines the roles of leaders in 

promoting community action leadership.  These leadership roles include: facilitation, 

learner focus, leadership focus, issue/action focus, non-prescriptive, and process as 

content (Sandmann and Vandenberg, 1995).  In the context of agricultural leadership 

programs, the authors highlight the importance of the role of Extension in taking this 

conceptual framework from concept to practice.  Extension faculty and staff must not 

only understand the framework, but also have the time, commitment, and resources to 

consistently apply this framework for 21st century leadership. 

Networking opportunities is a recurring outcome of agricultural leadership 

programs.  Graduates of the Oklahoma Agricultural Leadership Program identified 

networking opportunities as the most important aspect of the program (Kelsey and Wall, 

2003).  Kaufman and Carter (2005) studied the community benefit from the networking 

provided by agricultural leadership programs.  Networks are identified as the 

connections people make with the life of their community.  Leadership development 

programs foster opportunities for people to work together and create these connections 

(Kaufman and Carter, 2005).  The Wedgworth Leadership Institute in Florida has shown 

over 77% of evaluated participants to site increased contacts and networking 

opportunities as outstanding program features.  Over 50% of the same group noted that 

they were more involved in organizations as a result of the program.  Quality networks 

are a necessary part of the infrastructure of successful rural communities (Carter, 

1999). 

Research has shown that one factor affecting participation in agricultural 

leadership programs is socioeconomic status.  Wall, Pettibone, and Kelsey (2005) used 
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factor analysis to test the effect of socioeconomic status on leadership and participation 

of agricultural leadership program graduates.  Results showed that levels of income and 

education were statistically significantly related to community commitment.  High-

income leaders have been found to show a greater extent and degree of participation in 

program activities than did low-income leaders (Dhanakumar, et al., 1996).     

Logic models can be used for program development or evaluation to relate the 

concepts, perspectives and theories about behavior into a statement that describes how 

the program will work.  This statement is generally a diagram that shows the major 

components and outcomes of a program.  Useful models must have variables that can 

be manipulated by a program and are feasible to manipulate (G.D. Israel, personal 

communication, March 2, 2009).  These models also show variables and factors that 

influence leadership that are beyond program control.  A general logic model for 

leadership development programs can be found in Figure 2-1, and could be adapted to 

specific agricultural leadership programs with modification.  

The logic model in Figure 2-1 shows the process that ultimately leads individuals 

from a leadership development program to leadership in their organizations, 

government, community or business.  The leadership development program includes 

the knowledge, experience and skills that can be learned and gained through a well-

designed program.  Programs can make adjustments in this arena to best meet the 

needs of the people the program serves.  Within the individual there are factors that 

determine if they ultimately serve as leaders, including their attitudes, personality and 

level of emotional intelligence.  These factors feed into the intention of this individual to 

lead and to what degree they discover and develop their personal leadership style, and 
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Figure 2-1. Logic model of leadership development program
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eventually influence the leadership they choose or choose not to exert in organizations, 

government, community or business.  At any point along this pathway, situational 

factors can make individuals more or less likely to become leaders.  These factors are 

typically situations life brings that are beyond the realm of the potential leaders’ control. 

Summary 

The concept map for this research, which includes a regression model with 

variables adapted from Carter and Rudd (2005) and Passewitz (1991), is shown in 

Figure 2-2.  This study of volunteer leadership in agricultural organizations was 

narrowed down from general grassroots agricultural organizations to beef industry 

organizations, where the focus remained for the interviews and focus group utilized in 

the data collection process.  The study concluded with a questionnaire directed toward 

NCBA as a specific organization within the beef industry to determine the variables that 

influence producer tendencies toward volunteer leadership in these organizations. 

While limited research has been conducted to study volunteer leadership in 

grassroots agricultural organizations, the literature reveals some studies that contribute 

to the knowledge base for conducting such research.  This previous research presented 

in this chapter was organized into the following categories: volunteer organizations, 

management of volunteers in organizations, motivations of volunteers, development of 

volunteer leaders, volunteer leadership in agriculture, agricultural leadership, leadership 

education and agricultural leadership programs.  This study has the potential to make a 

contribution to the literature in this field and add to this body of knowledge.
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    VOLUNTEER LEADERSHIP 

 
 

L = f ( M + PP + LA + V + S + PC + PB + R + D) 
 

Where: 
  L = Volunteer Leadership     M = Motivation Factors 

  PP = Past Participation    LA= Leadership Ability 

  V = Attitude of Volunteering    S = Attitude of Service 

  PC = Perception of Costs    PB = Perception of Benefits 

  R = Recruitment      D = Demographics 

 

Figure 2-2. Conceptual model of volunteer leadership in the beef industry

Grassroots Organizations Agricultural Organizations 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to assess beef producers’ perceptions of, interest 

in, and commitment to serving in leadership roles within the beef industry.  The 

objectives of this research were to identify the factors that influence producer members’ 

decisions to participate and lead in beef industry organizations, determine perceptions 

of active National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA) members about volunteer 

leadership responsibilities and commitments, and identify the leadership education 

needs of NCBA members.   

This chapter will outline in detail the specific research methods used to plan and 

implement this study.  These descriptions will include the research design and 

implementation procedures, the study population, development of instrumentation, data 

collection and data analysis.   

Subjectivity Statement 

This researcher was raised on a beef cattle operation in the Midwest, immersed in 

agriculture as a way of life, devoted to rural values and beliefs, intensified by further 

education, advocacy opportunities and a passion to protect the American agricultural 

heritage.  This research was conducted through the lens of my personal knowledge and 

understanding of the people and culture of production agriculture and my perceptions of 

agricultural organizations and the volunteer leaders that serve them.  I admire, respect 

and am fascinated by their challenging work on and off the farm.  As a researcher, I 

acknowledge that my views and perceptions create the perspective through which I see 

the world and are rooted in my own experiences as a product of a Missouri family farm. 
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Research Design 

Both qualitative and quantitative research have their place within agricultural 

education, including the specialization of leadership development.  Rigorous research 

requires one to match the research questions and type of investigation to the correct 

research design, which could create a quantitative study, a qualitative study, or both 

through a mixed methods design.  Attempting to fit all research in this field into only one 

category or the other would be trying to fit a round peg in a square hole and 

compromise the integrity of the research.   

People are complex and difficult to study, especially ethically within the confines of 

the scientific method.  Observation and replication can be challenging, particularly for 

quantitative researchers who may not recognize the bias of their own values and 

attitudes and may have problems with the interactions between subjects and observers 

(Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002).  Unlike qualitative researchers, they tend to collect 

observations from a distance and try not to interact with subjects (participants) or the 

environment.  Traditional attitudes of scientists show the following characteristics: 

scientists are doubters who seek to verify their findings through repeated observations, 

they are objective and impartial, and they deal with facts, not values (Ary, Jacobs, & 

Razavieh, 2002, p. 11).  This barrier of attitude and opinion can be overcome by 

continuing to produce high quality, trustworthy qualitative research in agricultural 

education that produces meaningful knowledge and results for the field. 

 There are certain assumptions researchers make when doing qualitative inquiry.  

The first assumption is ontology, or the researchers stance toward the nature of reality.  

Qualitative research assumes subjective and multiple realities, as seen by participants 

in a study.  As shown in the findings and conclusions of this study, researchers use 
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multiple quotes and themes in the words of participants to provide evidence of different 

perspectives (Creswell, 2007).   

 The second assumption is epistemology, or how the researcher knows what she 

knows.  One must consider the relationship between the researcher and what is being 

researched.  Qualitative researchers attempt to minimize the distance between 

themselves and the participants being studied.  Thus, the researcher collaborates with 

participants, spends time in the field with them, and tries to become an “insider” 

(Creswell, 2007, p. 17).  In this study, the researcher had a personal relationship with 

many of the participants in every phase of data collection, especially with those that 

participated in interviews. 

 The role of values in the research, or axiology, is another qualitative research 

assumption.  Research is loaded with values and biases are present.  Qualitative 

researchers “position themselves” in a study by openly discussing and reporting their 

personal values and biases in a subjectivity statement, particularly those that shape 

their narrative (Creswell, 2007, p. 18).  Researchers might include their personal 

interpretations along with participants’ interpretations.  

 Rhetorical assumptions are made based on the language of the research.  

Qualitative researchers write in a literary, informal style using a personal voice, 

qualitative terms, and limited definitions; they may use an engaging style of narrative 

that could include first-person pronouns (Creswell, 2007, p. 17).   

 The final assumption of qualitative inquiry identified by Creswell (2007) is 

methodology.  The procedures, or methods, of qualitative research are characterized as 

“inductive, emerging, and shaped by the researcher’s experience in collecting and 
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analyzing data” (p. 19).  The research questions may change in the middle of the study 

and data collection strategies have to be modified accordingly.   For example, the 

original third objective of this research was modified after the first two phases of data 

collection, which then influenced the final stage of the study. 

 There are also assumptions made by quantitative researchers.  The fundamental 

assumption is universal determinism, that events are ordered and lawful and can be 

predicted (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002).  Science is rooted in the belief that events 

are orderly and regular, and can be explained through observation of nature through 

scientific inquiry. 

 The second assumption quantitative researchers make is that “reliable 

knowledge can ultimately derive only from direct and objective observation (Ary, 

Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002, p. 11).  Science depends on empirical evidence, not 

authorities, and many researchers have rejected the paradigm of their day to study 

science through observations and experiments.  This also entails the belief that only 

phenomena that are subject to observation can be scientifically investigated.  

Participation and leadership in agricultural organizations can be observed; however, 

producer members’ beliefs and perceptions cannot. 

The assumptions of qualitative research tend to be more philosophical and 

subjective, while those of quantitative research are more objective and scientific in 

nature.  These assumptions underlying two different types of research and inquiry can 

create conflict and tension among the two different schools of thought.  Both are 

vigorous methods of research and follow the general procedures of research, beginning 

with a research problem and the questions to be answered, data collection and 
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analysis, and reporting the findings.  Qualitative methods might conduct data collection 

through the use of observations, interviews, focus groups or documents (Creswell, 

2007).   

This study included both qualitative and quantitative methods to accomplish the 

purpose and objectives of the study.  Three components contributed different 

information to achieve the overall objectives of this research.  The first segment was 

qualitative research done as a basic descriptive study utilizing basic interpretive 

methods.  The data was collected through interviews with cattle producers to identify 

themes and patterns of beef industry organization participation and leadership.  This 

type of research design allowed for an in-depth analysis of the participation and 

leadership attitudes and patterns of cattle producers.  However, only a limited number of 

producers could be interviewed, so the purposive sample was diverse and included 

producers from a variety of perspectives and backgrounds.   

 The second part of this research was qualitative and added credibility to the first 

part by confirming and validating the interview results through a focus group.  The focus 

group was an hour-long discussion of the findings of the interviews and producers’ 

feedback based on those results.  The cattle producers selected for the focus group 

were those currently serving on the Joint Industry Producer Education Committee.  This 

committee is comprised of both NCBA members and Cattlemen’s Beef Board (CBB) 

members that may or may not belong to NCBA or a state affiliate as they serve on the 

federation side that manages Beef Checkoff dollars.  As this committee is dedicated to 

meeting the education needs of cattle producers, this focus group included a discussion 
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of the leadership education needs of the industry based upon the findings of the 

interviews.  

The third part of the study was a quantitative design conducted as descriptive 

survey research with data gathered through surveys from NCBA’s YPC members.  This 

quantitative research included a correlation research design and analyzed the 

relationship between participation and volunteer leadership in beef industry 

organizations and recruitment, involvement, and demographic characteristics.  The 

survey instrument is also an assessment of the leadership education needs of NCBA 

members.  The YPC survey included all members of NCBA that are 18-35 years of age.  

The repercussion of using this research design is that the results may or may not be 

generalizeable to all NCBA members, all cattle producers or all agricultural 

organizations. 

Procedures 

 Interviews were scheduled with the cattle producers chosen for the purposive 

sample.  Sixteen interviews were conducted face-to-face, with cattlemen identified from 

each of the following groups: past beef industry leaders, current industry leaders, 

emerging industry leaders, members that participate but are not in leadership roles, 

members that pay dues but do not actively participate, and cattlemen that are not dues 

paying members of any beef industry organizations.  Interviews ranged in length from 

30 minutes to two hours.  In addition to their varying levels of past participation and 

leadership, participants interviewed for this research were from various parts of the 

country and involved in different segments of the cattle industry, including seedstock, 

cow/calf, dairy, stocker/backgrounder, livestock auction market, feedlot and allied 

industry company.  Participants were selected from both from the researcher’s personal 
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network and from the recommendations of industry leaders and national organizational 

staff in the researcher’s network.  A concerted effort was made to include producers that 

represented each of the categories listed above to create diversity in the purposive 

sample. 

One focus group was conducted with members of the Joint Industry Producer 

Education Committee.  This focus group took place at the annual Cattle Industry 

Summer Conference in July, 2009, and cattlemen in attendance at the summer meeting 

were from all over the country with diverse backgrounds and histories in the cattle 

business, representing many different segments of the industry.  The focus group lasted 

one hour, as to the allotted time on the agenda of the committee meeting.  

To measure the perceptions of the leadership needs within the U.S. cattle 

industry, a questionnaire was developed from the findings and themes of the interviews 

and focus group and distributed to a sample of cattle producers across the country.  

Conducting research using a survey requires several decisions to be researched and 

made before the survey instrument is actually developed.   

In 2009, there were 94.5 million head of cattle and calves in the United States 

residing on 956,500 operations (NASS, 2009b).  While there are an estimated 800,000 

ranchers and cattlemen in the U.S., the exact number of owners, operators, partners 

and workers involved in these cattle operations is unknown (National Cattlemen’s Beef 

Association [NCBA], 2007).  It would be extremely difficult to conduct a survey using a 

population of all cattle producers in this country.  A survey with this population could not 

have a truly random sample, and it would be difficult to approach and overcome the 

potential errors, limitations and barriers.   
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 Therefore, it is more manageable and appropriate to narrow the focus of such a 

survey to more defined boundaries (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009).  This can be 

done by channeling the survey through a national beef industry organization that has a 

membership database of dues-paying members that are also more likely to have a 

vested interest in the leadership needs of the industry.  Sending the survey through an 

organization also creates more credibility for the participants and might positively 

influence responses to Internet surveys (Simsek & Veiga, 2001). 

The oldest and most prominent national organization within the beef industry is the 

National Cattlemen’s Beef Association (NCBA).  In 1898, a national cattle producers 

organization was formed to combat issues such as land rights, cattle rustling, and the 

packer monopoly (Association History, 2008).  For more than 100 years, this 

organization has represented the economic, political and social interests of the U.S. 

cattle business.   

Today, NCBA is a grassroots agricultural organization consisting of more than 

31,000 individual members nationwide (A. Graham, personal communication, April 14, 

2010.  Together with 64 affiliated state associations and breed organizations, NCBA 

represents more than 230,000 cattle breeders, feeders, and producers.  This makes 

NCBA a solid choice to conduct a national survey.   

This research utilized a web-based questionnaire to collect quantitative data from 

a subset of NCBA members.  While NCBA maintains a database with as much contact 

information as possible for each of their 31,000 members, the organization only has 

email addresses for 6,000 of those members (N. Jaeger, personal communication, 

January 28, 2010).  Drawing a random sample from these available email addresses 
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would create major coverage and sampling errors that could not be accounted for or 

defined.  While organizational research has traditionally relied on designs that are 

vulnerable to sample selection bias, the researcher must still ensure that the sample 

represents the population from which it was drawn, which is particularly difficult to 

achieve with Internet surveys (Simsek & Viega, 2001).  Thus, the survey was 

administered as a census to a known and defined subset of members within NCBA that 

all had an email address available and on file with the organization.   

In July of 2008, NCBA introduced an effort to get more young people involved in 

the association by creating the Young Producer’s Council (YPC).  Any NCBA member 

between the ages of 18-35 becomes a YPC member when they pay their NCBA dues 

and confirm their birth date with the association.  As of January 2010, there were 289 

YPC members (A. Graham, personal communication, February 4, 2010).  NCBA had an 

email address on file for each, while communicating with the group primarily through a 

YPC Facebook group and YPC Cattle Call Blog.  Because of the electronic access to 

this population, a purposive census within NCBA of all YPC members was used for the 

survey instrument data collection.  

Participants 

 The population for this study was American cattle producers.   For the initial 

interviews and focus group, accessible cattle producers were selected as part of a 

purposive sample.  The population for the survey included a purposive census of all 

YPC members, with the questionnaire emailed to all YPC members within NCBA.   

Instrumentation 

 A list of nineteen interview questions was researcher-developed and piloted with 

an expert panel.  These questions served as the foundation for the semi-structured 
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interviews and further probing questions were asked when needed for clarification or 

additional explanation.   This list of questions is included in Appendix A.   

From the interview responses, a list of questions was generated that was 

narrowed down and directed to the focus group, which can be viewed in Appendix D.  

Prior to the focus group these questions were also reviewed by a panel of experts and 

further refined to best meet the objectives of this research.  A moderator’s guide was 

developed to facilitate the focus group and can be found in Appendix C.   

A researcher-developed survey was then created from the interview and focus 

group findings and distributed to NCBA members that may or may not be serving in 

leadership roles at the county, state or national level.  The survey instrument was based 

on the findings and themes that emerged from the interviews and were validated by the 

focus group.  Survey questions incorporated variables identified through interviews and 

focus groups as potential factors influencing participation and volunteer leadership in 

beef industry organizations.  Leadership education needs that were identified by the 

interviews and focus group results were combined with those included in Carter and 

Rudd’s (2005) survey instrument for FFBF members.  This list of potential leadership 

education needs was also included in the questionnaire.   

The original survey instrument contained 121 constructs.  This original 

questionnaire was then reviewed by a panel of experts and changes were made based 

upon their evaluation.  After the expert panel review, the survey instrument was tested 

through a pilot study to check for validity and reliability.  The mean, standard deviation 

and Chronbach’s alpha were computed for each survey construct and more changes 
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were made to the instrument by combining or removing questions.  The final survey 

instrument contained 78 constructs and can be found in Appendix E. 

Data Collection 

Data collection for the qualitative portion of this research was conducted through 

interviews and a focus group with cattle producers from across the country.  A 

purposive sample of producers was chosen for the interviews, including those who were 

past beef industry organizational leaders, current leaders, emerging leaders, members 

not serving in leadership roles, members not actively participating, and producers who 

are not dues-paying members to any beef industry organization.  These interviews took 

place face-to-face on ranchers’ home operations in the spring of 2009.  The interviews 

were audiotaped and later transcribed into written documents.  Field notes were taken 

during the interview and ranch visit and later transcribed as well.  These documents 

were then converted into a user-friendly format in preparation for coding and data 

analysis.   

The focus group was conducted with producers serving on the Joint Industry 

Producer Education Committee who attended the Cattle Industry Summer Conference 

in 2009.  The focus group was audiotaped, videotaped and notes were taken during the 

focus group, and later all documents were transcribed and combined to create a full 

bodied description of the conversation and interactions.  The process of transcription 

serves as a measure of validity and a method of analysis.  These documents were 

organized and formatted in preparation for coding and data analysis.   

The interviews and focus group provided the foundation for development of the 

survey instrument.  The survey was administered to a purposive sample of NCBA 

members.  The web link to the survey instrument was sent via email to every YPC 
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member.  The questionnaire was administered using Survey Monkey and was available 

for 14 days at www.surveymonkey.com/s/NCBA.  The use of web-based surveys for 

data collection with agriculturalists has proven to serve as an effective method for 

distribution of research instrumentation in the past (Strickland, 2008; Windham, 2009). 

Dillman’s (2009) web survey implementation procedures were followed to the 

best of the researcher’s ability and to the extent within the researcher’s control.  The 

first email was a standard notice letter that included the web link to the study from Steve 

Foglesong, NCBA President (Appendix F).  The second email was a thank you/reminder 

to respond to the web survey instrument (Appendix G).  Other methods of 

communication used to prompt YPC members to respond to the questionnaire included 

a post on the YPC Cattle Blog by a YPC officer, a message sent to the YPC Facebook 

group, and tweets with the survey link to YPC members on Twitter.  The researcher also 

made direct contact with YPC members in attendance at the 2010 Cattle Industry 

Annual Convention and NCBA Trade Show in San Antonio, Texas, and distributed 

business cards with the survey link to YPC members. 

Any survey research has the potential for several types of survey errors.  

Nonresponse error occurs when the people who do respond to the survey are different 

from those who do not respond in a way that is meaningful to the results (Dillman, 

Smyth, & Christian, 2009).  A follow-up to participants was included in a reminder email 

and different methods of communication were used to help reduce nonresponse error.  

Early and late responders were compared to test for nonresponse error.  Measurement 

error occurs when a respondent’s answers are inaccurate or imprecise, typically due to 

a misinterpretation or misunderstanding of the question.  To minimize measurement 
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error, careful consideration was taken with the layout and design of the questionnaire, 

as well as the wording of individual questions (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009).  

Feedback from the panel of experts and pilot test was used to make needed 

corrections. 

Data Analysis 

 The qualitative research conducted through the focus group and interviews was 

transcribed from audio files and organized into a logical format for analysis and 

interpretation.  Data derived from the interviews and focus group was provided back to 

the participants for their review as part of a member check audit trail.  Weft QDA was 

the software used for the qualitative analysis.  All text from the transcribed files was 

loaded into the program.  The data was coded and re-coded to look for patterns that 

emerged and related to our objectives seeking to understand volunteer leadership.  

Separate files with interview quotes kept in context from each pattern were developed 

through the process of coding and re-coding.  Categories were then re-combined into 

themes using Glaser’s (1965) constant comparative and discrepant analysis.  This 

process was done first using only the interview files, then combined with the focus 

group as a method of triangulation to validate the findings from the interviews.  Themes 

discovered through these procedures were interpreted and summarized, and 

transferred into a measurable format that was included in the survey instrument 

administered to collect quantitative data. 

The quantitative research used the data gathered through the leadership 

questionnaire.  289 YPC members were invited via email to participate in this web-

based survey.  With 137 respondents, a response rate of 47.4% was obtained.  Utilizing 

web-based survey instruments with agricultural leaders, Strickland (2008) obtained a 
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response rate of 42%, while Windham (2009) received a 57% response rate with a 

similar population.  Previous research with similar methods indicates that this response 

rate is acceptable. 

SPSS statistical base software was used for this quantitative analysis.  Descriptive 

statistics were compiled and analyzed to determine patterns or trends in the data and 

assess the demographic characteristics of the respondents.  The mean and standard 

deviation were obtained for all questions.  A reliability analysis was conducted for all 

questions containing a Likert-type scale.   

Summary 

 While limited research has been conducted to study volunteer leadership in 

grassroots agricultural organizations, the literature reveals some studies that contribute 

to the knowledge base and methodology for conducting such research.  The methods 

outlined in this chapter for use in this study included qualitative and quantitative 

research methods utilizing interviews, a focus group and survey instrument as tools for 

data collection.  The methodology of this research was designed to achieve the 

objectives of this study by obtaining findings and results that were valid and reliable.  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to assess beef producers’ perceptions of, interest 

in, and commitment to serving in leadership roles within the beef industry.  The 

objectives of this research were to identify the factors that influence producer members’ 

decisions to participate and lead in beef industry organizations, determine perceptions 

of active National Cattlemen’s Beef Association members about volunteer leadership 

responsibilities and commitments, and identify the leadership education needs of NCBA 

members.   

This research included three major sections that each utilized a different type of 

data collection and built upon the previous step(s).  The interviews formed the 

foundation for the focus group, while the themes that emerged from the interviews and 

confirmed by the focus group became the basis for the development of the survey 

instrument.  However, for the sake of answering the research questions posed by this 

study, this chapter organizes all results from all three steps of data collection by the 

research objectives, with each objective specifically supported by all related findings.  

From the interviews and focus group, seven themes emerged from the data 

relating to participation and leadership in beef industry organizations: membership and 

leadership recruitment; organizational involvement; organizational leadership; Young 

Cattlemen’s Conference; humility; volunteerism; costs and benefits of leadership; and 

leadership development.  Additionally, several subthemes surfaced from within several 

themes.   To report these findings, both interviewees and focus group participants are 

quoted throughout this chapter.  Background information of the interviewees can be 

found in Table 4-1.   
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Table 4-1. Interviewees 
Producer A Cow/calf producer from the Southeast, > 60 years of age 

Retired from full-time job of 30 years 
Producer B Purebred producer from the Midwest, 3 children at home 

30-60 years of age 
Producer C Allied industry company employee from the West 

30-60 years of age 
Producer D Seedstock producer from the Southwest 

30-60 years of age, two children at home 
Producer E Cow/calf producer from the Southeast, > 60 years of age 

Previously held government appointed offices 
Producer F Cow/calf producer, stocker and feedlot owner from the Midwest 

2 children and their families work on ranch, 30-60 years of age 
Producer G Stocker/backgrounder from Northern Plains 

< 30 years of age, no beef industry memberships 
Producer H Manager of seedstock operation in the Midwest 

> 60 years of age 
Producer I Cow/calf producer from the Midwest, 30-60 years of age 

Regional livestock alliance employee, 1 child at home 
Producer J Seedstock producer from the Midwest 

> 60 years of age, grown children now partners on the ranch 
Producer K Livestock auction market manager from the Midwest 

30 – 60 years of age, teenage children living at home 
Producer L Cow/calf and stocker operator from the Southwest 

Banker and community developer, < 30 years of age 
Producer M Cow/calf producer from the Midwest 

30-60 years of age 
Producer N Stocker/backgrounder from the Southeast 

> 60 years of age 
Producer O Feedlot owner from the West, 30-60 years of age 

Previously paid staff at beef industry organization 
Producer P Seedstock producer from the Southwest, marketing manager 

30-60 years of age, 2 teenage children 
 

All 289 YPC members were invited via email to participate in this web-based 

survey.  With 137 respondents, a response rate of 47.4% was obtained.  Utilizing web-

based survey instruments with agricultural leaders, Strickland (2008) obtained a 

response rate of 42%, while Windham (2009) received a 57% response rate with a 

similar population.  For a web-based survey with agricultural producers, this response 

rate is comparable to similar studies.   
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Demographics 

The sixteen producers interviewed for the first phase of this research came from 

seven different states, which provided representation to four of NCBA’s seven 

geographical regions.  These participants ranged in age from 26 to 79 years and were 

predominately male.  Each of the cattle producers interviewed in this study had been 

involved in the cattle industry at least since they finished their last year of formal 

education.  Only three did not grow up on a farm or ranch.  “I’ve been involved my entire 

life,” or “just about forever” were common statements.  Beef industry segments 

represented by this group include seedstock, cow/calf, dairy, stocker/backgrounder, 

livestock auction market, feedlot and allied industry company.   

They had a variety of motivations for working in the cattle industry, from the risk 

and reward of a challenging job in the free enterprise system to raising a family in a 

rural setting.  One said he just “didn’t want to go to college,” but only three interviewees 

did not have a four-year college degree, while six had graduate degrees.  The majority 

expressed their passion for the industry, saying raising cattle was “what I enjoy” and 

“just what I love doing.”   

Our mission here is very simple.  And that is that we are continually striving 
to improve the efficiency of converting God’s forage, all the grass out there 
that you and I, and chickens and hogs cannot utilize.  Improve the efficiency 
of converting God’s forage into safe, nutritious, great tasting beef to better 
feed His people.  That’s why our family’s in the cattle business. 

According to the purposive sample, there was a wide range in their past 

participation and leadership within beef industry organizations as some were not 

members of any organization while others were past presidents of NCBA.  Of the 

participants that were dues-paying members of beef industry organizations, all 

happened to be members of NCBA in addition to other cattle organizations and several 
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were Farm Bureau members as well.  Those who were members ranged from 4 to 45 

years of membership, while the average membership was just more than 20 years. 

Table 4-2. Demographic characteristics of interview participants   
Age 26 – 79 years  
NCBA membership 4 – 45 years 
Raised on farm/ranch 13 
Education  3 – no college degree 

7 – four-year college degree 
6 – graduate or professional degree 

N=16 
 

The members of the focus group were a purposive sample of members of the Joint 

Industry Producer Education Committee, and similar in diversity of backgrounds to the 

interviewees.  Some had been involved in industry for their entire lives, while others only 

a few years.  Half of the committee members were NCBA representatives from their 

respective state affiliates, while the other half were appointees serving on the 

Cattlemen’s Beef Board and may not have necessarily been NCBA members.  The 

group was predominately male and comprised of older individuals those interviewed. 

The survey instrument was administered to YPC members, ranging in age from 20 

to 35 years, with an average age of 28.  These individuals had anywhere from less than 

a year to 29 years of experience as an NCBA member with an average membership of 

just more than three years.  Years of experience in cattle production ranged from those 

with no experience to those who were born into it with a full lifetime of experience (35 

years).  Many ranch families and operations pay membership dues as a company but 

not as individuals.  This may be why some survey respondents indicated that they 

considered themselves to have been NCBA members and/or beef cattle producers their 

entire lives.  See Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3. YPC demographics in years 
 Mean SD Range 
Age 27.99 4.038 20 – 35 
Years of NCBA membership   3.23 3.372 0.5 – 29  
Years in cattle industry production 16.89 7.650 0 – 35  

N=139 
 

Of the 137 YPC members who responded to the leadership questionnaire, 61% 

were male, 52.2% were married, and 70.1% did not have any children.  Less than 14% 

did not have a four-year college degree, as 51.8% had completed a four-year degree 

and 34.4% had earned a graduate or professional degree.  There were respondents 

from 34 different states that represented all seven of NCBA’s geographical regions.  

Regional representation was fairly evenly spread, with slightly less responses from the 

western region VI and eastern region I.  More than 55% of respondents came from 

families that have been in the beef business for more than three generations.  The vast 

majority (72.1%) were involved in cow/calf beef production, with the seedstock industry 

the second most represented sector at 22.1% involvement.  36.5% of respondents had 

a cowherd size of 50 or less, and nearly 60% ran less than 250 head per year, which is 

logical in light of the next demographic.  Nearly 80% of respondents work off the farm or 

ranch, with 81% of those having full-time “other” jobs, as seen in Table 4-4.   

The introductory questions of the leadership survey instrument asked respondents 

about their membership in other organizations and participation in NCBA and other 

industry organization events.  As Table 4-5 reveals, three quarters of respondents were 

members of their state cattlemen’s association in addition to NCBA, and nearly half 

were members of a local county cattlemen’s affiliate.  42.3% were Farm Bureau 

members and 41.6% were members of other commodity or agricultural groups. 
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Table 4-4. Demographic characteristics of survey respondents 
 Frequency Percent 

Gender   
Male 83 61.0 
Female 53 39.0 

Region   
I – CT, DE, IN, KY, MA, MD, MA, MI, NH, NJ, NY, 
OH, PA, RI, VT, VA, WV 15 11.2 

II – AL, FL, GA, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN 23 17.2 
III – MO, IL, IA, MN, WI 23 17.2 
IV – AR, OK, TX 19 14.2 
V – AK, CO, ID, MT, OR, WA, WY 21 15.7 
VI – AZ, CA, HI, NV, NM, UT 11   8.2 
VII – KS, NE, ND, SD 22 16.4 

Marital Status   
Single 65 47.8 
Married 71 52.2 

Number of Children   
0 96 70.1 
1 20 14.6 
2 14 10.2 
3   7   5.1 

Education   
High school   4   2.9 
Some college   7   5.1 
2 year degree   8   5.8 
4 year degree 71 51.8 
Graduate or professional school 47 34.3 

Ranch Family   
First generation 17 12.8 
Second generation 14 10.5 
Third generation 28 21.1 
More than three generations 74 55.6 

Industry Segment   
Seedstock 30 22.1 
Cow/Calf 98 72.1 
Stocker/Backgrounder 26 19.1 
Feedlot Owner/Manager 16 11.8 
Farmer/Feeder 22 16.2 
Vet/Consultant/Sales 11   8.1 
Other (Retail, Dairy)   4   3.0 

Size of operation (number of head)   
1 – 50 50 36.5 
51 – 100 14 10.2 
101 – 250 16 11.7 
251 – 500 14 10.2 
501 – 1000  15 10.9 
1001 – 1500   7   5.1 
1500 and up    9   6.6 

Employment   
Full-time on farm or ranch 30 22.1 
Off farm part-time 20 19.0 
Off farm full-time 85 81.0 
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Table 4-5. Industry membership 
 Percent 

Yes 
Percent 
No 

Frequency 
Yes 

Frequency 
No 

Local county cattlemen’s association 46.7 53.3 64 73 
State cattlemen’s association 75.9 24.1 104 33 
Breed association 31.4 68.6 43 94 
Farm Bureau 42.3 57.7 58 79 
Commodity, agricultural or livestock 
groups 

41.6 58.4 57 80 

Community or civic organizations 47.4 52.6 65 72 
N=137 
 

Of those YPC members responding to the leadership questionnaire, 66.4% had 

attended a local cattlemen’s meeting, 64.2% had gone to a state cattlemen’s 

convention, and 60.6% had been to the national Cattle Industry Annual Convention.  

Only 23.4% had been to the Beef Industry Summer Conference, which is similar in 

nature to the annual convention for NCBA and CBB with more committee work and no 

trade show.  16.8% of respondents had been on the YCC tour, which is an intensive 10-

day program that takes participants across the U.S. to gain an in-depth understanding 

of the entire beef industry and NCBA’s role in the industry.  A limited number of 

participants are chosen for YCC each year by NCBA state and breed affiliates and 

participants must be at least 25 years of age.  The frequencies and percentages of 

these responses are listed in Table 4-6. 

Table 4-6. Industry participation 
 Percent 

Yes 
Percent 
No 

Frequency 
Yes 

Frequency 
No 

Cattle Industry Annual Convention 60.6 39.4 83 54 
NCBA Trade Show 58.4 41.6 80 57 
Beef Industry Summer Conference 23.4 76.6 32 105 
Young Cattlemen’s Conference 16.8 83.2 23 114 
State cattlemen’s convention 64.2 35.8 88 49 
Local cattlemen’s association 
meeting 

66.4 33.6 91 46 

N=137 
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While the majority of YPC respondents had participated in cattlemen’s 

associations through local meetings, state and national conventions, very few had 

served in leadership roles at the local, state or national level.  Only 21.9% had served  

as officers in their county cattlemen’s association, 15.3% had served on the board of 

directors for their state cattlemen’s association, and 10.9% had served on a committee 

within NCBA.  As the statistics indicate in Table 4-7, a decreasing number of YPC 

members had served in leadership roles moving up into higher levels of the cattlemen’s 

associations.   

Table 4-7. Beef industry volunteer leadership 

 Percent 
Yes 

Percent 
No 

Frequency 
Yes 

Frequency 
No 

Served as an officer of a county 
cattlemen’s association 21.9 78.1 30 107 

Served on the board of directors for 
state cattlemen’s association 15.3 84.7 21 116 

Served on an NCBA committee 10.9 88.3 15 121 
N=137 

Objective 1 

Objective 1: To identify the factors that influence producer members’ decisions to 

participate and lead in beef industry organizations.  Data collected from the interviews, 

focus group and the leadership questionnaire were used to achieve the first objective of 

this research in the areas of recruitment, organizational involvement and leadership, 

YCC and humility. 

Membership and Leadership Recruitment  

“You’re selling a concept, not a product” when it comes to membership and 

leadership.  To get producers to participate or lead, they have to know how to make it 

happen and why it is important.  One cattleman said that organizations have to get 

people to think, “it is really cool to be included in this deal.” 
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Every interview participant except one mentioned they or others became members 

of beef industry organizations or involved in volunteer leadership roles because they 

were asked.  The theme of asking people to join or participate emerged 65 times 

throughout all the interviews.  This theme was further validated through numerous 

comments in the focus group, with one participant from that group concluding that “in 

many cases, volunteer leaders are picked for that position because other people either 

encourage or place them in those positions.”  “Somebody thought enough of you to say, 

you need to be on that committee.”   

One producer spoke of the number of people he had recruited to join organizations 

and referenced the monetary cost of membership saying, “You just have to keep asking.  

I have a passion for it and some of mine will rub off on them and I will get them for 

$100.”  A few producers described the process of joining an organization as a “neighbor 

hit me up.”  One man’s neighbor “came up my driveway and said, ‘I would really like for 

you to be a part of this deal.’  He signed me up and it was the best deal I ever got.”   

Another cattle producer talked about the lack of people asking fellow producers to 

join because of the culture of the cattle industry.  “We don’t go around trying to sell 

people stuff . . . and that is a tradition that just kills us in membership.”  Some joined 

because “I just decided a cattleman ought to be a member.”  Another man’s father “said 

you need to belong to the associations that support your industry.  It wasn’t a question, 

it was a statement.”   

Several were not involved in certain industry organizations because they had been 

selected instead of asked to serve, and because they felt they had not been asked to 

contribute anything of substance.  When asked why she chose one particular 
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organization, one producer said, “Cause we were asked.  Wanted.  Needed.  

Appreciated.”   

Producers agreed that they wanted someone to ask for and value their personal 

opinions and experiences.  “The bulk of your membership . . . will give input when asked 

and approached.  Leadership has to make sure that they’re representing what this 

group wants them to represent.”  Some of the women were recruited particularly 

because “women would relate to another woman” on food safety and nutritional issues 

facing the industry at the time. 

When it comes to leadership involvement, the majority of the participants took on a 

leadership role because someone asked them to.  “If you cut through all the BS 

answers I could give you, it’s probably mostly because someone asked me.”  Most saw 

this as an advantage to getting the right people.  One commented that the “best leaders 

I’ve seen are the ones that do it because someone talks them into it, rather than 

deciding up front they want to do it . . . because it’s a service mindset.”   

Based on the themes that emerged in the interviews from the leadership and 

membership recruitment category, the next portion of the survey instrument used the 

same 5-point Likert scale to determine how respondents became involved in the cattle 

industry or recruited others to become involved, or what it might influence them to 

become more involved in the future.  The response results are found in Table 4-8.   

The highest means and lowest standard deviations and thereby strongest 

agreements were with the two following statements: I have told others about how 

cattlemen’s association are helping the beef industry (M=4.11); and I would be more 

likely to serve in leadership roles with the cattlemen’s associations in the future if 
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someone asked me to (M=4.05).  These statements indicate that young producers in 

NCBA view the organization favorably and are willing to serve in leadership roles if 

recruited and asked. 

Table 4-8. Recruitment 
 Mean SD 
I became involved with the cattlemen's association because someone 
asked me to. 

2.95 1.176 

I have asked other people to become involved in the cattlemen’s 
association. 

3.79 1.021 

I have told others about how cattlemen’s associations are helping the 
beef industry. 

4.11 0.892 

I have served in leadership roles within my local, state or national 
cattlemen’s association. 

3.33 1.315 

Someone has asked me to serve in leadership roles within my local, 
state or national cattlemen’s association. 

3.26 1.288 

I would be more likely to serve in leadership roles with the cattlemen’s 
associations in the future if someone asked me to. 

4.05 0.828 

Total Mean 3.58 1.087 
Cronbach’s Alpha .807  
N=134 
 

The statement with a mean that fell on the disagreement side was “I became 

involved with the cattlemen's association because someone asked me to” (M=2.95).  

This statement indicates that many YPC members did not initially become involved with 

industry organizations because someone asked them.  This could be due to the fact that 

while many members pay dues, they do not consider themselves as actively involved in 

the organization yet. 

Organizational Involvement  

Every participant interviewed in this research discussed organizational 

involvement, with more than 100 comments related to why people did or did not join 
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organizations and/or participate.  Involvement is important to agricultural organizations 

because “we need all the numbers we can get.” 

People who participate in organizations feel like they can make a difference and 

change things by banning together with others in agriculture.  Many felt that the work of 

the “cattlemen and those organizations could really help us.”  One woman told her story 

of how she became a member and involved by finding an organization that helped her 

successfully fight the government in a battle of eminent domain.  “Many of the things the 

organization does affect my profitability.  I mean, if I sit at home, they may not do what I 

think they ought to do.  If I want to participate I gotta be there.”   

Those producers who had been involved in the past indicated they were highly 

likely to stay involved in the future.  For those that did get involved, many did so 

because they found common ground with the people, philosophy and culture associated 

with the organization.  “I like being involved, I like serving on committees that do 

something.  When I have the time to do it and do it right.”  Many participants enjoy their 

involvement and several stated it was “just the right thing to do.”  A strong passion for 

and real commitment to the industry was discussed several times as motivators for 

being involved.  One producer summarized involvement: “Come, get educated, get 

informed, and then use that in their organization back home or in their community, in 

their area, in their state, around the world.” 

People want to spend their time involved in something they perceive to be 

worthwhile, where they feel they are making a difference.  “If you can’t make a 

difference, you won’t do it.”  One producer became involved with an organization 

because “they wanted me to be involved in their leadership and help build their 
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organization stronger, build more grassroots support.”  Several other people discussed 

the importance of feeling wanted and appreciated by the organization as a major factor 

influencing their involvement.  Many producers choose to be involved in organizations 

where they feel they have the most to offer. 

“There’s an awful lot of social cowboys out there.”  While many interviewees 

enjoyed the people they worked with, they felt some people showed up and got involved 

because they wanted to “go drink a beer with your buds.”  One person said historically, 

organizations have annual meetings to “drink whiskey, have fun and bring the family, 

but we have to do something much more effective than that.”  While the fun factor was 

important to getting people there and getting members involved, there was consensus 

that people also wanted to work hard and feel their time at meetings was well spent. 

Data revealed that just because people did not like an organization did not mean 

that they would not join, but they were much less likely to become involved.  “You know 

I prefer those people to the ones that don’t join at all.”  One producer described his 

experience attending the annual convention of a state affiliate: 

It was in a high dollar hotel at a high dollar convention center in a high 
dollar city in a place I didn’t want to be, with people I didn’t really like.  It 
was people that were wealthy, that were in the cattle business because of a 
byproduct of land ownership . . . and that frustrated me.  The decisions that 
were being made, they weren’t speaking my language.  It was politically 
based and not based on sound science and what’s best for livestock 
production and for the environment. . . . I got plenty to do, I don’t need to go 
to your parties, and I don’t plan to go.  And they were very shocked. 

This cattleman remained a dues-paying member of the organization but had no 

intentions of being involved with that particular group, now or in the future. 

Some chose not to be involved in organizations because they did not see the 

value in it.  “[NCBA] hasn’t been able to say clearly enough who we are, who our 
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customer is, what we’re about, and hey come join us.”  One young producer said, “If I 

don’t know the benefit of it, I ain’t going to do it.”  If serving on a board was viewed as 

only a title and not an important responsibility, people felt they had better things to do 

with their time.  Another producer referred to an organization’s annual meetings as “a 

big social, drinks and hors d’oeuvres deal . . . tea parties never have turned me on.  I 

want to go get something done.”   

One cattleman “made a conscious decision not to get involved in the leadership of 

any organization for five years” after returning to the family’s ranch upon graduation 

from college.  He believed it was important to learn the family business first, earn 

respect from employees, and then become a volunteer leader later on down the road.  

Another producer felt people should not be serving and leading unless they had paid 

their dues and spent a good deal of time working in and gaining an understanding of the 

industry.  Someone else chose to become involved later in life because he wanted to 

choose for himself which organization was important to devote his time.  “I didn’t want to 

just be involved in what dad had been involved in.” 

Several producers said they did not know or understand what the organization did 

until they became involved, while several did not become involved because they did not 

know what the organization did or where dues money spent.  This can be a vicious 

cycle and difficult for organizations to break.  Some were unsure of how to get involved, 

one stating that he “found it very hard to figure out where I was supposed to be [within 

the organization].” 

Lack of time is a big barrier to organizational involvement.  People “can burn out 

on going to too many different functions.”  And it requires a “commitment of time to go 
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off the farm and leave their family and do those kinds of things, free, volunteer, you 

know they just don’t have a lot of time for that.”  Cost and lack of desire also emerged 

as major inhibitors to participation.  However, while cost was frequently discussed as a 

limitation to participation, it was nearly unanimously not considered a true reason that 

people did not pay dues to join an organization.  “Our dues are nothing.  It’s 

embarrassing how little we charge for what we accomplish.”  “It’s hard for me to believe 

that a person would decide not to support their industry organization because the dues 

are $100.  You can spend more than that going out to dinner.”   

Some beef producers do not feel comfortable around people, leading or speaking 

in front of others.  “Very few of us are trained in public speaking.”  Other people lack the 

confidence to become involved, believe someone else can do a better job, or may not 

feel they have “the skill set to do it.”   All it may take is someone providing 

encouragement and support to get that producer more engaged. 

Why are there so many beef producers who do not join an industry organization?  

“Well I don’t think that the issues have ever walked in their door.”  “Most people do not 

worry about a problem until it knocks on their front door.”  People are unlikely to join 

organizations if they are not aware of what they will do for them.  “While a lot of the 

issues affect them, they don’t threaten their livelihoods,” particularly if their cattle 

operation is not their fulltime occupation.   

Many producers that belonged to organizations expressed the issue of the free 

rider.  “You get the benefits of the success of the trade association whether you pay 

dues or not.”  Producers may not feel the need to pay membership dues because other 

people are already taking care of the issues they face.  “Producers benefit because 
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NCBA is effective.  They help all producers, not just the ones that are members, 

because if we change policies in Washington that are going to effect everybody, 

everybody benefits.”  Others may think, “’I guess the government is going to take care 

of us.’  You know, that may or may not be.  I’ve never seen that to be the case.” 

One reason people do not join organizations is due to feeling like an outsider; the 

organization is seen as an exclusive club and they have yet to be invited.  This thought 

resonated with the focus group as well.  Sometimes all it takes is for someone to ask 

them and invite them to become involved.  Many interviewees discussed the potential 

number of people that are just waiting to be asked. 

Sometimes people get “crossways with somebody and therefore just choose to 

blame the whole organization.”  This is more likely when leaders “don’t get with the right 

perception.  That doesn’t help increase membership.”  Other producers may not join 

because they focus on one or two issues that they disagree with the organization on 

“instead of seeing the whole good that an organization does.”  “’Oh, I don’t want to be a 

member because of their policy on COOL.’  You know, pick your poison.”  Some feel 

like organizations serve the interest of the large ranches and do not “really care about 

the little guy.”  People often join organizations because membership is made up of other 

like-minded individuals, but “we’re not all like-minded.”  “I still think it’s better to be a 

member of something than nothing, even with all the differences.” 

One barrier to participation is educating people on what the organization does, 

how the structure works, and what opportunities there are to be involved.  Organizations 

cannot be relevant to the people they were designed to serve unless those people are 

aware of what the organization does.  “I’ll betcha 80% of the people don’t know [where 
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dues money goes].”  Some claim that the membership program is too complex, causing 

confusion among producers that are not sure how to pay dues and join.  “You have to 

be informed enough of what’s going on and what the positions are . . . before you can 

say, ‘Hey, I can do that. I’d be glad to do that.’”  “Once you get somebody to a 

convention or you get somebody to a meeting, then they get more engaged, but if they 

never come, they don’t know.”  Participants in both interviews and the focus group 

agreed that getting people to conventions was key to exposing them to the organization 

and getting them “hooked,” but the hard part is getting them there. 

While some people expressed the issue of producers being too small to join and 

get involved in industry organizations, others expressed concern about the extreme 

opposite case.  “A lot of people think, being a small cattle producer, they don’t have a 

voice.  It is not a matter of having a voice, it is a matter of giving to an organization that 

will be the speaking voice for you.”  One producer commented on the number of people 

he knew who had retired from other industries, decided to live on a ranch, and now 

wanted to be involved and lead in agriculture organizations when they failed to fully 

understand the business.  “Then you’ve got some other people who the cow deal is just 

a hobby who want to get too involved and don’t really understand the business . . . I 

mean, the people with 5 or 10 cows who think they’re an expert on the whole shebang.”   

Another challenge in organizational involvement is getting fresh thoughts, new 

ideas and not becoming stagnant or complacent as an organization.  “You just can’t let 

the same people do the work all the time.”  More than half of the participants talked 

about the importance and challenges of getting more young people involved.   

You’ve got to have young people.  And that is one of our biggest problems 
is we don’t have a lot of young people because they can’t make a living 
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directly from agriculture.  They have to have outside jobs.  So that 
eliminates them right there because they are working 40 hours a week. 

When people are working regular jobs in addition to ranching and raising a family, it can 

create quite a barrier to organizational involvement.  “There needs to be a way for 

young people to get involved in agriculture.  Or someday everyone is going to wonder 

where all the food went.” 

Table 4-9. Factors that influence organizational involvement 
Factors that lead to involvement Feeling of making a difference 

Past involvement 
Time with like-minded people 
Passion for the industry 
Commitment to the industry 
Feeling wanted and appreciated 
Social interaction 

Factors that detract from involvement Dislike of others involved 
No value – title not responsibility 
Time away from business 
Not knowing how to get involved 
Lack of time 
Lack of desire 
Monetary cost 
Lack of skills needed  

Factors that detract from membership Lack of awareness of issues 
Alternative primary income 
Free rider 
Feeling like an outsider 
Never been invited to join 
Disagreement on issues 
Now knowing what the organization does 

 
The leadership questionnaire included a section on organizational involvement.  

After the initial introductory questions, the first section of the survey instrument for YPC 

members used a Likert scale to assess participants’ past and anticipated future 

involvement in industry organizations and measure factors that may influence their 

decision to be involved.  The 5-point scale asked respondents to rate how much they 

agreed or disagreed with each of the statements in Table 4-10, where 1 = strongly 
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disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree (also see 

Appendix E).  With a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.857, this instrument is considered highly 

reliable.   

Table 4-10. Involvement 
 Mean SD 
I have been involved with my local or state cattlemen's 
associations in the past. 

3.90 1.291 

I have been involved with NCBA in the past. 3.68 1.131 
I plan to be involved with my local or state cattlemen’s association 
in the future. 

4.42 0.773 

I plan to be involved with NCBA in the future. 4.32 0.766 
There is a need to get more young people (40 or under) involved 
with cattlemen’s associations at all levels. 

4.76 0.549 

I have worked to get young producers (40 or under) more involved 
with cattlemen’s associations. 

3.94 1.083 

Every person in the cattle industry should be a dues-paying 
member of an industry organization. 

3.95 1.159 

I am more likely to be involved with an organization if I feel I can 
make a difference. 

4.42 0.704 

My local, state or national cattlemen’s associations give me the 
chance to make a difference. 

3.83 1.000 

I understand the goals and objectives of the National Cattlemen's 
Beef Association. 

3.93 0.979 

I understand how my NCBA dues money is spent. 3.74 1.024 
Total Mean 4.08 .951 
Cronbach’s Alpha .857  
N=136 
 

The statement with the highest mean (4.76) and the lowest standard deviation 

(0.549) was the perceived need for more young people to get involved with local, state 

and national cattlemen’s associations.  This finding agrees with many interview and 

focus group statements.  The second most agreed with statement with a mean of 4.42 

and a standard deviation of 0.704 was “I am more likely to be involved with an 

organization if I feel I can make a difference.”  This also supports the interview findings 
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that revealed cattlemen wanted to give back to the industry and make a difference.  

Most respondents indicated that they plan to be involved with their local or state 

cattlemen’s association and NCBA in the future with a mean of 4.42 and 4.32, 

respectively.  This may indicate that YPC members view beef industry organizations as 

a place where they feel they can get involved and make a difference.  The statement 

with the most discrepancy, visible in the greatest standard deviation (1.159), was “Every 

person in the cattle industry should be a dues-paying member of an industry 

organization.”  The results of all the involvement questions are found in Table 4-10. 

Organizational Leadership 

From the focus group conducted with the Joint Industry Producer Education 

Committee, data from the discussion revealed many different motivations of those 

currently serving as volunteer leaders within NCBA or CBB.  Before the question was 

completely posed, the first response came as heads around the room nodded in 

agreement.  “To give back to the industry . . . if you don’t give back to it it’s not going to 

be here.”   

“To try to make the industry better in the future for the next generation.”  “I’m doing 

this for the next generation, but I’m also doing this as an example to my children.  I want 

them to also be involved in this industry and to be involved in the professional side of 

our industry.”  Others also felt “a sense of responsibility to the people that came before 

us in the industry, to see that the industry continues and carries forward for the 

generations behind us because it is such a wonderful way of life.” 

“If we don’t promote agriculture, nobody else is willing to.”  “I want to make sure 

there’s food on the table for the future.”  “I guess it’s partly selfish.  I want the industry to 

do well . . . so then I can do better.”  “It’s a passion, it’s emotional connection to this 
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industry.”  One producer felt the organization could use that emotional connection to 

recruit more volunteers.   

“To represent those that can’t be here or are too small to be able to afford to 

come.”  “I have an opportunity to represent a lot of different people from a lot of different 

areas to bring their viewpoints forward so that we have a broader representation of 

people.”  Along with their representation of other producers from home, participants felt 

a responsibility to carry the information they gained back to their neighbors, family and 

fellow ranchers. 

“It’s kinda a growth thing.”  A couple producers discussed their introduction into 

leadership roles at the county level, and the process to “gradually work up to the state 

and now the national.  You just start small and build yourself up.”  Another producer 

believed most volunteers were placed in a leadership position “and in many cases you 

just grow into it” by “learning how the process works and then becoming a part of it.” 

“There’s an educational component in leadership.  The more you get involved, the 

more you learn.”  One producer went on to say that she used what she learned at 

meetings “to be able to look at the issues of the industry and to make good decisions  

both at home and in leadership roles.”  Another cattleman discussed the role of 

education as “you learn how the organization works by watching and participating in 

what’s going on . . . that kind of education you can’t have a graduation day for.  Your 

graduation date is when you get pushed into the next position.  And if you’re going for 

your doctorate, you’ll be president of the organization.” 

“The beef industry is unique because of the people that it has to offer . . . the 

people that are involved in this industry have passion; they also have compassion.  And 
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it makes it easier to get involved because you’re with such high quality people.”  

“Certainly networking is a big part of why we’re here.  Within our peers and to . . . gain 

information that we can take home.” 

“A lot of people volunteer because there are many people who will criticize an 

organization and the decisions made by others and after awhile I think certain people 

will sit back and just decide that either they’ll be a part of that or stop complaining.  In 

other words, put up or shut up, and there’s a number of people sitting at all of these 

tables that are here for that reason.” 

Young Cattlemen’s Conference 

Eight of the sixteen interview participants had participated in Young Cattlemen’s 

Conference put on by NCBA.  Every one of them expressed how vital this experience 

had been to their subsequent participation and leadership in the beef industry.  Five of 

them described the experience along the lines of “one of the best things I’ve ever done 

in my life.”  These cattlemen discussed this as a tipping point in their level of 

organizational involvement, as a “pivotal point in my participation.”   

“The vast majority of the leaders in our industry organization are YCC grads.”  

After ten days on the road from Denver to Chicago to Washington, D.C., these 

participants gain “an understanding for how important having an active and successful 

association is to the longevity of the industry.”  Along with a comprehensive 

understanding of the structure of the industry and industry organizations, YCC 

participants also noted that they developed friendships and expanded their networks to 

include people they still communicate with today.  One cattleman from Illinois described 

another cattleman from North Carolina he had met on YCC 25 years ago.  “We have 

done business for 25 years.” 
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The focus group also discussed the importance of YCC in developing industry 

leaders.  “That was talent that we’d of never found if we wouldn’t have put that program 

in place.”  “By the end of it, they’re wanting to get on committees and they’re wanting to 

be involved in our convention and everything else.  And I think YCC is a great program.”  

Several states are “trying to grow our own leaders” through state-level leadership 

programs similar to YCC. 

Humility  

Two-thirds of the interview participants discussed or expressed humility, both in 

terms of leadership and membership.  Humility is defined by Webster as a “modest or 

low view of one’s own importance.”  Interviewees openly discussed their naivety when 

they first took on leadership roles.  Even today, “I’m not saying I’m the best at it.”  One 

past organizational leader said, “It will humble you to know the quality of people that 

you’re working for, and the impact we can have on the young people that have a 

burning desire to try to get into livestock and this business.”  Several discussed how 

serving in leadership roles had been a humbling experience, even if ego played a role in 

their decision to lead.  Even a past NCBA president and legendary industry leader said, 

“I feel like there are younger people that are a lot smarter than I am.  Let them do it.”  

Other respected leaders talked about the ways they could have been more effective and 

recognized staff and mentors for helping them develop their leadership skills.  Still other 

interviewees discussed the humble nature of most cattle producers.  “It’s not considered 

a positive trait in a producer that you’re arrogant, and brag and talk about how many 

cows you have and what you do.”  They talked about how blessed they were to be able 

to do what they were doing and live off the land.  These producers not only exuded 

humility themselves, they strongly valued it in others. 
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 Objective 2 

Objective 2: To determine perceptions of active NCBA members about volunteer 

leadership responsibilities and commitments.  Data from the interviews, focus group and 

leadership questionnaire were used to address this objective.  Perceptions of cattlemen 

and NCBA members related to volunteerism, costs and benefits of volunteer leadership, 

and leadership development are discussed. 

Volunteerism 

More than half of those interviewed talked about the importance of volunteerism, 

that it does make a difference and help guide the organization. 

I particularly think that clubs and organizations fulfill a great, great service in 
this country.  Have had the opportunity to travel internationally and realize 
that most quote, “most” countries around the globe do not have the service 
organizations that we have in this country.  Or the volunteerism within us 
that we have in America. 

Several people discussed the need for volunteers with pure motives.  While some “want 

to be on there to do the greater good, you get some that are just totally self-serving.”  

When folks volunteer their time, they have to buy into the organization and know that 

what they are doing makes a difference.   

There was a need expressed for organizational members to be forgiving of 

volunteers who aren’t perfect people.  One beef producer discussed the concerns of 

volunteer leaders who struggle with knowing what to say and how to say it when they 

represent the organization.   

I don’t know any way to get good at these things without just doing it.  And 
it’s very easy when you first get started to put your foot in your mouth and 
say something you’ll regret later, I guarantee it.  But again you’re talking 
about people that aren’t paid, these are volunteer leaders and I think people 
gotta realize that you get a pass on some of that because it isn’t your 
profession.  It’s your passion but it’s not your profession. 



 

89 

The survey instrument confirmed the interview theme of the importance of 

volunteerism.  YPC members agreed that volunteering as a leader in beef industry 

organizations is a way to give back to the industry (M=4.29) and that volunteering in 

these industry organizations is more rewarding than the sacrifices made (M=3.93).  

These two statements also had little variation, indicated by the low standard deviation.  

With a mean of 2.60, most respondents disagreed that volunteering as a leader in beef 

industry organizations is too costly.  YPC members believe that volunteer leadership is 

either not costly or worth the cost, and that volunteer leadership is an important way to 

give back to the industry while finding such work rewarding (Table 4-11).   

Table 4-11. Volunteerism 
 Mean SD 
Volunteering as a leader in beef industry organizations is too costly 
(time, money, etc.) 

2.60 1.057 

Volunteering as a leader in beef industry organizations is more 
rewarding than the sacrifices made to serve. 

3.93 0.735 

Volunteering as a leader in beef industry organizations is a way to 
give back to the industry. 

4.29 0.711 

Total Mean 3.61 0.834 
Cronbach’s Alpha .807  
N=135 
 
Costs and Benefits of Leadership 

The costs and benefits of serving in volunteer leadership roles was frequently a 

theme of conversation among interviewees.  The rewards of leadership that emerged 

include education and expansion of knowledge, both from formal seminars and 

cattlemen’s colleges and through conversations with other producers.  “The thing about 

the cattle business is people don’t mind sharing, particularly something that’s worked 

well for them.”  They gained more empathy for others in leadership roles and more 
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insight into how organizations work.  Several people enjoyed working with 

organizational staff and mentioned their appreciation and admiration of staff. 

Other rewards include time spent with like-minded people, having fun, networking 

and building relationships with lifelong friends and long-term business partners, and 

gaining skill sets they use for the rest of their lives.  A fortunate few were able to meet 

Presidents of the United States, attend inaugural balls, White House state dinners and 

Christmas parties. 

Several expressed their desire to “give something back” to their industry, and felt 

volunteer leadership gave them the chance to make a difference and “you know that will 

have an impact.”  Others said they “got back far more than I ever gave.”  “Anything I 

could do to make the beef business better I was willing to do it because that is how we 

made a living.”  Their contributions to the industry in turn improve their livelihoods.  

Appreciation of these efforts is also rewarding.  One past NCBA president said, “I’ve 

had so many people come up to me and really express how much they appreciate what 

we did, as an organization, as a team . . . it’s really something to see how much it 

means to a lot of people because you represent them.” 

The biggest cost of leadership, which emerged from more than 30 comments, is 

the time it requires.  Personal time, family time, travel time and ranch time were each 

discussed in regards to the time commitment of serving as a volunteer leader, with the 

most emphasis on family time.  Many producers said they would be more involved if 

they felt they had the time, while one young producer talked about “activity overload.”  

“Even if they don’t have the time, they still have the financial ability to join” or support 

the people who represent them.   
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For leaders, even when they are not directly giving time to an organization, they 

are “still kind of always in a sense representing the association because you were 

listening to what problems they were having and . . . a sounding board of course for 

everybody who was ticked off about anything.”  With 24-hour access to people through 

cell phones and email, many people never truly take a break from their paid or unpaid 

work.  “There are a lot of good people out there . . . I’d love to see be officers that won’t, 

at least not for a long time, because they just don’t have the time.  They’re such a key 

component of their business or operation that they just can’t be gone.” 

One person noted the frustration of slow decision-making processes.  “People who 

are busy by nature don’t like to spend that much time talking about the same thing.  You 

know, once you’ve heard the argument, boom. It’s done. Let’s vote. Let’s get on with it.” 

Other costs include monetary costs of taking off work or paying a hired hand and 

paying to attend meetings and conventions.  “Even if the expenses are getting paid, 

they’re not getting paid for their time.”  They have to be willing to travel by car or plane.  

“You know it takes years off your life to go through as many airports as you go through.”  

One expressed regret that although she had done extensive traveling all over the 

country, she did not “get to spend much time with the people.  Saw nothing of the area 

except the hotel.  That I regret.”   

Leaders sacrifice their personal opinions to represent the voice of the organization 

and the member-adopted position on policy.  They take criticism from the media, 

dissident voices and organizations that do not agree with their policy.  One 

organizational leader had to deal with an exasperated cattlemen in a personal situation, 
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as someone tried to create a fiasco of her bull sale by buying cattle online that they 

never intended to purchase from an unauthorized account.   

A few past leaders counted as a cost the change in their role on the ranch.  “The 

hardest decision was to give up my day-to-day, hands-on involvement in the ranch.”   

One cattleman said he has yet to get over that because “for the most part people kind of 

get used to their roles and they don’t go back to them.”  One person actually felt “the 

ranch operation was strengthened because others . . . in the family were able to stand 

up and exert their influence and their ideas and see what kind of effect those would 

have and that’s good, that was healthy for our ranch operation.” 

Some producers felt these costs were not a great sacrifice, one producer noting, 

“this industry has given me quite a bit . . . I damned sure ought to be able to give 

something back.”  While others felt the costs were too great, especially for the family.  

“We’re not willing to sacrifice the family to work for the betterment of the industry.” 

These costs and benefits that emerged from the interviews and focus group were 

combined to create a list that was then presented to the YPC survey respondents to 

rank the top three costs and benefits they perceived of participation and volunteer 

leadership in beef industry organizations.  The costs and benefits ranked 1st were 

weighted three points, those ranked 2nd were weighted two points and those ranked 3rd 

were assigned one point.  The sum totals were added and the results of the ranked 

costs of volunteer leadership are presented in Table 4-12 while the ranked benefits are 

listed in Table 4-13.  F represents the frequency, or number of respondents who ranked 

that particular variable as one of the top three costs or benefits.  
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The number one cost of volunteer participation and leadership in beef industry 

organizations, with a sum that nearly doubled the second cost, is the travel costs and 

other expenses of attending meetings.  Volunteer leaders are often not even reimbursed 

for the costs of attending meetings and conventions to participate, such as mileage or 

airfare, lodging and meals.  When leaders are expected to attend monthly meetings at a 

location across the state, quarterly meetings that may last several days and require 

overnight stays, or even biannual national meetings that require airfare, these costs and 

quickly add up.  Four-day registration for the Cattle Industry Annual Convention and 

NCBA Trade Show is nearly $400, and with airfare and lodging can easily add up to well 

over $1000 per person to attend (NCBA, 2010).  While there is a tax incentive for 

attending meetings and conventions, it appears that is not enough to offset the cost for 

young producers. 

Table 4-12. Ranked costs of volunteer leadership in beef industry organizations 
 Sum F 

Travel costs and other expenses of attending meetings 256 109 

Time away from family 138 68 

Taking unpaid time off from work 127 64 

Time away from business 105 54 

Working with difficult people 47 32 

Giving up personal opinions to represent the position of the organization 40 22 

Feeling unappreciated by the organization 39 24 

Working with complex issues 38 19 

Time away from more enjoyable activities 14 9 

 
The second, third and fourth costs of volunteer leadership, all weighted 

significantly higher and more than doubling the remaining five costs, each involve the 

cost of time.  Time away from family, unpaid time off from work, and time away from 
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one’s business are considerable costs that YPC members associate with leadership in 

beef industry organizations.  As producers move up into greater leadership roles that 

carry more responsibility, there is also a greater time commitment expected of them (M. 

John, personal communication, April 29, 2008).  While this time could be spent doing 

other activities, YPC members seem most concerned that it is time they must spend 

away from their family and away from their jobs or cattle operations. 

As producers indicated in the interviews, there are also perceived benefits of 

volunteering in beef industry organizations.  The top ranked benefit was improving the 

beef industry.  Just as many those who participated in the interviews and focus group 

indicated a very strong sense of duty and responsibility to serve and work to improve 

the industry that they belong to, this survey finding is also consistent with Barbuto, 

Trout, & Brown’s (2004) research that showed adult agricultural workers to be motivated 

by self-concept internal motivation, while also revealing a goal internal motivation 

among YPC members.  Many producers have a passion for the industry they work in, 

and believe they can make a positive difference to improve the beef industry.   

Table 4-13. Ranked benefits of volunteer leadership in beef industry organizations 
 Sum F 
Improving the industry 217 98 
Networking 173 79 
Education about industry issues 152 82 
Friendships 89 43 
Education about production practices 81 43 
Time spent with like-minded people 53 30 
Business partnerships 28 17 
Travel 10 8 
Publicity for my business 7 5 
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Other highly ranked benefits include networking and education about industry 

issues.  Survey respondents who have attended local, state and national meetings or 

conventions (more than 60%) are likely to have experienced the benefits of networking 

and industry issue education in the past. 

Leadership Development  

As interview participants discussed their experiences and perceptions in regards 

to leadership roles and development, many of them began asking themselves 

questions.  “How do I keep the leadership of agriculture in the hands of people that 

know it, love it, live it?”  “How do we keep people from leading in an uninformed 

manner?”  “How do we keep the leadership in people that want and understand a long-

term and sustainable business?”  Many discussed the implications of leadership 

development, and how the trade associations can be more competitive with a 

progression of strong, well-trained leaders. 

Several acknowledged that the need for leadership development was stronger 

today than it ever has been before.  Regarding priorities, one participant said, “Our 

organization has continued to have leadership and leadership development as 

important but not as critical.”  Some noted the problem is that leadership development is 

not an issue staring you in the face waiting for a response; it does not demand 

legislative action or a media response right now.  “Leadership development . . . it’s just, 

it’s really not real sexy.” 

When interviewees talked about the wrong people for leadership, they tied it a 

personal agenda or selfish motives.  “Too often it’s hard to find the right people to move 

up and sometimes you get some people who are passionate but not necessarily skilled 

leaders.”  “I want people who exhibit leadership qualities and can actually lead in a 
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meeting.  I don’t need somebody on there because it’s an appointment.  I want 

somebody on there because they know what the hell is going on.”  This brings in the 

need for leadership education and training.  “A good organization identifies and recruits 

and develops leaders.”  “So we need to be able to know how to best develop these 

people so that we get the job done with the best people cause there’s a lot of good 

people out there.  They need to be given their chance.”   

Training 

More than half of the participants discussed this need for leadership training.  “If 

we’re going to have people that can run these organizations, they kind of need to be 

trained how to do it . . . they’re cattlemen.  Which is not a negative, but this is a very 

different role, in understanding group dynamics and decision-making processes and 

persuasive speaking.”  Many cattlemen agreed “you could always have more training.”  

One producer called NCBA’s efforts “sporadic attempts at training.  They’re not as 

organized as they could be, and I’d say that’s primarily because that would cost money.  

And it would take quite a bit of resources to actually design a truly effective training 

program.”  A couple noted that the leadership of an organization is not a coincidence; it 

must be cultivated.  “We need the talents of all.”  

Many of those interviewed cited a need for media training.  Several producers in 

the focus group agreed. 

It’s real easy for someone to . . . take a very small clip of what you said and 
turn it into something else and have it sound very different.  So one of the 
things that I think is important for people to understand is how to deal with 
the media and how to set yourself up for success so you don’t give one of 
those little sound bites that someone can take out of context. That goes into 
the leadership education and training as well. 
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While most people agree on the need for leadership training, one interviewee felt 

that “getting the right people selected is probably more important than whether they 

have been trained or not.  If you do a good job of it, you won’t have to do a lot of training 

because you will be picking people who already exhibit good leadership and they know 

what their subject matter is and they can get in there and make a difference.”  If an 

organization adequately trains and prepares leaders at the grassroots level, this could 

be the case by the time they are elected to serve in a national leadership position. 

Mentoring 

“I think the really successful organizations that we have mentor leadership.”  

Interviewees discussed the importance of mentoring and grooming new leaders and 

many of the industry leaders gave credit to the men and women who had been their 

mentors.  Focus group participants also discussed the idea of mentoring leaders.  Some 

perceived a need for a “formal networking tool so those who want to mentor and those 

who are out there for mentoring can kind of link up and propose what their goals and 

objectives are ”to best match mentors and mentees in the industry.  Others “think an 

informal mentorship already exists . . . that sends people through the pipeline.”  

“Because somebody that really wants to learn is going to seek out a teacher, that’s just 

going to happen.  You can’t force it upon them; they have to want it.”  Some felt “a 

combination thereof would be the most powerful” in finding a balance between a formal 

and informal mentoring program.  “If you look at how different people learn and how 

people excel I think a combination of those programs is probably what’s best.” 

More than half of those interviewed had been chosen by their state to attend the 

Young Cattlemen’s Conference (YCC) with NCBA.  All but one of the cattle producers 

that had been involved at the national level were YCC alumni.  Everyone that had been 



 

98 

on the YCC tour commented on the impact of the program in regards to their industry 

organization participation and leadership.  Four cattlemen said it was one of the best 

things they had ever done in their life, with one remarking, “I got more out of that trip 

than I did out of the 4 years of college education.” 

One focus group participant discussed the role YCC could play mentoring leaders. 

One of the opportunities that’s being missed right now for mentorship is the 
Young Cattlemen’s Conference . . . if you’ve ever been on that, that’s 
basically a religious experience.  When you come off that plane after the 
last part of the trip, I think you are primed and ready to go.  And in many 
cases, when you go back to your state association, that’s the end of it . . . 
and then it’s up to you to do whatever you can do.  I think it almost should 
be required on the part of the states that send someone the YCC when they 
get back, at least for a year’s time, that they are part of a non-voting party, a 
board, and it wouldn’t be a bad idea to send them to at least one convention 
or help ‘em get here.  And then when they get here they should be 
mentored by people from their state, you know to show them the ropes, see 
what goes on, and be at meetings like this.  Because like I said, you miss 
that opportunity, and it is a great opportunity . . . I mean you’re fired up and 
ready to go, and that’s the time when we have them hooked and we could 
use them, mentor them, cause they’re ready for it.   

Challenges 

Three comments were made by interviewees in regards to the producers’ 

decisions not to be involved in leadership because it was hereditary, not merit-based.  

“They would tell you that it’s merit based but whenever they go ‘My daddy was 

chairman, president, my granddaddy was,’ then it’s not merit based, it’s hereditary.”  

They perceived leadership roles to be passed down through certain families in particular 

beef industry organizations.  “And I know we don’t like to admit it but . . . it’s the old 

timers” that often run industry organizations, as one focus group participant put it.  “If we 

back up, in a lot of state associations we’ll see a lot of fathers and sons who would be 

presidents.”  One producer expressed frustration with this kind of leadership because 

“just because of money, they get to help make decisions for the breed?  But the 
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decisions especially in leadership that they make affect the rest of us who are trying to 

make our living with those cows, for generations.”   

Other challenges of leadership were also frequently identified by interviewees.  

These leadership challenges discussed in the interviews are shown in Table 4-14. 

Table 4-14. Leadership challenges 
“No matter what they do, they won’t make everybody happy” 
Limited resources, economic issues and budget cuts 
The time it takes to debate and work through organizational issues 
Conflicts between the volunteer leadership and the paid leadership (staff) 
Corrupt bureaucratic leadership  
Getting membership actively engaged and involved 
High turnover rate and subsequent knowledge transfer and lack of familiarity 
Conflicts with other agricultural organizations 
Members who base decisions on emotions rather than sound science 
Timing is everything 
Fatigue and exhaustion 
Tradition – “well it’s the way we’ve always done it” 
Defending unpopular positions  
“If you go to the board meetings, it’s an awful lot of grey hair in there” 

 
A producer in the focus group believed “the number one challenge that we face in 

animal agriculture is that growing rift between the people that produce the food and the 

people that are buying the food.  And I think it’s going to take industry leadership to put 

a face on our industry so that we can maintain trust from the consumer that we need so 

they’ll continue to buy our product.”  Technology will help facilitate that, “but it’s still 

gonna take people.  It’s still gonna take folks that are willing to get involved and gonna 

put a face on what they do everyday.” 

One past leader of a national organization said, “It’s one of those jobs that you 

wouldn’t ever take again but you wouldn’t take a million dollars not to have done it.”  

Another past leader commented, “I have a great theory that I try to live by.  When I 

serve in the leadership position and I move aside, I move aside.  Because I’m not going 
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to second guess what the other people have done.”  “There’s not anything that’s much 

more useless than a past president, if you want to know the truth . . . I’ve served my 

time.  and if they need me to do something, I’m here.  I’ll be glad to do it.” 

The YPC leadership questionnaire asked a series of questions on volunteer 

leadership using a 5-point Likert type scale, aimed at better understanding producers’ 

perceptions of themselves as leaders and their individual intentions of volunteer 

leadership development.  Table 4-15 summarizes these responses.  A large number of 

respondents view themselves as leaders (M=4.32), but not necessarily as leaders in 

their local or state cattlemen’s association (M=3.51) or NCBA (M=3.12).  Additionally, 

the standard deviations of the later two statements as compared to the first indicate that 

the means represent less variation in those that view themselves as leaders, whereas 

there was likely more polar variation in whether or not YPC members perceived 

themselves as leaders in their local, state or national cattlemen’s association.   

Table 4-15. Volunteer leadership 
 Mean SD 

I see myself as a leader. 4.32 0.663 

I see myself as a leader in my local or state cattlemen's association. 3.51 1.072 

I see myself as a leader in the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association. 3.12 1.078 

I believe my leadership skills need improvement. 3.72 0.864 

I would improve my leadership skills if given the opportunity. 4.23 0.606 

I am actively working to improve my leadership skills. 4.10 0.798 

NCBA members should be willing to serve as leaders in the beef 
industry. 

4.14 0.815 

Total Mean 3.88 0.842 

Cronbach’s Alpha .736  

N=136 
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Many recognized a need to develop their leadership skills (M=3.72), while even 

more agreed that they would improve their leadership skills if given the opportunity 

(M=4.23).  The majority also agreed that NCBA members should be willing to serve as 

leaders in the beef industry (M=4.10).  With a mean of 4.10, there was also an average 

agreement that these producers are already actively working on developing their 

leadership abilities. 

Objective 3 

Objective 3: To identify the leadership education needs of NCBA members. 

Leadership education needs emerged in the interviews and focus group through 

those leadership skills producers believed were necessary to serve in industry 

leadership roles.  A list of these skills, as well as those found to be significant in 

previous research, were combined to form the portion of the survey instrument that 

utilized an adapted Borich needs assessment model to determine the importance to and 

proficiency of cattlemen in these areas. 

Interviews 

The interview participants identified numerous leadership skills they felt were 

important for agricultural leaders.  These leadership skills are listed in Table 4-16. 

Table 4-16. Leadership education needs  
Public speaking skills 
Written communication abilities 
Media interview skills 
Debate skills 
Ability to run and manage meetings 
Listening skills 
Conversation skills 
Bringing unity and cohesiveness to groups of people 
Taking advice from others 
Knowledge of industry issues 
Staying up to date on news 
Confidence 
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Table 4-16. Continued 
Motivating people to get things done 
Ability to prepare for events and situations 
Appropriate behavior 
Governance training 
Setting direction for the organization and getting people to buy in 
Ability to deal with animal rights activists and extremists  

 
Focus Group 

During the focus group included in this research, much of the discussion revolved 

around the leadership education needs of beef producers, especially since participants 

were all members of a committee devoted to meet the producer education needs of the 

industry. 

A few discussed the need for leaders to have facilitation skills.  “There has to be 

real skill in getting the quiet ones to say what they need to say.  A lot of really good 

ideas are somebody that’s sitting there thinking while everybody else is talking . . . I 

don’t think we ever try to teach that” so that leaders can use “the work of committees to 

get all out of it that you can.”  “You have to be real careful not to let the most vocal one 

drive the agenda when the best idea and the most challenging thoughts are normally in 

the minds of that quiet person.”  Another cattleman added that it was “a people skills 

issue and understanding people that are on your team, even if you’re not the designated 

leader.”  Using communication to get people to provide their input is important “because 

the group collectively is a lot smarter than any one individual of the group.”  Some of the 

best ideas might come from the times spent “having supper or having a refreshment” at 

conventions or meetings.  “We get an awful lot out of small, informal groups . . . and a 

lot of input that is very valuable and then bring back to the group.” 

Additionally, as a leader the “number one most important job is people . . . 

regardless of if we’re on a ranch, it’s really all about people.  And those are the kind of 
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skills that are absolutely critical and they’re not always real easy to teach.  They can be 

demonstrated and they can be learned by watching others but it’s hard to put a 

curriculum around them.” 

“We have to speak credibly . . . to sort out the passion from the objective.  We can 

still have passion but we can’t let that passion taint our ability to speak credibly.”  

Another participant expressed a need to learn “how to communicate, both verbally and 

in written form” for the purposes of advocacy.   

“I just completed the Masters of Beef Advocacy course.  And we need thousands 

more MBAs, we need thousands more advocates for our industry . . . it’s important that 

we have as many voices as possible.”  “We’ve got a lot of work to do to tell them our 

side and let people know that there is another side other than what they’re hearing from 

the big dogs that’s trying to get us out of business.”  “And so maybe on some of these 

issues that you’re asking leaders to be able to go to the plate on, they need the talking 

points . . . whenever the microphone gets stuck in your face, what are you going to say? 

You got all these ideas but they’re not in those little snippets, in the right form.  So those 

bullet points are really key to part of this leadership training.” 

“One of the big voids that we have in the cattle industry and in agriculture in 

general is the ability to be proactive.  It’s real easy to be reactive . . . it’s very hard to be 

creative and be proactive and try to anticipate the needs and help create awareness 

before there’s a crisis.  So I think that one of the key leadership skills that we’re missing 

is the ability to be perceptive and be proactive.”  “There are going to be fewer and fewer 

of us in this business fulltime . . . we have to address that reality, that there’s 
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consolidation within our industry and . . . how we react to, how we proactively become 

leaders.” 

“One of the important tools that we need as the beef industry is somebody to 

coordinate the leadership and the people that may potentially be interested.  And that’s 

where I see NCBA . . . able to identify folks that are leaders and want to be leaders and 

put them in the part of the industry that they can give the best, do the most.”  “As the 

industry changes, we need to figure out where we can fit those who lead and those who 

follow us to see more involvement.” 

“One of the needs that we could work on is teaching us how to mentor these 

young people that are coming up, the upcoming generation, help mentor them into 

these leadership positions.”  “They tend to grow from a grassroots effort.  I would see 

some of the mentoring starting there instead of starting at the national level because for 

the practical ability we try . . . to identify people that are new to the industry and get 

them involved, get them prepared and that’s how we keep the industry growing.”   

“There’s a difference between developing leaders and a mentorship program . . . 

there are a lot of people that have knowledge and expertise and experience that would 

be valuable in a mentor program but nobody’s ever told them, hey look you have this 

value and you can share that.  And so I think that a little bit more formalized mentor 

program would be helpful to develop leadership in our younger producers.”  

“I don’t think a lot of the grassroots . . . might understand there are numerous ways 

to try leadership, from writing letters to a Congressman on a computer never leaving the 

ranch to coming and being on a committee.”  Another woman felt it was her 

responsibility sitting on a committee to gather this type of “information and getting new 
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ideas” so she could “go out and share new information or at least expose them to it.”  

This information on the variety of ways to participate and lead could be distributed “with 

the Internet capabilities and the technology . . . things like Twitter or blogs . . . a lot of 

our producers are using more Internet for their source of information.” 

Throughout the discussion of leadership needs with the focus group, several 

participants specifically brought up leadership education needs of young people in the 

industry.  One person discussed the need to teach communication skills “for really 

getting kids that are going into this field to speak and communicate and then to also put 

their thoughts in written form.”  “And to me, after they learn how to communicate they 

need to learn about our total industry and that we’re all working together.  Even though 

we may be competitors, we have to work together to make any of us profitable.”   

The focus group discussed how to disseminate leadership education.  “The state 

is really where the work needs to be done, because the national level can guide but it’s 

at the state level where leaders are developed because you’re really trying to learn, not 

necessarily about the industry itself but how to represent the industry.”  There are many 

places to learn some of the skill sets needed for leaders, “but for guidance, I still think 

the best place is the state organizations . . . because it’s in their best interest as well to 

develop these people into state level leaders and if they go on to the national, great, but 

even if they stay at the state level it’s still a good thing.” 

One issue with locally developed leadership is that as industry organizations, 

We tend to be sometimes pretty parochial and pretty closed knit.  I’ve been 
in a lot of especially local associations and state associations and if you’re 
not from the right family, if you haven’t had the right pedigree, if you haven’t 
done the right things, you really don’t have the opportunities as an outsider 
to move in and move up through that chain.  Part of this because in the 
past, those were the people that understood the issues. But in the present, 
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in the transient industry today I think we also have to somehow reach out 
and try to help those people trying to get involved at the local and the state 
levels achieve some credibility . . . and we need to reach out a little bit and 
expand our grassroots. 

Questionnaire 

Based on leadership education needs identified in the interviews and focus group, 

combined with leadership skills identified in a survey instrument for agricultural 

producers designed by Carter (1999), a list of leadership education constructs was 

created.  After being reviewed by a panel of experts and pilot tested, this list was 

reduced to the 32 constructs included in the leadership development portion of the 

questionnaire.  This part of the survey was developed using an adapted Borich needs 

assessment model to measure respondents’ perception of the importance of each 

leadership skill for NCBA members, as well as their assessment of their personal 

proficiency or ability in each skill.  Producers ranked the importance and their 

proficiency for each construct on a scale of one to seven, with one indicated as low and 

seven indicated as high.  This type of analysis reveals the actual need for further 

education or programming efforts (Waters & Haskell, 1989). 

The ability to advocate for the beef industry was ranked highest at a mean of 6.77 

with clearly the lowest standard deviation at 0.750.  Thirteen other constructs had a 

mean of 6.0 or higher, with using appropriate behavior in professional and social 

settings, effective communication skills (in speaking, writing and interviews), and the 

ability to stay current on agricultural issues emerging as the second, third and fourth 

most important skills, respectively.  The lowest ranked skills, which also had the 

greatest standard deviation of any of the constructs, were the ability to use social media 

(M=4.84) and differentiating between volunteer leadership and staff roles and  
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Table 4-17. Importance of leadership skills for YPC members 
 Mean SD 
Advocate for the beef industry.  6.77 0.750 
Use appropriate behavior in professional and social settings.  6.33 1.020 
Use effective communication skills in speaking, writing and interviews.  6.32 1.163 
Demonstrate ability to stay current on agricultural issues.  6.30 1.008 
Work to achieve the mission and vision of an organization.  6.22 1.051 
Set and achieve goals.  6.21 1.188 
Demonstrate ability to work well with others.  6.14 1.027 
Practice progressiveness (not do things the way they have always been 
done).  

6.11 1.333 

Demonstrate active listening skills.  6.09 1.178 
Communicate the goals and objectives of NCBA.  6.06 1.105 
Demonstrate ability to stay current on news and events.  6.05 1.163 
Demonstrate ability to use the Internet and email.  6.03 1.312 
Solve problems. 6.03 1.023 
Demonstrate ability to meet and converse with new people.  6.00 1.123 
Develop and utilize a network in the beef industry.  5.93 1.197 
Maintain a professional appearance.  5.92 1.217 
Demonstrate ability to resolve conflict.  5.84 1.058 
Recognize personal strengths and weaknesses.  5.77 1.172 
Participate in political lobbying efforts for beef industry issues.  5.76 1.493 
Demonstrate ability to handle stress and pressure.  5.73 1.360 
Develop a strategic plan.  5.73 1.240 
Conduct an orderly meeting.  5.70 1.327 
Maintain an attitude of volunteerism.  5.57 1.283 
Recognize personal leadership styles and characteristics.  5.54 1.335 
Demonstrate ability to delegate.  5.50 1.406 
Foster an attitude of service.  5.50 1.322 
Read and interpret industry research.  5.47 1.422 
Identify how committees are utilized in NCBA.  5.35 1.443 
Develop a meeting agenda.  5.09 1.470 
Arrange to spend time away from work and home.  4.98 1.437 
Differentiate between volunteer leadership and staff roles and 
responsibilities at NCBA. 

4.93 1.605 

Demonstrate ability to use social media (Facebook, MySpace, Twitter, 
blogs, ect.).  

4.84 1.847 

Total Mean 5.81  

Cronbach’s Alpha .944  
N=123 
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responsibilities at NCBA (M=4.93).  The Cronbach’s Alpha for this portion of the 

questionnaire was 0.944, which indicates a high level of reliability for the instrument.  

Table 4-17 contains the mean and standard deviation for all 32 constructs. 

Along with rating the importance for NCBA members to possess of each of these 

leadership abilities, respondents were also asked to report their own proficiency level.  

Respondents were most proficient in their ability to use the Internet and email (M=6.52), 

which also had the lowest standard deviation.  This result is not surprising for this young 

group of producers that are very well educated.  Mean ratings were also greater than six 

for respondents’ proficiency in advocating for the beef industry and using appropriate 

behavior in professional and social settings, which were the two most important abilities.    

The majority of leadership abilities (21 of them) had a mean proficiency rating 

between 5.0 and 6.0.  Three constructs had a mean less than 4.0, including 

differentiating between volunteer leadership and staff roles and responsibilities at 

NCBA, which also had one of the lowest ratings in importance.  The two lowest skills in 

proficiency were political lobbying efforts for the beef industry (M=3.75) and 

understanding the committee structure of NCBA (M=3.55).  This instrument was high in 

reliability with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.922, as reported in Table 4-18.   

Table 4-19 shows the mean importance for NCBA members and proficiency of 

YPC respondents for each leadership skill measured in the questionnaire.  The ranking 

order was determined by the difference between the mean importance and proficiency, 

with a greater gap indicating a greater need for leadership education in that area, as the 

importance of that skill is greater than members’ self-perceived ability to demonstrate 

that skill.  With a mean difference of 2.01, the ability to participate in political lobbying 
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Table 4-18. Proficiency of leadership skills for YPC members  
 Mean SD 
Demonstrate ability to use the Internet and email.  6.52 0.815 
Advocate for the beef industry.  6.11 1.113 
Use appropriate behavior in professional and social settings. 6.06 0.994 
Maintain a professional appearance.  5.92 1.211 
Demonstrate ability to work well with others.  5.89 1.023 
Demonstrate active listening skills.  5.58 1.064 
Set and achieve goals.  5.57 1.007 
Practice progressiveness (not do things the way they have always been 
done). 

5.56 1.336 

Recognize personal strengths and weaknesses.  5.36 1.087 
Demonstrate ability to use social media (Facebook, MySpace, Twitter, 
blogs, ect.).  

5.34 1.903 

Solve problems.  5.33 1.105 
Conduct an orderly meeting.  5.31 1.266 
Demonstrate ability to meet and converse with new people.  5.31 1.413 
Demonstrate ability to stay current on agricultural issues.  5.28 1.175 
Work to achieve the mission and vision of an organization.  5.23 1.194 
Demonstrate ability to handle stress and pressure.  5.23 1.180 
Foster an attitude of service.  5.20 1.219 
Recognize personal leadership styles and characteristics. 5.18 1.181 
Demonstrate ability to stay current on news and events.  5.18 1.219 
Develop a meeting agenda.  5.16 1.356 
Read and interpret industry research. 5.16 1.457 
Use effective communication skills in speaking, writing and interviews.  5.14 1.205 
Maintain an attitude of volunteerism.  5.13 1.372 
Demonstrate ability to resolve conflict. 5.02 1.141 
Arrange to spend time away from work and home. 4.85 1.515 
Develop and utilize a network in the beef industry.  4.82 1.360 
Develop a strategic plan.  4.77 1.278 
Demonstrate ability to delegate.  4.76 1.403 
Communicate the goals and objectives of NCBA.  4.22 1.490 
Differentiate between volunteer leadership and staff roles and 
responsibilities at NCBA.  

3.80 1.785 

Participate in political lobbying efforts for beef industry issues.  3.75 1.878 
Identify how committees are utilized in NCBA.  3.55 1.701 
Total Mean 5.17  
Cronbach’s Alpha .922  
N=119 
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efforts for the beef industry tops the list.  In an effort to get members to participate in 

lobbying efforts, NCBA publishes Cattlemen’s Capitol Concerns each week with the 

latest news from Washington, D.C., hosts a Legislative Conference every fall, sends 

calls to action to members when legislators are about to make crucial votes, and uses 

an online Capitol Advantage program that helps producers draft and send letters to their 

legislators on particular issues.  However, there remains a substantial gap between the 

importance and proficiency of younger members in lobbying efforts and NCBA might 

consider ways to engage members in lobbying activities at a more local, grassroots 

level. 

Three of the next four constructs relate to members’ understanding of how NCBA 

works.  Knowing the goals and objectives of NCBA, how the committee structure works, 

and the difference between volunteer and staff roles all have significant mean 

differences.  This indicates a need for governance training, a theme that emerged from 

both the interviews and focus group as well. 

Other leadership abilities with a mean difference greater than 1.0 include effective 

communication skills in speaking, writing and interviews, networking in the beef 

industry, and staying current on agricultural issues.  Each of these are interrelated as 

they indicate a need for communications and issues management training.  The need 

for communication skills specifically emerged from the interviews and focus group as an 

extremely important component of leadership education in the agriculture industry.  

Networking was often discussed, not as a skill that needed to be taught, but as a benefit 

of being involved and participating in industry organizations. 
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Table 4-19. Comparison of leadership skills importance and proficiencies 
  Mean 

Importance 
Mean 
Proficiency 

Mean 
Difference 

Participate in political lobbying efforts for beef 
industry issues. 

5.76 3.75 2.01* 

Communicate the goals and objectives of NCBA. 6.06 4.22 1.84* 

Identify how committees are utilized in NCBA. 5.35 3.55 1.80* 

Use effective communication skills in speaking, 
writing and interviews.  

6.32 5.14 1.18* 

Differentiate between volunteer leadership and staff 
roles and responsibilities at NCBA. 

4.93 3.80 1.13* 

Develop and utilize a network in the beef industry. 5.93 4.82 1.11* 

Demonstrate ability to stay current on agricultural 
issues. 

6.30 5.28 1.02* 

Work to achieve the mission and vision of an 
organization. 

6.22 5.23 0.99* 

Develop a strategic plan. 5.73 4.77 0.96* 

Demonstrate ability to stay current on news and 
events.  

6.05 5.18 0.87* 

Demonstrate ability to resolve conflict. 5.84 5.02 0.82* 

Demonstrate ability to delegate. 5.50 4.76 0.74* 

Solve problems. 6.03 5.33 0.70* 

Demonstrate ability to meet and converse with new 
people. 

6.00 5.31 0.69* 

Advocate for the beef industry. 6.77 6.11 0.66* 

Set and achieve goals. 6.21 5.57 0.64* 

Practice progressiveness (not do things the way 
they have always been done). 

6.11 5.56 0.55* 

Demonstrate active listening skills. 6.09 5.58 0.51* 

Demonstrate ability to handle stress and pressure. 5.73 5.23 0.50* 

Maintain an attitude of volunteerism. 5.57 5.13 0.44* 

Recognize personal strengths and weaknesses. 5.77 5.36 0.41* 

Conduct an orderly meeting. 5.70 5.31 0.39* 
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Table 4-19.  Continued 
  Mean 

Importance 
Mean 
Proficiency 

Mean 
Difference 

Recognize personal leadership styles and 
characteristics. 

5.54 5.18 0.36* 

Read and interpret industry research. 5.47 5.16 0.31* 

Foster an attitude of service. 5.50 5.20 0.30* 

Use appropriate behavior in professional and social 
settings. 

6.33 6.06 0.27* 

Demonstrate ability to work well with others. 6.14 5.89 0.25* 

Arrange to spend time away from work and home. 4.98 4.85 0.13 

Maintain a professional appearance. 5.92 5.92 0 

Develop a meeting agenda. 5.09 5.16 -0.07 

Demonstrate ability to use the Internet and email. 6.03 6.52 -0.49* 

Demonstrate ability to use social media (Facebook, 
MySpace, Twitter, blogs, ect.). 

4.84 5.34 -0.50* 

 Total Mean 5.81 5.17 0.64 

Cronbach’s Alpha .947   

* Difference is significant at the .05 level (p < .05) 
  

Three constructs actually had a negative mean difference, where members’ 

proficiency is greater than their perceived need for and importance of having that ability 

as an NCBA member.  These include developing a meeting agenda, using Internet and 

email, and using social media.  Meeting agendas and social media were not deemed as 

important as many of the other constructs according to respondents, while the overall 

group was highly competent in using Internet and email, leading to the negative 

differences.  Maintaining a professional appearance also had no gap between 

importance and proficiency.  With a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.947, this instrument was 

considered highly reliable.   
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A paired samples t-test was used to determine if the means for the importance and 

proficiency of each construct were statistically significantly different.  All but three of the 

constructs were significant at 95% confidence level with a p-value less than .05, as 

shown in Table 4-19.  Maintain a professional appearance, develop a meeting agenda, 

and arrange to spend time away from work and home were the only leadership 

education needs without significantly different means.  

Summary 

This chapter reviewed the results of the data collected through the interviews, 

focus group and survey instrument.  The results were organized by the objectives of this 

research.  Each phase of data collection built upon the previous phase(s) as results 

were used to determine the next steps to take and the right questions to ask.  The next 

chapter will summarize the results of this research and discuss the implications of these 

findings as conclusions are drawn from the data.
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Beef industry organizations, like nearly all agricultural organizations, are 

comprised of and led by agriculturalists who give up their time and resources to better 

their industry through involvement in these organizations.  They are unique in that the 

organization serves the interests of those producer members who serve the 

organization by paying dues, participating, volunteering and leading.  This research 

provided more insight into the people surrounding agricultural organizations, both inside 

and out, and their voices, opinions, perceptions and needs can be used to strengthen 

organizations by better recruiting, training and retaining members and volunteer 

leaders, which in turn strengthens the agricultural industry through producer unity and 

effective legislative and issues management work.   

A summary of this study and the conclusions drawn from this research are 

included in this chapter.  This includes an overview of the study with brief descriptions of 

the objectives, methodology and findings.  Also provided are the research conclusions, 

implications for the beef industry and agricultural organizations and recommendations 

for further research in this field. 

Summary of the Study 

Problem Statement 

It is a struggle to recruit leaders to leave successful businesses for volunteer 

service (M. John, personal communication, April 29, 2008).  Potential leaders have 

responsibilities and commitments to their agricultural operations and professions that 

make it a challenge for them to devote time and resources to serve in leadership roles.  

Only in identifying the factors that influence the decisions that producers make to take 
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on the responsibilities of leadership can we answer the question of how to recruit 

emerging leaders and address their concerns about leadership.  Additionally, leadership 

education and development programs within NCBA will only be effective to the extent 

that they address the actual leadership education needs of NCBA members.  

Agricultural organizations such as NCBA have the potential to make a greater impact in 

serving the beef industry and beef producers by more effectively recruiting, training and 

retaining volunteer leadership. 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this research was to assess beef producers’ perceptions of, 

interest in, and commitment to serving in leadership roles within the beef industry. 

 The objectives of this research were to (1) identify the factors that influence 

producer members’ decisions to participate and lead in beef industry organizations; (2) 

determine perceptions of active NCBA members about volunteer leadership 

responsibilities and commitments; (3) and identify the leadership education needs of 

NCBA members.   

Methodology 

This study included three components that contributed different information to 

achieve the overall objectives of this research.  The first segment was qualitative 

research done as a basic descriptive study utilizing basic interpretive methods.  The 

data was collected through sixteen interviews with cattle producers to identify themes 

and patterns of beef industry organization participation and leadership.  This type of 

research design allowed for an in-depth analysis of the participation and leadership 

attitudes and patterns of cattle producers.  The purposive sample was diverse and 

included producers from a variety of perspectives, industry segments and backgrounds.   
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 The second part of this research was qualitative and added credibility to the first 

part by confirming and validating the interview results through a focus group.  The focus 

group was an hour-long discussion of the findings of the interviews and producers’ 

feedback based on those results.  The cattle producers selected for the focus group 

were those currently serving on the Joint Industry Producer Education Committee.  This 

committee was comprised of both NCBA members and CBB members that were all 

considered current volunteer leaders in the beef industry.   

The third part of the study was a quantitative design conducted as descriptive 

survey research with data gathered through surveys from a sample of NCBA members, 

which included all YPC members.  The leadership questionnaire used for this phase of 

the research was developed from the findings of the interviews and focus group.  This 

quantitative research included a correlational research design and analyzed the 

relationship between participation and volunteer leadership in beef industry 

organizations and recruitment, involvement, and demographic characteristics.  The 

survey instrument also included a scale adapted from the Borich needs assessment to 

determine the leadership education needs of NCBA members.   

Findings 

Using Weft QDA software for the qualitative data and SPSS software for the 

quantitative data, more than 96,000 words across 210 pages of transcriptions and more 

than 17,000 individual survey question responses were poured over, scrutinized, 

analyzed and revealed the following results.  These results are organized by objective. 

Objective 1 

Objective 1: To identify the factors that influence producer members’ decisions to 

participate and lead in beef industry organizations.  Numerous factors were identified in 
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the data as elements that influence cattlemen’s participation and leadership in 

organizations.  The factors revolved around membership and leadership recruitment, 

organizational involvement and leadership, the Young Cattlemen’s Conference and 

humility.   

Asking clearly emerged in the interviews and focus group as the dominant way this 

industry recruits and engages people.  Results of the questionnaire did not support this 

finding as an indicator of past involvement, but survey respondents did indicate they 

were likely to be involved in the future if asked.  Since the questionnaire was 

administered to a younger population than the interviews and focus group, this could 

indicate that the younger members had not yet become involved in the organization or 

had taken the initiative to become involved and did not feel the need to wait until they 

were asked.  Additionally, many survey respondents had shared what cattle 

organizations are doing with others in the industry. 

People have “always got excuses” for not joining or participating in organizations.  

Many interview participants agreed there are those “who just don’t care about anything 

except themselves and don’t see . . . what is going on or what could happen.  You 

know, and those in reality wouldn’t be good members anyway, probably.”  There were 

several who questioned whether or not we needed to “continue to chase our tail a little 

bit trying to get everybody,” especially those with smaller operations and more of a 

hobby interest in the industry.  “We think everybody should be [a member].  Just 

because everybody’s got cows, they don’t necessarily have to think the same way we 

do.” 
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National agricultural organizations not only need to involve and engage members, 

they need to make the same efforts with affiliated organizations and their members.  

One interviewee thought member involvement should be much more proactive on the 

part of the organization and remarked that “this is not a passive deal.  Give them an 

assignment.”   

Those producers that were a part of the focus group were highly motivated to be 

and stay involved as volunteer leaders in the beef industry.  While passions were 

prevalent, there were numerous motivation sources identified.  These included giving 

back to the industry and protecting it for future generations, representing other 

producers and being a voice for agriculture, education and development opportunities, 

networking and building friendships. 

The Young Cattlemen’s Conference emerged from both the focus groups and 

interviews as one of the most important programs currently developing beef industry 

leaders within NCBA and state affiliates.  One cattleman in the focus group called it a 

“religious experience” as producers were so fired up and hooked on association 

participation by the time they completed the trip.  Many interviewees considered it to be 

one of the best experiences of their life and more valuable than a 4-year college 

education. 

The theme of humility emerged from the interviews and focus group, unexpectedly 

but not surprisingly.  Participants both exuded humility through their comments and 

expressed the humble nature of most cattle producers.  The implications related to this 

humility of producers include a lack of recruitment because many producers will not ask 
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their neighbors for something (membership) and a lack of leadership because people do 

not pursue leadership roles unless they are asked.    

Their base personality says that I keep my own council.  I’m from a rich 
tradition of agriculture and a ranching family and we don’t go around trying 
to sell people stuff.  I was told as a kid that I’ll do fine if I work hard and 
keep my mouth shut.  And so the very things you respect about those 
people . . . is a tradition that just kills us in membership. 

Another interviewee added,  

In our industry, producers are usually . . . fairly humble.  You know, it’s not 
considered a positive trait in a producer that you’re arrogant and brag and 
talk about how many cows you have and what you do.  I think exactly the 
opposite is true . . . you don’t talk about those accomplishments.  It’s a 
tradition, or a condition of our industry specifically where, I think the 
recruitment process is probably what happens more than somebody 
deciding, man I’d really like to have one of those leadership roles and then 
you set out to do it.  

Objective 2 

Objective 2: To determine perceptions of active NCBA members about volunteer 

leadership responsibilities and commitments.  The data surrounding this objective was 

focused on the perceptions cattlemen have about volunteer leadership.  Data revealed 

values of volunteerism, numerous costs and benefits of being involved with and leading 

in organizations, and beliefs about leadership development, particularly in the areas of 

training, mentoring and the challenges that industry leaders must face. 

Volunteerism was deemed significant by interviewees because it does make a 

difference and help guide the organization.  Volunteers want to know that their work is 

meaningful and they make a difference.  Survey respondents agreed that “volunteering 

as a leader in beef industry organizations is a way to give back to the industry.”  

Volunteer leadership also develops the individual, because as one focus group 

participant described,   
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We expand our horizons.  We look over the back fence.  We see what’s 
going on in other parts of the industry, other parts of the country, other parts 
of the world.  We learn from that and we can adapt those things when we 
go home.  Whether it’s for ourselves or the people that we represent in 
these volunteer positions. 

While volunteers grow through their experiences, they should not have expectations of 

perfection in their volunteer roles.  “It’s your passion but it’s not your profession.”   

There were a variety of costs and benefits of leadership expressed in the 

interviews and focus group.  These were narrowed down to a condensed list that was 

ranked by the survey respondents.  While time commitments were the most frequently 

discussed cost by the participants in interviews and focus group, family time was ranked 

as the second biggest cost, followed by unpaid time from work and time away from 

business.  The biggest cost determined by the survey respondents was the financial 

costs to travel and attend conventions and meetings.  This is especially logical in light of 

the fact that they were a group of younger producers that may not have the same 

disposable income or flexibility with younger children that older producers might enjoy. 

The top-ranked benefit of volunteer leadership by survey respondents was 

improving the industry, which also aligns with the number of interviewees and focus 

group members who served because they wanted to give something back to the 

industry and make it better for future generations.  If industry improvement means 

maintaining or improving the industry’s health, then the standard according to Purcell 

(2002) is that cattle producers can make a profit, resources are protected, and the 

future of the industry is sustainable.  Networking, education and friendships were also 

highly ranked benefits, and these benefits are important not only for getting people to 

lead and participate, but also to first get them in the door, to attend some of these 

industry meetings and events. 
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Many interviewees and focus group participants acknowledged that the need for 

leadership development within the industry is greater today than it ever has been 

before.  It needs to be a high priority for the industry, and as one participant said, “Our 

organization has continued to have leadership and leadership development as 

important but not as critical.”     

Members perceived a need for leadership training to help develop industry 

leaders.  One past leader that was interviewed said, “If I ran across somebody that told 

me they don’t need any training, I’m probably going to figure out a way that they are not 

in a leadership role . . . don’t know whether that’s right or not but I just, I don’t believe 

anybody could say, ‘I don’t need training.’  It’s just a continual process in my opinion.  

But fortunately, that’s a rare situation, and I’ve just found there’s been a lot of receptivity 

to it.”  Many cattlemen agreed “you could always have more training.”  One producer 

called NCBA’s efforts “sporadic attempts at training.” 

Several participants of both interviews and the focus group see a need for 

mentoring programs to help develop leaders, especially from the younger generation of 

producers.  One cattleman in the focus group believed YCC is a perfect opportunity that 

is being missed to continue mentoring participants after their experience on the tour.  

Several challenges of leadership were addressed in the interviews, including the 

tradition-steeped organizations in the industry that run on leadership that is “not merit 

based, it’s hereditary.” 

Objective 3 

Objective 3: To identify the leadership education needs of NCBA members.  

Leadership education needs emerged in the interviews and focus group through those 

leadership skills producers believed were necessary to serve in industry leadership 
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roles.  These skills were combined to form the portion of the survey instrument that 

utilized a Borich-type needs assessment to determine the importance and proficiency of 

cattlemen in these areas. 

Focus group participants discussed a need for facilitation skills, especially as 

leaders having the ability to get everyone at the table to express their ideas.  There is 

also a need for people skills, to be able to understand those you work with and how to 

best communicate with them.  However, many did not believe all of these skills were 

teachable except through experience and observation. 

“We have to speak credibly.”  Another participant expressed a need to learn “how 

to communicate, both verbally and in written form” for the purposes of advocacy.  The 

need for media training and providing leaders with key messages and talking points was 

very important to many participants.  Along with the need for communication skills, “one 

of the big voids that we have in the cattle industry and in agriculture in general is the 

ability to be proactive.  It’s real easy to be reactive . . . it’s very hard to be creative and 

be proactive and try to anticipate the needs . . . before there’s a crisis.”   

“One of the important tools that we need as the beef industry is somebody to 

coordinate the leadership and the people that may potentially be interested.”  This was 

suggested so that people might be placed into positions and responsibilities that match 

their abilities in order to serve the industry most effectively.  Others felt this type of 

coordination could also lead to a more formal mentoring program to bring up the next 

generation of industry leaders.   

“There are numerous ways to try leadership, from writing letters to a Congressman 

on a computer never leaving the ranch to coming and being on a committee.”  Focus 
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group participants believed there were many opportunities for leadership that people 

simply were not aware of and felt those currently leading and the organizations needed 

to do a better job of using technology to let people know how they could be more 

involved and serve the industry from their home communities.   

Through the survey instrument, respondents ranked the importance of 32 

leadership abilities as NCBA members and their proficiency in each.  The ability to 

advocate for the beef industry was ranked highest, while using appropriate behavior in 

professional and social settings, effective communication skills (in speaking, writing and 

interviews), and the ability to stay current on agricultural issues emerged as the second, 

third and fourth most important skills, respectively.  With the exception of using 

appropriate behavior, all of the other more important ranked skills were previously 

discussed.  The lowest ranked skills were the ability to use social media and 

differentiating between volunteer leadership and staff roles and responsibilities at 

NCBA.  The later conflicted with the focus group participants that felt a flow chart with 

clearly outlined staff roles and responsibilities connected to what projects people work 

on and how to contact them would be successful in making members feel more 

comfortable to get involved and ask questions. 

Respondents were most proficient in their ability to use the Internet and email.  

This result is not surprising for a young group of producers that are very well educated.  

Mean ratings were also high for respondents’ proficiency in advocating for the beef 

industry and using appropriate behavior in professional and social settings, which were 

the two most important abilities.  The three lowest constructs included differentiating 

between volunteer leadership and staff roles and responsibilities at NCBA, which also 
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had one of the lowest ratings in importance.  The two lowest skills in proficiency were 

political lobbying efforts for the beef industry and understanding the committee structure 

of NCBA.  The later aligns with the focus group’s request for a document outlining the 

roles and responsibilities of each NCBA committee. 

The importance and proficiency rating for each construct were compared and the 

abilities were ranked by the difference between the mean importance and proficiency, 

with a greater difference indicating a greater need for leadership education in that area, 

as the importance of that skill is greater than members’ self-perceived ability to 

demonstrate that skill.  The ability to participate in political lobbying efforts for the beef 

industry tops the list.  Several interviewees mentioned that the lobbying efforts of the 

organization were the number one reason they paid membership dues.  Three of the 

next four constructs relate to members’ understanding of how NCBA works.  Knowing 

the goals and objectives of NCBA, how the committee structure works, and the 

difference between volunteer and staff roles all have significant gaps.  This indicates a 

need for governance training, a theme that emerged from both the interviews and focus 

group as well.  Other leadership abilities with a mean difference greater than 1.0 include 

effective communication skills in speaking, writing and interviews, networking in the beef 

industry, and staying current on agricultural issues.  Each of these are interrelated as 

they indicate a need for communications and issues management training. 

Conclusions 

Most agricultural leaders are motivated by a heart of service.  They lead because 

they care about their industry and livelihood and not a position or title, or because they 

have been asked and not necessarily because they believe they would be good at it.  

And once they have been placed in a position of leadership, they do the best they can 
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to fulfill their responsibilities using the experiences they have, not always having access 

to all the tools and skills they might need.  

The agricultural industry does a great job of teaching leadership skills to young 

people through 4-H, FFA and breed associations.  Yet comparatively, there are fewer 

opportunities for adults in agriculture to gain leadership knowledge and skills, even 

while serving in leadership roles. This is where the skills approach can be very effective 

in helping to develop leaders in production agriculture, by providing the training and 

experiences necessary to gain the skill set needed to lead in this industry.  And these 

leadership education efforts have to be implemented at the grassroots level if the 

industry is going to develop leaders beyond national figureheads of organizations and 

commodity groups. 

One of the interview participants in this research commented, “Leadership has 

always been important, but it must become critical.”  As the commercial claims, “Beef. 

It’s What’s For Dinner.”  So the beef industry must stake a claim on “Leadership. It’s 

What’s For the Future.”  The future of this industry and its ability to remain viable and 

sustainable for the families that make their living across all segments of this industry 

truly are at stake in the discussion of a critical need for beef industry leadership right 

now.  This industry faces too many daily challenges that threaten its survival to risk not 

having effective leaders in place while investing in and training the next generation of 

leaders. 

The generational gap between those beef producers that participated in the 

interviews and focus group and those that completed the questionnaire should be 

noted.  The interviewees ranged in age from 26 to 79 years with only two participants 
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younger than 30, while the average age of the survey respondents was 28 years.  This 

certainly has implications for the perceptions that were expressed through the data 

collected.  One interviewee felt that people should “pay their dues” before being elected 

to leadership positions on the national level, implying many years of experience in both 

the industry and the organization.  This concept of organizational tenure tends to create 

a more transactional leadership style, which is also more characteristic of the older 

generation.  These differences might affect how individuals lead or view themselves as 

leaders, respond to other organizational leaders or participate within the organization. 

The data collected through the survey instrument also comes from a generation 

that grew up with computers, the Internet, email and social media.  Technology has 

quickly changed how organizations recruit and retain members.  Organizational 

interaction is real-time and may not always require attendance in order to participate.  

The perceptions gathered from this group of young producers may have implications for 

how organizations will evolve and operate in the future as they increase member 

interaction in virtual and non-traditional environments. 

Turnover of leadership in agriculture is relatively quick; most leaders still have to 

give full-time attention to their farms and families when they take on the additional 

responsibilities and commitments of leadership.  The only way to provide balance, 

particularly to volunteer leaders who are not being compensated for their time, is 

through team efforts.   

For example, NCBA is trying to reduce the number of days the president spends 

on the road, which interviewees indicated could fall between 200–300 days over the 

course of their year of service.  This will be accomplished by balancing the workload 
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more evenly among all the officers, and utilizing the other officers and committee 

chairpersons to travel for speaking engagements in addition to the president.  There 

have been past NCBA presidents that have gone bankrupt in the years following their 

presidency due to the time spent away from their cattle operation (M. John, personal 

communication, April 29, 2008).  As one cattlemen said during his interview,  

You would think in an organization like NCBA that you would want the most 
successful, the best thinkers, the brightest minds, the people that have a 
rich tradition and a rich history, and that truly represent the best in the 
industry.  Well, most of those people have a tremendous amount of 
responsibility and they can’t afford to be gone 200 days a year.  That’s one 
of our biggest problems in recruiting and establishing competent volunteer 
leaders.   

Another interviewee said, “I don’t think it’s fair for the 30,000 or 230,000 producers out 

there to expect one of their own just to donate all of his time to the organization.”  While 

states often expect the president to make a visit during the year, this cattlemen felt that 

“you have to just take a holistic approach at it, you have to say, alright our goal is going 

to be to get the best industry representatives we can get.  And so if doing that, they 

can’t be gone more than 75 days a year, then . . . we’re going to set that as a goal and 

this is how we reach it, and you don’t go to every state affiliate’s meeting.  You don’t go 

to every potential hearing in DC.”   

This distribution of responsibilities and speaking engagements would focus more 

on a leadership team than an individual.  Team leadership theory fits well because 

agriculturalists tend to be humble people who care more about what gets done and less 

about who gets the credit.  In The 17 Indisputable Laws of Teamwork, John Maxwell 

(2001) discusses the “Law of the Bench.”  Great teams have great depth, with quality 

starters and quality people on the bench.  Great organizations have this same 

characteristic, with high quality leaders currently serving the organization, and high 
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quality leaders on the bench, being prepped and prepared for their turn to start and 

serve.  This creates a smooth succession of leaders within an organization, which has 

been a growing concern among agricultural organizations. One past NCBA president 

discussed at length the team efforts she had been involved with, “so it’s a team effort 

and nothing, it’s really true, nothing great is ever accomplished alone.”   

Implications 

While this study was narrowed to focus on the beef industry and collected data 

primarily through the largest national beef industry organization, there are implications 

of this study that may be beneficial to other grassroots agricultural organizations that 

struggle with member recruitment and retention and leader development. 

There are many benefits of participating and leading in agricultural industry 

organizations.  One natural resource organization found the most important benefits of 

volunteering were doing something useful, gaining a sense of achievement, and 

meeting new people while networking (Passewitz, 1991). 

This study found many people choose to serve in organizations to give something 

back to the industry that provides a way of life they love, while others hope to sustain 

and improve the industry and their way of life for future generations.   Some participate 

for the benefit of setting an example for their children of what it means to serve and be 

an active part of your industry.   

Participation and leadership in industry organizations fosters networking 

opportunities, and people often make contacts and industry connections that make their 

own business more profitable in the future.  In addition to networking, producers form 

friendships and relationships with the people they work with on industry issues, and find 

satisfaction in being around like-minded people.  Attending meetings, conventions and 
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conferences can become a personal or family vacation and some folks enjoy the travel 

opportunities.   

There is an educational component with participating; the more you get involved, 

the more learning opportunities you have to understand the big picture of the industry 

and how each segment within the industry works.  Participants and leaders expand their 

horizons, gaining a better perspective of what is going on in other parts of the industry, 

other parts of the country and other parts of the world. 

The more prosperous your industry is, the more prosperous you are going to be as 

a producer in that industry.  Participating in an organization that is protecting the 

profitability of your industry can affect your bottom line in the long run.  “I want the 

industry to do well . . . so then I can do better.”  Most producers get involved with their 

industry organization to give something back to the industry that they love, yet find that 

they get back more than they give while participating and leading in these organizations.   

Along with the benefits of leadership and participation come the barriers. A 

common barrier stems from disagreement on issues.  The “80/20 rule” says we spend 

80% of our time fighting 20% of the issues that we do not agree on within an 

organization.  Organizations would be much more productive if members would 

effectively focus and work on the issues they did agree upon, and agree to disagree on 

the other issues, knowing that the majority rules and there is never unanimous 

agreement on any contentious issue.   

 Participation and leadership in industry organizations can entail direct costs as 

well as opportunity costs.  The most common barrier to participation that agricultural 

organizations struggle with most is the time commitment it requires.   Taking time away 



 

130 

from your ranch, your business, and your family can be stressful and straining.  

Members may have to give up personal resources and finances to travel to meetings 

and perhaps take unpaid leave from work.   

Leadership may cost one’s personal opinion.  Leaders must forfeit their personal 

views on many topics and issues to express the opinion and policy of the organization 

after its members have made a decision.  The two costs of volunteering that Passewitz 

(1991) found to be significant were the lack of free time and night meetings.  

Organizations must use benefits of participation and leadership to outweigh the 

costs to a) recruit new members and b) recruit more active participants and leaders.  

Costs and benefits associated with participation in voluntary organizations can be 

measured, are directly related to participation, and can be managed by volunteer 

organization leaders (Chinman and Wandersman, 1999). 

 “The strength of a national organization is only as strong as it is on the county 

level.  There is nowhere near as many really strong county organizations as there once 

was . . . a lot of that is because there is no glue to hold it together.”  The glue this 

cattleman discussed was the local Extension agent, who had historically been 

responsible for organizing meetings and creating agendas for county commodity 

groups.  Today, many counties might share an Extension agent and some states have 

regional specialists, thus creating an absence of the “glue” that once formed the 

foundation for county organizations. 

Grassroots organizations are unique because policy of the national organization 

had its beginnings at the local level.  One interviewed producer said, “When you get into 

a debate on an issue, you can feel that sincerity [of members].  You get good policy by 
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having people engaged and well-informed and getting the issues out on the table and 

getting them discussed.”  Another interviewee said,  

It’s critical to get folks involved at a young age.  I think as an organization 
you have to demonstrate the value of what you’re doing.  I think you have to 
provide a picture of the opportunity that people can have and the impact 
that they can have.  I think as an organization, you have to show them that 
their participation makes a difference.  If people don’t feel like they have a 
voice in your organization, you know it’s very hard to grow and prosper 
because they don’t feel like their participation matters.  And so getting folks 
involved . . . in the organization.  Getting them to come to your events, 
participate.  That’s critically important to the health of your membership.  It’s 
no different than our industry.  It’s cultivating the next generation.   

The ability to participate and lead in an agricultural organization might be directly 

related to the ability to prosper in an agricultural career.  One interviewee expressed his 

concern about the financial barriers to entry into production agriculture.  Young people 

that want to be in production often begin building their operations while working a 

fulltime job in town.  And at the end of the day they come home to their families and 

farm chores and after spending weekends working the ranch, may not have much time 

available for industry organizations.  This might be a vicious trend that continues to 

grow in agriculture with detrimental effects on grassroots organizations.   

Recommendations 

The 2007 Census of Agriculture found the average age of an American farmer 

increased to 57 years, while the number of farmers under the age of 25 has decreased 

30% since 2002 (NASS, 2009).  Agricultural organizations are reasonably concerned 

about the increasing average age of their producer members and there has never been 

a greater need to begin aggressively recruiting more and younger producers to 

participate and lead in the organizations that serve as a voice to protect their 

businesses and livelihoods.   
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Organizations that are looking to recruit members and leaders need to place more 

emphasis on purposefully identifying those potential members and/or leaders and 

asking them to join, be involved or serve the organization in specific capacities.  In 

doing so, the value of such participation must be very clear for people to be willing to 

give up the time that they could devote to other things.   

The Young Cattlemen’s Conference is conducted by NCBA and has been very 

effective in identifying and developing industry leaders.  Many questions could be 

explored related to YCC.  Should it remain a small, elite event or be expanded to 

include more people and develop more leaders?  YCC is for cattle producers age 25 to 

50, but the average age is 35 to 40.  Could the industry develop a similar or alternative 

program that is just as effective but reaching an even younger audience?  Does YCC 

need to include more leadership development instead of focusing only on industry 

awareness and expansion of understanding?   

The idea that emerged from the focus group of maintaining and reinforcing what 

cattleman gain through a post-YCC mentoring program could make a vast difference in 

whether or not and how long it takes them to completely engage and commit to 

leadership roles after that experience.  Requiring state or sponsoring affiliates to invite 

these producers into a leadership role and holding them accountable to that 

commitment could help sustain the growth and development that takes place over the 

10-day tour.  A YCC type program for younger members could be extremely beneficial 

to addressing the need to attract and keep young people in the industry.  The 18-25 

year old age range would be a prime target for such a program because they are old 
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enough to come independently and young enough that this experience could drastically 

influence their career and life choices in a positive way. 

As evidenced by the emphasis on humility in the data of this research, arrogance 

is a turn-off in this industry, and should be considered when selecting leaders and hiring 

staff for beef industry organizations.  Keeping in mind that there are differences 

between confidence, pride and arrogance, humble people typically do not respond well 

to others with inflated egos. 

“If we could just get them to a convention. . . .” If you can get producers in the 

door, which in the beef industry happens most effectively through the Young 

Cattlemen’s Conference or getting members to a state or national cattlemen’s 

convention, you can get them to see the bigger picture and the need to get involved.  

This is demonstrated through Birkenholz’s (1999) use of a two-dimensional sphere to 

explain the universe of knowledge, where the area inside of the circle represents what is 

known and the surface area represents what is recognized as unknown.  The ratio of 

volume to surface area shows the relationship in acquiring knowledge.  As an individual 

learns more and the volume of the circle increases, the individual also recognizes how 

much is unknown, and the surface area of the circle increases at an increasing rate as 

compared to volume.  Producers with more limited industry knowledge do not realize 

the amount of information and opportunities that are available and unknown to them 

(Birkenholz, 1999).  As producers learn more (volume) and comprehend how much 

more there is to learn (surface area), they can be much more motivated to learn and 

participate in ways that are now recognized.    
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Most people only see the costs of participating because no one has ever asked 

them to serve in leadership roles that then give them the opportunity to discover the 

benefits.  They often have to be asked or personally recruited.  Once people get 

involved, organizations have stronger leadership and organizational commitment from 

volunteers than employees.  Volunteer leaders tend to be more psychologically involved 

and committed to their organization as compared to members from a trade union, and 

also rate higher in transformational leadership qualities than their union counterparts 

(Catano, Pond, & Kelloway, 2001). 

 Many producers have a passion for what they do, and the organization needs to 

strike an emotional cord to tap into that passion.  A study of Farm Bureau members 

found the strongest determinant of serving on county boards to be how individuals 

evaluate volunteering.  Therefore, organizations should appeal to individuals on a 

personal level, highlighting the value to their lives, personal achievement, and use of 

skills and talents that accompanies serving on county boards (Carter & Rudd, 2005).  

Organizations need to make an effort to find the best fit for leadership and service 

based on the unique talents and strengths an individual brings to the organization.  

There is a need for leadership training and development programs to continue and 

expand in order the meet the need for organizational leadership within the agricultural 

industry.  We can learn from the effective programs that are already in place, in addition 

to listening to the leadership education needs that producer members identify in the 

skills and knowledge they feel are necessary to fulfill their leadership commitments and 

responsibilities.  If a grassroots organization is to truly make leadership development a 
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critical priority, leadership training must be delivered all the way down to the grassroots 

level of the organization.  

A mentoring program could be an effective tool for recruiting leaders.  Social 

Learning Theory implies that learning happens through observation, and after 

observation and reflection, people will imitate or modify their own behavior (Birkenholz, 

1999).  This can happen by training people to take on specific roles in a business or 

organization, or mentoring people toward a change in their behavior.   

“In governance education, it would be very helpful if there was . . . a flow chart of 

where staff fits into projects.  I couldn’t ever figure out who went with what and where 

they were.”  This focus group participant also said, “From a producer standpoint would 

make it easy for me to pick up the telephone and call somebody if I had a question, if I 

knew I was going to call the right person and I had their phone numbers.”  Two others 

from the committee thought “it would be helpful if you developed a one page” document 

with a “paragraph description of all of these committees.”  These types of materials 

would be easy to create and could be distributed through the state affiliates or made 

available on the website, and might dramatically help people understand how 

organizations are structured and designed to function. 

Meetings and conventions have to be fun.  If you want people to show up, they 

have to want to come.  If you want them come back, they must have a positive 

experience the first time.  “If you have a good time, there’s a good chance you’re going 

to make some opportunities, just interacting, socializing with people is part of it but 

we’ve always taken our kids. I mean from the time I got involved in the cattlemen’s deal, 

our kids went with us everywhere!”  Organizations must make it easy and affordable for 
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families to attend meetings and conventions if they want to attract younger members 

with young families.  To motivate members to make an additional commitment to 

leadership beyond general participation, they have to want to be a part of the process 

and make it a priority above all the other things they could be doing with the time they 

spend in meetings, travel or elsewhere for the organization. 

An organization needs effective ways to recognize volunteer leaders.  Volunteers 

are predominately motivated by affiliation needs, followed by achievement and power 

needs and typically most appreciate personal forms of recognition (Fritz, Karmazin, 

Barbuto, and Burrow, 2003).  Personalized recognition and praise should be given to 

those who have earned it and can contribute to both the recruitment and retention of 

volunteers.   

A strategic organizational plan should be developed to motivate more people to be 

involved, which includes understanding individual sources of motivation. Barbuto and 

Scholl (1998) developed the Motivation Sources Inventory (MSI) to measure five 

sources of motivation: intrinsic process motivation, instrumental motivation, self-concept 

external motivation, self-concept internal motivation, and goal internal motivation.  The 

prevailing source of motivation for rural farm workers is self-concept internal motivation, 

which implies that agricultural workers are internally self-directed and their behavior is 

based off their beliefs of what is required to be their ideal self.  They are naturally 

motivated to live up to a standard set by themselves (Barbuto, Trout, and Brown, 2004).  

While this may be the dominate motivation source in agriculture, the strategic plan 

should include enticements that reach every motivation source, such as fun, monetary 

incentives, public recognition, worthy causes, and personal growth.  
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Finally, in all these recruitment efforts, the organization needs to attract the 

younger generation to sustain the quality leaders on the bench, the future lifeblood of 

the organization.  Considerations should be made for the young producers that are a 

part of Generation Y, and their needs for power, immediacy, customization, and 

concurrency (Murphy, 2008).  There is an abundance of new technologies and social 

networking tools than can and are being used to recruit this generation into leadership 

and participation within agricultural organizations as well.  

Addressing the Costs of Leadership 

Successful organizations must sustain themselves by addressing the costs 

associated with serving in volunteer positions within organizations, particularly the issue 

of the time commitment required.  Two interview participants suggested developing 

more leaders to share and spread the responsibilities of leadership, so that industry 

leadership does not continue to be such a large burden on a few people.  This requires 

organizations to break traditions and habits and get away from the way things have 

always been, and this type of change does not come easily in a longstanding 

organization.   

“You start developing leaders, many many more leaders out in the field that are 

capable of doing those things and actually getting more experience so that they will be 

better leaders as they move up,” one interviewee said.  “I think there’s a way to solve 

the problem, it’s just buckin’ the tradition.” 

Agriculture is an industry that is steeped in tradition.  Yet change and progress 

often require us to let go of tradition.  One cattlewoman described a time she was 

leading a meeting and asked, “Why would you want to do this?  It really doesn’t make 

sense to me to what you’re advocating here.  Why do you want to?  ‘Well it’s the way 



 

138 

we’ve always done it,’ came the response.  I don’t get up and start my day by saying, 

we’re gonna do this the same because I can’t do it any other way.”   

A volunteer leader that spends 300 days on the road is going to get tired.  

Exhaustion and fatigue can set in even with the best of time management and adequate 

sleep.  One interviewee told a story of a woman she had met who had been on the road 

all year and said, “I have eaten the last green bean and smiled until I decide I want to 

eat a green bean and I want to smile.  I’ve had it . . . God if I don’t eat another green 

bean for a long time I’ve had enough.  That kind of says it all, you know.”  These issues 

must be addressed so that leaders are not only well prepared, but also physically, 

mentally, spiritually and emotionally capable of being effective. 

Leadership Education 

In regards to producer education, one interviewee asked, “Should we gear our 

program to the real aggressive producer that’s using all the technology out there or 

should we be, you know for the guy that’s got 10 head, just does it as a hobby?”  The 

same question holds true for leadership development within agriculture.  Do we direct 

our efforts toward the small part-time producers because there are more of them, or do 

we focus on the larger producers with more of a vested interest in the industry?  Who 

has more time to devote to leadership development?  Who has a greater need for 

leadership education?  Can we provide training to them all the same?  These are 

questions that must be answered as organizations move forward with leadership 

curriculum and program development because the target audience must be narrowed 

down and clearly defined in order to be reached effectively. 
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Organizational Staff 

One interviewee had recently been through the process of helping select the CEO 

of NCBA.  He discussed the need for staff members that are not only competent to do 

their jobs but also have a solid understanding of and appreciation for agriculture.  “We 

had some really high-powered managerial people that applied that just didn’t know a 

cow from left field.  That kind of, in my view, limits their abilities to stand in the hallway 

and talk to cowboys.” 

Purcell (2002) identified a need for elected leadership of beef industry 

organizations to hire competent professional staff.  The last page of the leadership 

questionnaire gave respondents an opportunity to make any additional comments about 

volunteer leadership in the beef industry.  Four of the eleven respondents that took the 

opportunity to write something expressed dissatisfaction with NCBA, with two of those 

specifically directed toward organizational staff. 

Many of the volunteers I speak to at conventions and meetings feel that the 
paid staff for NCBA often act as though they are better than the 
membership and know more about the industry. They seem to feel the 
membership couldn't understand the complex issues. As a producer it often 
seems that we are treated as the least important part of the organization, 
however without producers the organization would have no reason to exist. 
I know many members would like to see what all the staff do and what their 
jobs entail, especially during times of economic difficulties where dues are 
being raised. As the political climate has shown grassroots is "where it's at" 
and NCBA needs to get back to their roots, producers. 

“The good staff people out there are the ones that know they can influence 

[members] a little bit but at the end of the day, the board needs to make a decision and 

then staff needs to implement.”  Unfortunately, this is not always the case and conflicts 

can arise between volunteer leaders and paid staff.  In a grassroots organization, the 

role of paid staff is to carry out the policies and directions of the organization set and 
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voted upon by members, and staff might bring feedback to producer members as they 

make policy decisions.  One survey respondent added this additional comment: 

It is extremely important to stress that the volunteer leadership, via the 
committees, are what runs NCBA. The employees exist to fulfill that end 
and service the needs of the volunteer members. Often it seems that the 
employees are out of touch with the dues paying membership. Please 
remember that the membership pays your salary and gives direction to the 
organization. 

Another interviewee had an experience volunteering with an organization where “we 

have board of directors and we have committees but they don’t really use us . . . they’ve 

had executive directors that have kind of run the show.”  She went on to say the role of 

committees “tended to be more rubber stamp this, and here’s what we’re gonna do, 

what do you think about it, tweak this, tweak that, okay good.  Rubber stamp it, we got 

our support, we’re gold.”   

Many times staff are entrusted with the responsibility of making decisions for the 

organization and its members on a daily basis.  “You can lead a horse to water, but you 

can’t make it drink.”  Agricultural organizations could potentially react the same way to 

an opportunity to be provided data and information in the pursuit of developing or 

increasing effectiveness of leadership programs within the organization.   

An organization might make a verbal commitment to leadership development, but 

it is much easier to “talk the talk” and while doting on the importance of leadership, yet it 

requires real commitment to put time and money where your mouth is and “walk the 

walk,” making the sacrifices required to actually make leadership development within 

the organization and among volunteers a true priority.  With the buzzword of leadership 

becoming increasingly popular, especially within agriculture, an expressed commitment 

to leadership development must be followed through with deliberate, purposeful action.  
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F. Roberts, CEO of NCBA, described leadership development in the organization 

saying, “The passion and commitment around this specific topic is real.  And I cannot 

underscore that enough” (personal communication, July 17, 2009).  Time will tell if he 

leads the organization to follow through on his promise. 

Before an agricultural organization makes an agreement or commitment to take 

part in a research project, needs assessment or program evaluation, an understanding 

should be reached by both parties of specifically what that entails and what will be 

expected of and provided by each group or individual involved.  Some researchers 

might go to the extent of obtaining a written agreement or formal contract, especially if 

the organization has agreed to fund part of all of the project, or to gain security or 

access to information or data that has been promised for the purposes of the study. 

Industry Alliances 

A few focus group participants suggested a need to “try to form alliances with 

other like-minded people and maybe have some meetings together so we can kind of all 

get on the same wavelength and carry the same message.”  These could be other 

agricultural organizations or professional associations that consistently interact with 

those in the industry.  “Probably we don’t do a good enough job all the time with 

collaboration.”   

One participant warned that “sometimes a lot of these collaborations is a two-

edged sword.  We need to know their position and where we have some common 

ground . . . so that we don’t just for the sake of trying to collaborate, don’t end up 

shooting ourselves in the foot.”  Another used a personal story as an example.  “I agree 

with what you’re saying in terms of collaboration but you know I used to give pet food to 

my local humane society to feed the dogs with.  After awhile I realized they were 
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starving to death . . . that’s an example of one that didn’t work out.”  “We’re going to 

have to go into them with a discerning nature.” 

Further Research 

Further research should be conducted to further explore and understand patterns 

of participation and leadership in agricultural organizations, especially the perceptions 

and motivations of volunteers.  Research similar to this study could be conducted in 

other agricultural industries through other commodity groups or trade associations.  

Quantitative data could also be gathered through survey research to further analyze 

producers’ time constraints and commitment barriers to serving in industry 

organizations.  The results could then be compared to this research to find similarities 

and differences in the leadership and participation patterns of agriculturalists.  As we 

compare this type of information across fields, we might see where issues, challenges 

and needs align, and then best determine how the agricultural industry can take a 

holistic, unified approach to leadership development.   

The final phase of this research could be repeated with a mail survey sent to a 

random sample of all NCBA members to collect data that is more generalizeable to the 

entire membership population.  This sample would be certain to reach those members 

who may not use or have access to the Internet.  This would also require cooperation 

and follow-through from the partnering organization used to generate a random sample 

of members and distribute the mailed survey instrument.  This process was not used in 

this study due to a deficient access to information within the cooperating organization.  

When the researcher can gain full cooperation of organizational leaders such as the top 

management team to carry out the survey, sampling frames are less likely to be 

problematic (Simsek & Viega, 2001). 
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Experimental methods could be used to determine the best ways for disseminating 

leadership education to farmers and ranchers involved in grassroots agricultural 

organizations.  This type of study might require massive amounts of time, resources and 

participants, but the results could be extremely applicable for all agricultural 

organizations working to develop leaders among their members.   

Further research could be done to determine if there is a relationship between FFA 

and 4-H participation as youth and participation and leadership in agriculture 

organizations as adults.  If the prior influences the later, what are the impacts of that 

involvement?  Are former FFA and 4-H members more likely to choose to participate in 

certain agriculture organizations over others in the future?  What skill sets or 

advantages do former members carry into future leadership roles, if any?  Agricultural 

organizations might be more willing to sponsor and support youth organizations if there 

was a proven link between youth involvement and future volunteer service.  

In addition to understanding internal motivations that drive leaders, research could 

be done to assess the role of the environment and familial influence on current leaders.  

Were the parents, grandparents, aunts and uncles of current leaders also leaders, 

either within the same organizations or in their own fields? 

While limited research has been conducted to study volunteer leadership in 

grassroots agricultural organizations, the literature reveals some studies that contribute 

to the knowledge base and methodology for conducting such research.  There are many 

opportunities for much more research in this field to help further fill in the holes and 

bridge the gaps in our knowledge surrounding agricultural organizations and the 

participation and leadership of farmers and ranchers within them.   
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Future of the Beef Industry 

More than half of those cattle producers interviewed discussed a need to “entice a 

new, young generation of folks back to agriculture.”  They shared concerns about the 

number of producer parents that have been encouraging their kids to get an education, 

find an easier career path and a good job in town.  Most agreed that we need to keep 

our best and brightest here, instead of letting them go into professions outside of 

agriculture.  “What story are we telling them when we start talking about a dying breed 

and a dying this?  Bullshit.”   

This need exists within agricultural organizations as well, and was confirmed by 

the survey instrument, that “there is a need to get more young people involved with 

cattlemen’s associations at all levels,” with a mean of 4.76 out of 5 that strongly agree.  

Talking about young people and the generational gap, one cattlemen said, “They are 

going to be the leaders of this outfit very suddenly, I hope. If we are going to have an 

outfit, they are going to have to be.”   

A few of those interviewed talked about their desire to pass the farm or ranch on to 

future generations.  Some of these were working on land that had already been in the 

family for generations; others hoped to pass on an operation they had built themselves 

from scratch.  “Ultimately, that’s kind of the place for my kids, they have obviously made 

a choice to make a living here and I want to have all of their kids have the same 

opportunity.” 

“Women have always been involved in agriculture.  But they haven’t always been 

involved in leadership roles.  And that’s the difference, because they’ve always been out 

there working side by side with the men.”  This interviewee also described the growing 

trend of land grant universities around the country with a female population creeping 
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above 50% in their colleges of agriculture, leading women to become more involved in 

agricultural organizations and take on more industry leadership roles.  Even the number 

of female farm operators has increased in recent years, a trend that is likely to continue 

(Farm Facts, 2008). 

Three of the cattle producers interviewed for this research talked about the 

growing communication gap between agricultural producers and the people they feed, 

while a fourth highlighted the critical need to create ambassadors for the business.  One 

focus group participant said, “There’s a huge disconnect between the production of beef 

. . . as a safe, wholesome nutritious product and our consumers . . . we’re faced with a 

lot of adversaries with the industry today and will be for the next several years.”  

Interviewees expressed fear and concern about the anti-animal agriculture groups with 

loud voices that stem from large budgets.  "The thing that amazes me is you got the 

Humane Society of the United States that their primary goal is to put us out of business.  

They spend $200 million a year doing it and we can’t even get half of the potential 

people that it would damage to belong to the association that’s doing something about 

it.”  And those trying to put us out of business?  “I don’t know whether they will live on 

tofu for the rest of their lives or just salads.  I haven’t figured that out yet.”   

Another producer expressed his frustration that 

the humble nature of those people who have a passion to work on the land 
and have dirt in their veins . . . those same people who work so diligently 
and so passionately to care for the well-being of this land and the livestock 
that are in it, and yet how, how unfairly and misinformed the greater society 
is toward those same people who work so hard to do such a good job to 
feed such a huge volume of people and then the amount of pressure that 
they get from just misinformation. 

While some of this misinformation comes from animal rights activists and extreme 

vegans, much of it comes through mainstream media.  Another cattleman stated that 
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“the PETA folks, the Humane Society [of the United States], they don’t understand the 

passion that most people that own livestock have for them . . . if you have a cow that 

cost $1500, you are going to take pretty good care of her.” 

As an interviewee pointed out, one of the solutions to this problem is creating 

ambassadors for the business.  He discussed the junior programs of a breed 

association and the number of kids involved, asking 

Is there a large percentage of them that stay involved in production 
agriculture? No. Obviously we’d like for that to be a higher percentage but 
you know, you create some lifelong ambassadors for your business.  And I 
think with some of the consumer activism, we’ve got to do a better job of 
creating ambassadors.  People that have some understanding of what the 
people are like in our industry.  If they trust the people, then some of these 
other issues, they’ll trust that they do the right thing in production practices 
and animal husbandry. 

The National Beef Ambassador Program (NBAP) is one such program that has a 

rich history of creating ambassadors for this industry.  Each state affiliate chooses a 

state beef ambassador that then competes at the national competition, coordinated by 

the American National CattleWomen (ANCW).  The winners of the national competition 

then begin a year of service to the industry, traveling across the country to promote beef 

to consumers at state fairs, farm shows, women’s expos, business trade shows, and 

other events.  While some of these state and national ambassadors have grown up in 

the industry, many come from non-agriculture backgrounds, compete for the scholarship 

opportunities, then return to non-agriculture career paths as beef ambassadors for life.  

In recent years this program has had funding cut from the Cattlemen’s Beef Board 

budget for beef checkoff dollars, yet it is programs like this that are so valuable for 

“creating ambassadors for our business”  (C. Abrahamzon, personal communication, 

March 11, 2010).  One focus group member expressed his feeling that 
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As far as succession planning as people move along, as an organization 
you should look at, closely, the programs we have in place that are 
developing leaders.  And I’m not here to question the wisdom of those that 
are responsible to make sure they get the budgets balanced . . . but a 
program I thought was a pretty good program for developing young leaders 
was the Beef Ambassador program which the funding has been cut for. 
That’s seems like the perfect kind of a program, and I understand there may 
have been certain financial reasons why you did that but at the same time 
there’s a program that’s developing young leaders, 80% of which in the last 
4 or 5 years are still involved with the beef industry in some kind of 
leadership way. So, I’m not questioning their wisdom but I do think they 
made a mistake, from a leadership perspective, development perspective 
they certainly did. 

In addition to the NBAP, NCBA’s MBA program has also served to develop 

industry advocates among producers on a broader scale since it was launched last 

year.  One cattleman compared the benefits of going through the MBA program to the 

BQA (Beef Quality Assurance) program: “There’s a lot of information that I already 

knew, but there was some pieces in there that were really golden nuggets.”  The 

producer education committee served as the focus group for this research and “in the 

past the primary focus has been on BQA . . . I think that the role of this committee’s 

gonna change to more of an advocacy education role.  You know we’re gonna have to 

learn to educate the producers to be good advocates of what we’re doing, be aware of 

issues and how to speak to those issues.”   

“Coordination of ideas is going to be necessary.  For us to effectively get our 

message out there, it needs to resonate closely.  The more people hear the message, 

as long as the message is kind of the same, the more it’s going to mean something to 

them.”  This focus group participant also saw beef industry organizations “as being 

coordinators to try and provide those key messages to the leadership so that they can 

go out and all be preaching the same message.”  “That’s going to be very challenging 

work, not just for this committee but for the whole organization.” 
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Summary 

Every organization has a unique set of challenges.  At times, we find 

commonalities in our problems as we work to find solutions.  Grassroots agricultural 

organizations share some of the same challenges, including the struggle to recruit, train 

and retain competent volunteer leaders to serve the agricultural industry and the 

organizations that work on its behalf.  Efforts to identify and develop volunteer leaders in 

agricultural organizations will be enhanced by a better understanding of the people 

these organizations seek to involve. 

The future of agriculture, particularly animal agriculture and the beef cattle industry 

is dependent upon the people who will boldly step forward and use the voice they have 

to share the message they have in the places they can reach.  These people are, and 

will continue to be and become the leaders of this industry.  We can better serve our 

industry and these leaders by preparing them for the job they have ahead of them using 

every bit of knowledge and every resource at our disposal.   

The purpose of this research was to assess beef producers’ perceptions of, 

interest in, and commitment to serving in leadership roles within the beef industry.  This 

research was designed to add to the knowledge and understanding of volunteer leaders 

in the beef industry in order to better equip the leaders the industry of today and more 

effectively develop and prepare industry leaders for tomorrow. 

 The objectives of this research were to identify the factors that influence cattle 

producers’ decisions to participate and lead in beef industry organizations, determine 

perceptions of active beef producers about volunteer leadership responsibilities and 

commitments and identify the leadership education needs of NCBA members.  Through 
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the research design, methods implemented, and data collected and analyzed, this study 

achieved all three of its original objectives. 

The richest data in this research came from the qualitative portions, as research 

methods were conducted as originally planned and the large number of unstructured 

interviews allowed for depth while the focus group validated and triangulated the 

interview results.  Holistically this research adds a slice to what is known and continues 

to be discovered in the field of agricultural leadership.   

Sitting in a rancher’s office finishing an interview, the rancher picks up a picture his 

son had drawn of himself as a cowboy, ranching with his dad.  He says, “It’s for these 

guys that we need to have a long range strategic plan.”  A plan that includes leadership 

development for farmers and ranchers who volunteer to serve this industry through 

organizational work.  He continues, “And I’m not sure if you can tell it, but see what’s on 

the other side?  It’s his homework.”  
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APPENDIX A 
BEEF INDUSTRY VOLUNTEER LEADERSHIP INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 

• How long have you been involved in the cattle industry? 

• When did you first become involved in the cattle industry? 

• Why did you stay involved in the industry? 

• To what beef industry organizations are you a dues-paying member? 

• How long have you been a member of the aforementioned organizations? 

• What activities have you participated in as a member of these organizations? 

• What leadership roles have you held in these organizations? 

• By what process were you elected/chosen/volunteered for those leadership roles? 

• What motivated you to make the commitment to serve in the leadership roles? 

• What do you feel you gained from that leadership experience? 

• What did you have to give up in order to fulfill your commitment and 
responsibilities to that leadership role? 

• Did you feel you had the skills necessary to perform to the best of your ability in 
the leadership role? 

• What resources would have made this experience easier for you? 

• What resources would have made this experience more fulfilling for you? 

• What reasons have led you not to join/participate/lead in cattlemen’s 
organizations? 

• Why do you believe other cattlemen aren’t members of NCBA or their state/local 
cattlemen’s association? 

• What do you perceive is needed to persuade these cattlemen to become 
members? 

• Why do you believe other cattlemen who are association members don’t volunteer 
for leadership roles? 

• What would motivate more cattlemen to volunteer for leadership positions? 
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APPENDIX B 
PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT 

 
 
Participant Informed Consent 
Volunteer Leadership in the U.S. Beef Industry 
 
Dear Cattle Producer: 
 
The Department of Agricultural Education and Communication at the University of 
Florida is engaged in a project to explore beef producers’ perceptions of, interest in, and 
commitment to serving in leadership roles within beef industry organizations.   
 
We would like to ask you to participate in this study through an interview.  With your 
permission, we will ask questions about your beliefs, attitudes, motivations, perceptions 
of and commitment to participation and leadership in beef industry organizations, as 
well as your past and present involvement with these organizations.  You do not have to 
answer any question during the interview that you do not wish to answer.  Results will 
only be reported in the form of group data; no names will be linked to responses.  The 
interview will take approximately 1 hour. 
 
There are no anticipated risks, compensation or other direct benefits to you as a 
participant in this interview.  Your valuable feedback could help in designing and 
implementing leadership programming and materials for cattlemen and cattlewomen in 
the future.  You are free to withdraw your consent to participate and may discontinue 
your participation in the study at any time without consequence. 
 
If you have any questions about this research protocol, please contact me at (352) 392-
0502 ext. 238.  Questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant rights 
may be directed to the UFIRB office, University of Florida, Box 112250, Gainesville, FL  
32611; phone (352) 392-0433. 
 
Please sign this copy of the letter.  A second copy is provided for your records.   
 
Thank you, 
Crystal Mathews 
 

 
 
I have read the procedure described for the Assessment of Volunteer Leadership in the 
U.S. Beef Industry.  I voluntarily agree to participate in this study and I have received a 
copy of this description. 
 
_________________________       ______ 
Signature of Participant   Date 
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APPENDIX C 
PRODUCER EDUCATION FOCUS GROUP MODERATOR’S GUIDE 

Moderator reads: Howdy! Some of you I know, and for those of you I don’t, my name is 
Crystal Mathews and I am a PhD student in agricultural leadership at the University of 
Florida.  I was blessed to receive a W.D. Farr Scholarship at this meeting last summer, 
and have been utilizing that scholarship to do my doctoral research, studying the 
leadership needs of the beef industry.  In May I had the chance to drive from Wisconsin 
to West Texas, making a dozen stops along the way to interview cattle producers with 
different backgrounds and experiences.  Those interviews have formed a foundation for 
the questions you will be asked today.  I am so excited to include the discussion we 
have today in my research, and appreciate the chance to hear your perspectives as 
members of the Producer Education Committee.  
 
Because this discussion will be included as part of my research, I have an IRB form for 
each of you. . . .  

The purpose of today’s discussion is to discover your opinions and perceptions about 
volunteer leadership in our industry.  The interviews I’ve already done, this focus group, 
and a survey that will be conducted this fall will help develop a better understanding of 
the leadership needs of this industry and how we can best meet those needs. 

Before we begin, let me share some things that will make our discussion easier and 
more productive. There are no right or wrong answers, but rather differing points of 
view. Please feel free to share your point of view even if it differs from what others have 
said. The goal is not consensus; we want to hear everyone’s perspective.  The 
discussion will be audio and video recorded because we don’t want to miss any of your 
comments.  

We’ll be on a first-name basis, but in my research and reports there will not be any 
names attached to comments. You can be assured of confidentiality.  

My role here is to ask questions and listen. I won’t be participating in the conversation, 
but I want you to feel free to talk with one another. I’ll be asking about 5 questions, and 
I’ll be moving the discussion from one question to the next. Sometimes there is a 
tendency for some people to talk a lot and some people not to say much. It is important 
for us to hear from each of you today because you have different experiences, ideas, 
and opinions.  

Our session will last 50 minutes. I would appreciate if you would silence your cell 
phones during this discussion. If you do have to step out momentarily to take an 
important call, that’s OK, just please try to exit quietly and return as quickly as you can. 
 
Alright, since you all know each other already, let’s get started. 
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APPENDIX D 
PRODUCER EDUCATION FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS 

1. As a member of this committee, you are a volunteer leader in the cattle industry.  
What motivates you to serve as a volunteer leader? 

2. What are the leadership education needs of the beef industry today? 

3.  The following ideas came out of the interviews conducted earlier this year.   

a. Do you perceive a need for governance training? 

b. How could a mentoring program help develop volunteer leaders?  

4. Thinking about industry leadership, what changes do you see coming for the beef 
industry?  What changes do you see coming for this committee? 

5. Have we missed anything or are there any additional thoughts? 
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APPENDIX E 
LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX F 
FIRST EMAIL TO YPC MEMBERS 

 
 

 
 
 
February 2, 2010 
 
Dear NCBA Member, 
 
In order for the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association to continue our efforts to provide 
the best education opportunities possible for our members and better prepare current 
and future volunteer leaders for the beef industry, we are asking for your input through 
an online questionnaire.  
 
Crystal Mathews, a W.D. Farr Scholar, Missouri cattle producer and Ph.D. candidate at 
the University of Florida, is conducting this survey, which will provide valuable 
information to NCBA and the beef industry.  The purpose of her study is to determine 
the leadership education needs of those involved in the cattle industry.  
 
The questionnaire will only take approximately 15 minutes and will be available until 
February 7th.  Your answers are anonymous and confidential.  You can click this link or 
use this web address to access the survey: 
 
www.surveymonkey.com/s/NCBA 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and participation.  Your response is important to our 
industry and greatly appreciated. 
  
Steve Foglesong, President 

Astoria, Illinois 
  

 

https://mail.ufl.edu/OWA/redir.aspx?C=79a4ee4f3bbd492b9b5f32194016a06d&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.surveymonkey.com%2fs%2fNCBA�
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APPENDIX G 
SECOND EMAIL TO YPC MEMBERS 

 

February 5, 2010 
 
If you have already provided your feedback through the survey of NCBA volunteer 
leadership needs, thank you for your input! 
  
If you have not yet taken this survey to help better develop beef industry leaders, you 
still have 2 days.  The leadership questionnaire will take just 15 minutes, is completely 
confidential and available now at: 
  
www.surveymonkey.com/s/NCBA 
  
Thank you for your 15‐minute investment in the future of the beef industry! 
 
 

 Crystal 
 

 
Crystal Dawn Mathews | PhD Candidate | Agricultural Education and Communication | University of Florida  

310 Rolfs Hall | PO Box 110540| Gainesville,  FL 32611-0540  | :352-392-050 | :crystalmathews@ufl.edu 
 

https://mail.ufl.edu/OWA/redir.aspx?C=79a4ee4f3bbd492b9b5f32194016a06d&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.surveymonkey.com%2fs%2fNCBA�
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