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ABSTRACT

FACTORS INFLUENCING LEGISLATORS’ PERCEPTIONS OF A STATE- 
SUPPORTED EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION--THE MICHIGAN 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE

By

Mary E. Wahl

The p u rp o se  t h a t  d i r e c t e d  t h i s  e x p l o r a t o r y  s t u d y  was to  

determine whether l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

educa tiona l o r g a n iz a t io n ,  the  Michigan Cooperative Extens ion Serv ice 

(CES), are  in f luenced  by s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  and s o c io 

demographic /organ iza t iona l  f a c t o r s .  The dependent v a r i a b l e s  under 

co n s id e ra t io n  were l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  importance o f  CES 

program t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  CES, adequacy  o f  

in format ion rece ived  from the  CES, and f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  CES.

The popula t ion  f o r  t h i s  s tudy comprised the  148 l e g i s l a t o r s  in 

the  1986 sess ion  of  the  Michigan l e g i s l a t u r e .  A s t r a t i f i e d  random 

sample o f  60 l e g i s l a t o r s  r e p re s e n t in g  r u r a l ,  urban, and mixed 

c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  and the  s ix  CES a d m in i s t r a t i v e  reg ions  was s e l e c t e d .  

L e g i s l a to r s  were in te rv iewed during June and Ju ly  1986 using a 

s t r u c t u r e d  in te rv iew  schedule .

Basic d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t i s t i c s  were used to  ana lyze  var ious  

a spec ts  o f  the  d a ta .  Stepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  was performed f o r  

each o f  the  14 re sea rch  subques t ions  to  determine which independent



Mary E. Wahl

v a r i a b l e s ,  i f  any, were f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep

t i o n s .  Although the  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  and the  socio-demographic /  

o rg a n iz a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  used in t h i s  study were analyzed c o l l e c t i v e l y  

t o  t e s t  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  severa l  ind iv idua l  independent v a r i a b l e s  

emerged as s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s  i n f lu e n c in g  l e g i s 

l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  of  the  CES.

Based on the  study f in d i n g s ,  i t  was concluded t h a t  (a) l e g i s l a 

t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  importance of  CES program t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  were in f luenced  p r im ar i ly  by frequency of nonpersonal 

c o n ta c t s  with the  CES; (b) both nonpersonal and personal  con tac t s  

with  the  CES are necessary  f o r  l e g i s l a t o r s  to  pe rce ive  an adequate 

in format ion  base concerning the  CES; (c) the  method by which the 

m a jo r i ty  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  p re fe r r e d  to  re c e iv e  CES in format ion  was 

personal  c o n ta c t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a t  the  local  l e v e l ;  (d) t h e r e  were no 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  

in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  a l l  CES program t h r u s t s ;  (e) 

r u r a l  c o n s t i tu en cy  make-up and p r i o r  occupation in a g r i c u l t u r e  most 

o f t e n  in f luenced  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived f a m i l i a r i t y  with  the  CES; 

( f )  p r i o r  involvement with the  CES and l e g i s l a t i v e  committee e x p e r i 

ence were not f a c to r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  

importance o f  program t h r u s t s / e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES; and (g) 

l e g i s l a t o r s  with a ru ra l  cons t i tu en cy  make-up perceived  th e  CES to  

be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more e f f e c t i v e  than d id  l e g i s l a t o r s  with a nonrural  

co n s t i tu en c y .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In t roduc t ion  to  the  Study 

The ro o t s  of th e  Cooperative  Extension S e r v ic e ’ s ph i lo soph ica l  

base a re  broad and deep. One a spec t ,  nonformal education f o r  a l l  

a d u l t s ,  has a long h i s t o r y .  As long ago as 1785, informal l e a rn in g  

a c t i v i t i e s  became s y s te m a t ic a l ly  organized through a g r i c u l t u r a l  

s o c i e t i e s  (Sanders ,  1966). The informal l e a rn in g  approach became 

e s p e c i a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  as  formal l e a r n i n g  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  

a g r i c u l t u r e  were extremely l im i t e d .  Through the  f i r s t  h a l f  o f  the  

n in e te en th  cen tury ,  most co l leges  o f f e re d  few, i f  any, courses  

r e l a t e d  to  a g r i c u l t u r e .  In 1862, the  Morr i l l  Act e s t a b l i s h e d  the  

l a n d -g ra n t  c o l le g e  system, which helped promote formal l e a r n in g .  

Not only was formal l e a rn in g  being promoted, but the  need f o r  

re sea rch  emerged. When P res iden t  Cleveland signed l e g i s l a t i o n  in 

1882 t h a t  e s t a b l i s h e d  experiment s t a t i o n s  a t  one l a n d -g ra n t  c o l l e g e  

in each s t a t e ,  research  became f i rm ly  e s t a b l i s h e d  as a func t ion  o f  

l a n d -g ra n t  i n s t i t u t i o n s .

A n o th e r  component o f  t h e  E x t e n s io n  p h i lo s o p h y  has been 

a t t r i b u t e d  to  Seaman Knapp (Vitzthum & F l o r e l l ,  1976). He be l ieved  

t h a t  f a r m e r s  would change t h e i r  b e h a v i o r  and use  t h e  l a t e s t  

knowledge and re sea rch  through "demonstrat ions  conducted by farmers

1
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themselves  on t h e i r  own farms under o rd ina ry  farm cond i t ions"  

( V i tz th u m  & F l o r e l l ,  1976, p .  5 ) .  R e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  t o p i c ,  

Ex tens ion’ s informal teach ing  r e l i e d  heav i ly  on demonst ra t ions  or  

provid ing  re sources  f o r  dem onst ra t ions .

As Extens ion- type  work inc reased  and f l o u r i s h e d ,  i t  became 

a p p a r e n t  t h a t  g r e a t e r  f e d e r a l  s u p p o r t  was n e ed e d .  In 1914, 

P re s id e n t  Woodrow Wilson signed the  Smith-Lever Act,  which formally  

e s t a b l i s h e d  the  Cooperative  Extension Serv ice  (CES). The purpose of 

Extension, as s t a t e d  in th e  a c t ,  was " to  a id  in d i f f u s i n g  among the  

people o f  the  United S t a t e s  usefu l and p r a c t i c a l  in format ion on 

s u b je c t s  r e l a t e d  to  a g r i c u l t u r e  and home economics,  and to  encourage 

the  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  the  same" (Sec t ion  1).  Extension was proposed as 

a d i v i s i o n  of  a l a n d -g ra n t  c o l l e g e ;  the  c h i e f  t a s k  of  Extension 

f a c u l t y  was to  teach  people who could not go to  c o l l e g e  (Caldwell ,  

1976).  Applying the  most c u r r e n t  knowledge f o r  problem solv ing  

became a major a t t r i b u t e  o f  the  Cooperative Extension philosophy. 

The purpose or  r o l e  o f  th e  CES became the  i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  t each ing ,  

r e s e a r c h ,  and publ ic  s e r v ic e  in l a n d -g ra n t  i n s t i t u t i o n s  to  provide 

educa t ion  in i t s  broadest  sense.

In the  years  t h a t  fo llowed, as re sea rch  and technology r a i s e d  

fa rm-product ion  c a p a c i t i e s ,  the  p e r sp ec t iv e  o f  the  CES expanded to  

inc lude  o th e r  a reas  o f  concern: management of  the  farm and home,

market ing and u t i l i z a t i o n ,  resource  development and co nse rva t ion ,  

community development, and 4-H and family  l i v i n g  in  urban a re as .  

Changing c l i e n t e l e ,  changing needs,  and soc ia l  i s su e s  have continued 

to  t h r u s t  Extension in to  new f i e l d s .  I t s  open-ended c h a r t e r  has
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allowed Extension to  be almost l i t e r a l l y  a l l  t h in g s  to  a l l  people 

(H i ld re th ,  1976).  This freedom to  serve  brought with i t  c e r t a i n  

inhe ren t  r i s k s .  Emphasis on a c c o u n t a b i l i t y ,  d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  e f f o r t s ,  

and e v e r - g r o w in g  f i n a n c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  n e c e s s i t a t e d  a c a r e f u l  

eva lu a t io n  of  an o rg a n iz a t io n  t r y i n g  to  serve  a l l  people (Edwards, 

1979).

At i t s  i n c e p t i o n , t h e  CES depended  p r i m a r i l y  on f e d e r a l  

funding. La te r ,  the  CES depended on s t a t e  and county d o l l a r s ,  as 

w e l l . S ta te  support  became even more impor tan t ;  almost tw o - th i rd s  

of the  Michigan CES budget i s  now der ived  from s t a t e  d o l l a r s ,  with 

federa l  and county funds combined c o n t r ib u t in g  o n e - th i r d  o f  the  

budget. The na tu re  o f  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

o rg an iza t io n  such as the  CES, community c o l l e g e s ,  or  K-12 pub l ic  

education and the  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  c r u c ia l  in these  days of 

compet it ion  fo r  d o l l a r s .

Trends i n d i c a t e  t h a t  d e c i s io n s  about pub l ic  o rg a n iz a t io n s  wi l l  

in c re a s in g ly  be made in the  pub l ic  domain. Such d e c i s io n s  by 

e l e c te d  or appointed o f f i c i a l s  can d i r e c t l y  or  i n d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  the  

CES. I t  i s  c r i t i c a l  t o  th e  f u tu r e  of  Extension t h a t  th e se  d ec is ion  

makers have a knowledge and unders tanding  o f  the  CES as a b a s i s  fo r  

t h e i r  d ec i s io n s  concerning a p p ro p r ia t io n s  (Thomson & Brown, 1976).

Simon (1964) s t a t e d ,  "No a d m in i s t r a t i v e  o rg an iza t io n  can long 

e x i s t  without the  support  o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e "  (p. 383).  A thorough 

unders tanding of  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  i s  the  f i r s t  s tep  in 

bu i ld ing  s t ro n g e r  l e g i s l a t i v e  suppor t .  Knezevich (1969) noted the  

ex ten t  o f  a l e g i s l a t u r e ’ s in f luence  over pub l ic  educa t ion :
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S ta t e  l e g i s l a t u r e s  de termine broad p o l ic y  m a t te r s  governing the  
o rg a n i z a t i o n ,  f in a n c in g ,  and o p e ra t ion  o f  pub l ic  educa t ion  and 
then d e leg a te  the  e s tab l i shm en t  o f  s tandards  to  a s t a t e  agency. 
No one today ques t ions  the  a u th o r i t y  o f  a s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  to  
in f luence  the  o rg an iza t io n  and ope ra t io n  o f  pub l ic  educa tion  
w i th in  i t s  boundar ie s ,  (p. 155)

Community c o l l e g e s ,  as well as the  CES, depend on an informed 

and suppor t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with  th e  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  Harper 

(1971) noted t h a t  during P res iden t  Lyndon Johnson’ s Great Soc ie ty  

many human-service o rg a n iz a t io n s  emerged. Community c o l l e g e s ,  in 

p a r t i c u l a r ,  exper ienced phenomenal growth during the  1950s and 1970s 

because s t a t e  lawmakers endorsed and funded t h a t  program. However, 

as the  p r o s p e r i t y  o f  the  na t ion  dec l in ed ,  the  compet it ion  f o r  s t a t e  

d o l l a r s  became more i n t e n s e .  G l e a s e r  (1985) c o n te n d e d  t h a t  

community co l l e g es  across  the  na t ion  encounte r d i f f i c u l t i e s  when 

t r y i n g  to  communicate t h e i r  philosophy and r o l e  a t  the  s t a t e  l e v e l .  

He d e s c r i b e d  t h r e e  m a jo r  f a c t o r s  as s o u r c e s  o f  d i f f i c u l t y :  

" r e l a t i v e  newness and an a sso c ia ted  lack  o f  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  in 

r e l a t i n g  to  the  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  lack  o f  a u n i f i e d  voice ,  and la ck  of  

r e l i a b l e ,  accu ra te  data"  (p.  110).

Many ed u ca to rs ,  inc lud ing  the  l e ad e r s  o f  the  National Council 

o f  Community Col leges ,  a re  recogniz ing  a need f o r  g r e a t e r  a s tu t e n e s s  

in p o l i t i c a l  th ink ing  and e x p e r t i s e  in p o l i t i c a l  ac t io n  i f  the  

general  w e l l -be ing  and i n t e g r i t y  o f  the  community co l leg e  concept 

a re  to  be preserved  and e f f e c t i v e l y  promoted. In a nationwide  

survey to  determine the  need to  improve communications between 

community c o l le g e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  community 

c o l l e g e  p r e s id e n t s  ranked as t h e i r  f i r s t  need " to  communicate our
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s t r e n g th s  to  the  l e g i s l a t u r e "  (Management Needs Assessment Survey, 

1979).

In summary, the  CES i s  a f e d e r a l - ,  s t a t e - ,  and county-supported  

o rg a n iz a t io n  whose primary purposes are  to  he lp  people  i d e n t i f y  

t h e i r  own problems and o p p o r tu n i t i e s  and then to  provide  p r a c t i c a l ,  

re sea rch -based  informat ion  t h a t  w i l l  help them overcome the  problems 

and take  advantage o f  th e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  The CES, l i k e  such o th e r  

s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  as community c o l l e g e s  and p u b l i c  

educa t ion ,  r e l i e s  on an informed and suppor t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with 

the  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  f o r  continued funding.

Need f o r  the  Study

L i t t l e  r e sea rch  has been conducted on the  f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  of  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  This 

s tudy d i f f e r e d  from previous  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  because the  focus  was on 

the  f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  CES, a 

p a r t i c u l a r  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  r a t h e r  than simply d e s c r i b 

ing the  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  per se .  Such a s tudy was necessary  

to  help the  CES be p ro a c t iv e  in developing a r e l a t i o n s h i p  with 

l e g i s l a t o r s  t h a t  i s  mutually  b e n e f ic i a l  f o r  both the  CES and the

l e g i s l a t o r s .

Even though  t e n  r e s e a r c h  s t u d i e s  have  been c o n d u c te d  on

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  th e  CES, not one has been done in the  

Midwest.  Like  a l l  s t a t e s ,  Michigan has  u n iq u e  p o l i t i c a l ,

geographic ,  and demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  These d i s t i n c t i v e
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c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  were explored in t h i s  s tudy so t h a t  Michigan CES 

personnel can b e t t e r  unders tand the  l e g i s l a t o r s  they se rve .

Statement  o f  the  Problem

To main ta in  a v i a b l e  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o rg a n iz a t io n  in a t ime of  

budget cu tbacks ,  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  to  know as a c c u ra te ly  as p o s s ib le  

how l e g i s l a t o r s  pe rce ive  the  o rg a n iz a t i o n .  More impor tan t ,  an 

unders tanding of  th e  f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  

w i l l  al low a d m in i s t r a to r s  to  d i r e c t  f u tu r e  e f f o r t s  more e f f e c t i v e l y  

in educating l e g i s l a t o r s .

Because o f  the  in f lu en ce  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s  e x e r t  on a s t a t e -  

supported o rg a n iz a t i o n ,  i t  i s  im por tant t o  know not only how they 

p e r c e i  ve t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  bu t  what f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c e  t h e i  r

p e r c e p t i o n s . Channel s o f  com m unica t ion  need t o  be open f o r

o rg a n i  z a t i  ons t o  i nform and e d u c a t e  1 eg i  s i a t o r s  ab o u t  t h e  

o rg an iza t io n  and a l so  to  s o l i c i t  t h e i r  input  i n to  i d e n t i f y i n g  needs 

and determining f u tu r e  d i r e c t i o n s .  There fo re ,  the  r e s e a r c h e r  was 

i n t e r e s t e d  in i n v e s t i g a t i n g  the  f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  im p o r t a n c e  o f  s e l e c t e d  CES program 

t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES, f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  CES,

and adequacy o f  in format ion  rece ived  from the  CES.

Purpose

The w r i t e r ’ s purpose in conduct ing t h i s  s tudy was to  determine 

whether l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  o f  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  

the  Cooperative Extension Se rv ice ,  can be p red ic ted  from s e le c ted  

f a m i l i a r i t y  and soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s .  Facto rs
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involv ing  f a m i l i a r i t y  with th e  CES were (a) frequency of  personal 

c o n t a c t s ,  (b) f r e q u e n c y  o f  n o n p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s ,  (c )  p r i o r  

involvement with  the  CES, and (d) l e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience .  

The soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  in c lu s io n  

were (a) age,  (b) educa t iona l  l e v e l ,  (c) p lace  o f  r e s id en ce ,  (d) 

p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n - - e d u c a t i o n  r e l a t e d ,  (e )  p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n - -  

a g r i c u l t u r e  r e l a t e d ,  ( f )  p o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  (g) p o l i t i c a l  

p a r ty ,  (h) cons t i tu en cy  make-up, and ( i )  yea r s  served in the  

l e g i s l a t u r e .  The f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  were examined as p o s s ib le  

f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  (a) the  r e l a t i v e  

importance o f  CES program t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  the  CES 

and (b) the  adequacy of  information received  about the  CES. In 

a d d i t i o n ,  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  were examined as 

f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  (a) the  r e l a t i v e  

importance o f  CES program t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of the  CES 

and (b) f a m i l i a r i t y  with  the  CES.

Importance of  the  Study 

S t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  such as  t h e  CES, community 

c o l l e g e s ,  and p u b l ic  educa t ion  r e ly  on f i n a n c i a l  support  from the  

s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  The dec i s ions  t h a t  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  make a f f e c t  

t h a t  f i n a n c i a l  suppor t .  I f  f a c to r s  t h a t  in f luence  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e r c e p t i o n s  can be i d e n t i f i e d  o r  p r e d i c t e d ,  a b a s i s  may be 

e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  making b e t t e r  dec i s ions  regard ing  the  education of  

l e g i s l a t o r s .  I f  i n s i g h t  can be gained in to  what f a c t o r s  in f luence  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  CES, the  o rg an iza t io n  can develop a
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more e f f e c t i v e  educa t iona l  d e l iv e r y  system. This educa t iona l  system 

could c a p i t a l i z e  on the  new knowledge regard ing  th e se  i n f l u e n t i a l  

f a c t o r s  and c o u ld  t h u s  be more e f f e c t i v e  in  d e v e l o p i n g  

communications with l e g i s l a t o r s .

Because  t h i s  s t u d y  was fo c u s e d  on f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c i n g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  e d u c a t i o n a l  

o rg a n iz a t io n ,  the  f in d in g s  may be useful t o  o th e r  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

o r g a n iz a t i o n s .  Resu l ts  o f  the  study may a lso  provide i n s i g h t  in to  

f u tu r e  planning f o r  o th e r  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o rg a n iz a t io n s  t h a t  need to  

communicate with  and educate  a l e g i s l a t i v e  body.

Research Questions 

The following major re sea rch  ques t ions  and subques t ions  were 

posed to  guide the  c o l l e c t i o n  and a n a ly s i s  o f  da ta  f o r  the  s tudy.

1. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  CES
program t h r u s t s  and o v e r a l 1 e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  CES be
p re d ic te d  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

l a .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s  be p re d ic te d  from 
s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

l b .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of
4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  be p r e d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d
f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

l c .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of
Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  be p r e d ic te d  from 
s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

Id .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  of  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
N a tu r a l  R e s o u r c e s / P u b l i c  Pol i c y  program t h r u s t s  be 
p re d ic te d  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

l e .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s
o f  the  CES be p re d ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?



Can le g is la to r s ’ perceptions o f the adequacy o f information
received from the CES be predicted from selected  fam iliar ity  
factors?

Can le g is la to r s ’ perceptions o f the re la t iv e  importance of CES 
program thrusts and overal1 e f fec t iv en ess  o f  the CES be pre
dicted from selected  socio-demographic/organizational factors?

3a. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of
Agri cu l tu re /Marke t ing  program t h r u s t s  be p red i c t ed  from 
s e l e c t ed  soc io-demographic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

3b. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  t he  r e l a t i v e  importance of
4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  be p r e d i c t ed  from s e l e c t e d  s o c i o 
demographic /organiza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

3c.  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  the  r e l a t i v e  importance o f
Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  be p r e d i c t ed  from 
se l ec t ed  soc io-demograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

3d. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  of  t he  r e l a t i v e  importance of
Natural  Resources /Publ i c  Pol i cy  program t h r u s t s  be p r e 
d i c t ed  from s e l e c t e d  soc io-demographic /o rgan iza t i ona l  f a c 
t o r s ?

3e.  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  of  t he  o ve ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s
of  the  CES be p re d i c t ed  from s e l e c t e d  socio-demographic/  
o rgan iza t i ona l  f a c t o r s ?

Can le g i s la to r s ’ perceptions of famil ia r i ty  with the CES be 
predicted from selected  socio-demographic/organizational fa c 
tors?

4a. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived f requency of  nonpersonal  con
t a c t s  with t he  CES be p r e d i c t ed  from s e l e c t e d  s o c i o 
demographic /organiza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

4b. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived f requency of  personal  c on t a c t s
with the  CES be p r e d i c t ed  from s e l e c t e d  socio-demographic /  
o rgan iza t i ona l  f a c t o r s ?

4c.  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived degree o f  p r i o r  involvement wi th 
t h e  CES be p r e d i c t e d  f rom s e l e c t e d  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c /  
o rgan iza t i ona l  f a c t o r s ?
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Del i mi t a t i ons

The major d e l i m i t a t i o n s  of  t h i s  s tudy were as fo l lows:

1. The study was conf ined to  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t he  pe rcep t ions  of  

members o f  the  1986 Michigan Le g i s l a t u r e .  Members o f  o t he r  ses s i ons  

o r  l e g i s l a t o r s  from o t h e r  s t a t e s  migh t  have g i v e n  d i f f e r e n t  

r esponses .

2. A random sample o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  was in te rv iewed,  not  a l l  of  

t he  l e g i s l a t o r s .

3. Only one s t r u c t u r e d  in te rv iew was conducted wi th each 

l e g i s l a t o r  in the  sample.

4. The study was d e l i mi t e d  to  the  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  

t he  CES as one example o f  a s t a t e - s up p o r t e d  o r g a n i za t i on .

5. Fac tors  o the r  than the  ones examined in t h i s  s tudy may 

i n f l u e n c e  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s .  However,  t h e  s t u d y  was 

de l i mi t ed  t o  the  v a r i a b l e s  chosen f o r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .

6. The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  

CES and t h e i r  vot ing record on ma t t e r s  p e r t a in i n g  t o  t he  CES was not  

cons idered  in t h i s  s tudy.

Limi ta t ions

The da t a  gathered in t h i s  study might be l i mi t ed  by the  

fol l owing f a c t o r s :

1. Some da t a  d i s t o r t i o n  might have occur red even though the 

r e s e a r c h e r  took p r ecau t ions  to  prevent  such a p o s s i b i l i t y .  The 

r e s p o n d e n t s  were  g u a r a n t e e d  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  and t o l d  t h a t  t h e  

i n t e rv i ew da t a  would be presen ted  in an aggregate  manner,  in an
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at tempt  t o  encourage t he  l e g i s l a t o r s  t o  express  t h e i r  pe rcep t ions  

openly and hones t l y .

2. The in t e rv i ews  were conducted whi le  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  was 

in s es s i on .  Hence, t he  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ d u t i e s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  

might not  have al lowed them t o  r e f l e c t  on t h e i r  r e sponses .

3. The process  used in t h i s  s tudy could be used by o t he r  

s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n i za t i on s  t o  ob t a in  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p ercep t ions  o f  those  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  However, t he  r e s u l t s  of  t h i s  

study are  g e ne r a l i z a b l e  only to  members o f  t he  1986 Michigan 

L e g i s l a t u r e .

Assumptions

The r e s e a r ch e r  made the  fol lowing assumptions in conduct ing 

t h i s  s tudy:

1. An i n d i v i d u a l ’ s p e r c e p t i o n s  a r e  i n f l u e n c e d  by h i s / h e r  

i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th ex t e r na l  f o r ce s .

2. An i n d i v i d u a l ’ s pe rcep t ions  are  impor tant  f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c 

ing h i s / h e r  behavior .

These assumptions a re  supported by the  t h e o r i e s  o f  perceptua l  

p s ych o l og i s t s .  A l l p or t  (1955) and Combs, Richards ,  and Richards 

(1976) t h eo r i z ed  t h a t  a l l  behavior  i s  i n f l uenced ,  not  by the  

o b j e c t i v e  environment ,  but  by a pe r sona l ,  i ndiv idua l  manner of  

pe rce iv ing  t h a t  i s  unique t o  each person and inc ludes  t he  e n t i r e  

univer se  as i t  i s  exper ienced by the  i nd i v i du a l .
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D e f i n i t i o n  of  Terms 

To ensure c l a r i t y ,  t he  fol lowing terms a re  de f ined  as they are 

used in t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n :

F a m i l i a r i t y  wi th t he  CES. The f requency wi th which a l e g i s 

l a t o r  had personal  and nonpersonal  con t ac t  wi th t he  CES ( in  the  pas t  

y e a r ) ,  the  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s p r i o r  involvement wi th t he  CES, and the  

l e g i s l a t o r ’ s l e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper i ence .

L e g i s l a t i v e  committee e xp e r i e nc e . The t o t a l  number o f  yea r s  a 

l e g i s l a t o r  had served on the  House/Senate Appr op r i a t i ons ,  Higher 

Educat ion,  and Ag r i c u l t u r e  Committees,  plus  t he  number of  year s  

served as a county commissioner.

Michigan Cooperat ive Extension S e r v i c e . A nonformal educa

t i o n a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  s u p p o r t e d  by f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  and c ou n t y  

a pp r o p r i a t i o n s .  The Michigan CES serves  as an ex t ens ion  of  Michigan 

S t a t e  Unive r s i t y  and the  Uni ted S t a t e s  Department of  Ag r i c u l t u re  to 

Michigan c i t i z e n s .  The four  program areas  of  t he  Michigan CES are  

Agr i cu l tu re /Marke t i ng ,  Natural  Resources /Publ i c  Pol i cy ,  4-H Youth, 

and Extension Home Economics.

Michigan L e g i s l a t u r e . The law-making body composed of  38 

members o f  t h e  S e n a t e  and t h e  110 members o f  t h e  House o f  

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  Thi s body a p p r o v e s  o r  r e j e c t s  b i l l s  and 

r e s o l u t i o n s  t h a t  determine va r ious  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  govern t he  S t a t e  of  

Michigan as well  as l ocal  governments.  L e g i s l a t o r s  a l so  review 

agency ope ra t i ons  and determine whether  pub l i c  laws are  admini s t ered 

in a c c o r d a nc e  w i t h  l e g i  s i a t i v e  i n t e n t .  The body al  so makes
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a pp r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  the  ope r a t i on  of  agenc ies ,  s t a t e  depar tment s ,  and 

educa t iona l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s / i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  inc luding the  Michigan CES.

Nonper sona l  c o n t a c t s . Communicat ion be tween t h e  CES and

l e g i s l a t o r s  t h a t  i s  not  on a one- to-one  or  personal  b a s i s ,  i . e . ,

mass mai l i ngs  t o  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  r a d i o  and t e l e v i s i o n  announcements or  

p r o g r a m s , n e w s l e t t e r s  and newspaper  a r t i c l e s ,  and E x t e n s i o n  

b u l l e t i n s  and p u b l i c a t i o n s .

P e r c e p t i o n . The p r o c e s s  by which an i n d i v i d u a l  makes 

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s  in h i s / h e r  perceptua l  f i e l d  or  c a l l s  t o  the  f r on t

wi th a degree of  c l a r i t y  c e r t a i n  events  over  o t h e r s .  This process

o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  events  and r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between or  among events  

c o n s t i t u t e s  the  f i e l d  o f  personal  meaning f o r  the  indiv idua l  a t  a 

given t ime (Combs e t  a l . ,  1976).

P e r s o na l  c o n t a c t s . O n e - t o - o n e  communica t i on  between 

l e g i s l a t o r s  and the  CES or  CES c l i e n t e l e ,  i . e . ,  v i s i t s ,  personal  

l e t t e r s ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in Extension event s .

Program t h r u s t s . Educat ional  e f f o r t s  in four  program areas  

(Agr i cu l tu r e /Marke t ing ,  Natural  Resources /Publ ic  Pol i cy ,  4-H Youth, 

and Extension Home Economics) on which the  Michigan CES has focused 

i t s  r e sou rces .

S t a t e - s uppor t ed  ( o r g a n i z a t i o n ) .  A por t i on  o f  t he  o r ga n i z a 

t i o n a l  budget  i s  provided by s t a t e  app r o pr i a t i o ns .

Organizat ion  o f  the  D i s s e r t a t i o n

This  d i s s e r t a t i o n  i s  organized in t o  f i v e  c ha p t e r s .  In Chapter  

I ,  a b r i e f  i n t r oduc t i on  t o  t he  t o p i c  of  concern,  t he  need f o r  the
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s tudy,  and a s t a t ement  o f  the  problem were provided.  This was 

fol lowed by the  purpose and importance o f  t he  s tudy,  the  resea rch  

q u e s t i o n s ,  d e l i m i t a t i o n s  and l i m i t a t i o n s ,  a s s u m p t i o n s ,  and 

d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  key terms.

A review of  l i t e r a t u r e  on the  concept  o f  pe rcep t ion  and the 

r o l e  of  pe rcep t ion  in c og n i t i v e  l e a r n i ng  i s  presented in Chapter  I I .  

An e xp l o r a t i on  of  f a c t o r s  used in r e l a t e d  research  s t u d i e s  is  

included t o  provide a r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t he  v a r i a b l e s  s e l ec t ed  in t h i s  

s tudy.  Related re sea rch  i s  reviewed to  examine how o the r  s t a t e -  

supported o r g an i z a t i on s  have i n v e s t i g a t e d  the  pe rcep t ions  of  s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t o r s .

The design employed in t h i s  s tudy i s  d i scussed  in Chapter  I I I .  

Included are  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  popula t ion and sample,  the  

dependent  and independent  v a r i a b l e s ,  and development and t e s t i n g  of  

the  r esea rch  ins t rument .  The d a t a - c o l l e c t i o n  and d a t a - a n a l y s i s  

procedures  are  a l so  expla ined .

Resul t s  o f  the  s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses  o f  da t a  r e l a t e d  to  the  

research  qu es t i on s ,  a dd i t i ona l  f i n d i ngs ,  and responses  to  the  open- 

ended in t e rv i ew ques t i ons  are  presented in Chapter IV.

C h a p t e r  V c o n t a i n s  a summary o f  t h e  s t u d y ,  c o n c l u s i o n s ,  

recommendations f o r  p r a c t i c a l  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and f u r t h e r  r e s ea rc h ,  and 

r e f l e c t i o n s .



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

I n t r oduc t i on

This chap te r  con ta i ns  a review of  l i t e r a t u r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t he  

t o p i c s  o f  i n t e r e s t  in t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  F i r s t ,  a b a s i c  

unders tanding of  the  concept  o f  pe rcep t ion  i s  provided.  A t t r i b u t e s  

and p r o p e r t i e s  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  a r e  e l a b o r a t e d  t o  h e l p  i d e n t i f y  

p o s s i b l e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  i n f l u e n c e  p e r c e p t i o n .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between percept ion  and co g n i t i v e  development i s  a l so  explored .  Then 

r e l a t e d  s tud i e s  in which r e se a r c he r s  have at tempted t o  i d e n t i f y  

v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  a f f e c t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d .  

I n v e s t i g a t i on s  of  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  o t h e r  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

o r g an iz a t i on s ,  such as community co l l e ges  and pub l i c  educa t ion ,  are 

a l so  reviewed.

The Concept of  Percept ion

Ear ly d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  pe r c ep t i o ns ,  such as t h a t  o f  Helmholtz

( c i t e d  in A l l p o r t ,  1955),  focused on physica l  sensory s t im u l a t i o n .

Al l po r t  broadened the  d e f i n i t i o n  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  pe r cep t i on  involves

both sensory awareness and unders tanding or  meaning:

[ P e r c e p t i o n ]  i s  d e pe n d e n t  t o  a l a r g e  e x t e n t  upon t h e  
impressions those ob j ec t s  make upon our s enses .  I t  i s  t he  way 
th ings  look to  us,  or  t he  way they sound, f e e l ,  t a s t e ,  or  
smel l .  But pe rcep t ion  a l s o  involves ,  t o  some degree ,  an

15
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unders t and ing ,  a "meaning" or  a " recogn i t i on"  o f  t he se  o b j e c t s ,  
(p.  14)

All p o r t  sugges ted t h a t  pe rcep t ion  i s  more complex than j u s t  the  

r e cep t i o n  o f  sensory s t i m u l i .  I t  i nvolves  t he  meaning an indiv idua l  

a s s o c i a t e s  wi th those  sensory messages.

Combs and Snygg (1959)  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  a c omp re h en s iv e  

d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  pe rcept ion  by de f i n i ng  a perceptua l  f i e l d .  Ins t ead  

o f  focus ing on percep t ions  of  i nd iv idua l  o b j e c t s  or  even t s ,  the  

au thors  explored pe rcep t ions  from a l a r g e r  p e r s p ec t iv e .  They 

s t a t e d :

By the  perceptua l  f i e l d ,  we mean the  e n t i r e  un iver se ,  inc luding  
h imse l f ,  as i t  i s  exper ienced by the  i ndiv idua l  a t  the  i n s t a n t  
o f  a c t i o n .  I t  i s  each i n d i v i d u a l ’ s personal  and unique f i e l d  
o f  awareness,  the  f i e l d  of  pe rcep t ion  r e s pons i b l e  f o r  h i s  every 
behavior ,  (p.  20)

Thus,  Combs and Snygg underscored the  importance of  exper i ences  and 

personal  meaning to  the  concept  o f  pe rcep t i on .

Combs e t  a l . (1976)  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  t h e s e  p e r c e p t i o n s  and

personal  meanings give d i r e c t i o n  to  p e op l e ’ s a c t i on s ,  cho ices ,  or  

behavior s .

People do not  behave according to the  f a c t s  as o t he r s  see them. 
They behave according t o  t he  f a c t s  as they see them. What 
governs behavior  from t h i s  po i n t  o f  view are  t he  p e r s on ’ s 
unique pe rcep t ions  o f  h imsel f  and the  world in which he l i v e s ,  
t he  meanings th ings  have f o r  him. (p.  20)

In essence ,  Combs e t  a l . a s s e r t e d  t h a t  behavior  i s  a fun c t i on ,  

not  o f  an ex t e r na l  event  but  of  the  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s pe rcep t ion  of  i t .

All behavior ,  t hen ,  i s  lawful  or  purpos ive ,  r e l e v a n t ,  and p e r t i n e n t

t o  t he  s i t u a t i o n  only as the  ind iv idua l  unders tands  i t  a t  t he

moment.
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Combs e t  a l . i d e n t i f i e d  four  dimensions o f  the  perceptua l  f i e l d  

as i t  r e l a t e s  t o  a pe r s on ’ s pe rcep t ion  a t  a given t ime:

1. The perceptua l  f i e l d  i s  f l u i d  or  c on s t a n t l y  changing.  This 

a l lows t he  i nd iv idua l  t o  respond t o  new or  changing cond i t i ons  in 

the  environment .

2. The perceptual  f i e l d  has s t a b i l i t y  as a r e s u l t  o f  imposing 

order  and meaning on the environment .

3. The perceptual  f i e l d  has d i r e c t i o n .  I t  i s  always organized 

and meaningful ;  pe rcep t ions  are  never  masses of  meaningless  s t i m u l i .

4. The perceptual  f i e l d  has a f igure-ground c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ;  

t h a t  i s ,  a t  any given t ime c e r t a i n  a spec t s  of  the  f i e l d  are  brought  

i n to  a c l e a r  f i g u r e  or  are  seen with g r e a t e r  i n t e n s i t y  than o the r  

a s p e c t s  o f  o n e ’ s f i e l d .  Th i s  i s  c a l l e d  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n .

Hi lgard and Atkinson (1967) supported t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  when they 

wrote:

P e r c e p t i o n  i s  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  becoming aware o f  o b j e c t s ,  
q u a l i t i e s  or  r e l a t i o n s  by way of  the  sense organs .  While 
sensory content  i s  always p res en t  in pe rcep t i on ,  what i s  
p e r c e i v e d  i s  . . . t h e  r e s u l t  o f  complex p a t t e r n s  o f
s t i mu l a t i o n  plus  pas t  exper ience  and presen t  a t t i t u d e ,  (p.  632)

Hi lgard and Atkinson added to  previous  d e f i n i t i o n s  of  pe rcep t ion  the

dimensions o f  pas t  exper i ence  and c u r r e n t  a t t i t u d e s .  They sa id  t h a t

pe rcep t ion  i s  a process  o f  becoming aware--a process  t h a t  helps  the

ind iv idua l  i nco r po r a t e  p a s t  knowledge or  informat ion wi th cu r r e n t

i npu t s .  Thus, pe rcep t ion  can be seen as r e s u l t i n g  from the  complex

i n t e r a c t i o n  among incoming informat ion ,  pas t  exper i ence ,  and c ur r en t

a t t i t u d e s .  As p e r c e p t i o n s  form,  t h e y  become p a r t  o f  p a s t
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exper i ences ,  which come t o  bear  upon and i n f l uence  t he  development

of  f u t u r e  pe rcep t i ons .

Hi lgard and Atkinson’ s not ion o f  p e rc ep t i o n  was s i m i l a r  to

Dewey’s views concerning hab i t  and the  c o n t i n u i t y  o f  exper i ence .

Dewey (1935) s t a t e d :

The bas ic  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  h a b i t  i s  t h a t  every exper i ence  
enacted and undergone modif ies  t he  one who a c t s  and undergoes,  
whi le  t h i s  modi f i ca t i on  a f f e c t s ,  whether  we wish i t  or  n o t ,  the  
q u a l i t y  of  subsequent  exper i ences .  I t  covers  t he  format ion of  
a t t i t u d e s ,  a t t i t u d e s  t h a t  are  emotional  and i n t e l l e c t u a l ;  i t  
c o v e r s  our  b a s i c  s e n s i t i v i t i e s  and ways o f  m e e t i n g  and 
responding to  a l l  t he  cond i t i ons  which we meet in l i v i n g ,  (p.  
35)

Percept ion i s  s i m i l a r  to hab i t  in t h a t  both concepts  a f f e c t  an 

i n d i v i d u a l ’ s a t t i t u d e s  and behavior s ,  based on how t h a t  person 

perce ives  and i ncorpora t e s  the  exper i ence .  Dewey desc r ibed  t h i s  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  as fol lows:  "The p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n t i n u i t y  o f  exper ience

means t h a t  every exper ience  both t akes  up something from those  which 

have gone before  and modif ies  in some way t he  q u a l i t y  o f  t hose  which 

come a f t e r "  (p.  35).

Combs e t  a l . (1976) sa id  t h a t  what an i nd iv idua l  pe rce ives  

w i l l ,  t o  a g r e a t  e x t e n t ,  depend on the  kinds  o f  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  

a f forded  him. Exposure t o  events  in no sense comple tely  de termines  

o r  guarantees  the  pe rcep t ions  a person wi l l  have.  Even with 

equ i va l en t  exposure to  an event ,  d i f f e r e n t  p e o p l e ’ s p e r cep t i ons  of  

t h a t  event  might not  be a l i k e .  Exposure t o  even t s  i s  only one of  

t he  f a c t o r s  involved in determining whether  an event  wi l l  be 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d .  O p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  t o
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pe rc e i v i n g ,  but  what i s  perce ived i s  in f luenced  by the  unique

percep tua l  f i e l d  o f  each person.

Pe rcep t ion ,  then ,  involves  both i n t e rn a l  and ex t e r na l  f a c t o r s

and depends on the  exper i ences  and a t t i t u d e s  o f  the  i nd iv i du a l .

Krech,  C r u t c h f i e l d ,  and Bal lachey (1962) supported the  not ion of  the

i nd iv idua l  na t u re  o f  pe rcep t i on  when they s t a t e d :

There are  no " impa r t i a l  f a c t s . "  Data do not  have a l o g i c  of  
t h e i r  own t h a t  r e s u l t  in the  same pe rcep t i ons  and cogni t i ons  
f o r  a l l  people .  Data are  perceived and i n t e r p r e t e d  in terms of  
t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r c e i v e r ’ s own n e e d s ,  own e m o t i o n s ,  own 
p e r s o n a l i t y ,  own p r ev ious ly  formed c og n i t i v e  p a t t e r n s ,  (p.  24)

Because f a c t s  do not  have the  same meaning f o r  a l l  people,  i t  i s

impera t ive  to  cons ide r  peop l e ’ s pe rcep t ions  of  t he  f a c t s .

In summary, t h e o r i s t s  have expanded the  concept  of  percep t ion

throughout  the  ye a r s .  I n i t i a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  pe rcep t ion  emphasized

sensory s t i m u l i ;  l a t e r  ones incorpora ted  the  r o l e  o f  meaning or

u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  T h e o r i s t s  have c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  e x p e r i e n c e s  and

a t t i t u d e s ,  as well  as i n t e r n a l  and ex t e rna l  f a c t o r s ,  i n f luence

pe r c ep t i on s .

The Role of  Percept ion  in Cogni t ive  Learning 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  t o  c o g n i t i v e  l e a r n i n g  was 

explored by Forgus (1966) ,  who r e l a t e d  pe rcep t ion  to  l e a r n i ng  and 

t h i nk i ng ,  thereby  connect ing t he se  t o  knowledge. He s t a t e d  t h a t  

p e r c e p t u a l  phenomena can be d e s c r i b e d  as be in g  o r g a n i z e d  a t  

d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  and t h a t  "percept ion  i s  f i r s t  concerned with man’ s 

r e cep t i o n  and meaningful  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  informat ion received
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through h i s  senses"  (p.  289) .  These percep t ions  are  then combined 

and grouped wi th o t he r  pe rcep t i ons  t o  form more complex phenomena.

Cogni t ion or  t h i nk i ng  has been used t o  de sc r i b e  t hese  more

complex l e v e l s  of  o r ga n i za t i on .  Forgus wrote,  " Jus t  as percep t ion  

i s  concerned wi th the  r e cep t i o n  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  informat ion,  

so i s  t h i nk i ng  concerned wi th the  manipula t ion of  t h i s  informat ion 

in o rder  t o  a d j u s t  t o  t he  world and t o  solve problems" (p.  289).  

Thus,  Forgus supported t he  not ion t h a t  pe rcep t ions  are  not  only the  

way in which people r ece ive  informat ion about t h e i r  world,  but ,  most 

impor tant  t o  t h i s  s tudy,  pe rcep t ions  are  the  process  i nd i v i du a l s  use 

to t h i nk  about  t h e i r  world and a d j us t  t o  i t .  Forgus 1 inked th ink ing  

to behavior  when he desc r ibed  the  process  of  ad j us t i ng  to the  world.  

This 1 ink has i mp l i ca t ions  f o r  the  p resen t  s tudy as l e g i s l a t o r s ’

percep t ions  o f  an o r gan i za t i on  in f l uence  t h e i r  t h ink ing  or  f i na l  

decis ion-making process .

Forman (1979) supported the  not ion of  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

percep t ion  and cogni t i on  in de f i n i ng  cogni t i on  as "an unobservable 

system of  mental r u l e s  i n f e r r e d  from behavior  sugges t ing t h a t  

informat ion has been organized in some manner t h a t  may or  may not  be 

consc ious ly  known" (p.  4 ) .  In a dd i t i o n ,  Forman s t a t e d  t h a t  the 

system o f  mental r u l e s  or  t he  way the  informat ion has been organized 

changes over  t ime.  The change can be r e l a t e d  to  pas t  exper ience  as 

well as t o  new informat ion ,  as d i scussed  in the  previous  s ec t i o n .

In conc lus ion ,  p e r cep t i on ,  t h i n k in g ,  and l ea r n i ng  are  d i r e c t l y

r e l a t e d .  An i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  might  

i n d i c a t e  t h e i r  cu r r en t  t h ink ing  but  would not  provide i n s i g h t  in to
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how t o  in f l uence  or  p r e d i c t  t h e i r  f u t u r e  t hough t s .  More impor tant  

would be t o  d e t e r m i n e  what  f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c e  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e r c e p t i o n s .  Using such i n f o r m a t i o n ,  an e f f e c t i v e  p l a n  f o r  

e d u c a t i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s  might  be d e v e l o p e d - - o n e  t h a t  t a k e s  i n t o  

account  those  a reas  of  exper ience  and pe rcep t i on  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s  

r e l y  on most f o r  the  cogn i t i ve  knowledge t h a t  i n f l uences  t h e i r  

d e c i s i on s .

Related Research on L e g i s l a t o r s ’ Percep t ions  of  the  CES

A review of  the  l i t e r a t u r e  i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  r e s e a r ch e r s  have 

e x p l o r e d  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between many i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s  and 

p e r c e p t i o n - - i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

o rg an i za t i on  such as the  CES. The p r e sen t  l i t e r a t u r e  review was 

l i m i t e d  t o  s t u d i e s  w i t h  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  as  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n .  

Although many s t ud i e s  have been conducted using l e g i s l a t o r s  as the  

popula t i on ,  none i n ve s t i ga t ed  Michigan l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  of  a 

s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  e d u c a t i o n a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  N e i t h e r  d i d  any 

r e sea rc he r s  at tempt  t o  explore  a p r e d i c t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the 

combined v a r i a b l e s  i d e n t i f i e d  in  t h i s  s t u d y  and l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e rc ep t i ons .

E a r l i e r  r e s ea rche r s  l i k e  Blalock (1963) did not  a t t empt  to 

i d e n t i f y  f a c t o r s  inf l uenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c ep t i o n s ,  but  they  did 

e x p l o r e  v a r i o u s  a r e a s  o f  p e r c e p t i o n .  I n v e s t i g a t o r s  g a t h e r e d  

informat ion t o  assess  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  of  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

o r g a n i z a t i o n - - i n  Bla lock’ s study the  North Caro l ina  Cooperat ive 

A g r i c u l t u r a l  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e .  B l a l o c k  e x p l o r e d  l e g i s l a t o r s ’
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d e g r e e  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e ’ s p u r p o s e s ,  

o b j e c t i v e s ,  and a c t i v i t i e s ;  c u r r e n t  programs and program a reas ;  

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a f f i l i a t i o n  and s t r u c t u r e ;  method o f  f i n a n c i n g ;  

c l i e n t e l e  and t he  amount o f  t ime and e f f o r t  devoted t o  each group; 

and p r o f es s i o n a l  s t a f f .  In a d d i t i o n ,  he a t t empted t o  determine the  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  E x t e n s i o n  

S e r v i c e  and t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s :  d e g r e e  o f

knowledge, degree o f  appra i sa l  of  Extens ion’ s va lue ,  and breadth  and 

scope of  Ex t ens ion’ s programs and c l i e n t e l e .

B l a l o c k  found t h a t ,  in g e n e r a l ,  l e g i s l a t o r s  viewed t he  

Extension Serv ice  as an educa t iona l  agency but  one t h a t  was o r i en t ed  

s o l e l y  toward working wi th fa rmers .  The l e g i s l a t o r s ’ l evel  of  

unders tanding of  the  o rg an i za t i on  and f inanc ing  was r e l a t i v e l y  low, 

but  they had a high regard  f o r  the  t r a i n i n g  and a b i l i t y  o f  the 

s t a f f .

Chadwick (1966) conducted a d e s c r i p t i v e  s tudy of  Colorado 

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  of  the  CES. He at t empted to  i d e n t i f y  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  between two v a r i a b l e s :  (a) degree of  knowledge and

unders tanding of  the  Extension Service  and (b) ev a l u a t i o n  o f  the 

Extension Se r v i ce .  Chadwick found t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s  from r u r a l  a reas  

had a g r e a t e r  unders tanding of  t he  o rgan i za t i on  than did t h e i r  urban 

c o u n t e r p a r t s .  A l s o ,  l e g i s l a t o r s  who had a h i gh  d e g r e e  o f  

unders tanding eva lua t ed  t he  CES as being more e f f e c t i v e  than did 

t hose  wi th a low degree o f  unders t anding.

Smi th (1967)  a l s o  i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t o r s  t oward  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n - - t h e  Nor th
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Carol ina  A gr i c u l t u r a l  Extension Se rv i ce .  However, he examined the  

d e g r ee  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  between s e l e c t e d  p e r s o n a l  f a c t o r s  and 

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  ab ou t  c e r t a i n  a r e a s  o f  t h e  E x t e n s i o n  

Serv ice .  Smith used the  fol lowing personal  f a c t o r s  as independent  

v a r i a b l e s :  (a) the  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s concept  o f  the  county or  d i s t r i c t

he / she  r e p r e se n t ed ,  (b) t he  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s degree of  involvement  wi th 

Extension Se rv i ce ,  (c) t he  geographic  area  o f  the  s t a t e  in which the 

l e g i s l a t o r  r e s i ded ,  (d) p lace  of  r e s idence  ( r u r a l , urban,  e t c . ) ,  (e) 

l ength  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  s e r v i ce ,  ( f )  occupat ion ,  and (g) s i z e  o f  the  

bus iness  or  farm with which the  l e g i s l a t o r  was a s s oc ia t e d .

Smith found t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ degree of  involvement wi th the  

Extension Service  was the  most impor tant  of  t he  seven f a c t o r s  

r e l a t e d  t o  pe rcep t i on .  Degree o f  involvement was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

a s soc i a t ed  with 10 o f  the  42 elements  of  pe r cep t ion ;  t h r e e  o f  t hese  

a s s o c i a t i o n s  were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  .01 l evel  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y .  The 

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ occupat ions  and s i z e  o f  bus iness  or  farm with which 

they were a s s oc i a t ed  exer t ed  t he  second g r e a t e s t  i n f l uence  on t h e i r  

p e r cep t i ons .  Length of  l e g i s l a t i v e  s e r v i ce  exer t ed  the  l e a s t  

in f l uence .

White (1970) i n v e s t i g a t e d  t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  seven independent  

v a r i a b l e s  t o  Alabama s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  a s t a t e -  

supported o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  t he  CES. White s e l ec t ed  v a r i a b l e s  such as 

l e g i s l a t i v e  exper i ence ,  r e s idence ,  u r ba n i za t i on ,  and occupat ion,  

which had been used in previous  s t u d i e s ,  but  he a l so  inc luded l evel  

o f  educat ion and degree o f  conserva t i sm.  He l i mi t ed  degree of
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involvement  t o  d i r e c t  c o n t ac t .  Using ch i - s qua r e  va lues  t o  de termine 

t he  l evel  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  White found t h a t  d i r e c t  c o n t ac t  wi th the  

Extension Service  appeared to  be more s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  than were the  o t he r  f a c t o r s  he s t ud i ed .  

Place o f  r e s idence  and u rban iza t i on  o f  t he  d i s t r i c t  t he  l e g i s l a t o r  

r e p r e s e n t e d  e x e r t e d  t h e  second g r e a t e s t  i n f l u e n c e .  Level  o f  

educa t ion exer t ed  the  l e a s t  i n f luence  on l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s .

In F l o r i d a ,  McCown (1969) i n v e s t i g a t e d  independent  v a r i a b l e s  

s i m i l a r  to those  used by Smith (1967).  He used c h i - s q ua r e  a na l ys i s  

t o  d e t e r m i n e  w he t he r  t h e r e  was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f i ve  independent  v a r i a b l e s  and f i v e  dependent  

v a r i a b l e s .  The independent  v a r i a b l e s  were (a) number o f  year s  

l e g i s l a t o r s  had served in the  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  (b) l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p l ace  of  

r e s i d e n c e ,  (c)  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  r u r a l - u r b a n  

o r i e n t a t i o n  of  the  d i s t r i c t ,  (d) l e g i s l a t o r s ’ co n t ac t  wi th  t he  

Extension Serv ice ,  and (e) l e g i s l a t o r s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward l i b e r a l i s m  

or  conserva t i sm.  The dependent v a r i a b l e s  were t he  fo l lowing a reas  

of  pe r cep t ion :  (a) Extens ion’ s purpose,  (b) Ex t ens ion’ s o b j e c t i v e s ,

( c )  E x t e n s i o n ’ s programs and program a r e a s , (d)  E x t e n s i o n ’ s

o pe ra t i ona l  procedures ,  and (e) Extens ion’ s c l i e n t e l e .  In s t a t i n g  

h i s  r e s u l t s ,  McCown focused on desc r ib ing  the  ac tua l  p e r ce p t i o n s  of  

l e g i s l a t o r s  t oward  t h e  F I o r i d a  CES, r a t h e r  t h a n  i d e n t i  f y i n g  

f a c t o r s  in f l uenc ing  those  pe r cep t i ons .

Walker (1977) at tempted to  determine whether  t h e r e  was a 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between s e v e r a l  i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s , such as 

occupat ion,  s e l e c t ed  l e g i s l a t i v e  committee memberships,  f a m i l i a r i t y ,
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and e x t e n t  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and the pe rcep t i ons  o f  Louisiana 

l e g i s l a t o r s  concerning t he  ove ra l l  Extension program and o the r  

s e l e c t e d  v a r i a b l e s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  she at tempted to  determine whether 

t h e r e  was an a s s o c i a t i o n  between l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  

E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  and t h e i r  d e g r ee  o f  f a m i l i a r i t y  w i t h  and 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e .  Walker  found t h a t  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p lace  o f  r e s idence  was d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  

f a m i l i a r i t y  wi th the  ove ra l l  Extension Service  program. Rural 

l e g i s l a t o r s  were more aware of  and involved in t he  CES than were 

urban l e g i s l a t o r s .  L e g i s l a t o r s  wi th f a r m- re l a t e d  occupat ions  and 

committee ass ignments  were more f a m i l i a r  with the  t o t a l  Extension 

program than were l e g i s l a t o r s  wi th non- f a rm- re l a t ed  occupat ions  and 

commit tees.  Even though some l e g i s l a t o r s  knew more about  the  

ove ra l l  Extension program, they did not p a r t i c i p a t e  a t  a h igher  

l evel  than those  who knew l e s s .

In Alabama, Cur t i s  (1978) sought to determine the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

of  p rev i ous l y  i n v e s t i g a t e d  v a r i a b l e s ,  which he termed l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  t o  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  t he  CES. These 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n c l u d e d  p o s i t i o n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  o c c u p a t i o n ,  

committee membership,  p l ace  o f  r e s idence ,  and c h a r a c t e r  of  d i s t r i c t .  

In addi  t i o n , C u r t i  s e x p l o r e d  t h e  v a r i a b l e  o f  c o n t a c t s  w i t h  

Extens ion.  He def ined  co n t ac t s  as being made through an advisory  

counc i  1 member o r  by means o f  r e p o r t s . The ma jo r  a r e a s  o f  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  CES were i d e n t i f i e d  as:  (a)

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  ma jo r  p u r p o s e s ,  (b)  f a m i l i a r i t y  w i t h
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E x t e n s i o n ’ s ma j o r  p rogram t h r u s t s ,  and ( c )  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

Ext ens ion’ s program and a c t i v i t i e s .  C ur t i s  found t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  

p o s i t i o n  and committee membership were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s s oc i a t ed  with 

t he  a reas  of  pe rcep t i ons  examined. He a l so  noted t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s

who had r ece ived  r e p o r t s  on the  CES’ s work and accomplishments did

not have a more accura t e  pe rcep t ion  of  t he  Alabama CES than those

who had not  r ece ived  such r e p o r t s .

Adkins (1980) at t empted t o  d i s cove r  whether a r e l a t i o n s h i p  

e x i s t e d  between the  pe rcep t ions  o f  Maryland s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  toward 

the  CES and the  fol lowing f a c t o r s :  (a) r o l e  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  (b)

pa r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  (c) t enure  in general  assembly,  (d) committee 

l e a d e r s h ip ,  (e) s e r v i c e  on county counc i l ,  ( f )  age,  (g) gender ,  (h) 

r ace ,  ( i )  educa t iona l  l e v e l ,  ( j )  schools  a t t ended ,  (k) occupat ion,  

(1) geographic region r ep r e sen t ed ,  (m) c o n s t i t u e n t s  r ep re sen t ed ,  and 

(n) p lace  o f  r e s idence .  The f a c t o r s  most f r e q u en t l y  a s s oc i a t ed  with 

the  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  Maryland CES were (a) geographic  

r e g i o n  r e p r e s e n t e d ,  (b)  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s p l a c e  o f  r e s i d e n c e ,  (c)

c o n s t i t u e n t s  r ep r e sen t ed ,  (d) age,  and (e) race .  L e g i s l a to r s

r e p r e se n t i ng  c o n s t i t u e n t s  from ru r a l  a reas  or  l i v i n g  in ru r a l  a reas

were more f a m i l i a r  and involved wi th Extension work than were t h e i r  

urban c ou n t e r p a r t s .  Older  l e g i s l a t o r s  were more f a m i l i a r  than 

younger l e g i s l a t o r s  wi th t he  Extension Serv ice .

In South Caro l ina ,  Mi l l e r  (1986) a t tempted t o  determine whether  

t he re  was an a s s o c i a t i o n  between l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  t he  CES 

and c e r t a i n  personal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  He examined such independent  

v a r i a b l e s  as  r o l e  in  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  y e a r s  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e
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e x p e r i e n c e ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  p l a c e  o f  r e s i d e n c e ,  

c h a r a c t e r  o f  the  d i s t r i c t ,  age,  and occupa t ion .  The dependent  

v a r i a b l e  was l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  t he  CES’ s purpose and 

o b j e c t i v e s ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and i n v o l v e m e n t  in  p rogr ams  and 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  bas ic  program a reas ,  and c l i e n t e l e .  Resu l t s  of  a 

ch i - s qua r e  t e s t  i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  a l l  o f  t he  independent  v a r i a b l e s  were 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  to  one or  more a reas  o f  p e rcep t i on  t h a t  were 

examined. P o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  p lace  o f  r e s i den c e ,  and 

c h a r a c t e r  of  the  d i s t r i c t  exer t ed  the  g r e a t e s t  i n f l u en c e .

Gatche l1 (1986) examined not  only demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

s i m i l a r  t o  those  included in previous  s t u d i e s  but  a l s o  a broader  

scope  o f  soc i o e co no mi c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The f o l l o w i n g  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  f a c t o r s  s e r v ed  as  i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s  in 

Gatche l1 ’ s s tudy:  (a) length of  s e r v i ce  as a l e g i s l a t o r ,  (b)

l e g i s l a t i v e  t i t l e ,  (c) a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d  committee ass ignments ,

(d) l ength  o f  r es idence  in Georgia,  (e) age,  ( f ) gender ,  (g) 

d e sc r i p t i o n  of  r e s idence ,  (h) d e sc r i p t i o n  of  d i s t r i c t  r e p r e s en t ed ,  

( i )  e l ec t ed  or  appointed p o s i t i o n ,  ( j )  occupa t ion ,  (k) personal  

a f f i l i a t i o n  with 4-H, (1) c h i l d r e n ’ s a f f i l i a t i o n  wi th 4-H, and (m) 

phi losophy f o r  Extens ion’ s fu t u r e  miss ion.  The l a s t  t h r e e  f a c t o r s  

o r  c h a r a c t e r i  s t i e s  were no t  c o n s i d e r e d  in p r e v i o u s  r e s e a r c h . 

F o l l owi ng  a m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s , s e v e r a l  i n d e p e n d e n t  

v a r i a b l e s  emerged as f a c t o r s  inf l uenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe r c ep t i o n s  of  

t he  Georgia CES. They were exper ience  on agr i  c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d  

c o m m i t t e e s ,  g e n d e r ,  p e r s o n a l  a f f i l i a t i o n  w i t h  4-H,  c h i l d r e n ’ s 

a f f i l i a t i o n  wi th 4-H, and length of  r e s idence  in Georgia.
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In summary, r e sea r ch  on l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  o f  t he  CES has 

progressed  from d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  pe rcep t ions  (Blalock,  1963) to  

a t t empts  t o  e s t a b l i s h  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between a v a r i e t y  o f  independent  

v a r i a b l e s  and l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  r egard ing  var ious  a spec t s  of  

the  CES (Adkins,  1980; C u r t i s ,  1978; Gatche l1, 1986; Jennings ,  1983; 

McCown, 1969; M i l l e r ,  1983; Smith,  1967; Walker,  1977; White,  1970).  

Recent ly,  Gatchel l  a t t empted t o  determine what v a r i a b l e s  exer t ed  the  

g r e a t e s t  i n f l u e n c e  on l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s .  In p r e v i o u s  

s t u d i e s ,  i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s  d e t e r m i n e d  t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  were (a)  d e g r e e  o f  

i n v o l v e m e n t ,  (b)  d i r e c t  c o n t a c t ,  ( c )  p e r s o n a l  o r  c h i l d r e n ’ s 

a f f i l i a t i o n  w i t h  4-H,  (d)  p l a c e  o f  r e s i d e n c e ,  ( e )  commi t t ee

membership,  ( f )  c o n s t i t u e n t s  r ep re sen t ed ,  and (g) p a r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n .  

The dependent  v a r i a b l e s  in the  previous  s t u d i e s  were most o f t en  

de f ined  as involving t he  fol lowing a reas  of  pe rcep t i on :  (a)

purpose,  o b j e c t i v e s ,  a c t i v i t i e s ;  (b) ope ra t i ona l  procedures ,  (c) 

f a m i l i a r i t y  wi th program t h r u s t s ;  (d) p a r t i c i p a t i o n  wi th programs;

(e) c l i e n t e l e ,  ( f )  s t r u c t u r e ,  and (g) o rga n i z a t i ona l  funding.

Related Research on L e g i s l a t o r s ’ Percept ions  
of  Other  St a te -Suppor ted Organiza t ions

Admin i s t r a to r s  o f  s t a t e - s up p or t e d  o r g a n i z a t i on s  such as K-12 

publ i c  school d i s t r i c t s  and higher  educat ion i n s t i t u t i o n s  such as 

community c o l l e g es  have r e a l i z e d  the  value o f  exp lor ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  E a r l y  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o f  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  included d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  those



29

p e rc ep t i o ns .  For example,  the  Nat ional  Center  f o r  Research in 

V o c a t i o n a l  E d u c a t i o n  and t h e  N a t i o n a l  C on f e r en ce  o f  S t a t e  

L e g i s l a t u r e s  conducted a t e lephone  and mail survey o f  209 s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t o r s  (Nunez & Ru ss e l l ,  1981).  The purpose o f  t h i s  survey was 

t o  determine s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ views about vocat ional  educat ion and 

i t s  outcomes,  what voca t i ona l  educa t ion should be doing and how i t  

could be improved, and f ede ra l  and s t a t e  r o l e s  r e l a t i v e  to  the  

improvement o f  voca t iona l  educa t ion  programs.

In a d d i t i o n  t o  d e s c r i b i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s ,  

i n v e s t i g a t o r s  have a l so  compared l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  wi th those  

o f  o t h e r  g r o u p s .  S t .  Gemme (1975)  i n v e s t i g a t e d  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e rcep t ions  of  20 c r i t i c a l  i s sues  f ac ing Missouri  publ i c  educat ion 

i n s t i t u t i o n s .  He a l so  compared the  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  with 

those  held by educa t iona l  groups toward the  same 20 c r i t i c a l  

educa t iona l  i s s u e s .

M i l s t e in  and Jennings  (1971) s tud ied  the  educa t iona l  p o l i c y 

making process  by comparing the  pe rcep t ions  o f  New York s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t o r s  wi th those  of  educa t iona l  i n t e r e s t  groups.  The authors  

conducted s t r u c t u r e d  in t e rv i ews  wi th 207 s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  and 

execu t ive  o f f i c e r s  in s i x  major educat ion i n t e r e s t  groups.  The 

r e s u l t s  i nd i c a t ed  t h a t  t h e r e  were severa l  c r i t i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in 

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ and execu t ive  o f f i c e r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  the  educa t iona l  

pol icy-making p rocess .  These c r i t i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in pe rcep t ions  

had major i mp l i c a t i ons  f o r  educa t iona l  pol icy-making s t a f f  as they 

planned f u t u r e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  wi th s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s .
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C i s t u l l i  (1977)  a s c e r t a i n e d  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t o r s  in Connect icut  r ega rd ing  g u i d e l i n e s  and c o n s i d e ra t i o n s  

f o r  community co l l eges  and then compared them wi th t he  p e r cep t i ons  

of  advisory  counci l  members and f a c u l t y  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  personnel  

from publ i c  two-year  c o l l e g e s .  He found t h a t  most groups had 

d i f f e r e n t  pe rcep t ions  r ega rd ing  community s e r v i c e s .  The groups a l so  

d i sagreed  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  regard ing  t he  o rg a n i za t i on  and management of 

community s e r v i ce s .

Glasman (1981)  compared t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  

l e g i s l a t o r s ,  d e p a r t m e n t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and o u t s i d e  e v a l u a t o r s  

r egarding the func t ions  and uses o f  s t a t e  depar tment  of  educat ion 

e va l ua t i on s .  He sa id  t h a t  comparisons o f  p e r cep t i ons  are  necessary ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  wi th regard to  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  because t he se  lawmakers 

in f l uence  funding sources .

Raho (1980)  compared t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  F l o r i d a  s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t o r s  and p r e s i d e n t s  o f  F l o r i d a ’ s independent  c o l l e g es  and 

u n i v e r s i t i e s  concerning var ious  types  and forms of  s t a t e  suppor t .  

Raho di scovered t h a t  t h e r e  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  

pe rcep t ions  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  and c o l l eg e  and u n i v e r s i t y  p r e s i d e n t s .  

He recommended f u r t h e r  r e s ea rch  to  determine  t he  f a c t o r s  i n f l uenc i ng  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions .

Other  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  have suppor ted t he  not ion  t h a t  r e s ea r ch  

focused on the  pe rcep t ions  o f  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  should be conducted 

on an i n d i v i d u a l - s t a t e  b as i s  (Raho, 1980; Root,  1983).  One reason 

f o r  t h i s  p os i t i o n  i s  t h a t  each s t a t e ’ s unique h i s t o r y  and t r a d i t i o n s
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shape the  s t a t e ’ s p o l i c i e s  as much as do c u r r e n t  cond i t i ons  or  

f u t u r e  c on s i d e r a t i o n s .

A no t he r  a r e a  o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  has  c o n c e r n e d  f a c t o r s  t h a t  

i n f l uence  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  e d u c a t i o n - r e l a t e d  ma t t e r s .  

Ferguson (1960) inte rviewed more than 420 s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  from 

f o u r  s t a t e s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  p rob lems  o f  

educa t iona l  need.  He then c o r r e l a t e d  t hose  da t a  wi th indiv idua l  

v a r i a b l e s  o f  age,  educa t ion ,  occupat ion,  u rban- rur a l  na t u re  o f  t he  

home county,  ideology,  p o l i t i c a l  pa r t y ,  l ob b y i s t  pe rcep t i on ,  and 

l e g i s l a t i v e  exper i ence .  Ferguson found t h a t  members wi th longer  

t enure  in the  l e g i s l a t u r e  were more l i k e l y  to  be f avorab l e  to 

educa t ion than those  who had l e s s  exper i ence .  L e g i s l a t o r s  who were 

g e ne r a l l y  " l i b e r a l "  in t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  views were more l i k e l y  than 

" c o n s e r v a t i v e s "  t o  be f a v o r a b l e .  L e g i s l a t o r s  who l i v e d  in 

me t ropo l i t an  areas  were l e s s  l i k e l y  to  be f avorab l e  than those  who 

1 ived in o t he r  a r eas .

Vann (1970) examined North Carol ina  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  of  

t he  North Carol ina  Community Col lege System (NCCCS). One purpose of  

t h e  s t u d y  was t o  examine  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  be tween s e l e c t e d  

demographic f a c t o r s  and l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  four  elements  of  

t he  NCCCS--philosophy, o b j e c t i v e s ,  programs,  and c l i e n t e l e .  Vann 

found t h a t  t h e r e  were s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s o c i a t i o n s  be tween seven 

v a r i a b l e s  ( l eng th  of  l e g i s l a t i v e  s e r v i c e ,  occupat ion,  l evel  of  

educa t ion ,  geographic region of  d i s t r i c t ,  u rban i za t i on  of  d i s t r i c t ,  

d e g r e e  o f  c o n t a c t  w i t h  t h e  community c o l l e g e  s y s t em,  and
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l e g i s l a t o r s ’ degree of  conservat i sm)  and one or  more o f  t he  elements  

o f  pe rcep t i on  examined.

Wilson (1973) i n v e s t i g a t e d  the  c o r r e l a t i o n  between s oc i a l  and 

personal  a t t r i b u t e s  of  l e g i s l a t o r s  and t h e i r  l evel  o f  pe rceptua l  

knowledge about  the  community co l l ege  concept  in North Caro l ina .  

M u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was used to  determine the  n a t u r e  o f  the  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  Only two f a c t o r s ,  membership on t he  board of  

t r u s t e e s  of  an i n s t i t u t i o n  in the  NCCCS and membership in the  

Democratic Par ty ,  were found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  to 

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ knowledge about  the  community co l l ege  concept .

O t h e r  r e s e a r c h e r s  have e x p l o r e d  such v a r i a b l e s  as  r a c e ,  

p ro f e s s i on ,  and educat ion when examining l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t i ons  of  

t h e  NCCCS ( P a r k e r  & Seymour,  1984) .  H e s s e n f 1ow (1987)  used 

v a r i a b l e s  such as cap ac i t y  and t enure  in the  general  assembly,  

s e r v i c e  as a c oun t y  c ommi s s i on e r ,  membership on a boa rd  o f  

educa t ion ,  and membership on a h igher  educat ion committee o f  the  

general  assembly in her  research  on the  pe rcep t ions  of  North 

Carol ina  l e g i s l a t o r s  concerning the  community c o l l e ge  system in 

t h e i r  s t a t e .  She concluded t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ l evel  o f  agreement 

with t he  t e n e t s  o f  the  NCCCS was not  inf luenced by the  s o c i o 

d em o gr a ph i c ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  o r  p o l i t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  

f a c t o r s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  her  s tudy.

In summary, many r e sea rc he r s  have i n ve s t i ga t ed  t he  pe rcep t i ons  

o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  c o n c e r n i n g  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  v o c a t i o n a l  e d u c a t i o n  

programs,  K-12 publ i c  educa t ion ,  and higher  educat ion i n s t i t u t i o n s
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in an a t tempt  t o  i d e n t i f y  f a c t o r s  t h a t  might  i n f l uence  lawmakers’ 

knowledge, unders t anding ,  and suppor t .

Summary

A review of  the  l i t e r a t u r e  p e r t i n e n t  t o  t he  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was 

presented in t h i s  c ha p t e r .  The concept  o f  pe rcep t ion  was reviewed 

t o  support  the  t h e o r e t i c a l  ba s i s  o f  t h i s  s tudy.  Percept ion was 

def ined as the  process  by which an i nd iv idua l  makes d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s  

in h i s / h e r  perceptua l  f i e l d  or  c a l l s  t o  t he  f r o n t  c e r t a i n  events  

over o t he r s .  This process  c o n s t i t u t e s  t he  f i e l d  o f  personal  meaning 

f o r  the  i ndiv idua l  a t  a given t ime.  Experience and a t t i t u d e s  as 

well as i n t e r n a l  and ex t e r na l  f a c t o r s  i n f l uence  p e rcep t i on .  The 

r o l e  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  in  c o g n i t i v e  l e a r n i n g  was al  so r e v i e w e d ; 

r e sea rc he r s  have i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  p e r cep t i on ,  t h i n k i n g ,  and l e a r n i ng  

are  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d .

Research on f a c t o r s  a s s oc i a t e d  wi th pe rcep t i ons  was presented  

n e x t . I n v e s t i g a t o r s  have e x p l o r e d  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  be tween 

numerous independent  v a r i a b l e s  and l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  t h e  CES. V a r i a b l e s  

examined in t hese  s t u d i e s  included age,  gender ,  educa t iona l  l e v e l ,  

t e n u r e ,  d e g r e e  o f  i n v o l v e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  CES, g e o g r a p h i c  a r e a  

r ep re sen t ed ,  a t t i t u d e s  toward 1ibe ra l i s m and conserva t i sm,  and r o l e  

in the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  Some major a reas  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  

the  CES were i d e n t i f i e d  as (a) unders tanding of  t he  major purposes ,  

(b) f a m i l i a r i t y  wi th Ext ens ion’ s major program t h r u s t s ,  and (c) 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in Ex t ens ion’ s programs and a c t i v i t i e s .
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Res ea r ch  c o n c e r n i n g  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  i n s t i t u t i o n s  was a l s o  

reviewed.  Personnel  in vocat ional  educa t ion ,  K-12 pub l i c  educa t ion ,  

and h igher  educa t ion i n s t i t u t i o n s  such as community c o l l e g es  have 

r e a l i z e d  t h e  i mp o r t a n c e  o f  e x p l o r i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s .  

Demographic and p e r so n a l - so c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  have 

been explored as f a c t o r s  t h a t  might be r e l a t e d  t o  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

pe rcep t ions  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t i t u t i o n s .



CHAPTER I I I

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

In t roduc t ion

The study design  and procedures used in th e  re sea rc h  are  

de sc r ibed  in t h i s  c h ap te r .  The ch ap te r  inc ludes  an exp lan a t io n  of  

the  d es ign ,  dependent and independent v a r i a b l e s ,  r e s e a rc h  q u e s t io n s ,  

a d e s c r i p t i o n  of  the  popula t ion  and sample, development and t e s t i n g  

o f  the  r e sea rch  ins t rum ent ,  and d a t a - c o l l e c t i o n  and d a t a - a n a l y s i s  

procedures .

Design of  the  Study 

The p u rp o s e  t h a t  d i r e c t e d  t h i s  e x p l o r a t o r y  s t u d y  was t o  

determine whether l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  of  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

educa t iona l  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  the  Cooperative  Extension S e rv ice ,  can be 

p r e d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  and s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c /  

o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s .  The design  o f  the  study i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  in 

Figure  3 .1 .  The f ig u r e  a l so  shows how the  fou r  broad re sea rch  

q ues t ions  r e l a t e  to  the  des ign .  This design was used in dete rmin ing  

w h e th e r  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  program 

t h r u s t s / e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES, f a m i l i a r i t y  with th e  CES, and 

adequacy o f  informat ion rece ived  from the  CES could be p re d ic ted  

from the  independent v a r i a b l e s  i d e n t i f i e d .

35
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Question
1 .

2 .

3.

Dependent Variable
Importance of Program Thrusts/ 
Effectiveness of the CES
Importance of Agriculture/ 
Marketing program thrusts
Importance of 4-H Youth program thrusts
Importance of Extension Home Economics program thrusts
Importance of Natural Resources/ 
Public Policy program thrusts
Overall effectiveness
Adequacy of Information

Importance of Program Thrusts/ 
Effectiveness of the CES
Importance of Agriculture/ 
Marketing program thrusts
Importance of 4-H Youth 
program thrusts
Importance of Extension Home 
Economics program thrusts
Importance of Natural Resources/ 
Public Policy program thrusts
Overall effectiveness
Familiarity With the CES

Frequency of nonpersonal 
contacts with the CES
Frequency of personal 
contacts with the CES
Prior involvement with the CES

Independent Variable 
Familiarity With the CES

Frequency of nonpersonal 
contacts with the CES
Frequency of personal contacts with the CES
Prior involvement with the CES
Legislative committee e x p e 
rience

Familiarity With the CES
Frequency of nonpersonal contacts with the CES
Frequency of personal contacts with the CES
Prior involvement with the CES
Legislative committee exp erience
Soci o-Demographi c/Organi za- 
tional Factors
Age
Educational level 
Place of residence 
Prior occupation ed.-related 
Prior occupation ag.-related 
Position in legislature 
Political party 
Constituency make-up 
Years served in legislature

Soci o-Demographi c/Organi za- tional Factors
Age
Educational level 
Place of residence 
Prior occupation ed.-related 
Prior occupation ag.-related Position in legislature Political party 
Constituency make-up 
Years served in legislature

Figure  3 .1 :  Design o f  t h e  s tudy .
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Dependent and Independent V ar iab les  

The dependent v a r i a b l e s  f o r  t h i s  study were l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r 

cep t ions  of  (a) the  importance o f  CES program t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  e f f e c 

t iv e n e s s  of  the  CES, (b) adequacy o f  informat ion  rece ived  from the  

CES, and (c )  fami 1 i a r i t y  w i th  t h e  CES. Two c a t e g o r i e s  o f  

i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s  were used in  t h i s  s t u d y :  s o c i o 

demographic /organiza t iona l  f a c t o r s  and f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  CES. 

The s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c / o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  i n c l u d e d  ag e ,  

educa tiona l l e v e l ,  p lace  of  re s idence ,  p r i o r  occupation educa t ion-  

r e l a t e d ,  p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n  a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d ,  p o s i t i o n  in  t h e  

l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r ty ,  cons t i tu en cy  make-up, and y ear s  served 

in the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  Var iab les  r e l a t e d  to  f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  CES 

included frequency of  nonpersonal co n tac t  with the  CES in the  pas t  

y ea r ,  frequency of  personal  con tac t  with the  CES in the  p a s t  y ea r ,  

p r i o r  involvement with the  CES, and l e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience  

(number of years  served on the  County Board o f  Commissioners and on 

the  Senate/House A g r ic u l tu re ,  Higher Education,  and Appropr ia t ions  

Committees).  When f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  CES was used as a main 

dependent v a r i a b l e ,  the  subvar iab le  l e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience  

was omitted because o f  i t s  high c o r r e l a t i o n  with the  independent 

v a r i a b l e  of  years  served in the  l e g i s l a t u r e .

Research Questions

1. Can le g is la to r s ’ perceptions of the r e la t iv e  importance o f CES 
program th r u sts  and o v e r a l1 e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES be 
predicted from selected  fam iliar ity  factors?



l a .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of  
Agr icu l tu re /M arket ing  program t h r u s t s  be p re d ic t e d  from 
s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s ?

lb .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of
4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  be p r e d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d
f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

l c .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  be p re d ic t ed  from 
s e le c te d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s ?

Id .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of
N a tu r a l  R e s o u r c e s / P u b l i c  Pol i c y  p rogram t h r u s t s  be
p red ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s ?

l e .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s
of  the  CES be p re d ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s ?

Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  th e  adequacy o f  in format ion
rece ived  from th e  CES be p re d ic t e d  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  
f a c to r s ?

Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  CES 
program t h r u s t s  and o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  CES be p r e 
d ic te d  from s e l e c t e d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

3a. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
Agr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s  be p re d i c t e d  from 
s e le c te d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

3b. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of
4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  be p re d ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  s o c i o 
dem ographic /organiza t iona l  f a c to r s ?

3c. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of  
Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  be p re d i c t e d  from 
se le c te d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

3d. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of  
Natural Resources/Publ ic  Pol icy  program t h r u s t s  be p r e 
d ic t e d  from s e l e c t e d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c 
to r s ?

3e. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  o v e r a l 1 e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  the  CES be p re d ic te d  from s e l e c t e d  socio -demographic /  
o rg an iza t io n a l  f a c to r s ?

Can le g i s la to r s ’ perceptions of fam iliar ity  with the CES be 
predicted from selected  soci o-demographi c/organi zati onal fac
tors?



39

4a. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived frequency o f  nonpersonal con
t a c t s  with th e  CES be p red ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  s o c i o 
demographic/  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c to r s ?

4b. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  frequency o f  personal  c o n ta c t s
with the  CES be p re d ic ted  from s e le c te d  socio-demographic /  
o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c to r s ?

4c.  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived  degree of  p r i o r  involvement with
t h e  CES be p r e d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c /  
o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c to r s ?

The Popula tion and Sample 

The popula t ion  f o r  t h i s  study comprised the  148 l e g i s l a t o r s  in 

the  1986 sess ion  of  the  Michigan L e g i s l a tu re :  110 members o f  the

House of  R epresen ta t ives  and 38 members of  the  Senate .  (See 

Appendix A f o r  maps showing Michigan l e g i s l a t i v e  d i s t r i c t s  and CES 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e g io n s . )

A s t r a t i f i e d  random sample o f  25 s e n a t o r s  and 43 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  was s e l e c t e d  f o r  the  s tudy, r e p re se n t in g  r u r a l ,  

u r b a n ,  and mixed c o n s t i t u e n c y  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h i n  t h e  s i x  CES 

a d m in i s t r a t i v e  r eg io n s .  This sample s i z e  was determined to  be 

adequate  f o r  the  s tudy.  Before s e l e c t in g  the  sample, each sen a to r  

and each r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was ass igned to  a r u r a l ,  urban, or  mixed 

co n s t i tu en c y  ca tego ry .  Names in each ca tegory  were placed  in 

a lp h a b e t i c a l  o rde r  and ass igned  a tw o -d ig i t  number. Numbers f o r  

sample members were then drawn from a t a b l e  of  random numbers. This 

p r o c e d u r e  was f o l l o w e d  in  an e f f o r t  t o  o b t a i n  p r o p o r t i o n a t e  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  based on popu la t ion ,  from each o f  the  

s ix  CES reg io n s .  Of the  68 l e g i s l a t o r s  s e l e c ted  f o r  the  s tudy ,  60 

agreed to  p a r t i c i p a t e - - 2 2  s en a to r s  and 38 r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  Three
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l e g i s l a t o r s  i n d i c a t e d  t h e y  d id  n o t  g r a n t  i n t e r v i e w s  t o  any 

r e s e a rc h e r ,  and the  o th e r  f i v e  had schedules  t h a t  prevented t h e i r  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n .

The r e s e a r c h e r  s e c u r e d  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c / o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

informat ion on the  l e g i s l a t o r s  in th e  sample from th e  Michigan 

Manual (1986) before  th e  in t e rv ie w s .  Missing informat ion  was 

e l i c i t e d  dur ing the  in te rv ie w s .

Table 3.1 shows the  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  c h a r a c t e r 

i s t i c s  of  the  sample. F i f t y - f i v e  members o f  the  sample (91.7%) were 

males;  52 (86.7%) were Caucasians .  Respondents’ ages ranged from 30 

to  69 y e a r s ;  the  mean age was 46.5 y e a r s .  The sample conta ined  

s l i g h t l y  more Republicans (33 or 55%) than Democrats (27 or  45%). A 

m a jo r i ty  o f  sample members (44 or 73.4%) were c o l le g e  g ra d u a te s ;  29 

(48.4%) held gradua te  o r  p ro f e s s io n a l  degrees .  S ix teen  l e g i s l a t o r s  

(26.7%) had p r e v i o u s l y  been employed in e d u c a t i o n - r e l a t e d  

occupa t ions ;  16 (25%) had a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d  p r i o r  occupa t ions .

The number of  y ea r s  respondents  had served in the  l e g i s l a t u r e  

ranged from 2 to  30; the  mean was 9.6  y e a r s .  F i f t e en  (25%) had 

served on the  House or  Senate  A g r ic u l tu re  Committee, 10 (16.7%) on 

the  Higher Education Committee, and 25 (41.7%) on the  A ppropr ia t ions  

Committee. In terms o f  c o n s t i tu en c y  make-up o f  t h e i r  l e g i s l a t i v e  

d i s t r i c t s ,  t h e  l a r g e s t  number o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  (36 o r  61%) 

rep resen ted  urban d i s t r i c t s ,  16 (27.1%) mixed d i s t r i c t s ,  and 7 

(11.9%) ru ra l  d i s t r i c t s .  Most respondents  had an urban (22 or

36.7%) or a suburban (17 o r  28.3%) p lace  o f  r e s id en c e .
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Table 3 . 1 . - - C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  sample (N = 60).

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  n % Mean S.D.

P o s i t io n  in L e g i s l a tu re  
Senator 
Represen ta t ive

P o l i t i c a l  Party  
Democrat 
Republican

A f f i l i a t i o n

CES Administ .  Region Represented 
Upper Peninsula  
North
Eas t -Cent ra l  
West-Central  
South West 
South East

Gender
Male
Female

Age

Race
Caucasian
Black

Highest  Academic Level 
High school
Attended c o l l e g e  but no degree 
Four-year c o l l e g e  g radua te  
Graduate degree 
P ro fess iona l  school g radua te

Years in Michigan L e g i s l a tu re

Served on House/Senate A g r ic u l tu re  Comm. 
Yes 
No
Years served

Served on House/Senate Higher 
Education Committee 

Yes 
No
Years served

22
38

27
33

2
3
6
8
9

32

55
5

36.7
63.3

45.0
55.0

3.3
5.0

1 0 . 0
13.3 
15.0
53.3

91.7
8.3

(Range 30-69) 46.5 9.41

52
8

14 
12
15 
19 
10

86.7
13.3

6.7
20.0
25.0
31.7
16.7

3 .3 a 1.17

(Range 2-30)

15 25.0
45 75.0

(Range 0-8)

10 16.7
50 83.3

(Range 0-10)

9.6  6.59

1 . 1  2 . 2 2

0.9 2.45



42

Table 3 . 1 .- -Cont inued .

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  n % Mean S.D.

Served on House/Senate Appropria
t i o n s  Committee

Yes 25 41.7
No 35 58.3
Years served (Range 0-18) 2 .2  3.92

Served as County Commissioner
Yes 18 30.0
No 42 70.0
Years served (Range 0-14) 1 .2  2.51

L e g i s l a t i v e  D i s t r i c t  Consti tuency 
Make-Up13

Urban 36 61.0
Mixed 16 27.1
Rural 7 11.9

Place o f  Residence
Rural farm 10 16.7
Rural nonfarm 2 3.3
Small town 9 15.0
Suburban 17 28.3
Urban ( c i t y ) 22 36.7

P r io r  Occupation
E d u c a t io n - re la te d 16 26.7
B u s in e s s - r e l a t e d 15 25.0
Agri c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d 10 16.7
P o l i t i c a l  s c i e n c e - r e l a t e d 8 13.3
Law 7 11.7
Rel ig ion 2 3.3
Student 1 1.7
Other 1 1.7

aThis f ig u r e  r e p re se n t s  schooling beyond the  fo u r - y e a r  co l leg e  
degree.

^Response c a te g o r ie s  on the  in te rv iew  schedule  were combined 
f o r  a n a ly s i s  purposes.
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Development and Tes t ing  o f  the  Instrument

The s t r u c t u r e d  personal  in te rv iew  was chosen as th e  method of  

d a ta  c o l l e c t i o n  f o r  t h i s  s tudy.  Ques t ionna i res  from e ig h t  s tu d ie s  

dea l in g  with l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  the  CES were reviewed, and 

a p p ro p r i a t e  i tems were s e le c te d  f o r  inco rp o ra t io n  in to  the  f i r s t  

d r a f t  o f  an in te rv iew  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  To ensure  accuracy and 

i n c r e a s e  m e an in g fu l  n e s s , Assi  s t a n t  Di r e c t o r s  o f  E x te n s i  on ( f o r  

programs) were quer ied  about t h e i r  c u r r e n t  program t h r u s t s  and major 

program a c t i v i t i e s .  The informat ion they provided was used in 

fo rm ula t ing  a d d i t io n a l  ques t ions  f o r  the  in te rv iew  schedule .

V a l ida t ion

The ins trument was reviewed by a panel o f  e x p e r t s  who were 

knowledgeable about the  CES and the  Michigan L e g i s l a tu r e ;  these  

in d iv id u a l s  included the  former S t a t e  D i re c to r  of  th e  CES, the  

p re sen t  S t a t e  D i re c to r  o f  the  CES, the  Manager o f  A g r i c u l t u r e /  

N a tu r a l  R eso u rc e s  I n f o r m a t i o n  S e r v i c e s ,  and t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

A s s i s t a n t  to  the  Dean o f  the  College o f  A g r ic u l tu re  a t  Michigan 

S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty ,  who p rev ious ly  had worked a t  the  S t a t e  C ap i to l .  

Several  sugges t ions  were made f o r  d e l e t i n g  items and modifying the  

ins t rum ent .

A f te r  th e  recommended changes had been made, th e  in te rv iew  

schedule  was p i l o t  t e s t e d  with two l e g i s l a t o r s  who were not inc luded 

in the  sample. The ir  sugges t ions  f o r  modifying the  in te rv iew  

schedule  and improving th e  in te rv iew  procedure were a l so  used. The 

f i n a l  ve rs ion  o f  the  in te rv iew  schedule  i s  conta ined  in Appendix B.
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The Final In te rv iew  Schedule

As K er l inge r  (1973) sugges ted ,  the  in te rv iew  schedule  con ta ined  

f i x e d - a l t e r n a t i v e  q u e s t i o n s ,  s c a l e d  q u e s t i o n s ,  and o p en -en d ed  

q u e s t io n s .  The ins t rument  was d iv ided  in to  the  fo llowing s e c t io n s :

0. Personal Data . This informat ion was ga thered  before  the  

in te rv iew  from pu b l ic  reco rds  and the  Michigan Manual (1986).

1 . Background. This s ec t io n  conta ined items p e r t a in in g  to  the  

u rb a n / ru r a l  c o n s t i tu en c y  make-up o f  the  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s d i s t r i c t ,  pi ace 

o f  r e s id en c e ,  previous  exper ience  as a county e le c t e d  o f f i c i a l , 

perce ived  degree o f  involvement with the  CES, and p r i o r  occupat ion .

I I . Contacts  with the  CES. Items in t h i s  s ec t io n  concerned the  

frequency with which l e g i s l a t o r s  had var ious  types  o f  c o n tac t s  with 

the  CES ( i . e . ,  newspaper a r t i c l e s ,  r ad io  programs, v i s i t s  with local  

Extension s t a f f  members, a t t en d in g  Extension ev en ts ,  and so on) (0 = 

never to  3 = f r e q u e n t l y ) . Respondents were a lso  asked to  s e l e c t  and 

rank o rde r  t h e i r  p re fe rence  f o r  the  f i v e  most important  methods of 

c o n tac t  with  the  CES.

I I I .  Network In fo rm a t ion . In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  l e g i s l a t o r s  were 

asked to  r a t e  the  e x te n t  to  which they thought they had rece ived  

a d e q u a t e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  CES (1 = n o t  a t  al 1 t o  5 = 

e x c e l l e n t ) . They were a l so  asked to  rank o rder  t h e i r  p re fe ren ces  

f o r  types  o f  CES in format ion  they would 1 ike  to  r e c e iv e ,  sources  o f  

t h a t  in fo rm at ion ,  and t ime frame f o r  d e l iv e r y  o f  the  in fo rm at ion .  

The l a s t  ques t ion  in t h i s  s ec t io n  was open ended. L e g i s l a to r s  were
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asked: "Are t h e r e  any comments you’d l i k e  t o  make regard ing

rece iv in g  in format ion  from CES?"

IV. Percep t ions  o f  CES Program T h r u s t s . Items in t h i s  s ec t io n  

were intended to  e l i c i t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  the  importance of 

va r ious  CES program t h r u s t s  (1 = not important to  6 = extremely 

i m p o r ta n t ) . Respondents were a l so  asked how they  would r a t e  the  

o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  th e  CES (1 = not e f f e c t i v e  to  6 = extremely 

e f f e c t i v e ) . The f i n a l  ques t ion  was open ended . L e g i s l a to r s  were 

a s k e d : "Are t h e r e  any o t h e r  p o i n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  Michigan

Cooperative Extension Serv ice  which we have not t a lk e d  about t h a t  

you fee l  are  important to  d iscuss?"

A t a b u l a r  p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  the  s p e c i f i c  in te rv iew  items t h a t  

were used to  e l i c i t  in format ion  on p a r t i c u l a r  study v a r i a b l e s  is

shown in Table C . l , Appendix C. The means and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s

f o r  the  combined v a r i a b l e s  f o r  importance o f  program t h r u s t s /  

e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  the  CES, combined v a r i a b l e  f o r  f a m i l i a r i t y ,  and 

adequacy o f  informat ion rece ived  a re  provided in Tables C.2 through 

C.4.

R e l iab i l  i t v

To s im pl i fy  d a ta  a n a l y s i s ,  severa l  in te rv iew  items were grouped 

to  form v a r i a b l e s .  The 16 items p e r t a in in g  t o  program t h r u s t s  were 

grouped in to  fou r  dependent v a r i a b l e s  (one f o r  each of  the  four  

program areas  in CES) under the  major dependent v a r i a b l e ,  r e l a t i v e  

importance o f  program t h r u s t s / e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES. The f i v e  

nonpersona l -con tac t  i tems were grouped in to  one v a r i a b l e  (f requency
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o f  nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  with CES). Likewise,  th e  e i g h t  personal - 

c o n tac t  i tems were grouped in to  one v a r i a b l e  (f requency o f  personal  

c o n ta c t s  with CES), under the  major v a r i a b l e ,  f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  

CES.

Because th e se  v a r i a b l e  c a te g o r i e s  were formed by the  r e s e a r c h e r  

and a c o n s u l t a n t ,  a r e l i a b i l i t y  a n a ly s i s  was conducted to  check the  

co n s i s ten cy  o f  the  i tems comprising each combined v a r i a b l e .  Table 

3 .2  shows the  Cronbach alpha r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  each 

v a r i a b l e .  All of  the  r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were over  .70; th u s ,  

th e  newly formed v a r i a b l e s  had good in t e rn a l  co n s i s ten cy .

D ata -Co l lec t ion  Procedures

A l e t t e r  d e sc r ib in g  the  purpose t h a t  d i r e c t e d  the  s tudy was 

mailed to  the  l e g i s l a t o r s  s e le c ted  f o r  the  sample.  A l e t t e r  of  

s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  s t u d y  from t h e  A s s i s t a n t  V i c e - P r e s i d e n t  f o r  

A dm in is t ra t ion  and Public  A f f a i r s ,  O ff ice  o f  S t a t e  and Public  

A f f a i r s ,  a t  Michigan S t a t e  U n ive rs i ty  was a t t a ch e d .  In a d d i t i o n ,  

the  w r i t e r ’ s local  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and s en a to r  prepared l e t t e r s  o f  

i n t r o d u c t i o n ,  which were p e r s o n a l l y  d e l i v e r e d  to  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

o f f i c e s  when the  in te rv iew  appointment was reques ted .  (These 

l e t t e r s  may be found in Appendix D.)
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Table 3 . 2 . - - R e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  combined v a r i a b l e s  under 
major v a r i a b l e s  o f  im p o r tan c e /e f f e c t iv e n e s s  and 
f a m i l i a r i t y .

Major V a r ia b le /  
Combined V ar iab les

N In terv iew  
Section/I te rns

No. of  
Items 

Included
Alpha 
C o ef f .

Importance o f  Program 
T h ru s t s /O v e ra l l  E f f e c t i v e 
ness o f  t h e  CESa

Agri cu l tu re /M arke t ing  
program t h r u s t s

56 IV: 1 ,5 ,9 ,1 3 4 .71

4-H Youth program 
t h r u s t s

57 IV: 2 ,6 ,1 0 ,1 4 4 .81

Extension Home Eco
nomics program t h r u s t s

57 IV: 4 ,8 ,1 1 ,1 5 4 .86

Natural  Resources/  
Public  Po l icy  program 
t h r u s t s

57 IV: 3 ,7 ,1 2 ,1 6 4 .75

F a m i l i a r i t y  With th e  CES

Nonpersonal c o n tac t s 60 I I :  a-e 5 .80

Personal c o n tac t s 60 I I :  f - k , o , p 8 .85

a0 v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of 
and t h e r e f o r e  does not appear on

the  CES was a 
t h i s  t a b l e .

s i n g l e - i t e m v a r i a b l e

During June and J u ly 1986, while the l e g i s l a t u r e was in

se s s i o n ,  in te rv iew s  were conducted with the  60 l e g i s l a t o r s  who 

agreed to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in th e  s tudy.  The in te rv iew s  were conducted 

in th e  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ o f f i c e s .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  were given a copy of  

S ec t ions  I I ,  I I I ,  and IV o f  the  in te rv iew  schedule  to  fo l low  during
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t h e  i n t e r v i e w ,  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e .  A ll  i n t e r v i e w  

responses  were recorded on the  in te rv iew  schedule  form. Within a 

week fo l lowing  the  in te rv iew ,  each l e g i s l a t o r  was sen t  a l e t t e r  of  

a p p r e c i a t i o n  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in th e  s tudy (see  Appendix D).

Data-Analvsis  Procedures 

The in te rv iew  schedule  was designed so t h a t  response  options  

f o r  most o f  the  ques t io n s  could be coded by th e  r e s e a r c h e r  d i r e c t l y  

onto computer sp readshee ts  and en te red  in to  the  mainframe computer 

a t  Michigan S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty .  The da ta  were analyzed using the  

S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the  Social  Sciences (SPSS-X).

Basic d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t i s t i c s ,  inc lud ing  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  

pe rcen tage ,  mean, s tandard  d e v ia t io n ,  c o r r e l a t i o n ,  and rank o rde r ,  

were used to  analyze va r ious  aspec ts  o f  the  d a ta .  Stepwise m u l t ip l e  

r e g r e s s io n  was performed f o r  each re sea rch  q ues t ion  t o  determine 

which independent v a r i a b l e s ,  i f  any, were f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  the  

dependent v a r i a b l e ( s ) .  The .05 level was chosen as the  c r i t e r i o n  

f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

The design  and procedures used in conduct ing the  study were 

d e sc r ib ed  in t h i s  Chapter.  The r e s u l t s  o f  the  d a ta  ana lyses ,  

a d d i t io n a l  f i n d i n g s ,  and responses  to  the  open-ended in te rv iew  

q u es t io n s  a re  p resen ted  in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF THE DATA ANALYSES 

In t roduc t ion

Result s  of  the  a n a ly s i s  o f  d a ta  ga thered  through in te rv iew s  

with 60 Michigan l e g i s l a t o r s  are  p re sen ted  in t h i s  c h a p te r .  In the  

f i r s t  s e c t io n ,  each re sea rch  ques t ion  i s  r e s t a t e d ,  fol lowed by the  

r e s u l t s  o f  the  da ta  a n a ly s i s  fo r  t h a t  q u e s t io n .  Addit iona l f in d in g s  

are  d iscussed  in the  second s e c t io n .  Q u a l i t a t i v e  d a ta ,  based on 

responses  to  the  open-ended in te rv iew  q u e s t io n s ,  a re  p resen ted  in 

the  t h i r d  s e c t io n .  A b r i e f  summary concludes the  c h ap te r .

Results  of Analyses f o r  the  Research Questions

R ela t iv e  Importance of CES Program T h r u s t s /
Overall  E f fec t iv en ess  of  the  CES 
X F a m i l i a r i t y  Factors

1. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  CES 
program t h r u s t s  and o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  CES be 
p re d ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s ?

For a n a ly s i s  purposes ,  the  broad re sea rch  ques t ion  was d iv ided

in to  f i v e  subques t ions ,  which are  d iscussed  below.

l a .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  
A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s  be p re d ic te d  from 
s e le c ted  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm e d  u s in g

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  of  the  importance of  A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing

49
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program t h r u s t s  as the  dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  

f a c t o r s  (nonpersonal c o n t a c t s ,  personal  c o n ta c t s ,  p r i o r  involvement 

w i th  t h e  CES, and l e g i s l a t i v e  co m m it tee  e x p e r i e n c e )  as  t h e  

independent v a r i a b l e s .  Based on t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found (p > .05) between l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  o f  

the  importance o f  A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s  and s e l e c t e d  

f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s .  There fore ,  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  of  the  

importance o f  A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s  could not be 

p red ic ted  from the  s e le c ted  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s .

lb .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  
4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  be p r e d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d  
f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  the  importance o f  4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  

as t h e  d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  

(nonpersonal c o n ta c t s ,  personal  c o n ta c t s ,  p r i o r  involvement with the  

CES, and l e g i s l a t i v e  com m it tee  e x p e r i e n c e )  as t h e  i n d e p e n d e n t  

v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .1 ) .

The r e s u l t s  in d ic a ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  o f  the  

importance o f  4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  could be p re d ic t ed  from only 

one independent v a r i a b l e ,  frequency o f  nonpersonal c o n t a c t s ,  which 

was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  .001 l e v e l .  The nonpe rsona l -con tac t  v a r i a b l e  

acc o u n te d  f o r  17% o f  t h e  e x p l a i n e d  v a r i a n c e  in  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e rcep t ions  of 4-H Youth program t h r u s t s .
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Table 4 . 1 . - - R e s u l t s  of  s tepwise  m u l t ip le  r e g re s s io n  a n a ly s i s  o f
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived  importance of  4-H Youth program 
t h r u s t s  and s e le c te d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  (N = 57) .

M ult ip le  R = .413 
d f  = 1,55

R Square = 
F = 11.35

17.1% Standard Er ror  = .903
p -  .001

Independent Variable B SE o f  B Beta T Sig .  T

Nonpersonal c o n tac t s .591 .175 .413 3.365 .001

V ar iab les  Not Entered 
in Equation Beta In T Sig .  T

Personal co n tac t s
P r io r  involvement with CES
L e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience

- .178
-.085

.027

-1.127 .265 
- .617 .540 

.188 .851

Note: Tolerance level f o r  the  en t ry  o f  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

1c. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  the  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  
Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  be p r e d ic t e d  from 
s e le c te d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  of  th e  importance of  Extension Home Economics 

program t h r u s t s  as the  dependent v a r i a b le  and s e le c te d  f a m i l i a r i t y  

f a c t o r s  (nonpersonal c o n ta c t s ,  personal c o n ta c t s ,  p r i o r  involvement 

w i th  t h e  CES, and l e g i s l a t i v e  com m it tee  e x p e r i e n c e )  as  t h e  

independent v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .2 ) .
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Table 4 . 2 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  a n a ly s i s  o f  
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  importance o f  Extension Home 
Economics program t h r u s t s  and s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  
f a c t o r s  (N = 57).

Mult ip le  R = .457 
d f  = 2,54

R Square = 
F « 7.12

20.9% Standard Error
p = .002

CT)
COII

Independent Var iab le B SE o f  B Beta T Sig .  T

Nonpersonal co n tac t s  
Personal co n tac t s

.835
-.635

.223

.237
.584 3.750 

- .418  -2.690
.000
.010

V ar iab les  Not Entered 
in Equation Beta In T Sig .  T

P r io r  involvement with CES 
L e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience

-.033
.168

- .207 
1.211

837
231

Note: Tolerance level f o r  the  e n t ry  o f  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

The r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  o f  the  

importance o f  Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  could be 

p red ic ted  from frequency of  nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  and frequency of 

personal c o n t a c t s .  Both independent v a r i a b l e s  worked t o g e t h e r  to  

p r e d i c t  the  importance o f  Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s .  

However, nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  co n t r ib u te d  more to  the  p r e d i c t i o n  of 

the  dependent v a r i a b l e  than d id  personal  c o n ta c t s .  Together,  these  

two i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s  a c c o u n te d  f o r  21% o f  t h e  e x p l a i n e d  

va r iance  in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  Extension Home Economics 

program t h r u s t s .
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Id .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
Natural  R esources /Publ ic  Po l icy  program t h r u s t s  be p r e 
d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was pe r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  t h e  importance o f  Natural  Resources/Public  

Pol icy  program t h r u s t s  as the  dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e le c ted  

f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  (nonpersonal c o n t a c t s ,  personal  c o n t a c t s ,  p r i o r  

involvement with CES, and l e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience)  as the  

independent v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 . 3 ) .

Table 4 . 3 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  a n a ly s i s  of
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  importance o f  Natural  Resources/  
Public  Policy  program t h r u s t s  and s e le c te d  f a m i l i a r i t y  
f a c t o r s  (N = 57).

M ul t ip le  R = .527 
d f  = 2,54

R Square = 
F = 10.36

27.7% Standard Error  = .724
p = .000

Independent Var iab le B SE o f  B Beta T Sig .  T

Personal c o n ta c t s  
Nonpersonal c o n ta c t s

- .840
.675

.192

.181
-.651 -4.373 .000 

.555 3.732 .001

V ar iab les  Not Entered 
in Equation Beta In T Sig.  T

P r io r  involvement with CES 
L e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience

.071

.070
.464 .644 
.520 .605

Note: Tolerance  leve l  f o r  the  e n t ry  o f  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

The r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  

importance o f  Natural  Resources /Publ ic  Policy  program t h r u s t s  could
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be p re d ic t ed  from frequency o f  personal  c o n ta c t s  and frequency of  

nonpersonal c o n ta c t s .  Personal c o n ta c t s  c o n t r i b u t e d  more to  the  

p r e d i c t i o n  t h a n  d id  n o n p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s ,  b u t  in  a n e g a t i v e  

d i r e c t i o n .  The two independent v a r i a b l e s  t o g e t h e r  accounted f o r  28% 

of  the  expla ined  var iance  in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc e p t io n s  o f  Natural  

Resources /Publ ic  Policy  program t h r u s t s .

l e .  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  th e  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  the  CES be p red ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm e d  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  of  the  ove ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES as the  

dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  (nonpersonal 

c o n ta c t s ,  personal  c o n ta c t s ,  p r i o r  involvement with th e  CES, and 

l e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience)  as the  independent  v a r i a b l e s  (see  

Table 4 .4 ) .

The r e s u l t s  in d ica ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc e p t io n s  of  the  

o v e ra l l  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  the  CES could be p re d i c t e d  from frequency 

of  nonpersonal c o n ta c t s .  T h i r ty - f o u r  p e rcen t  o f  the  exp la ined  

va r iance  in the  dependent v a r i a b l e  was accounted f o r  by t h i s  

independent v a r i a b l e .  Therefore ,  frequency o f  nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  

with l e g i s l a t o r s  was a f a c t o r  in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  

o f  the  o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES.
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Table 4 . 4 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  a n a l y s i s  o f  
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  importance o f  the  CES and 
s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  (N « 56).

M ul t ip le  R = .583 
d f  = 1,54

R Square = 
F = 27.854

34.0% Standard
p = .000

Er ro r  = .774

Independent Var iab le B SE o f  B Beta T S ig .  T

Nonpersonal co n tac t s .806 .153 .583 5 .278 .000

V ar iab les  Not Entered 
in Equation Beta In T Sig.  T

Personal co n tac t s  
P r io r  involvement with 
L e g i s l a t i v e  committee

CES
exper ience

.246

.097
-.114

1.789
.789

-.903

.079

.434

.371

Note: Tolerance  leve l  f o r  the  en t ry  of  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

Adequacy o f  Information 
X F a m i l i a r i t y  Facto rs

2.  Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  t h e  adequacy o f  in form at ion  
rece ived  from th e  CES be p re d ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  
f a c t o r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm e d  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  adequacy o f  in format ion  rece ived  from the  

CES as th e  dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  

(nonpersonal c o n t a c t s ,  personal  c o n ta c t s ,  p r i o r  involvement with the  

CES, and l e g i s l a t i v e  com m it tee  e x p e r i e n c e )  as t h e  i n d e p e n d e n t  

v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .5 ) .



56

Table 4 . 5 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  stepwise  m u l t ip le  r e g re s s io n  a n a ly s i s  o f
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  adequacy o f  informat ion rece ived  
from the  CES and s e le c te d  soc io-dem ographic /o rgan iza 
t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  (N * 58).

M ul t ip le  R = .720 
d f  = 2,55

R Square = 
F = 29.52

51.8% Standard E r ro r  = .825 
p = .000

Independent Var iab le B SE o f  B Beta T Sig .  T

Nonpersonal c o n tac t s  
Personal co n tac t s

.739

.554
.212
.222

.454 3.492 .001 

.325 2.500 .015

V ar iab les  Not Entered 
in Equation Beta In T S ig .  T

P r i o r  involvement with CES 
L e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience

-.005
-.046

-.042 .967 
- .420 .676

Note: Tolerance  leve l  f o r  the  en t ry  of each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

The r e s u l t s  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  

adequacy of  in format ion  rece ived  from the  CES could be p re d ic t e d  

from two independent v a r i a b le s - - f r e q u e n c y  o f  nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  

and f r e q u e n c y  o f  p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s .  Both v a r i a b l e s  t o g e t h e r  

a c c o u n te d  f o r  52% o f  t h e  e x p l a i n e d  v a r i a n c e  in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  adequacy  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e c e i v e d .  However, 

nonpersonal co n tac t s  was a s l i g h t l y  s t ro n g e r  in f luenc ing  f a c t o r .
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Rela t ive  Importance o f  CES Program T h r u s t s /
Overall  E f fe c t iv e n e ss  o f  t h e  CES X Socio- 
demoqraphic /Orqanizational Fac to rs

3. Can le g i s la t o r s ’ perceptions o f  the re la t iv e  importance o f  CES 
program thrusts and overal1 e ffect iven ess  o f the CES be pre
dicted from selected  soci o-demographi c/organi zati onal factors?

For a n a ly s i s  purposes ,  the  broad re sea rch  ques t ion  was d iv ided

in to  f i v e  subques t ions ,  which a re  d iscussed  below.

3a. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  of the  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s  be p re d ic te d  from 
s e le c te d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c to r s ?

S te p w ise  mu11 i p i e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  the  importance of  A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  

program t h r u s t s  as the  dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  s o c io 

dem ographic /organiza t iona l  f a c t o r s  (age,  educa t iona l  l e v e l ,  p lace  of 

r e s id en ce ,  p r i o r  occupa t ion ,  p o s i t i o n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  

p a r ty ,  cons t i tu en cy  make-up, and year s  served in l e g i s l a t u r e )  as the  

independent v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 . 6 ) .

The r e s u l t s  in d i c a t e d  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  

im p o r ta n c e  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e / M a r k e t i n g  program t h r u s t s  c o u ld  be 

p red ic ted  from the  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s p o s i t i o n  in the  l e g i s l a t u r e - - w h e t h e r  

the  l e g i s l a t o r  was a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e .  This v a r i a b l e  accounted f o r  9% 

o f  t h e  e x p l a i n e d  v a r i a n c e  in  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  

Agr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s .
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Table 4 . 6 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  stepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g r e s s io n  a n a l y s i s  of
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived importance o f  A g r ic u l tu re /M ar k e t 
ing program t h r u s t s  and s e le c te d  socio-demographic /  
o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s  (N = 55).

M ul t ip le  R = .291 
d f  = 1,53

R Square = 8 .5%  
IF = 4.899

Standard E r ro r  = .636 
p = .031

Independent Var iab le B SE o f  B Beta T Sig .  T

P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e  
(R ep resen ta t ive )

.395 .178 .291 2.21 .031

V ar iab les  Not Entered
in Equation Beta In T Sig .  T

P o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  (Democrat) - .049 -.367 .715
Age of  l e g i s l a t o r .200 1.473 .147
Educational level - .019 -.141 .889
Years served in l e g i s l a t u r e .230 1.632 .109
Consti tuency make-up ( r u r a l ) .100 .754 .454
Place of  re s idence  (farm) .023 .166 .869
P r io r  o c cu p a t io n - -E d - re la te d .233 1.791 .080
P r io r  o c cupa t ion - -A g-re la ted -.099 -.745 .460

Note: Tolerance leve l  f o r  the  en t ry  of  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

3b. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  of  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  be p re d ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  s o c i o 
demographic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  th e  importance o f  4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  

as  t h e  d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c /  

o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s  (age,  educa tiona l l e v e l ,  p lace  o f  r e s id en c e ,  

p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n ,  p o s i t i o n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y ,  

c o n s t i tu en cy  make-up, and years  served in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  as the
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independent v a r i a b l e s .  Based on t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  (p > .05) was found between l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  of  

the  importance o f  4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  and s e l e c t e d  s o c i o 

demographic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s .  Therefore ,  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep 

t i o n s  o f  the  importance o f  4-H Youth program t h r u s t s  could not be 

p r e d i c t e d  from t h e  s e l e c t e d  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c / o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

f a c t o r s .

3c. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance of 
Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  be p re d i c t e d  from 
se le c te d  soc io-dem ographic /organ iza t iona l  f a c t o r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  of the  importance o f  Extension Home Economics 

program t h r u s t s  as the  dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  s o c i o 

dem ographic /organiza t iona l  f a c to r s  (age,  educa t iona l  l e v e l ,  p lace  of  

r e s id e n c e ,  p r i o r  occupation,  p o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  

p a r ty ,  cons t i tu en cy  make-up, and years  served in l e g i s l a t u r e )  as the  

independent v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .7 ) .

The r e s u l t s  in d ica ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  o f  the  

importance of  Extension Home Economics program t h r u s t s  could be 

p re d ic ted  from l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p r i o r  occupation in an e d u c a t i o n - r e l a t e d  

a re a ,  p o s i t i o n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  and age. These t h r e e  independent 

v a r i a b l e s  t o g e th e r  accounted fo r  23% o f  the  exp la ined  va r iance  in 

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  im p o r tan c e  o f  E x t e n s i o n  Home 

Economics program t h r u s t s .  Pos i t ion  in l e g i s l a t u r e  ( r e p r e s e n t a t i v e )  

c o n t r i b u t e d  t h e  mos t ;  age and p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n  in  e d u c a t i o n
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occupation  in educa t ion  were l i k e l y  t o  r a t e  the  i d e n t i f i e d  Extension 

Home Economics program t h r u s t s  as being impor tant.

Table 4 . 7 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  a n a ly s i s  o f  
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  importance o f  Extens ion Home 
Economics program t h r u s t s  and s e l e c t e d  s o c io 
demograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  (N = 56).

M ul t ip le  R = .480 R Square = 
d f  = 3,52 F = 5.187

23.0% Standard 
p = .003

Error = .869

Independent V ar iab le  B SE of  B Beta T Sig.  T

P r io r  occu p a t io n - -
E d - re la ted  .562 .274 .261 2 .053 .045

P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a 
t u r e  (R e p re se n ta t iv e )  .709 .254 .356 2 .792 .007

Age o f  l e g i s l a t o r  .030 .014 .280 2 .132 .038

V ar iab les  Not Entered

=  =  =  =: =  =  =  =  :==: =

in Equation Beta In T Sig.  T

P o l i t i c a l  p a r ty  (Democrat) .224 1.886 .065
Educational leve l - .075 -.548 .586
Years served in l e g i s l a t u r e .083 .561 .577
Consti tuency make-up ( r u r a l ) - .088 .719 .475
Place o f  r e s id en ce  (farm) .004 .026 .979
P r io r  o ccu p a t io n - -A g - re la ted -.084 -.628 .533

Note: Tolerance leve l  f o r  the  e n t ry  o f  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

3d. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  th e  r e l a t i v e  importance of  
Natural  Resources /Publ ic  Po l icy  program t h r u s t s  be p r e 
d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c 
t o r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  th e  importance of Natural  Resources /Publ ic
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Pol icy  program t h r u s t s  as th e  dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  s o c io 

demographic /organ iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  (age,  educa t iona l  l e v e l ,  p lace  of 

re s id en c e ,  p r i o r  occupat ion ,  p o s i t i o n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  

p a r ty ,  c o n s t i tu en cy  make-up, and year s  served in l e g i s l a t u r e )  as the  

independent v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 . 8 ) .

Table 4 . 8 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g r e s s io n  a n a ly s i s  of
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  importance o f  Natural  Resources/  
Public Policy  program t h r u s t s  and s e l e c t e d  s o c io 
dem ographic /organ iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  (N = 56).

M ult ip le  R = .412 R Square = 
d f  = 1,54 F = 11.049

17.0% Standard Er ror  = .751
p = .002

Independent Var iab le  B SE of  B Beta T Sig.  T

P r io r  occupa t ion--  
A g-re la ted  -.871 .262 -.412 -3 .324 .002

V ar iab les  Not Entered 
in Equation Beta In T Sig .  T

P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e  (Repre .108 .864 .391
s e n t a t i v e )

P o l i t i c a l  p a r ty  (Democrat) - .004 - .028 .978
Age o f  l e g i s l a t o r .202 1.628 .109
Educational level - .035 - .246 .806
Years served in l e g i s l a t u r e .195 1.594 .117
Consti tuency  make-up ( r u r a l ) - .086 -.676 .502
Place o f  r e s idence  (farm) .001 .006 .995
P r i o r  o ccu p a t io n - -E d - re la te d .120 1.567 .123

Note: Tolerance leve l  f o r  the  e n t ry  o f  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.
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The r e s u l t s  in d ica ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  

importance o f  Natural Resources /Publ ic  Po l icy  program t h r u s t s  could 

be p red ic ted  from whether the  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s p r i o r  occupation was 

a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d .  However, because the  be ta  va lue  was n e g a t iv e ,  

t h i s  f ind ing  could be i n t e r p r e t e d  to  mean t h a t  i f  the  l e g i s l a t o r ’ s 

o c c u p a t i o n  was a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d  he would n o t  be 1 i k e l y  to  

pe rce ive  the  i d e n t i f i e d  Natural  R esources /Publ ic  Pol icy program 

t h r u s t s  as important.  This v a r i a b l e  accounted f o r  17% o f  the  

expla ined var iance  in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  Natura l  Resources/  

Public Policy  program t h r u s t s .

3e. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  of  the  o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
of  the  CES be p re d ic ted  from s e l e c t e d  socio-demographic /  
o rgan iza t io n a l  f a c to r s ?

Stepwi se m u l t i p i e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ r a t i n g s  o f  the  o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES as the 

dependent v a r i a b le  and s e le c te d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  

f a c t o r s  ( a g e ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  1e v e l , pi ace  o f  r e s i d e n c e ,  p r i o r  

occupation ,  p o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r ty ,  c o n s t i tu en cy  

make-up, and y e a r s  s e r v e d  in  l e g i s l a t u r e )  as  t h e  in d e p e n d e n t  

v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .9 ) .

The r e s u l t s  in d ica ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  of  the  

o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  CES c o u ld  be p r e d i c t e d  from 

co n s t i tuency  make-up--whether the  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ c o n s t i tu en c y  make-up 

was r u r a l . This v a r i a b l e  accounted f o r  14% o f  the  expla ined  

var iance  in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  th e  o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of 

the  CES.
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Table 4 . 9 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip le  r e g re s s io n  a n a ly s i s  of  
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES and 
s e le c te d  socio-demographic /o rgan iza t ional  f a c t o r s  
(N = 55).

M ult ip le  R = .373 
d f  = 1,53

R Square = 
F = 8.550

13.9% Standard Er ror  = .887 
p -  .005

Independent Var iab le B SE of  B Beta T Sig.  T

Consti tuency  make-up .493 .169 ,373 2. 924 .005
(R ura l )

V ar iab les  Not Entered
in Equation Beta Ir T Sig .  T

P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e (Repre- .019 .151 .880
s e n ta t i v e )

P o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  (Democrat) - .112 -.809 .422
Age of l e g i s l a t o r .177 1.400 .168
Educat ional  leve l - .026 -.204 .839
Years served in l e g i s l a t u r e .236 1.881 .066
Place of  r e s idence  (farm) .047 .340 .735
P r io r  o c cu p a t io n - -E d - re la te d .083 .648 .520
P r io r  o c cupa t ion - -A g-re la ted .067 .512 .611

Note: Tolerance le v e l  f o r  the  en t ry  of  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

F a m i l i a r i t y  With the  CES X Socio- 
demographic /Orqanizational Factors

4. Can l e g is la t o r s ’ perceptions of fam iliar ity  with the CES be 
predicted from selected  socio-demographic/organizational fa c 
tors?

For a n a ly s i s  purposes ,  the  broad re sea rch  ques t ion  was d iv ided  

i n to  t h r e e  subques t ions ,  which are  d iscussed  below.
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4a. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  frequency o f  nonpersonal con
t a c t s  with the  CES be p re d ic ted  from s e le c te d  s o c io 
demographic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was pe r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived  frequency o f  nonpersonal c o n tac t s  with the  

CES as t h e  d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c /  

o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s  (age,  educa tiona l l e v e l ,  p lace  o f  r e s id en ce ,  

p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n ,  p o s i t i o n  in  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y ,  

cons t i tu en cy  make-up, and years  served in l e g i s l a t u r e )  as the  

independent v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .10 ) .

The r e s u l t s  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived frequency of  

nonpersonal c o n tac t s  with the  CES could be p re d ic t ed  from th re e  

independent v a r i a b l e s - - c o n s t i t u e n c y  make-up, age o f  l e g i s l a t o r ,  and 

educa t iona l  l e v e l .  These t h r e e  v a r i a b l e s  to g e th e r  accounted f o r  29% 
of  the  expla ined  va r iance  in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  frequency of  

nonpersonal co n tac t s  with the  CES. Consti tuency make-up c o n t r ib u te d  

t h e  most t o  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n ;  age c o n t r i b u t e d  a smal l  amount .  

Educational l e v e l ,  with a nega t ive  be ta  va lue ,  su b t ra c te d  from the  

equa t ion .  Therefore ,  l e g i s l a t o r s  who had a ru r a l  c o n s t i tu e n c y ,  were 

o ld e r ,  and had a s l i g h t l y  lower educa t iona l  level  than t h e i r  

c o l l e a g u e s  were  l i k e l y  t o  p e r c e i v e  a g r e a t e r  f r e q u e n c y  o f  

nonpersonal co n tac t s  with the  CES.
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Table 4 . 1 0 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  a n a ly s i s  o f  
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived  frequency o f  nonpersonal con
t a c t s  with th e  CES and s e l e c t e d  socio-demographic /  
o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  (N = 59).

Mult ip le  R = .538 R Square = 
d f  = 3,55  F = 7.471

29.0% Standard Error
p -  .000

-  .655

Independent Var iab le  B SE o f  B Beta T Sig.  T

Consti tuency  make-up .378 .123 .352 3.084 .003
( r u r a l )

Age of  l e g i s l a t o r  .020 .010 .243 2.043 .046
Educational leve l  - .160 .079 -.241 -2.032 .047

V ar iab les  Not Entered
in Equation Beta In T Sig.  T

P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e  (Repre -.055 -.450 655
s e n t a t i v e )

P o l i t i c a l  p a r ty  (Democrat) .044 .345 732
Years served in l e g i s l a t u r e .164 1.231 224
Place o f  r e s id en ce  (farm) .059 .445 658
P r io r  o c c u p a t io n - - E d - r e la t e d .099 .805 424
P r io r  o c cu p a t io n - -A g - re la ted .010 .079 937

Note: Tolerance leve l  f o r  the  e n t ry  o f  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

4b. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived frequency of  personal  c o n tac t s  
with  the  CES be p re d ic t ed  from s e l e c t e d  socio-demographic /  
o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was pe r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ frequency  o f  personal  c o n ta c t s  with the  CES as the  

dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e l e c t e d  socio -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  

f a c t o r s  ( a g e ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  p l a c e  o f  r e s i d e n c e ,  p r i o r  

occupat ion ,  p o s i t i o n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r ty ,  co n s t i tuency
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make-up,  and y e a r s  s e r v e d  in  l e g i s l a t u r e )  a s  t h e  i n d e p e n d e n t  

v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .1 1 ) .

Table 4 . 1 1 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g r e s s io n  a n a l y s i s  o f  
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  frequency  o f  personal co n tac t s  
with the  CES and s e le c te d  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza 
t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  (N = 59).

M ul t ip le  R = .670 R Square = 
d f  = 2,56 F = 22.78

44.9% Standard Error  = .521
p = .000

Independent Var iab le  B SE o f  B Beta T Sig .  T

Consti tuency  make-up .492 .099 .503 4.974 .000
(R u ra l )

P r io r  occupa t ion --  .652 .184 .358 3.542 .001
Ag-re la ted

V ar iab les  Not Entered
in Equation Beta In T Sig.  T

P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e  (Repre -.156 -1.574 .121
s e n t a t i v e )

P o l i t i c a l  p a r ty  (Democrat) - .172 -1.556 .125
Age of  l e g i s l a t o r .014 .142 .888
Educat ional  level .022 .196 .845
Years served in l e g i s l a t u r e .045 .450 .654
Place o f  re s idence  (farm) .128 .773 .443
P r i o r  o c cu p a t io n - -E d - re la te d .054 .520 .605

Note: Tolerance level  f o r  the  en t ry  o f  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

The r e s u l t s  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  frequency of 

personal  co n tac t s  with th e  CES could be p re d ic te d  from c o n s t i tu en c y  

make-up ( r u r a l )  and p r i o r  occupation in a g r i c u l t u r e .  Of the  two
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p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s ,  r u r a l  cons t i tu en cy  make-up c o n t r ib u te d  s l i g h t l y  

more than d id  p r i o r  occupation in a g r i c u l t u r e .  The two v a r i a b l e s  

t o g e th e r  accounted f o r  45% o f  the  expla ined  va r iance  in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

perce ived  frequency o f  personal  c o n ta c t s  with the  CES.

4c. Can l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived degree o f  p r i o r  involvement with 
t h e  CES be p r e d i c t e d  from s e l e c t e d  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c /  
o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c to r s ?

S te p w is e  m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  was p e r fo rm ed  u s in g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived degree  of  p r i o r  involvement with the  CES as 

the  dependent v a r i a b l e  and s e le c ted  socio -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  

f a c t o r s  ( a g e ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  p l a c e  o f  r e s i d e n c e ,  p r i o r  

occupat ion ,  p o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r ty ,  c o n s t i tu en cy  

make-up,  and y e a r s  s e r v e d  in  l e g i s l a t u r e )  as  t h e  in d e p e n d e n t  

v a r i a b l e s  (see  Table 4 .1 2 ) .

The r e s u l t s  in d ica ted  t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  degree of 

p r i o r  involvement with the  CES could be p re d ic t ed  from whether the  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p r i o r  occupation was in a g r i c u l t u r e .  This v a r i a b l e  

a c c o u n te d  f o r  17% o f  t h e  e x p l a i n e d  v a r i a n c e  in  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

perce ived  degree o f  p r i o r  involvement with the  CES.

Table 4.13 con ta in s  a summary of  the  r e s u l t s  of  th e  s tepwise  

m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  analyses  conducted to  t e s t  the  re sea rc h  ques

t i o n s .
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Table 4 . 1 2 . - - R e s u l t s  of  s tepwise  m u l t ip l e  r e g re s s io n  a n a l y s i s  of
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perceived degree  o f  p r i o r  involvement with 
th e  CES and se le c ted  socio -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  
f a c t o r s  (N = 59).

M ul t ip le  R = .408 
d f  = 1,57

R Square = 
F = 11.395

16.7% Standard
p = .001

Er ro r  = 1.373

Independent Var iab le B SE of  B Beta T Sig .  T

P r io r  occupa t ion - -  
A g-re la ted

1.608 .476 .408 3.376 .001

Variab les  Not Entered 
in Equation Beta In T Sig .  T

P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e  (Repre I O CO o
r -.703 .485

s e n ta t i v e )
P o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  (Democrat) - .204 -1.630 .109
Age of  l e g i s l a t o r .010 .080 .937
Educational level .083 .605 .548
Years served in l e g i s l a t u r e .163 1.355 .181
Const i tuency make-up ( r u r a l ) .177 1.450 .153
Place o f  re s id en ce  (farm) .088 .469 .641
P r io r  o ccu p a t io n - -E d - re la te d .099 .781 .438

Note: Tolerance leve l  f o r  the  en t ry  of  each independent v a r i a b l e
s e t  a t  .05.

Additional Findings 

Addit ional da ta  p e r t a in in g  to  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p re fe re n ce s  f o r  

methods  o f  c o n t a c t  w i th  t h e  CES and t h e i r  p r e f e r e n c e s  f o r  

communications o f  CES informat ion were obta ined  from the  in te rv iew s  

with l e g i s l a t o r s .  Those f ind ings  are  d iscussed  in t h i s  s e c t i o n .
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Tab le 4 . 1 3 . --S umm ar y of  s te pwi se m u l t i p l e  reg ressi on a n a lysis results.

Research
Question

D e p e nden t
Va r i a b l e

Ind epend ent
V a r i a b l e

Si g n i f i c a n t
Fa c t o r

R 2
(%) P

1. Imp ortance/Effecti ven ess  
x  Fam iliarity:
la A g / M a r k e t i n g F a m i l i a r i t y . . . -- --
lb 4-H You th Fa m i l i a r i t y Nonperso nal 17 .001
lc Exten sio n Hom e 

Economic s
Fa m i l i a r i t y Non perso nal •> 

a Personal 21 .002

Id Natural Resour ce s/  
Public Policy

Fa m i l i a r i t y a Personal ■> 
Nonperso nal 28 .000

le Overall Effect. F a m i l i a r i t y Nonpersonal 34 .000

2. A d e q u a c y  of Inf or mat io n  
x  Fa m i l i a r i t y

Per cei ve d ad e qua cy  
o f  in f ormation

Fa m i l i a r i t y Non perso nal . 
Personal ' 52 .000

3. I mp o rt an c e / E f f e c t i v e n e s s  x  
S o c i o - de mog . /O rga niz at i ona l
3a A g / M a r k e t i n g S o c i o - d e m o g . /

organiz.
Pos. in 1 e g i s . 9 .031

3b 4-H Youth S o c i o - d e m o g . /
organiz.

— -- --

3c E xtension Home 
Economic s

S o c i o - d e m o g . /
organiz.

Pri or occ.-Ed. 
Pos. in legis. } 
Age

23 .003

3d Natural Res ou rce s / 
Public Policy

S o c i o - d e m o g . /
organiz.

a P ri or occ.-Ag. 17 .002

3e Overall effect. S o c i o - d e m o g . /
organiz.

Const, m a k e - u p 14 .005

4. F a m i l i a r i t y  x  Socio-
D e m o g rap hic / Or gan iza ti o nal
4a Non personal co n tacts S o c i o - d e m o g . /

organiz.
Const, m a k e - u p  
A g e  } 

“ Educ. level
29 .000

4b Personal con tacts S o c i o - d e m o g . /
organiz.

Const, m a k e - u p  . 
Pri or occ.-Ag. ' 45 .000

4c Pri o r involvement So c i o - d e m o g . /
organiz.

Pri or occ.-Ag. 17 .001

aThis f ac tor  had a ne g a t i v e  effect in the m u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n  equation.
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Preferences  f o r  Contact  Methods

A f te r  in d i c a t in g  the  frequency o f  t h e i r  c o n ta c t s  with the  CES, 

l e g i s l a t o r s  were asked to  review the  p r in t e d  l i s t  o f  c o n tac t  methods 

and to  rank o rde r  t h e i r  f i v e  "most important"  or  p r e f e r r e d  methods 

o f  co n tac t  with the  CES. Table 4.14 i n d i c a t e s  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ rank 

o rde r  o f  p re fe r r e d  c o n tac t  methods. The ir  f i r s t  p re fe rence  was to  

v i s i t  with local  Extension s t a f f  member(s) (73%), f o l 1 owed by

p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t  w i th  E x te n s io n  c l  i e n t e l e  (5 0 .8 % ) .  I t  i s  

i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  both the  f i r s t  and second choices  o f  con tac t  

methods are personal  in n a tu re .  These were followed by local 

Extension n e w s le t t e r s  (49.1%) and Extension b u l l e t i n s / p u b l i c a t i o n s  

(3 9 .1 ) ,  both of  which are  nonpersonal co n tac t  methods. The method 

ranked f i f t h  was to  a t t e n d  or p a r t i c i p a t e  in an Extension program/ 

event (30.6%).

Table 4 .1 4 . - - -Rank o rder  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ f i v e  "most impor tant"  
methods o f  co n tac t  with the  CES (N = 59).

Rank % Method of  Contact

1 73.0 V i s i t  with local  Extension s t a f f  member(s)

2 50.8 Personal con tac t  with Extension c l i e n t e l e

3 49.1 Local Extension n e w s le t t e r s

4 39.1 Extension b u l l e t i n s / p u b l i c a t i o n s

5 30.6 Attend or p a r t i c i p a t e  in Extension program/event
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Preferences  f o r  Communications 
o f  CES Information

Three  s u p p le m e n ta l  q u e s t i o n s  were  a sk ed  r e l a t i v e  t o  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p re fe rences  f o r  types  o f  CES in fo rm at ion ,  sources  o f  

in form at ion ,  and t ime frame fo r  r e c e iv in g  such in fo rm at ion .  The 

f in d in g s  a re  d iscussed  in t h i s  s e c t io n .

L e g i s l a t o r s ’ most useful types o f  in format ion  rece ived  from the  

CES are  shown in rank o rder  in Table 4 .15 .  Of th e  s ix  cho ices  of  

t y p e s  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  s t a t i s t i c s / d a t a  was ra n k e d  f i r s t  (65%), 

followed by announcements of  new programs (63.3%). S t a t e  annual 

r e p o r t s  were ranked lowest (6.6%).

Table 4 .1 5 . - -■Rank order  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ most usefu l types  of  
in format ion rece ived  from the  CES (N = 58).

Rank % Type o f  Information

1 65.0 S t a t i s t i c s / d a t a

2 63.3 Announcements o f  new programs

3 60.0 S p e c i f i c  success  s t o r i e s

4 55.0 Broad accomplishment r e p o r t s

5 28.3 County annual r e p o r t s

6 6.6 S ta te  annual r e p o r t s

L e g i s l a t o r s ’ p r e fe r r e d  sources o f  in format ion  about the  CES are  

shown in rank o rde r  in Table 4.16.  Of th e  f i v e  p o s s ib l e  ch o ice s ,  

County E x t e n s io n  o f f i c e s  were ran k ed  f i r s t  by 96.7% o f  t h e
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l e g i s l a t o r s  as the  p r e f e r r e d  source o f  in fo rm at ion ,  followed by 

S t a t e  Extension o f f i c e s  (80%).

Table 4 . 1 6 . --Rank o rde r  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p r e f e r r e d  sources  o f  
in format ion  about the  CES (N -  58).

Rank % Type o f  In formation

1 86.7 County Extension o f f i c e s

2 80.0 S t a t e  Extension o f f i c e s

3 53.3 Michigan S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty  In formation Serv ices

4 50.0 L e g i s l a t i v e  r e sea rch  o f f i c e s

5 5.0 Other

L e g i s l a t o r s ’ p r e f e r r e d  t ime frames f o r  r e c e iv in g  informat ion 

from the  CES a re  shown in rank o rder  in Table 4 .17 .  Of the  f i v e  

p o s s ib l e  cho ices ,  78.3% o f  the  l e g i s l a t o r s  p r e f e r r e d  to  r ece ive  

i n f o r m a t i o n  a t  t h e  t im e  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  d i s c u s s i n g  i s s u e s  

r e l a t i n g  to  Ex tens ion ’ s e x p e r t i s e .  Tied f o r  second p lace  (61.7% 

each) were l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p re fe ren ces  f o r  r e c e iv in g  informat ion when 

new programs a re  being developed and on a r e g u l a r  b a s i s  ( q u a r t e r l y ) .  

The l e a s t  p r e f e r r e d  t ime frame was a t  the  beginning o f  the  year  

(5%).
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Table 4 . 1 7 . --Rank order  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p r e fe r r e d  t ime frame f o r  
re c e iv in g  CES in format ion  (N = 58).

Rank % Time Frame

1 78.3 At t ime l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  d i s cu s s in g  i s su es  r e l a t e d  
to  Ex tens ion ’ s e x p e r t i s e

2 61.7 When new programs a re  being developed

2 61.7 On a r e g u l a r  b a s i s  ( q u a r t e r ly )

4 6.7 Other

5 5.0 At the  beginning of  the  year

Analysis  of  Responses to  Open-Ended Questions 

Two open-ended ques t ions  were posed dur ing the  in te rv iew s  with 

l e g i s l a t o r s .  Responses to  those  ques t ions  are  d iscussed  b r i e f l y  

here .  The responses  appear in t h e i r  e n t i r e t y  in Appendix E.

The f i r s t  open-ended ques t ion  was: "Are th e re  any comments you

would l i k e  t o  make r e g a r d i n g  r e c e i v i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  from t h e  

C o o p e r a t i v e  E x te n s io n  S e r v i c e ? "  L e g i s l a t o r s ’ comments were 

extremely v a r i e d .  Some l e g i s l a t o r s  sa id  they would l i k e  more 

in form at ion ,  some thought the  amount o f  informat ion they received  

was j u s t  r i g h t ,  and o th e r s  sa id  they rece ived  too  much in format ion .  

Many l e g i s l a t o r s  l i k e d  p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s  w i th  t h e  CES. All 

respondents  who p r e f e r r e d  personal  co n tac t s  were most p o s i t i v e  about 

such c o n ta c t s .  However, not a l l  o f  the  comments about o the r  

informat ion methods, such as d i r e c t  ma i l ,  were p o s i t i v e .
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In concluding the  in te rv iew s ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  asked: "Are th e r e

any o th e r  p o in t s  concerning the  Michigan Cooperative  Extension 

Serv ice  which we have not t a lk e d  about t h a t  you fe e l  a re  important 

to  d iscuss?"  This ques t ion  rece ived  numerous re sp o n ses ,  which 

g e n e r a l ly  could be grouped in to  four  c a t e g o r i e s .  The f i r s t  ca tegory  

could be termed " v i s i b i l i t y . "  Phrases such as " g r e a t e r  awareness of  

the  o r g a n i z a t i o n , " "m arke t ing ," and the  word " v i s i b i l i t y "  i t s e l f  

were f r eq u e n t ly  voiced. L e g i s l a to r s  seemed to  be concerned t h a t  the  

o rg an iza t io n  was not promoting i t s e l f  to  o t h e r s .  People were e i t h e r  

very f a m i l i a r  or  not f a m i l i a r  a t  a l l  with the  CES. Another ca tegory  

o f  responses  p e r ta in ed  t o  " s t a f f . "  Respondents o f t e n  mentioned the  

ou ts tand ing  job t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s t a f f  members were doing or  had 

done. S t a f f  members from a l l  l e v e l s  o f  the  o rg a n iz a t i o n  were 

mentioned; however, local  county s t a f f  members were most o f ten  

c i t e d .  A no th e r  c a t e g o r y ,  te rmed  " p r o g r a m m in g , " p e r t a i n e d  t o  

d i f f e r e n t  programs l e g i s l a t o r s  sa id  they had exper ienced  or  heard 

about.  The programs most o f ten  were r e l a t e d  to  a g r i c u l t u r e .  In 

a d d i t io n ,  l e g i s l a t o r s  recommended programming t h a t  th e  CES should be 

o f f e r i n g .  The one mentioned most o f ten  was a need to  provide  

programs in urban s e t t i n g s .  W ate r -q u a l i ty  programming in schools  

was a l so  mentioned. The l a s t  ca teg o ry ,  "CES as a r e s o u r c e , 11 

inc luded s ta tements  such as "I probably use CES more than any o th e r  

l e g i s l a t o r . " Another respondent s a id ,  "CES has done an e x c e l l e n t  

j o b  o f  a s s i s t i n g  t h e  House T a x a t io n  C o m m i t t e e . "  Sometimes 

l e g i s l a t o r s  perceived the  CES as a re sou rce  on a personal l e v e l :
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"[CES] came to  my farm severa l  t imes  and helped us g e t  our farming 

o p e ra t io n  on t a r g e t . "

Summary

This c h ap te r  con ta ined  a p r e s e n ta t i o n  and d i s cu s s io n  of  the  

r e s u l t s  o f  th e  d a ta  a n a ly s i s  f o r  the  re sea rch  q u e s t io n s ,  as well as 

a d d i t i o n a l  f i n d i n g s .  In a d d i t io n ,  responses  to  th e  two open-ended 

in te rv iew  q ues t ions  were d iscussed .  Chapter V con ta in s  a summary of 

the  s tudy ,  co n c lu s io n s ,  recommendations f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  and f u r t h e r  

r e s e a r c h ,  and r e f l e c t i o n s .



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND REFLECTIONS

In t ro d u c t io n

T h i s  c h a p t e r  c o n t a i n s  an o v e r a l l  summary o f  t h e  s t u d y ,  

inc lud ing  the  methodology and major f i n d i n g s .  Conclusions drawn 

from the  f in d in g s  a re  then p resen ted ,  followed by recommendations 

f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  and f u r t h e r  r e s ea rc h .  The w r i t e r ’ s r e f l e c t i o n s  

conclude the  ch ap te r .

Summary

Because o f  the  in f luence  l e g i s l a t o r s  e x e r t  on s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

o r g a n iz a t i o n s ,  i t  i s  important to  de termine not only how they 

p e r c e i v e  t h o s e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  b u t ,  more i m p o r t a n t ,  t h e  f a c t o r s  

in f luenc ing  t h e i r  p e rc ep t io n s .  Channels o f  communication need to  be 

open to  inform and educate  l e g i s l a t o r s  about the  o rg a n iz a t io n  and 

a l so  to  s o l i c i t  t h e i r  input  i n to  i d e n t i f y i n g  needs and determin ing 

f u t u r e  d i r e c t i o n s .  In t h i s  s t u d y ,  t h e  f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c i n g  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n iz a t io n ,  the  

Michigan Cooperative  Extension S e rv ice ,  were examined. Such a study 

was considered  impor tant in o rde r  f o r  the  CES to  be p ro a c t iv e  in 

d e v e l o p i n g  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  l e g i s l a t o r s  t h a t  i s  m u t u a l l y  

b e n e f i c i a l  t o  s o c i e t y ,  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  and t h e  l e g i s l a t o r s  

themselves .
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Purpose

The purpose t h a t  provided d i r e c t i o n  f o r  t h i s  s tudy was to  

determine whether l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  a s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

educa t iona l  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  the  CES, can be determined from s e l e c t e d  

f a m i l i a r i t y  and soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s .  The main 

d e p en d e n t  v a r i a b l e s  u nde r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  were  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  im p o r ta n c e  o f  CES program t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  the  CES, adequacy o f  in format ion  they  rece ived  from 

the  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  and t h e i r  f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  CES.

D escr ip t ion  of  the  Sample

The popula tion  f o r  t h i s  study comprised a l l  l e g i s l a t o r s  in the  

1986 sess ion  of  the  Michigan L e g i s l a tu re - -1 1 0  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and 38 

s en a to r s .  A s t r a t i f i e d  random sample o f  43 r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and 25 

s e n a to r s ,  r e p re se n t in g  r u r a l ,  urban, and mixed c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  and 

the  s ix  a d m in i s t r a t iv e  reg ions  o f  the  CES, was s e l e c t e d .  Of t h a t  

number, 60 l e g i s l a t o r s  agreed to  be in te rv iewed  in the  s tudy.

A m a jo r i ty  of  the  sample were Caucasian males with a mean age 

o f  46.5 y e a r s .  The sample conta ined s i i g h t l y  more Republicans  than 

Democrats. A m a jo r i ty  o f  sample members were c o l l e g e  g ra d u a te s ;  

almost h a l f  held graduate  or p ro fe s s io n a l  deg rees .  The l a r g e s t  

number o f  respondents  r ep re sen ted  urban c o n s t i t u e n c i e s ;  most o f  them 

1 ived in urban or suburban a r e a s .  Respondents had served in the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  from 2 to  30 y e a r s ;  the  mean was 9 .6  y e a r s .  About 40% 

had served on the  House or  Senate A ppropr ia t ions  Committee, 25% on 

t h e  A g r i c u l t u r e  Commit tee ,  and 16.7% on t h e  H ig h e r  E d u c a t io n
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Committee. About 25% o f  the  respondents  had p rev io u s ly  been 

employed in  e d u c a t i o n - r e l a t e d  o c c u p a t i o n s ;  a n o t h e r  25% had 

a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d  p r i o r  occupa t ions .

Methodology

The r e s e a r c h e r  developed a s t r u c t u r e d  in te rv iew  schedule ,  using 

severa l  i tems from previous  s tu d ie s  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  of 

the  CES. In a d d i t i o n ,  inpu t  was secured from CES a d m in i s t r a to r s  and 

u n i v e r s i t y  f a c u l t y  who had p rev ious ly  been involved with l e g i s l a t i v e  

a c t i v i t i e s .  A panel o f  ex p e r t s  who were knowledgeable about the  CES 

and the  Michigan L e g i s l a tu re  v a l id a te d  the  ins t rum ent .  Fur ther  

v a l i d a t i o n  was p r o v i d e d  by p r e t e s t i n g  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t  w i th  

l e g i s l a t o r s  who were not in the  sample.

Data were c o l l e c t e d  through personal  in te rv iew s  with the  60 

l e g i s l a t o r s  in the  sample. S t ru c tu red  in te rv iew s  were conducted 

dur ing  June and Ju ly  1986, while the  l e g i s l a t u r e  was in se s s io n .  

I n t e r v i e w  r e s p o n s e s  were coded o n to  com pu te r  s p r e a d s h e e t s  and 

e n te red  in to  th e  mainframe computer a t  Michigan S ta t e  U n iv e r s i ty ,  

where the  d a ta  were analyzed using the  S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the  

Socia l  Sciences  (SPSS-X) (Norusis/SPSS, 1988).

Basic d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t i s t i c s ,  inc lud ing  frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  

pe rcen tage ,  mean, s tandard  d e v ia t i o n ,  c o r r e l a t i o n ,  and rank o rd e r ,  

were used t o  analyze va r ious  aspec ts  o f  th e  d a t a .  Stepwise m u l t ip l e  

r e g r e s s io n  was performed f o r  each re sea rch  ques t ion  to  determine 

which independent v a r i a b l e s ,  i f  any, were f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  the
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dependent v a r i a b l e ( s ) .  The .05 leve l  was e s t a b l i s h e d  as the  c r i t e 

r io n  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

Findings  Regarding Research Questions

Nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  were found to  be a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  in 

f i v e  o f  the  s ix  r e sea rch  subquest ions  concerning the  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  

o f  s e l e c t e d  f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  in  i n f l u e n c i n g  1e g i s i a t o r s ’ 

p e rcep t ions  o f  the  im p o r tan c e /e f f e c t iv e n e ss  o f  the  CES and the  

adequacy  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e c e i v e d .  Nonpersona l  c o n t a c t s ,  in 

c o m b in a t io n  w i th  p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s ,  were s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s  

in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  importance of  Extension 

Home Economics and Natural  Resources/Public  Policy  program t h r u s t s  

and in l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  of  the  adequacy of  in format ion 

rece ived  from the  CES. N e i the r  nonpersonal nor personal  con tac t s  

were s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  the  

importance o f  A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  program t h r u s t s .  Furthermore,  

the  o th e r  two f a m i l i a r i t y  f a c t o r s  inc luded in t h i s  s tudy, p r i o r  

involvement in the  CES and l e g i s l a t i v e  committee exper ience ,  did not 

su r fa ce  as s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s  f o r  any of  the  r e sea rch  subques t ions .

Of the  nine soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  examined 

as p o s s ib le  f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  the  

importance o f  CES program t h r u s t s  and o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  the  

CES, p r i o r  occupation in a g r i c u l t u r e ,  c o n s t i tu en cy  make-up, age,  

p o s i t i o n  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  and p r i o r  occupation in educa tion  were 

found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s ,  i n d iv id u a l ly  or  in combination,  fo r  

one o r  more o f  the  re sea rc h  subques t ions .  Educational l e v e l ,  p lace
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of  re s idence ,  p o l i t i c a l  p a r ty ,  and y e a r s  served in l e g i s l a t u r e  were 

not p r e d i c t i v e  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t io n s  o f  CES program t h r u s t s  or 

o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c to r s  

in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t io n s  o f  4-H Youth program t h r u s t s .

Four o f  t h e  n in e  s o c i o - d e m o g r a p h i c / o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  

examined as p o s s ib le  f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ f a m i l i a r i t y  

with the  CES--const i tuency make-up, age,  educa t iona l  l e v e l ,  and 

p r i o r  occupat ion in a g r i c u l t u r e - s u r f a c e d  as s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s ,  

i n d iv id u a l ly  or  in combination,  f o r  one o r  more of  the  re sea rch  

subques t ions .  Pos i t ion  in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  y ea r s  served in l e g i s l a t u r e ,  

p lace  of  re s idence ,  and p r i o r  occupation in educa t ion  were not 

f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  f r e q u e n c y  o f  

nonpersonal c o n ta c t s ,  personal c o n t a c t s ,  o r  p r i o r  involvement with 

the  CES.

Additional Findings

L e g i s l a t o r s ’ p re fe r r e d  method o f  c o n ta c t  with th e  CES was to 

v i s i t  with local  Extension s t a f f  members, followed by personal 

c o n t a c t  w i th  E x te n s io n  c l i e n t e l e ,  l o c a l  E x t e n s i o n  n e w s l e t t e r s ,  

Extension b u l l e t i n s / p u b l i c a t i o n s ,  and a t t e n d in g  or p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in 

an Extension program/event,  in t h a t  o rd e r .  Respondents c i t e d  

s t a t i s t i c s / d a t a  as the  most useful type  o f  in format ion  about the  

CES. Announcements o f  new programs were ranked second, followed by 

s p e c i f i c  success s t o r i e s .  S ta te  annual r e p o r t s  were ranked lowest .  

L e g i s l a to r s  p re fe r r e d  rece iv in g  informat ion  from county Extension 

o f f i c e s ,  followed by s t a t e  Extension o f f i c e s .  They a l so  p re fe r r e d
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t o  r e c e iv e  informat ion  "while the  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  d i s c u s s in g  i s sue s  

r e l a t i n g  t o  Ex tens ion’ s e x p e r t i s e , "  followed by "when new programs 

are  being developed" and "on a r e g u la r  b a s i s . "

Conclusions

Based on th e  study f i n d i n g s ,  t h e  fo llowing conc lus ions  were 

drawn:

1. L e g i s l a t o r s ’ p a s t  exper ience  and hence t h e i r  p e rcep t ions  o f  
th e  importance o f  CES program t h r u s t s / o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  the  CES were formed p r im a r i ly  by nonpersonal c o n ta c t s .

The CES has  l a r g e l y  been i n f l u e n c i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s  in  a 

nonpersonal manner. Although t h i s  approach has been having a 

p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t ,  perceptua l  psychology t h e o r i s t s  such as A l lp o r t ,  

Combs, and Hilgard  have suggested t h a t  exper ience  of  a personal  

na tu re  tends  to  have a g r e a t e r  impact. Because the  l e g i s l a t o r s  in 

t h i s  sample had fewer personal  c o n tac t s  than nonpersonal c o n tac t s  

with t h e  CES from which to  draw, i t  was concluded t h a t  t h e i r  

p e rcep t io n s  o f  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  were formed by nonpersonal c o n ta c t s .  

Or i t  i s  p o s s ib l e  t h a t  they exper ienced more personal  c o n tac t s  than 

th e y  remembered.  P e rhaps  t h o s e  p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s  were  no t  

meaningful enough to  have l e f t  an impression.

2. Both nonpersonal and personal  c o n tac t s  with the  CES were 
necessa ry  f o r  l e g i s l a t o r s  to  pe rce ive  t h a t  they had an 
adequate informat ion base concerning the  CES.

E x p e r i e n c e  i n f l u e n c e s  a p e r s o n ’ s f e e l i n g s ,  t h o u g h t s ,  and 

emotions .  People i n t e r p r e t  t h e i r  exper iences ,  forming them in to  

p e r c e p t io n s .  These p e rcep t ions  serve  as a way o f  o rgan iz ing  a 

pe r so n ’ s f u tu r e  exper ience .  People do not a c t  or  behave according
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t o  an o b je c t iv e  s e t  o f  f a c t s ;  r a t h e r ,  they a c t  according t o  how they 

have i n t e r p r e t e d  those  f a c t s  o r  exper iences .  What d r iv e s  d ec is ion  

making, what d r iv e s  behav ior ,  th en ,  a re  th e  personal meanings or  

p e rcep t io n s  people have formed regard ing  t h e i r  exper iences .

I t  can be concluded t h a t  l e g i s l a t o r s  r e l y  on both nonpersonal 

and personal  exper iences  f o r  t h e i r  in format ion .  Perhaps d i f f e r e n t  

types  o f  informat ion  a re  being d e l iv e r e d  through the  va r ious  types  

o f  c o n ta c t s .  Factual da ta  designed to  inc rease  knowledge concerning 

the  o rg a n iz a t io n  have been d e l iv e r e d  through nonpersonal means. On 

t h e  o t h e r  hand, p e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s ,  a l t h o u g h  th e y  a l s o  im p a r t  

i n f o r m a t i o n  th r o u g h  a c o g n i t i v e  domain ,  m ight  more s t r o n g l y  

in f luence  the  i n d i v i d u a l ’ s f e e l i n g s  and emotions.  Personal c o n tac t s  

could help l e g i s l a t o r s  remember previous  c o n tac t s  o f  a s im i l a r  

n a tu re  t h a t  might not be r e c a l l e d  by reading a r e p o r t  o r  hear ing a 

rad io  program.

3. There were no c o n s i s t e n t l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  socio-demographic/  
o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  
of a l l  program t h r u s t s .

A l though  l e g i s l a t o r s  p e r c e i v e d  t h e i r  r o l e  as f a i r l y  

r e p re se n t in g  t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s ,  they must a l so  secure  support  

from o th e r  l e g i s l a t o r s  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  agendas.  I t  i s  ev iden t  

t h a t  the  e lements t h a t  i n f lu en c e  a l e g i s l a t o r ’ s decision-making 

process  might not be r e s t r i c t e d  to  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  

f a c t o r s .  L e g i s l a to r s  must engage in a g iv e -and - take  p o l i t i c a l  

process  of  suppor t ,  in o rde r  to  r e p re se n t  t h e i r  own c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  

s u c c e s s f u l ly .  They must support  o th e r  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ i n t e r e s t s  in
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o rde r  to  be assured of  r e c ip ro c a l  support  in m a t te r s  o f  i n t e r e s t  to  

t h e i r  own c o n s t i t u e n t s .

4. C er ta in  soc io -dem ograph ic /o rgan iza t iona l  f a c t o r s  in f luenced  
l e g i s l a t o r s ’ perce ived  f a m i l i a r i t y  with  the  CES. Rural 
c o n s t i t u e n c y  make-up and p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n  in  an 
a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d  f i e l d  were the  two f a c t o r s  t h a t  most 
f r e q u e n t ly  su r faced .

The l e g i s l a t o r s  who were most famil i a r  with  th e  CES had the  

most exper ience  with the  a g r i c u l t u r a l  component o f  th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  

Perhaps the  o rgan iza t ion  has promoted t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  program area  

more than o th e r s .  I t  i s  a l so  p o s s ib le  t h a t  c e r t a i n  l e g i s l a t o r s ’

long-term a g r i c u l t u r a l  exper iences  had in f luenced  how they  perceived  

t h e  w o r l d . I f  a 1 egi s i  a t o r  had a r u r a l  c o n s t i t u e n c y ,  t h o s e  

c o n s t i t u e n t s  could have been a c t iv e  c l i e n t e l e  o f  th e  CES; th u s ,  the  

l e g i s l a t o r s  would have become f a m i l i a r  with the  CES by i n t e r a c t i n g  

with those  r e s i d e n t s .  I t  i s  l o g ic a l  t o  conclude  t h a t  th e se

l e g i s l a t o r s  were f a m i l i a r  with the  o r g a n iz a t io n ,  but i t  cannot be 

concluded t h a t  they were n e c e s s a r i l y  suppor t ive  o f  i t .

5. According to  the  a d d i t io n a l  f i n d i n g s ,  personal  c o n ta c t ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  a t  th e  local  CES l e v e l , was th e  method by which
a m a jo r i ty  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  p re fe r r e d  to  r e c e iv e  in format ion
about the  CES.

L e g i s l a to r s  valued the  informat ion they rece ived  a t  the  local  

CES leve l  more than the  informat ion they rece ived  a t  the  s t a t e  

l e v e l .  Perhaps l e g i s l a t o r s  perceived a need to  r e t u r n  to  the  raw 

d a ta  of  th e  exper ience .  In formation rece ived  a t  th e  lo c a l  CES leve l  

i s  c l o s e r  to  d i r e c t  co n tac t  with t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  and has not been 

f i l t e r e d  through l a y e r s  o f  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  to  reach th e  s t a t e
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l e v e l .  The p re fe ren ce  f o r  personal  r a t h e r  than nonpersonal c o n tac t s  

a l so  r e f l e c t s  th e  d e s i r e  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  to  main ta in  c l o s e r  co n tac t  

with c o n s t i t u e n t s  in t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s ,  who may a l so  be c l i e n t e l e  of  

the  CES.

6. According to  responses  to  the  open-ended in te rv iew  ques
t i o n s ,  l e g i s l a t o r s  were w i l l i n g  to  c o n t r i b u t e  to  the  CES.

L e g i s l a to r s  expressed a w i l l in g n e s s  to  share  i n s i g h t s  gained 

from t h e i r  p a s t  ex p er iences .  Some suggested t h a t  the  CES needs 

inc reased  v i s i b i l i t y - - t h a t  more l e g i s l a t o r s  need to  be aware o f  the  

CES and the  s e r v ic e s  i t  o f f e r s .  L e g i s l a to r s  a l so  suggested  new 

programs and s e r v i c e s .  Perhaps i f  more l e g i s l a t o r s  were aware of  

the  o rg a n iz a t i o n ,  i t  would be e a s i e r  to  gain t h e i r  suppor t .  I f  the  

CES wants to  in f luence  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s ,  l e g i s l a t o r s  should 

be encouraged to  provide input  in to  the  o r g a n iz a t io n .

Recommendations

In t h i s  s tudy,  d a ta  were ga thered  on f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rcep t ions  o f  var ious  aspec ts  o f  the  Michigan CES, as 

well as how l e g i s l a t o r s  p r e f e r  to  rece iv e  informat ion about the  CES. 

I t  i s  hoped t h a t  the  f in d in g s  w i l l  be b e n e f ic i a l  to  o th e r  s t a t e -  

supported o r g a n i z a t i o n s / i n s t i t u t i o n s  and wi l l  perhaps serve  as a 

s t imulus  to  the  CES in Michigan and in o th e r  s t a t e s .  The following 

recommendations a re  made f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  and f u r t h e r  r e s e a rc h .

Recommendations f o r  Ap p I i c a t i o n

1. L e g i s l a t o r s ’ committee exper ience  was not a s i g n i f i c a n t  

f a c t o r  in f lu en c in g  t h e i r  p e rcep t ions  o f  the  importance o f  CES
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program t h r u s t s / e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  th e  CES. Thus, CES personnel 

should focus on educa t ing  and informing a l l  l e g i s l a t o r s  about the  

o rg a n iz a t io n ,  and not j u s t  on communicating with those  l e g i s l a t o r s  

se rv ing  on the  A p prop r ia t ions ,  A g r ic u l tu r e ,  and Higher Education 

Committees.

2. L e g i s l a to r s  i n d ic a ted  they had fewer personal  than nonper

sonal co n tac t s  with the  CES, y e t  73% o f  the  l e g i s l  a to r s  p re fe r r e d  

personal  co n tac t s  with the  loca l  s t a f f .  There fo re ,  CES personnel 

should examine t h e i r  p ub l ic  r e l a t i o n s /m a r k e t i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  with 

l e g i s l a t o r s .  The r e s e a r c h e r  recommends t h a t  the  CES develop a 

s t r a t e g i c  plan f o r  in c re a s in g  the  number of  personal  co n tac t s  with 

l e g i s l a t o r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  from th e  loca l  s t a f f  l e v e l , as a means of 

educating  l e g i s l a t o r s  about the  o r g a n iz a t io n .

3. An on-going s ta f f -developm ent  program needs to  be e s t a b 

l i s h e d  to  ensure  t h a t  a l l  CES agents  a re  prepared to  make personal 

co n tac t s  with l e g i s l a t o r s  and a re  comfortab le  with  making those 

c o n ta c t s .  A dm in is t ra to rs  need to  provide  not only the  t r a i n i n g  but 

a l so  the  suppor t ,  inc lud ing  t ime a l l o c a t i o n ,  f o r  loca l  agents  to 

perform in t h i s  p ub l ic  r e l a t i o n s  r o l e .

4. Frequency of  nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  was the  primary f a c t o r  

i n f l u e n c i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  im p o r ta n c e  o f  CES 

program t h r u s t s / e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES. There fore ,  nonpersonal 

c o n t a c t s  sh o u ld  be c o n t i n u e d  b u t  sh o u ld  be r e e v a l u a t e d  f o r  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  To th e  e x te n t  p o s s ib l e ,  local  county CES o f f i c e s  

should send t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s  CES in form at ion .
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5. L e g i s l a to r s  p re fe r r e d  to  r ece ive  CES in form at ion  whi le  the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  d i s cu s s in g  i s sues  r e l a t e d  to  th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ’ s 

e x p e r t i s e .  Thus, i t  i s  recommended t h a t  a CES l e g i s l a t i v e  l i a i s o n  

p o s i t i o n  be c r e a t e d  in c o l l a b o r a t i o n  w i th  t h e  M ich igan  S t a t e  

U n iv e r s i ty  O ff ice  f o r  Governmental A f f a i r s  to  monitor th e  i s su es  

con f ron t ing  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  and t o  be p ro a c t iv e  in p rov id ing  CES 

e x p e r t i s e  and in format ion .

6.  Six ty-two percen t  o f  the  l e g i s l a t o r s  s a id  they  p r e f e r r e d  to 

r e c e iv e  informat ion from the  CES when new programs a re  being 

developed.  Thus, i t  i s  recommended t h a t  each S t a t e  A s s i s t a n t  

D i re c to r  d i r e c t l y  communicate with l e g i s l a t o r s  when new programs are  

be in g  d e v e l o p e d ,  keep ing  t h e  O f f i c e  f o r  Governmenta l  A f f a i r s  

informed. Input from s e le c te d  l e g i s l a t o r s  could be sought during 

t h e  p ro g ram -d ev e lo p m e n t  s t a g e .  S e l e c t e d  l e g i s l a t o r s  c o u ld  be 

involved on s t a t e  program area  advisory  boards.

7.  Six ty-two percen t  o f  the  l e g i s l a t o r s  a l so  p r e f e r r e d  to 

r e c e iv e  CES informat ion on a r e g u la r  b a s i s  ( i . e . ,  q u a r t e r l y ) .  I t  i s  

recommended t h a t  local  Extension o f f i c e s  provide  b r i e f  r e p o r t s  on 

va r ious  program areas  to  l e g i s l a t o r s  semi-annually  or  q u a r t e r l y .

8.  Both personal and nonpersonal c o n ta c t s  are  necessa ry  f o r  

l e g i s l a t o r s  to  perceive  they a re  r ece iv ing  adequate  in fo rm at ion  from 

the  CES. Thus, i t  i s  recommended t h a t  both c o n ta c t  methods be 

con t inued .  J u s t  because l e g i s l a t o r s  i n d i c a t e  they  a re  re c e iv in g  

adequate  in format ion ,  t h i s  cannot be i n t e r p r e t e d  to  mean they are  

re c e iv in g  informat ion t h a t  i s  t r u l y  " e d u c a t i v e . " I t  i s  im pera t ive  

t h a t  CES personnel review t h e i r  p re sen t  nonpersonal c o n ta c t  methods,
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such as county n e w s l e t t e r s ,  t o  a s c e r t a i n  how educa t ive  and e f f e c t i v e  

they a re .

9. Long- and s h o r t - r an g e  p lans  should be developed a t  the  

county,  r e g io n a l ,  and s t a t e  l e v e l s  t o  inc rease  personal  co n tac t s  

w i th  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  E x t e n s i o n  Home 

Economics, Natural  Resources /Publ ic  Po l icy ,  and 4-H Youth program 

t h r u s t s .

10. L e g i s l a to r s  who had a p r i o r  occupation in an a g r i c u l t u r e -  

r e l a t e d  a r e a  p e r c e i v e d  N a tu r a l  R e s o u r c e s / P u b l i c  P o l i c y  program 

t h r u s t s  t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  d id  t h e i r  

co l leagues  who had not p rev io u s ly  been employed in a g r i c u l t u r e .  

Thus, i t  i s  recommended t h a t  Natural  Resources /Publ ic  Pol icy  s t a f f  

members develop a market ing s t r a t e g y  f o r  educating l e g i s l a t o r s  who 

were p rev io u s ly  employed in a g r i c u l t u r e  about the  importance of 

Natural Resources /Publ ic  Pol icy program t h r u s t s  and t h e i r  e f f e c t  on 

ru ra l  and urban a reas  o f  Michigan.

11. L e g i s l a to r s  with a ru r a l  cons t i tu en cy  perceived  the  CES to  

be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more e f f e c t i v e  than did l e g i s l a t o r s  with a nonrural  

co n s t i tu en cy .  The CES should address  t h i s  i s sue  by analyzing  the  

perceived needs in nonrural  a r e a s ,  to  a l ig n  the  mission and s e r v ice s  

of  the  CES with  c l i e n t s ’ needs.  In a d d i t io n ,  CES a d m in i s t r a to r s  

should encourage loca l  CES s t a f f  and c l i e n t e l e  in urban and mixed 

c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  to  communicate more f r e q u e n t ly  with t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s  

about CES program s/se rv ices  and should support  the  s t a f f  in these  

e f f o r t s .
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12. L e g i s l a to r s  who rep re se n te d  r u r a l  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  were o ld e r  

and had l e s s  formal educa t ion  than those  from urban and mixed 

c o n s t i t u e n c i e s ,  and t h e y  p e r c e i v e d  a g r e a t e r  f r e q u e n c y  o f  

nonpersonal c o n tac t s  with the  CES than d id  o th e r  l e g i s l a t o r s .  

Perhaps th e se  l e g i s l a t o r s  were more a v a i l a b l e  f o r  and a t tuned  to  the  

nonpersonal c o n t a c t s ,  such as CES ra d io  programs, a r t i c l e s  in ru r a l  

newspapers,  n e w s l e t t e r s ,  and so on. CES personnel should examine 

t h e i r  e f f o r t s  and r e d e f in e  t h e i r  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  reaching  o th e r  

l e g i s l a t o r s .

13. L e g i s l a to r s  from r u r a l  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  who had a p r i o r  occu

pa t ion  in a g r i c u l t u r e  perceived  a g r e a t e r  frequency  o f  personal

co n tac t s  with the  CES than d id  o th e r  l e g i s l a t o r s .  There fore ,  i t  i s  

recommended t h a t  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  develop a s t rong  marketing e f f o r t ,  

using personal co n tac t s  d i r e c t e d  toward l e g i s l a t o r s  from urban and 

mixed c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  whose p r i o r  o c c u p a t i o n s  were o t h e r  t h a n

a g r i c u l t u r e .

Recommendations f o r  F u r th e r  Research

1. The s tudy should be r e p l i c a t e d  with ano ther  se s s io n  o f  the  

Michigan L e g i s l a tu r e ,  to  v a l i d a t e  the  f in d in g s  of  t h i s  ex p lo ra to ry  

study.

2. To promote the  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  s tudy ,  the  i n t e r 

view s c h e d u l e  sh o u ld  be a d a p te d  f o r  a n o t h e r  s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d

agency /o rgan iza t ion  so t h a t  the  process  used in t h i s  ex p lo ra to ry

study might be f u r t h e r  v a l i d a t e d .
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3. An i n v e s t i g a t i o n  using o th e r  socio-demographic f a c t o r s ,  

such as p r i o r  occupation in a b u s i n e s s - r e l a t e d  a re a ,  might y i e l d  

a d d i t io n a l  f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  and prove 

va luab le  f o r  o th e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

4. An exper imenta l  study should be conducted,  invo lv ing  in- 

depth l e g i s l a t i v e  s ta f f -deve lopm ent  t r a i n i n g  f o r  p a r t  o f  th e  CES 

s t a f f ,  with an emphasis on personal  co n tac t  with l e g i s l a t o r s ,  

followed by a study on f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ p e rc ep t io n s  

o f  the  CES.

5. To v a l i d a t e  the  f a c t o r s  in f luenc ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep 

t i o n s  o f  the  importance o f  program t h r u s t s  and o v e ra l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s

o f  the  CES, a s tudy should be conducted on the  c o r r e l a t i o n  between 

l e g i s l a t o r s ’ vo t ing  records  on app rop r ia te  i s su e s  and the  f a c t o r s  

found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  in t h i s  s tudy.

6. An in -dep th  e thnographic  study of  severa l  l e g i s l a t o r s  might 

y i e l d  a d d i t io n a l  i n s i g h t s  in to  f a c t o r s  in f lu en c in g  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

p e rc ep t io n s  o f  the  CES.

7. A c o r r e l a t i o n a l  study should be conducted t h a t  would com

pare  l e g i s l a t i v e  a i d e s ’/ a s s i s t a n t s ’ p e rcep t ions  of  the  CES with 

t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ pe rcep t ions  o f  the  CES.

R ef lec t ions

For t h i s  s tudy ,  the  CES was chosen as an example o f  a s t a t e -  

s u p p o r t e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  The CES i s  a nonfo rm al  e d u c a t i o n a l  

o rg a n iz a t io n  whose purpose i s  to  extend knowledge from th e  land-  

g ran t  u n i v e r s i t y  to  the  people o f  the  s t a t e .  Although the  n a tu re  o f
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CES program t h r u s t s  and th e  v a r i e t y  o f  c l i e n t e l e  have changed as the  

CES has evolved, th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  o rg a n iz a t io n  depends on the  

s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  f o r  f i n a n c i a l  support  has remained unchanged. 

Consequently,  a t  the  s t a t e  l e v e l , the  CES has put  f o r t h  major 

e f f o r t s  in communicating with l e g i s l a t o r s  each y e a r ,  in o rd e r  to 

secure  funding.

Upon r e f l e c t i o n , two i s s u e s  emerged from t h i s  r e s e a r c h . 

Although i t  i s  indeed a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  an o rg a n iz a t io n  depending on 

t h e  1eg i  s i a t u r e  f o r  fu n d in g  t o  engage  in  an e x t e n s i v e  

a d m in i s t r a t i v e  communication e f f o r t ,  i t  does not appear t h a t  t h i s  is  

the  only f a c t o r  t h a t  in f lu en c es  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ d e c i s io n  making. In 

t h i s  s tudy , l e g i s l a t o r s  expressed a d e s i r e  f o r  personal  c o n tac t  with 

local  CES s t a f f  members and with t h e i r  t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  who are 

a lso  CES c l i e n t e l e .  Were l e g i s l a t o r s  i n d i c a t in g  t h a t  they want 

t h e i r  pe rcep t io n s  of  the  CES to  be in f luenced  by loca l  s t a f f  members 

and the  c l i e n t e l e  who are  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in CES programs?

As t h e  CES i n t e n s i f i e s  i t s  e f f o r t s  t o  communicate  w i th  

l e g i s l a t o r s ,  i s  t h e r e  a tendency fo r  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  to  become 

r i g i d ?  Does t h a t  r i g i d i t y  c o n t r a d i c t  the  qu es t io n :  Does the  CES

need to  s u s t a i n  a s e l f - r e n ew in g ,  e v o lu t io n a ry  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  p a t t e r n  

in o rde r  to  meet the  changing needs o f  i t s  cl i e n t e l e ?  In o th e r  

words, i t  would seem t h a t  the  danger o f  an e x ten s iv e  a d m in i s t r a t i v e  

com m unica t ion  e f f o r t  i s  t h a t  t h e  p e o p le  f u r t h e s t  from d i r e c t  

exper ience  o r  raw d a ta ,  those  a t  the  s t a t e  a d m in i s t r a t i v e  leve l  o f  

the  CES, may be p o r t r ay in g  a f a i r l y  r i g i d ,  f ixed  image o f  the  CES in 

t h e i r  communications.  L e g i s l a to r s  c l e a r l y  i n d ic a ted  a p re fe rence
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f o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  and com m unica t ion  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l .  The 

in format ion  they re c e iv e  l o c a l l y  would be va r ied  and r i c h  because i t  

would not be shaped, f i l t e r e d ,  or  c o n t r o l l e d  as i t  could be a t  the  

s t a t e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  l e v e l .

In h i s  book Self -Renewal . Gardner (1981) addressed the  need fo r  

o r g a n iz a t io n s  t o  shake o f f  t h e i r  r i g i d  s t r u c t u r e  and f o r  to p - l e v e l  

managers to  throw o f f  th e  shackles  o f  f i l t e r e d  exper iences  and to  

ge t  in touch with the  raw da ta  of  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t i o n s .  L e g i s l a to r s  

seemed to  recognize  t h i s  need as they expressed a d e s i r e  to  r ece ive  

communication d i r e c t l y  from the  local  l e v e l .  A s t a t e - s u p p o r t e d  

o rg a n iz a t i o n  such as the  CES must heed Gardner’ s advice :  t h a t  a

se l f - renew ing  o rg a n iz a t io n  must see i t s e l f  as comprising s e l f -  

renewing in d i v i d u a l s .  I t  must keep pace with the  changing needs of 

the  o r g a n iz a t io n ,  the  in d iv id u a l s  w i th in  the  o r g a n iz a t io n ,  the  

c l i e n t e l e ,  and s o c i e ty .

Decision-making and p u b l i c - r e l a t i o n s  e f f o r t s  with l e g i s l a t o r s  

need to  be a c o l l a b o r a t i v e  venture  between the  va r ious  l e v e l s  of 

management,  e s p e c i a l l y  b e ca u s e  l e g i s l a t o r s  i n d i c a t e d  t h e i r  

p re fe rence  f o r  personal  co n tac t s  with  loca l  CES s t a f f  members and 

c l i e n t e l e .  T h i s  i s  s i m i l a r  t o  P e t e r s  and Waterman’ s (1982) 

p ro p o s i t io n  t h a t ,  when search ing  f o r  e x ce l l e n c e ,  one should " s tay  

c lo se  to  the  customer" and Pe te rs  and A u s t in ’ s (1985) concept o f  the  

adap t ive  o rg a n iz a t i o n .

Methods o f  communications with l e g i s l a t o r s  need to  be well 

planned and o r c h e s t r a t e d  i f  they a re  t o  be e f f e c t i v e .  Nonpersonal
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and personal  con tac t s  need to  be planned so t h a t  th e  a p p ro p r ia t e  

method i s  used fo r  the  d e s i r ed  r e s u l t - - t h a t  i s ,  nonpe rso n a l -co n tac t  

methods f o r  d e t a i l e d  and te chn ica l  in format ion ,  and p e r s o n a l - c o n ta c t  

methods t o  in f luence  a t t i t u d e s  and va lues .  E l e c t r o n ic  media could 

be used with l e g i s l a t o r s  so they would r e c e iv e  in format ion  as 

r a p id ly  as f i e l d  s t a f f  and c l i e n t e l e .  However, p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in CES 

events  with c l i e n t e l e  would allow l e g i s l a t o r s  to  f ee l  p e r so n a l ly  

involved. This i l l u s t r a t e s  the  "high t e c h ,  high touch" approach 

d iscussed  by N a i s b i t t  (1982) in Megatrends.

I f  loca l  s t a f f  are to  be more involved in communications with 

l e g i s l a t o r s ,  in -depth  planning fo r  s t a f f  development needs to  be 

undertaken,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  in view of  the  tu rnove r  in s t a f f  and the  

low age and exper ience level o f  many new s t a f f  members. The 

p r i n c i p l e s  o f  adu l t  lea rn in g  espoused by Cross (1978),  Knowles and 

Knowles ( 1 9 7 2 ) ,  and A s l a n i a n  and B r i c k e l  (1980)  need  t o  be 

considered  in t h i s  p rocess .

Newer, l e s s  t r a d i t i o n a l  program a r e a s ,  such  as  N a tu r a l  

Resources /Publ ic  Policy ,  need time to  develop and e s t a b l i s h  an 

i d e n t i t y ,  in order  to  be perceived as impor tant .  The goa ls  and 

o b je c t iv e s  o f  such a program area need to  be c l e a r l y  de f ined  so t h a t  

the  program’ s i d e n t i t y  can be communicated.

From t h i s  s tudy, i t  became ev iden t  to  the  r e s e a r c h e r  t h a t  

l e g i s l a t o r s  viewed the  CIS p r im a r i ly  as an a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d  

o rg a n iz a t io n .  Perhaps the  word " a g r i c u l t u r e "  i s  perce ived  as 

so m eth ing  t a n g i b l e  and m e a s u r a b l e ,  u n l i k e  human d e v e lo p m e n t ,  

n u t r i t i o n ,  l e a d e r s h ip ,  and publ ic  p o l i c y ,  which have more a b s t r a c t
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c o n n o ta t io n s .  Perhaps a g r i c u l t u r e  i s  more c e n t r a l  to  l e g i s l a t o r s ’ 

l i v e s ,  and they see i t  as a bus iness  or a l i v e l ih o o d  and hence 

a t t a c h  more importance to  i t .  In a d d i t io n ,  a g r i c u l t u r e  has many 

s t rong  lobbying groups,  such as the  Farm Bureau, which support  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ’ budget r e q u e s t s ,  which a re  b a s i c a l l y  

nonex is t en t  f o r  o th e r  program a re a s .

In r e f l e c t i n g  on t h i s  s t u d y  and t h e  f u t u r e  o f  CES, t h e  

r e s e a r c h e r  f i n d s  B o y l e ’ s (1989) comments in  " E x te n s io n  System 

Change: Fact or F ic t io n "  a p p ro p r ia te :  "We’re  preoccupied with

e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e s  and t r a d i t i o n a l  l inkages  t h a t  b l ind  us from 

seeing the  Extension System [CES] as i t  might be."
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MAPS OF LEGISLATIVE DISTRICTS AND CES ADMINISTRATIVE REGIONS
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SENA TORIAL 
DISTRICTS

Apportionment and Districting 
Plan of 1982

i 37

33,

! 30
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REPRESENTA TIVE 
DISTRICTS

APPORTIONMENT AND DISTRICTING 
PLAN OF 1982

110 108

107
106

103 i
104 '

105

98
101

102

85. 86.;
100 p—

96.
89

84
90- 79-8355.

, 95
8894

* *57-5654 59

2 2 .
52, 53

46-45 23. 504948

43.
44 40

‘MACOMB —  DISTRICTS 25 ,26 ,70 -75  

“ OAKLAND —  DISTRICTS 2 0 ,24 ,60 -69  

••’WAYNE —  DISTRICTS 1-17, 27-38
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MICHIGAN CES 
S U P E R V I S O R Y  R E G IO N S

UPPER PENINSULA

•«*

NORTH

[;i EAST CENTRAL

; r̂'
<

WEST CENTRAL

0  l& jdr

SOUTHWEST

SOUTHEAST

•T h e  s t a te  is d iv ided  in to  six su p e rv iso ry  reg ions .

8782^783



APPENDIX B

THE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE (RESEARCH INSTRUMENT)



P R E - I N T E R V I E W  S C H E D U L E  D A T A  C O L L E C T I O N  

S e c t i o n  0. P er sonal D a t a / S e l e c t e d  F a c t o r s  A b o u t  M i c h i g a n  L e g i s l a t o r s

1. N a m e  o f L e g i s l a t o r  Cod e #

2. P o s i t i o n  d u r i n g  the 1986 L e g i s l a t u r e  
 S e n a t o r   R e p r e s e n t a t i v e

3. P ol itical P a r t y
 D e m o c r a t  R e p u blic an

4. L e g i s l a t i v e  D i s t r i c t  R e p r e s e n t e d _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
C o u n t i e s  i n c l u d e d  t o t a l l y  or in p a r t  in L e g i s l a t o r ' s  D i s t r i c t

C.E.S. S u p e r v i s o r y  R e g i o n  r e p r e s e n t e d  __ __  ___  ___  ____
UP North East West South South

Central Central West East
5. Sex o f  L e g i s l a t o r

MaTe Pemale

6. A g e  of L e g i s l a t o r  _ _ _ _ _ _
7. Rac e  of L e g i s l a t o r   ̂  ̂ _

Wh ite B1a c k  Indian S p a n i s h  Asian O t h er
8. H i g h e s t  a c a d e m i c  level c o m p l e t e d  in school:

H i g h  school
A t t e n d e d  co l l e g e ,  b u t  d id n o t  c o m p l e t e  a d e g r e e
4 - y e a r  c o l l e g e  g r a d u a t e  (name o f  inst.  ; m a j o r   )
G r a d u a t e  D e g r e e  M a s t e r s  Ph.D.

 P r o f e s s i o n a l  school g r a d u a t e  (ex. l a w  s c h o o l )
9. H o w  m a n y  y e a r s  has l e g i s l a t o r  s er ve d  in M i c h i g a n  L e g i s l a t u r e ?

# y e a r s
10. Is l e g i s l a t o r  a c a n d i d a t e  f o r  r e - e l e c t i o n  to o n e  of the c h a m b e r s  o f  the 

M i c h i g a n  L e g i s l a t u r e ?  _ _ _ _  Yes ____  No
If y e s ,  w h i c h  c h a m b e r ?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____

11. Has l e g i s l a t o r  se r v e d  on the H o u s e / S e n a t e  A g r i c u l t u r e  C o m m i t t e e ? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
No" Yes ¥ Y r s .

12. Has l e g i s l a t o r  s e r v e d  on the H o u s e / S e n a t e  H i g h e r  E d u c a t i o n  C o m m i t t e e ?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
N o  Yes ¥ Y r s .

13. Has l e g i s l a t o r  s e r v e d  on th e H o u s e / S e n a t e  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  C o m m i t t e e ? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
No Yes # Y r s .
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I N T E R V I E W  S C H E D U L E
A  S t u d y  o f  M i c h i g a n  L e g i s l a t o r s '  P e r c e p t i o n s  
o f  t h e  M i c h i g a n  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e v i c e

The p u r p o s e  o f  t hi s i n t e r v i e w  is to f i n d  o u t  if the C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n
S e r v i c e  has d o n e  an e f f e c t i v e  j ob o f  c o m m u n i c a t i n g  w i t h  you. We'll a l s o  be
d i s c u s s i n g  h o w  m u c h  c o n t a c t  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  has had w i t h  
y o u / y o u ' v e  h ad w i t h  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  Ser vice. In sum mary, th i s  is feedback 
tha t  will b e  v a l u a b l e  to C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  in e v a l u a t i n g  the i r  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  e f f o r t s  w i t h  le g i s l a t o r s .

S e c ti o n I . - B a c k g r o u n d
(Br ief oral r e v i e w  of p er sonal d a t a  w i t h  l e g i s l a t o r  - S e c t i o n  0.)
As we s t a r t  this i n t er vie w, I w o u l d  l i k e  to ask y o u  a f e w  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  y o u r
l e g i s l a t i v e  d i s t r i c t  a nd y o u r  ba c k g r o u n d .
1. W h a t  is the p e r c e n t a g e  o f  ur b a n / r u r a l  c o n s t i t u e n c y  m a k e - u p  o f  y o u r  

l e g i s l a t i v e  d i s t r i c t ?
  90 % + urb an
  75% u r b a n / 2 5 %  rural
  50% u r b a n / 5 0 %  rural
  2 5 %  u r b a n / 7 5 %  rural
  90% + rural

2. W h e r e  is y o u r  p l a c e  o f r e s i d e n c e ?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Town

Wou l d y o u  c o n s i d e r  it to be:   Rural far m
  Rural n o n - f a r m
  S m a l 1 town
  S u b u r b a n
  Urb a n  (city)

3. P r i o r  to b e c o m i n g  a M i c h i g a n  l e g i s l a t o r ,  w h a t  w as y o u r  m a i n  o c c u p a t i o n ?  
 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ (Re cord a nd c a t e g o r i z e  later)

4. H a v e  y o u  e v e r  s e r v e d  in a c o u n t y  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l  p o s i t i o n ?
■Ro—  T e T "

If y e s ,  w h a t  p o s i t i o n ? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  __ ___ _
# y e a r s

5. P r i o r  to  b e c o m i n g  a l e g i s l a t o r ,  y o u  m a y  ha v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in v a r i o u s  a s p e c t s  
o f  t h e  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  su c h  as 4 - H  c l u b  w o r k , c o m m u n i t y  
l e a d e r s h i p  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  m e e t i n g s ,  w o r k s h o p s ,  o r  tours, r e l a t e d  
to a g r i c u l t u r e ,  h o r t i c u l t u r e ,  nat u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  o r  h o m e  e c o n o m i c s , e t c . In 
y o u r  o p i n i o n ,  t o w h a t  e x t e n t  d o  y o u  feel y o u  w e r e  i n v o l v e d  in 
C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s ?

1 2 3 4 5
N o t  at al 1 V e r y  k i t t l e  S o m e w h a t  I n v o l v e d  H i g h l y  inv olved

6. In w h a t  p r o g r a m s  o r  a c t i v i t i e s  w e r e  y o u  i n v o l v e d ?
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S e c t i o n  II. - C o n t a c t s  w i t h  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e
T h e r e  are a n u m b e r  of  d i f f e r e n t  w a y s  t h a t  p e o p l e  m a y  c o m e  in c o n t a c t  w i t h  t he C o o p e r a t i v e  
E x t e n s i o n  Ser vice. W o u l d y o u  e s t i m a t e  h o w  f r e q u e n t l y  y o u  had c o n t a c t  w i t h  t he C o o p e r a t i v e  
E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  d u r i n g  the p a s t  y e a r  for e a c h  o f  th e  c o n t a c t  m e t h o d s ?

C O N T A C T  METHOD
N o t  Very
O ft e n  (1 O c c a s i o n a l l y  

N e v e r  or 2 t i m e s  (3 to 5 times 
(0) p er y e a r )  p e r  y e a r )

F r e q u e n t l y  
(6 o r  m o r e  

times p e r  y e a r )
a. N e w s p a p e r  a r t i c l e s  a b o u t  

E x t e n s i o n  pro g r a m s
b. R a d io  p ro g r a m s
c. T e l e v i s i o n  pr o g r a m s
d. Local E x t e n s i o n  n e w s l e t t e r s
e. E x t e n s i o n  b u l l e t i n s / p u b l i c a t i o n s
f. V i s i t  local E x t e n s i o n  o f f i c e
g. T e l e p h o n e  local E x t e n s i o n  o ff i c e

T e l e p h o n e  st a t e  E x t e n s i o n  of f i c e  
a t  M.S.U.
V i s i t  w i t h  local E x t e n s i o n  
s t a f f m e m b e r / s
A t t e n d  o r p a r t i c i p a t e  in 
an E x t e n s i o n  p r o g r a m / e v e n t
A t t e n d  local E x t e n s i o n  
e v e n t  for e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s
A t t e n d  VIP B r e a k f a s t  
a t  Ag. E x p o  (MSU)
A t t e n d  L e g i s l a t i v e  B r e a k f a s t  
for 4 - H  Capitol E x t e n s i o n  P r o g r a m

n. P a r t i c i p a t e  in C E S  
L e g i s l a t i v e  T o u r s

o. Personal c o n t a c t  w i t h  
E x t e n s i o n  c l i e n t e l e

p. L e t t e r s / v i s i t s  f r o m  
E x t e n s i o n  c l i e n t e l e

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Onc e
p e r  y e a r
Onc e 

p e r  y e a r
Onc e 

p e r  y e a r
O n c e  

per y e a r
O n c e  

per y e a r
On c e  

p e r  y e a r

Tw i c e  
p e r  y e a r
Tw i c e  

p e r  y e a r
Tw i c e  

p e r  y e a r

3 or m o r e  
t i m e s / y e a r
3 o r  m o r e  
t i m e s / y e a r
3 or m o r e  
t i m e s / y e a r

q. O t h e r s  (identify):

N O W  PL E A S E  RANK O R D E R  T H E  FIV E M O S T  I M P O R T A N T  C O N T A C T  M E T H O D S  W I T H  CES, F R O M  YOUR 
VI E W P O I N T .  (PLACE N U M B E R  T O  L E F T  OF C O N T A C T  M E T H O D . )
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S E C T I O N  III - N E T W O R K  I N F O R M A T I O N
1. D u r i n g  the tim e y o u  ha v e s e r v e d  in the l e g i s l a t u r e ,  to w h a t  e x t e n t  do y o u  

feel y o u  h a v e  r e c e i v e d  a d e q u a t e  i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  the C o o p e r a t i v e  
E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e ?

1 2 3 4 5
N o t  at  all Poo r A v e r a g e  Goo d E x c e l l e n t

2. Rank o r d e r  the 3 m o s t  useful t y p es o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  y o u  w o u l d  l i k e  to receive.
  S t a t i s t i c s / d a t a
 S p e c i f i c  s u c ce ss s t o r ies
 B r o ad a c c o m p l i s h m e n t  rep o r t s
  C o u n t y  Annual R e p o r t s
  S t a t e  Annual R e p o r t s
  A n n o u n c e m e n t s  of n e w  pr o g r a m s
  Other. Ide n tify  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3. Ran k o r d e r  the 3 sou rc es f r o m  w h i c h  y o u  w o u l d  p r e f e r  to r e c e i v e  C E S  i n f o r m a t i on.
  C o u n t y  E x t e n s i o n  o f f i c e s
  S t a t e  E x t e n s i o n  o f f i c e s
 M.S.U. I n f o r m a t i o n  S e r v i c e s
  L e g i s l a t i v e  R e s e a r c h  o f f i c e s
  Other. I de nt ify _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4. In d icate w h e n  y o u  w o u l d  p r e f e r  to r e c e i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n .  ( I n d i c a t e  y o u r  3 
p r e f e r e n c e s .)
  At  the b e g i n n i n g  of the y e a r

On a r e g u l a r  b a s i s  (quarter ly)
When n e w  p r o g r a m s  a r e  b e i n g  d e v e l o p e d
A t  the tim e the l e g i s l a t u r e  is d i s c u s s i n g  i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  to 
E x t e n s i o n ' s  e x p e r t i s e
Pr i m a r i l y  w h e n  y o u  r e q u e s t  it
Other. I de nti fy

5. A r e  the re  a n y  c o m m e n t s  y o u ' d  lik e to m a k e  r e g a r d i n g  r e c e i v i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  
f r o m  C . E . S . ?  (Re cor d a n d  c a t e g o r i z e  later)
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S E C T I O N  IV —  P E R C E P T I O N  OF C O O P E R A T I V E  E X T E N S I O N  S E R V I C E  P R O G R A M  T H R U S T S
T he d e f i n i t i o n  of  p r o g r a m  t h r u s t  for thi s s t u d y  is t he d i r e c t i o n  in w h i c h  the 

M i c h i g a n  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  will foc us its p r o g r a m m i n g  efforts.
P l e a s e  rate the f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  on p r o g r a m  t h r u s t s  in p r o g r a m  are a s  of 

C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  a c c o r d i n g  to t he d e g r e e  o f  e m p h a s i s  y o u  feel they 
sho u l d receive. A  r a t i n g  of  5 i n d i c a t e s  th e  t o p ic s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  a hig h d e g r e e  of 
e m p h a s i s  w h i l e  a ra t i n g  o f  o n e  i n d i c a t e s  th e  top i c  s h o u l d  n o t  r e c e i v e  emphasis .

Of
Not Not very Sane Very Extremely

Inportant Inportant Inportance Inportant Inportant Inportant

C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  should:
1. Counsel fa r m fam i lie s f a c e d  w i t h  

financial cri sis.
2. P r o v i d e  y o u t h  p r o g r a m s  in l e a d e r 

ship, c i t i z e n s h i p ,  a nd w o r l d  
u n d er s t a n d i n g .

3. C o n d u c t  e d u cat io nal  p r o g r a m s  on the 
m a n a g e m e n t  of  f o r e s t  r e s o u r c e s
for the eco n o m i c  d e v e l o p 
m e n t  o f  Michigan.

4. P r o v i d e  u p - t o - d a t e  i n f o r m a t i o n  
on food p r e s e r v a t i o n  and food 
safety.

5. P r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  e d u c a t i o n a l  
p r o g r a m s  on p e s t i c i d e  s a f e t y  and 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n .

6. P r o v i d e  y o u t h  w i t h  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  
to e n h a n c e  s e l f - e s t e e m  and 
d e v e l o p  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t h r o u g h  
r e l e v a n t  p rojects.

7. P r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  e d u c a t i o n a l  
p r o g r a m s  on  s o l i d  a n d  h a z a r d o u s  
w a s t e  m a n a g e m e n t .

8. A s s i s t  l o w  income f a m i l i e s  w i t h  
w i s e  u s e  o f  t h e i r  f oo d d o l l a r s  
for im p r o v e d  nut ri tio n .

9. C o n d u c t  edu c ati o n al p r o g r a m s  t h a t  
p r o m o t e  c r o p  r e s i d u e  m a n a g e m e n t  and 
t i l la g e systems w h i c h  r e d u c e  soil 
e r o s i o n  and i m p rov e w a t e r  q ua lity.
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Of
Not Not very Sore Very Extrerely

Inportant Inportant Inportance Inportant Inportant Inportant

10. P r o v i d e  l e a d e r s h i p  t r a i n i n g  for  
a d u l t  volunteers.

11. P r o v i d e  p a r e n t  e d u c a t i o n  a n d  c h i l d  
d e v e l o p m e n t  programs.

12. P r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  and edu c a t i o n a l  
p r o g r a m s  on sur f ace and g r o u n d  
w a t e r  q u a l i t y  and n o n - p o i n t  s o u r c e  
p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l .

13. A s s i s t  in reg a i n i n g  p r o f i t a b i l i t y  
in M i c h i g a n  agriculture.

14. A s s i s t  y o u n g  pe o p l e  w i t h  the 
e x p l o r a t i o n  and e v a l u a t i o n  of 
c a r e e r  and job o p p o r t u n i t i e s .

15. P r o v i d e  i nf o r m a t i o n  and e d u c a t i o n a l  
p r o g r a m s  t ha t will e n h a n c e  the h e a l t h /  
w e l l n e s s  of all f am ily  m em b e r s .

15. P r o v i d e  edu cational p r o g r a m s  for 
local g o v e r n m e n t  of f icial s.

In y o u r  o p i nion , h o w  w o u l d  y o u  r a t e  t he ove rall e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t he C o o p e r a t i v e  
E x t e n s i o n  Ser vi ce?

1 2 3 4 5 5
N o t  S I i g h t l y  S o m e w h a t  E f f e c t i v e  Ver y E x t r e m e l y  

E f f e c t i v e  E f f e c t i v e  E f f e c t i v e  E f f e c t i v e  E f f e c t i v e

Thi s c o m p l e t e s  the i n t e r v i e w  q u e s t i o n s  I h a v e  f or y o u .  Ar e  t h e r e  a n y  o t h e r  
p o i n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  the M i c h i g a n  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  w h i c h  w e  h a v e  
not  t a l k e d  a b o u t  t h a t  y o u  feel a r e  i m p o r t a n t  to d i s c u s s ?

I t r u l y  a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  tim e a n d  c o o p e r a t i o n .

# # #
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Table C . l . - - I n t e r v i e w  items f o r  each v a r i a b l e .

Combined Variab le Indiv idual  Var iab le Sec t ion / I tem s

F a m i l i a r i t y  With 
th e  CES

Importance/
E f fec t iv en ess

Frequency o f  nonpersonal 
c o n tac t s  

Frequency o f  personal  co n tac t s  
P r i o r  involvement with the  CES 
L e g i s l a t i v e  comm, exper ience

Perceived importance o f  Ag./  
Marketing program t h r u s t s  

Perceived importance of  4-H 
Youth program t h r u s t s  

Perceived importance o f  Exten
sion Home Economics program 
t h r u s t s

Perceived importance of  Natural  
Resources/Publi  c Poli  cy 
program t h r u s t s  

Perceived e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  
CES

I l . a - e
I I . f - k , o , p  
1.5
0.11b,12b,13b, 
1.4b

IV.1 ,5 ,9 ,1 3  

IV.2 ,6 ,10 ,14

IV.4 ,8 ,11 ,15

IV.3 ,7 ,12 ,16  

IV.17

Socio-demographic/Organiza- 
t i o n a l  Facto rs

Age 0 .6
Educational leve l  0 .8a
Place o f  re s id en ce  1.2
P r io r  occupation-Ed. r e l a t e d  I .3b
P r io r  occupation-Ag. r e l a t e d  I . 3d
P o s i t io n  in l e g i s l a t u r e  0.2
P o l i t i c a l  p a r ty  0.3
Urban/rura l  c o n s t i tu en c y  make-up 1.1 
L e g i s l a t i v e  years  served 0 .9

Perceived  Adequacy o f
Information I I I . l



104

Table C .2 . --Combined v a r i a b l e s  f o r  importance o f  program t h r u s t s /  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  CES.

Combined Variab le
N

No. of 
Items Mean3 S.D.

Average A gr icu l tu re /M arke t ing  
program t h r u s t s 56 4 5.03 0.666

Average 4-H Youth program t h r u s t s 57 4 4.46 0.983

Average Extension Home Economics 
program t h r u s t s 57 4 4.22 0.984

Average Natural  Resources /Publ ic  
Policy  program t h r u s t s 57 4 4.44 0.836

Overall e f f e c t iv e n e s s 56 1 4.73 0.944

aRating s c a le :  6 = Extremely important 3 = Of some importance
5 = Very important 2 = Not very important
4 = Important 1 = Not important
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Table C .3 . --Combined v a r i a b l e s  f o r  f a m i l i a r i t y .

Combined Variab le
N

No. of
Items Mean S.D.

aAverage nonpersonal con tac t s 60 5 1.63 0.750

aAverage personal c o n tac t s 60 8 1.15 0.684

^Average p r i o r  involvement in the  CES 60 1 2.85 1.482

cAverage l e g i s l a t i v e  comm, exper ience 60 4 1.95 0.832

aSca le :  3 = Frequently  
2 = Occas ional ly  
1 = Not very often 
0 = Never

^Scale : 5 = Highly involved 
4 = Involved 
3 = Somewhat 
2 = Very l i t t l e  
1 = Not a t  a l l

cSca le :  3 = 7-32 years  
2 = 1 - 6  years  
1 = 0 years

Table C.4 . --Average r a t i n g  f o r  adequacy o f  informat ion rece iv ed .

N
No. of
Items Mean3 S.D.

Adequacy o f  informat ion received 58 1 3.72 1.167

aSca le :  5 = Exce l len t
4 = Good 
3 = Average 
2 = Poor 
1 = Not a t  a l l



Table C.5.--Legislators’ ratings of importance of Agriculture/Marketing program thrusts
(N = 57)

Item No./Program Thrust
Rating 

1 2 3

a ( in  %)

4 5 6
Mean S.D.

Cooperative Extension Serv ice should:

1. Counsel farm fa m i l ie s  faced 
with f in a n c ia l  c r i s i s . 1.8 - -  5.3 17.5 43.9 31.6 4.97 0.999

5. Provide informat ion and educa
t io n a l  programs on p e s t i c id e  
s a f e ty  and c e r t i f i c a t i o n

--  1 .8  5.3 19.3 40.4 33.3 4.98 0.954

9. Conduct educational program t h a t  
promote crop re s idue  management 
and t i l l a g e  systems which reduce 
so i l  e ros ion  and improve water 
q u a l i ty

G
O

r—0000 22.8 45.6 26.3 4.88 1.001

13. A ss i s t  in rega in ing  p r o f i t a b i l i t y  
in Michigan a g r i c u l t u r e

--  - -  5.4 8.9 39.4 46.4 5 .27b 0.842

aScale:  1 = Not important 4 = Important
2 = Not very important 5 = Very important
3 = Of some importance 6 = Extremely important

b0ne l e g i s l a t o r  ind ica ted  t h a t  t h i s  program t h r u s t  was too general  to  respond.



Table C.6.--Legislators’ ratings of importance of 4-H Youth program thrusts (N = 57).

Item No./Program Thrust
1 2

Rating

3

a ( in  %)

4 5 6
Mean S.D.

Cooperative Extension Serv ice should:

2. Provide youth programs on the  
management o f  f o r e s t  re sources  
fo r  the  economic development 
of Michigan

1.8 7.0 5.3 31.6 21.1 33.3 4.63 1.291

6. Provide youth with o p p o r tu n i t i e s  
to  enhance se l f -e s teem  and 
develop r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  through 
re le v an t  p ro je c t s

1.8 5.3 8 .8 29.8 22.8 31.6 4.61 1.264

10. Provide le ade rsh ip  t r a i n i n g  fo r  
adu l t  vo lun tee rs

-- 1.8 19.3 43.9 12.3 22.8 4.35 1.094

14. A ss is t  young people with the  
exp lo ra t ion  and eva lua t ion  of 
c a ree r  and job o p p o r tu n i t i e s

3.5 5.3 15.8 33.3 22.8 19.3 4.23 1.286

aScale:  1 = Not important 4 = Important
2 = Not very important 5 = Very important
3 = Of some importance 6 = Extremely important



Table C.7.--Legislators’ ratings of importance of Extension Home Economics program thrusts
(N = 57).

Item No./Program Thrust
1 2

Rating

3

a ( in  %)

4 5 6
Mean S.D.

Cooperative Extension Serv ice  should:

4. Provide up - to -d a te  informat ion on 
food p re se rv a t io n  and food s a f e ty 1.8 1.8 12.3 45.6 24.6 14.0 4.32 1.038

8. A ss i s t  low-income fa m i l ie s  with 
wise use of  t h e i r  food d o l l a r s  
fo r  improved n u t r i t i o n

3.5 3.5 7.0 22.8 35.1 28.1 4.67 1.258

11. Provide pa ren t  education and 
ch i ld  development programs 5.3 7.0 26.3 40.4 10.5 10.5 3.75 1.229

15. Provide informat ion and educa
t io n a l  programs t h a t  wi l l  
enhance the  hea l th /w e l ln e s s  of  
a l l  family members

3.5 3.5 15.8 40.4 24.6 12.3 4.16 1.162

aScale:  1 = Not important 4 = Important
2 = Not very important 5 = Very important
3 = Of some importance 6 = Extremely important



Table C.8.--Legislators’ ratings of importance of Natural Resources/Public Policy program
thrusts (N = 57).

Item No./Program Thrust
1 2

Rating

3

a ( in  %)

4 5 6
Mean S.D.

Cooperative Extension Serv ice should:

3. Conduct educational programs 
on the  management of  f o r e s t  
re sources  fo r  the  economic 
development o f  Michigan

-- 15.8 35.1 33.3 15.8 4.49 0.947

7. Provide informat ion and educa
t io n a l  programs on s o l id  and 
hazardous waste management

- -  3.5 10.5 24.6 33.3 28.1 4.72 1.098

12. Provide informat ion and educa
t io n a l  programs on sur face  and 
ground water q u a l i t y  and non
poin t source p o l lu t io n  control

1.8 1.8 14.0 22.8 35.1 24.6 4.61 1.161

16. Provide educational programs 
fo r  local  government o f f i c i a l s 3.5  5.3 26.3 35.1 17.5 12.3 3.95 1.216

aScale:  1 = Not important 4 = Important
2 = Not very important 5 = Very important
3 = Of some importance 6 = Extremely important



Table C.9.--Legislators’ ratings of the overall effectiveness of the CES (N = 56).

1 2

Rat ing3 ( in  %)

3 4 5 6
Mean S.D.

Overall e f f e c t iv e n e s s  of  th e  CES 0 1 .8 8 .9  23.2 46.4 19.6 4.73 0.944

aScale:  1 = Not e f f e c t i v e  4 = E f fe c t iv e
2 = S l i g h t ly  e f f e c t i v e  5 = Very e f f e c t i v e
3 = Somewhat e f f e c t i v e  6 = Extremely e f f e c t i v e



Table C.10.--Legislators’ perceptions of frequency of nonpersonal contacts with the CES
during the past year (N = 60).

Contact Method
Frequency 

0 1

a ( in  %)

2 3
Mean S.D.

Newspaper a r t i c l e s  about Extension programs 10.0 20.0 41.7 28.3 1.88 0.940

Radio programs 33.3 18.3 25.0 23.3 1.38 1.180

Televis ion  programs 53.3 25.0 16.7 5.0 0.73 0.918

Local Extension new s le t te r s 11.7 13.3 31.7 43.3 2.07 1.023

Extension b u l l e t i n s / p u b l i c a t i o n s 10.0 11.7 36.7 41.7 2.10 0.969

aScale:  0 = Never
1 = Not very o f ten  (1-2 t im es /year)
2 = Occasionally  (3-5 t im es /year)
3 = Frequently  (6 or more t im es /yea r)



Table C.1 1 .-- Le gis la to r s ’ per cepti ons o f  frequenc y o f  personal con tacts with the CES 
during the past y e a r  (H - 60).

Contact Method
Fr e q u e n c y 1 

0 1
a (in %)

2 3
Mean S.D.

Visit local Extension offices 43.3 30.0 18.3 8.3 0.92 0.979
Telephone local Extension office 35.0 25.0 25.0 15.0 1.20 1.086
Telephone state Extension office 46.7 31.7 18.3 3.3 0.78 0.865
Visit with local Extensio n staff mem bers 26.7 13.3 30.0 30.0 1.63 1.178
Attend or p ar ticip ate in an Extension 

program/event 23.3 35.0 26.7 15.0 1.33 1.003
Attend local Extension event for elected 

officials 50.0 33.3 15.0 1.7 0.68 0.792
Attend VIP breakfast at Ag. Expo (MSU) 68.3 31.7 -- -- 0.32 0.469
Attend legislative breakfas t for 4-H 

Capitol Extension Pro gram 53.3 46.7 - - - - 0.47 0.503
Participate in CES legislat ive tours 75.0 25.0 -- -- 0.25 1.066
Personal contact wit h Extension clientel e 25.0 18.3 38.3 18.3 1.50 1.066
Letters/visits from Extension clientele 21.7 21.7 35.0 21.7 1.57 1.064
Others 58.3 25.0 15.0 1.7 .60 0.807

aScale: 0 = Never
1 = Not ver y often (1-2 times/year)
2 = O cc as i o n a l l y  (3-5 times/year)
3 = Frequent ly (6 or mor e times/year)



Table C.12.--Legislators’ ratings of adequacy of information received from the CES
(N = 58).

Rating3 ( in  %)
Mean S.D

1 2  3 4 5

Adequacy o f  Information Received 5.2 8 .6  27.6 25.9 32.8 3.72 1.167

aScale:  1 = Not a t  a l l 4 = Good
2 = Poor 5 = Exce llen t
3 = Average
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W-629 Owen Graduate Center 
Michigan S t a t e  U n ive rs i ty  
Eas t  Lansing, MI 48825-1109 
June 6,  1986

<ADDRESS>

Dear <NAME>:

I am a doc to ra l  cand ida te  a t  Michigan S t a t e  U n iv e rs i ty  and my doc tora l  
r e s ea rc h  focuses  on l e g i s l a t o r s '  p e rcep t ions  o f  the  Michigan S ta te  
U n iv e rs i ty  Cooperative  Extension Serv ice .

Your name has been randomly s e l e c t e d  from a s t r a t i f i e d  sample of  Michigan 
l e g i s l a t o r s  to  be included in t h i s  s tudy. Your p e rcep t ions  and responses  
a re  extremely impor tan t  to  th e  success fu l  completion of  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  The 
s tudy focuses  on channels  of  communication between the  Cooperative Extension 
Serv ice  and l e g i s l a t o r s  as well as l e g i s l a t o r s '  pe rcep t ions  o f  the  
importance of va r ious  program t h r u s t s .

Within the  next few days I w i l l  be co n tac t in g  you to  schedule  a 20-30 minute 
in te rv ie w .  You can be assured  t h a t  your anonymity wil l  be observed and t h a t  
the  i d e n t i t y  of  a l l  l e g i s l a t o r s  in t h i s  study wil l  be t r e a t e d  in a 
c o n f i d e n t i a l  manner.

Enclosed i s  a l e t t e r  o f  suppor t  f o r  t h i s  study from Dr. Marylee Davis,  
A s s i s t a n t  Vice P r e s id e n t  f o r  Adminis t ra t ion  of Public  A f f a i r s  o f  Michigan 
S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty .

Thank you in advance f o r  your coopera t ion  and t ime. I look forward to  
v i s i t i n g  with you about the  Michigan Cooperative  Extension Serv ice .

S i n c e r e l y ,

Mary E. Wahl 
Ph.D. Candidate
Adult  and Continuing Education

Enclosure
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M I C H I G A N  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y

OFFICE OF STATE AND PIBLIC AFFAIRS 

484 ADMINISTRATION BlILDING

EAST LANSING • MICHIGAN • 48824-1046

June 6, 1986

<ADDRESS>

Dear <NAME>:

This l e t t e r  i s  to  in t roduce  you to  Mary E. Wahl, a doc to ra l  c an d id a te  a t  
Michigan S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty ,  whose resea rch  to p ic  i s  e n t i t l e d  "Determinants  of  
L e g i s l a t o r s '  Pe rcep t ions  o f  the  Cooperative Extension S e rv ic e . "

You have been s e l e c t e d  to  be in te rv iewed as p a r t  o f  t h i s  impor tan t  s tudy .
The s t r a t i f i e d  sample r e p r e s e n t s  l e g i s l a t o r s  from r u r a l , urban and mixed 
c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  and inc ludes  a t o t a l  o f  68 l e g i s l a t o r s .

Ms. Wahl i s  keenly aware o f  the  a c c e l e r a t e d  schedule  the  l e g i s l a t i v e  
l e a d e r s h ip  has agreed upon; however, i t  i s  most impor tan t  t h a t  she meet with 
each l e g i s l a t o r  in the  sample.

I know you w i l l  f ind  Ms. Wahl p l e a s a n t ,  t ru s tw or thy  and competent.  You may 
be assu red  your responses  w i l l  be handled with complete anonymity.  In 
b e h a l f  o f  Michigan S t a t e  U n iv e r s i ty  and the  Cooperat ive  Extension S e rv ic e ,  
we s i n c e r e l y  thank you in advance f o r  your a s s i s t a n c e .

Yours t r u l y ,

Marylee Davis ,  Ph.D.
A s s i s t a n t  Vice P re s id e n t  

and
A ssoc ia te  P ro fesso r
College  and U n iv e rs i ty  A dm in is t ra t ion

MD:bw



116

House of Representatives
LANSING. MICHIGAN 4 8 9 0 9 MAJORITY FLOOR LEADER

86TM  DISTRICT C O M M IT T E E S ON

LEWIS N. DODAK H O U SE  O V E R SIG H T. CHAIR

STATE C A PITO L 

LANSING. M ICHIGAN 4 8 9 0 9  

T ELEPH O N E 1 5 1 7 1 3 7 3  0 6 3 7

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

June 9, 1986

TO MY COLLEAGUES :

I wo uld like this to serve as a letter of 
i n t r o d u c t i o n  to my consti tu ent, Ma r y  Wahl, who 
is c o m p l e t i n g  her d o c to rate at M i c h i g a n  State 
Un ivers  i t y .

I wo uld a p p r e c i a t e  your taking a few mo ment s 
to a l l o w  Mary to i n t e r v i e w  you as part of her 
d o c t o r a l  r e s e a r c h  on the topic "Dete r m i n a n t s  of 
Le g i s la tors' P e r c e p t i o n s  of the C o o p e ra tive E x 
tension Serv ice."

Thank you for this courtesy.

incerely

LEWIS N. DODAK

LND/da
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THE siNATE
LANSIN&ifllCHIGAN

JA M E S  A. BARCIA

? t \
A S SIS T A N T MINORITY W H IP

34TH DISTRICT 

STATE CAPITOL 

LA NSING . M ICHIGAN 4 8 9 0 9  

(5 1 7 ) 3 7 3 -1 7 7 7

MEMBER

AG RIC U LTU R E A N D  FO R E ST R Y

STA TE A F F A IR S . V E T ER A N S. A N D  T R A N SPO R T A T IO N

ED U C A TIO N  A N D  HEALTH

June 11, 1986

Dear Colleague:

I would like to take this opportunity to respectfully ask 
your cooperation and assistance on behalf of Ms. Mary Wahl.

Ms. Wahl is a doctoral candidate at Michigan State 
University. She is currently conducting research for her thesis 
topic entitled "Determinants of Legislators' Perceptions of the 
Cooperative Extension Service." The study will focus upon 
channels of communication between the Cooperative Extension 
Service and legislators.

It would be extremely helpful to Ms. Wahl if you would grant 
her a few minutes of your time to be interviewed for her research. 
The entire interview should last no longer than twenty to thirty 
minutes and your participation would assist her in completing this 
important study.

Thank you very much for considering this request. Your 
cooperation and assistance is greatly appreciated.

Witlwwarm regards

Ja m e s  A. Barcia 
atatl Senator 
3 * U r  District

JAB/mss/s
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W-629 Owen Graduate Center 
Michigan S t a t e  U nivers i ty  
East  Lansing, MI 48825-1109 
<DATE>

<ADDRESS>

Dear <NAME>: :

Thank you very much f o r  allowing me a few minutes from your very busy 
schedule  to  v i s i t  about your communications and c o n tac t s  with th e  
Michigan S t a t e  U nivers i ty  Cooperative Extension Se rv ice .  Your 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in my doc to ra l  re sea rch  p r o j e c t  i s  g r e a t l y  a p p re c ia te d .

P lease  extend my s in c e re  a p p re c ia t io n  to  <ASSISTANT>, who was so he lp fu l  
in  a rrang ing  our in te rv iew  time.

Besides completing my re sea rch  in te rv iew s ,  I have learned  a g r e a t  deal 
by being a t  th e  S t a t e  L e g i s l a tu re  during t h i s  very busy t ime .  Most of 
a l l  I have gained an enormous amount of r e s p e c t  and adm ira t ion  f o r  s t a t e  
l e g i s l a t o r s  and your d e d ica t io n  to  the  w e l l -be ing  of Michigan c i t i z e n s .

S in c e re ly ,

Mary E. Wahl 
Ph.D. Candidate
Adult and Continuing Education
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Responses to Open-Ended Questions

Section III--Network Information--Question 5: Are there any
comments you would l ik e  to  make regarding receiving information 
from the Cooperative Extension Service?

Would 1 ike to  be advised o f  CES speakers  a v a i l a b l e  on c u r r e n t  and 
f u t u r i s t i c  i s su e s - - s u c h  as pub l ic  a f f a i r s  t o p i c s .

I ’ve had a good flow o f  informat ion from the  county o f f i c e s  in my 
d i s t r i c t  on a r e g u l a r  b a s i s .  I t ’ s very much a p p re c ia t e d .

O.K.

Somewhat lack ing  (however, my a d m in i s t r a t i v e  a s s i s t a n t  would re c e iv e  
and handle most informat ion when i t  i s  rece ived  from CES).

Exce l len t  because I ge t  a l l  I need- - I  don’ t  need any!

Would l i k e  t o  r e c e i v e  a n n u a l l y  o r  s e m i a n n u a l l y  t h e  A v a i l a b l e  
P u b l i ca t io n s  B u l le t in - -D o n ’t  th in k  I ’ve ever  rece ived  one. I would 
1 ike to  ge t  th e se  out to  my c o n s t i t u e n t s .

Could be b e t t e r !

Most CES in format ion  I re c e iv e  i s  thrown ou t .  I throw out a l l  
d i r e c t  mail in format ion because i t  i s  s e l f - s e r v i n g  to  CES.

Information I re c e iv e  i s  on t a r g e t .

I t ’ s important  to  ge t  CES in format ion to  urban l e g i s l a t o r s .

I l i k e  the  way CES m a te r ia l  [ in form at ion]  i s  p re sen ted ;  I e s p e c i a l l y  
1 ike graphs.

My b es t  informat ion con tac t  i s  with _____ , my CED [County Extension
D i r e c t o r ] .

O.K.

I ’d l i k e  to  r e c e iv e  informat ion on CES, e s p e c i a l l y  programs f o r  
youth in the  inner  c i t y .

At t imes  I re c e iv e  too much CES inform at ion .



120

I ’d l i k e  more d i r e c t  co n tac t  with r e c i p i e n t s  o f  CES programs. I ge t  
very l i t t l e  d i r e c t  c o n tac t  with CES now (I  used to  a few y ea r s  ago 
when th e r e  was a b lack  4-H youth agent on th e  s t a f f  in my county ) .

I have never had any c o n tac t  from CES except  perhaps n e w s l e t t e r s ,  
which I don’t  read.

P e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s  w i th  c o n s t i t u e n t s  in  my d i s t r i c t  a r e  most 
impor tant.

P lease  don’ t  send more p r in t e d  m a te r i a l !

I th row  o u t  j u n k  mail  t h a t  d o e s n ’ t  r e f e r  t o  my com m it tee  
a s s i g n m e n t s .  My s e c r e t a r y  would know i f  I r e c e i v e  a d e q u a t e  
informat ion from CES.



121

Last question: Are there any other points concerning the
Michigan Cooperative Extension Service which we have not talked 
about that you feel are important to discuss?

I t h in k  sometimes the  CES s t a f f  members ove rs tep  t h e i r  boundar ies- -
g e t  too involved p o l i t i c a l l y  such as the  _____  s i t u a t i o n .  Gordie
Guyer i s  a personal  f r i e n d  o f  mine. He d id  a good job .  I a l so  had 
a cousin  o f  mine in the  Michigan CES.

CES agents  have been e x c e l l e n t  as P.R. agents  in my d i s t r i c t .  CES 
i s  used as a resource  f r e q u e n t ly  by me. I t h in k  CES should expand 
t h e i r  pub l ic  (mass media) in a l l  a reas  of  th e  s t a t e .  I ’d e s p e c i a l l y  
1 ike to  see s o i l  e ros ion  and w a te r - q u a l i t y  programming in schools .

I probably  use the  CES more than any o th e r  l e g i s l a t o r .

CES needs to  be more v i s i b l e  to  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  the  
new CES S ta te  D i r e c to r ,  and I ’ve t a lk e d  to  him a t  MSU about t h i s !

I ’m very suppor t ive  of  CES. _____ , former CED in _____  County, and
I were c o l le g e  roommates a t  MSU. We’ re  s t i l l  good f r i e n d s .  I Know
 , _____ , and _____  w e l l . They a re  a l l  t h r e e  CEDs in my
d i s t r i c t .

CES needs to  be v i s i b l e  to  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s .  Gordon Guyer did a 
good job with l e g i s l a t o r s .  I t ’s becoming h ighly  compet i t ive  fo r  
s t a t e  d o l l a r s ,  and CES must become very a s s e r t i v e  and very v i s i b l e  
to  a l l  l e g i s l a t o r s .  I t ’ s a good program, but many l e g i s l a t o r s  s t i l l  
don’ t  know i t  e x i s t s .  Also,  the  s t a t e  may not always be able  to 
fund CES a t  the  p re sen t  l e v e l - - t h e  county should and must do more in 
funding! Back in the  50s th e re  were l o t s  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  opposed to 
CES because they heard about "basketweaving" and t h a t  type of 
program. CES must be ca re fu l  t h a t  doesn’ t  happen again! CES is  a 
very c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  o rg a n iz a t io n .  They do an e x c e l l e n t  job  with the 
r e sou rces  they have--and I know they don’ t  have enough d o l l a r  
r e so u rce s .

I r e a l l y  support  the  Cooperative Extension Serv ice .  I ’m a l so  a big
s u p p o r te r  o f  the  ______ County F a i r  and 4-H horse show. I ’m always
a t  the  horse show to  p re sen t  a trophy to  the  winner.

I don’ t  r e a l l y  know much about CES. I ’m p r im a r i ly  i n t e r e s t e d  in 
t h in g s  t h a t  a re  r e l a t e d  to  my J u d ic i a r y  Committee ass ignment.

CES should keep in co n tac t  with l e g i s l a t i v e  a i d e s - - l e g i s l a t o r s  are 
too busy!



122

CES seems t o  be a " s i d e k i c k "  in  HSU lo b b y in g  and b u d g e t  
p r e s e n t a t i o n s .  The h ig h - lev e l  MSU o f f i c i a l s  appear  not to  va lue  
CES. CES needs  t o  h e l p  fa rm f a m i l i e s  become u p - t o - d a t e  in  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  bus iness  management--that  i s  not what i t  used to  be. 
MSU has l o b b y i s t s ,  e t c . ,  down here  a t  the  Capitol  to  g e t  what they 
want, but they don’ t  mention CES. I fee l  t h i s  i s  a de t r im en t  to  the  
Extension Serv ice .

CES needs to  c r e a t e  a g r e a t e r  awareness o f  i t s  o rg a n iz a t io n  and 
programs. I t  needs to  l e t  l e g i s l a t o r s  know how they as l e g i s l a t o r s  
can use CES. CES should l e t  the  publ i c  know what programs i t  
provides  and p u b l i c i z e  them more. I ’d 1 ike t o  re c e iv e  a ca len d a r  o f  
CES events  in my county.

CES i s  not t h a t  big a th ing  in my a rea .  Not t h a t  many people in the  
urban area  know about i t  or  i t s  programs. CES should do more 
marketing o f  i t s  o rg an iza t io n  and i t s  programs. I t  should a l so  do 
more P.R. with urban f o lk s .  I th in k  they should g e t  the  county 
commissioners to  promote CES to  t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s .

I t ’ s hard to  be l ieve  one can be around here 20 years  and never even 
run over [ i n to ]  someone from CES, but I never have. I ’d sugges t
t h a t  CES do more than j u s t  lobby th e  members of  the  A ppropr ia t ions  
Committee!

I th in k  t h a t  CES is  probably a very e f f e c t i v e  o rg a n iz a t i o n ,  maybe 
even more than j u s t  e f f e c t i v e ,  but I r e a l l y  don’ t  know much about 
i t .

CES i s  a good program, the  kind t h a t  people  ought to  know about,  but 
i t  needs to  be more v i s i b l e  a l l  over! I ’d 1 ike to  be more well
rounded, and I ’d 1 ike to  know more about a g r i c u l t u r a l  concerns .  I
f in d  the  e a r ly  morning a g r i c u l t u r a l  TV program very i n t r i g u i n g .
I ’ ve never been exposed to  problems o f  a g r i c u l t u r e .  I ’m p r e s e n t ly
on the  _____  County CES Advisory Board, but I don’ t  ge t  to  a t tend
meet ings .  I ’m always in Lansing!

P res iden t  DiBiaggio i s  going to  be in my home town t h i s  Fr iday .  I 
got  a l e t t e r  from, ______ CED, about t h i s ,  and I ’m going to  a t t e n d .

CES c o n tac t s  a re  a l l  s e l f - s e r v i n g  P . R . !

I ’ ve always been very impressed with the  CES program and s t a f f ,  both 
a t  th e  s t a t e  and county l e v e l s .  They’ve done a good job  to  keep me 
informed.

I serve on the  _____  County Extension Advisory Board.
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I ’m a very s t rong  suppor te r  o f  the  4-H program. T h a t ’ s an e x c e l l e n t  
program.

The Extension agents  I know are  very competent and know t h e i r  
su b je c t  m a t te r  m a te r i a l .

Dr. A1 House has done an e x c e l l e n t  job  of  a s s i s t i n g  the  House [o f  
R ep resen ta t iv es ]  Taxation Committee, which I serve  on. CES does an 
e x c e l l e n t  job  in gen e ra l .

I ’m very suppor t ive  o f  CES.

Have heard many good th in g s  about CES from my c o l leag u es  in the  
S t a t e  L e g i s l a tu re ,  but I r e a l l y  don’ t  know about i t  f i r s t - h a n d .

I r e a l l y  don’t  know much about CES, but I ha te  t o  not put in a good 
word f o r  _____  [County CED].

I ’m i n t e r e s t e d  in knowing more about urban 4-H programs in my c i t y .

CES i s  one of  the  bes t  g r a s s - r o o t s  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  in Michigan!

CES needs more se rv ice s  [programs] d i r e c t e d  toward urban youth .

I r e a l l y  don’t  know too  much about CES because I serve  on the  
A ppropr ia t ions  Committee, so most o f  my time and concerns  a re  on the  
budget.  I hope CES wil l  keep those  "cards  and l e t t e r s "  coming! CES 
has r ea l  good m a t e r i a l - - !  keep some of  i t ,  share  some with my family 
members [ sons ] ,  and send the  r e s t  t o  my local  l i b r a r i e s .

I serve  on the  _____  County 4-H Advisory Board, but I don’ t  ge t  to
any meet ings.  I ’m in v i t e d  to  l o t s  o f  even ts  and meet ings  by the  
CES, but I never ge t  to  any. I r e a l l y  don’ t  know much about CES in 
my d i s t r i c t .

CES needs to  r e l a t e  more to  new l e g i s l a t o r s .  [This l e g i s l a t o r  i s  in
h i s  f i r s t  term of  o f f i c e . ]

CES i s  a good program. I t ’ s good when Extension agents  make 
p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t o  community groups such as Kiwanis,  Rota ry ,  e t c .  One 
o f  my Extension agents  made a p re s e n t a t i o n  on Agent Orange to  a 
loca l  community group. This t o p i c ’ s o f  i n t e r e s t  in my d i s t r i c t  and 
lo c a l  a rea .

  [County CED] has done a good job  o f  keeping the  t h r e e  local
l e g i s l a t o r s  informed.
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My p a re n t s  [as  farmers] d i d n ’ t  use CES l i k e  I have because they 
d i d n ’ t  need t o .  They d i d n ’ t  have the  farming problems we have had 
in  t h e  60s and 70s.  I used CES e x te n s iv e ly  f o r  a number o f  years  
[co n v e r t in g  to  bulk d a i r y  t a n k s ,  e t c . ] .  [An MSU s p e c i a l i s t ]  came to  
my farm severa l  t imes and helped us g e t  our farming o p e ra t io n  on 
t a r g e t .  I ’ l l  always be g r a t e f u l  to  CES.

MSU has done a super job  with the  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  Jack 
B r e s l i n .  Jack  g e t s  what he wants out o f  th e  L e g i s l a tu r e ,  whether 
i t ’ s needed or  not!  CES has g o t t e n  in to  too many a reas  i t  shouldn’ t  
be involved in .  [ I t  was obvious t h a t  t h i s  l e g i s l a t o r  be l ieved  the  
main CES a rea  should be a g r i c u l t u r e . ]
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