Final Report on
Evaluation of the Communication Between
Land-Grant Universities and Congress

Farm Foundation Project Number 01-36

by

KristinaM. Boone
Kansas State University

Mark Tucker
The Ohio State University

Jackie M. McClaskey
Kansas State University

301 Umberger Hall
Manhattan, Kansas 66506

The authors wish to acknowledge the contributions of Jill Stafford, Becky Zenger,
Tracy Giardina, and Leah Tsoodle to the collection and analysis of data presented in this report.



Executive Summary

Land-grant universities are challenged to diffuse useful, practical information to the public. In
order to accomplish this, information must be targeted to these different publics. Without
analyzing the audience’ s needs, it is difficult to determine how best to communicate with those
groups. While the methods used in information dissemination have changed markedly in the past
80 years, delivery methods also need to keep pace. A key audience for land-grantsis
Congressional aides. These individualsinform policy and funding decisions. They strongly
impact the land-grant system though these decisions.

This document provides areport on research conducted with this key audience. The research
used both qualitative and quantitative methods to describe opinions and characteristics of this
audience and to determine familiarity with the USDA Science and Education Impact Fact Sheet
Program, which was established in 1995 to provide land-grant information to legidlative aides and
others. The methodology section describes data collection, which is a significant issue with this
audience. The attention of these professionals is sought by numerous groups, and the aides' time
can be quite restrictive. Further, some offices even prohibit completion of questionnaires. While
data collection did require creative measures, a good response rate was achieved, and the results
were interesting. A number of themes emerged from results of the study:

1. Information they received was more valued if it could be easily understood by laypersons and
was perceived to have current or future use (P. 8).

2. The primary contact at land-grant universities was the governmental relations personnel or
faculty who worked in the policy areain which the aide was interested. Land-grants were viewed
as sources of policy information and analysis and producers of practical research related to rura
settings and development of technology. In addition, they perceived the research to be practical
(P. 8).

3. To improve communication, the participants felt more interaction with faculty at land-grants
would be helpful, especially if the interaction occurred at a time when a pressing issue was at hand
(P. 8).

4. In the qualitative portion of the study, the participants said they liked the format of the Impact
Science and Education Fact Sheets, although none of the legidlative aides reported seeing them
prior to the focus group. They wanted a contact name added to the sheets (P. 8).

5. Congressional aides are a diverse group that defies simple demographic description in terms of
age, education, or knowledge level (P. 10).

6. Congressional aides’ workloads and responsibilities vary greatly. Thereisaso agreat ded of
variation in the average number of years reported in their current position, although the large
majority reported 2 years or less (P. 10).

7. Congressional aides tend to favor interpersonal communication channels, such as persona
contacts and e-mail, for receiving policy information. However, the Internet and World Wide



Web tend to be mentioned as the single most preferred channels (P. 11). Building and maintaining
a presence on the Web isimportant. Thought should be given to positioning the Web site so it
can be accessed through key word searches.

8. Traditional media channels are not viewed equally by congressional aides. Newspapers and
fact sheets continue to be used often by a majority of respondents for receiving policy
information. Television and radio are used much less frequently (P. 11).

9. Congressional aides clearly favor internal sources of information, such as the Congressiona
Research Service and House/Senate agriculture committees, for researching agricultura policy
topics (P. 12).

10. Paid-subscription sources were less likely to generate use among congressional aides than
were free subscriptions (P. 12).

11. The Science and Education Impact Fact Sheets were recognized by about 50 percent of the
congressional aides in the quantitative portion of this study. Fewer than 8 out of ten respondents
were aware of the National Impact Database (P. 12).

12. In general, the Science and Education Impact Fact Sheets were considered to be well-written,
designed, and organized (P. 13).

13. Congressiona aides had moderate to high levels of expectation that land-grant universities
could serve as an information resource for avariety of topics. Thereis evidence, however, that
respondents are not aware that land-grant universities are a viable information resource for non-
agricultural and less traditional topics (P. 13).

14. Land-grant universities tend to receive high marks for their reliability, reputation, and level of
knowledge. On other characteristics, such astheir perceived responsiveness and influence, land-
grant universities tended to be assessed positively, although a substantial minority of respondents
were undecided. Thereis clearly room for improvement in these and other areas (P. 13). Land-
grant universities can leverage their visibility among Congressional aides by building a reputation
as avalued source of information for agricultural and natural resource organizations and
agribusiness.

15. The most common leadership style used by the Congressional aides was contingent reward, a
transactional leadership style that focuses on an exchange (“I’ll do thisfor you if you do this for
me”). Thisfinding may help explain the attitude of Congressional aides when sources provide
information to them and suggests that land-grant universities and others adjust for that in their
approach (P. 13).

16. While the majority of Congressional aides in this study reported regular communication with a
land-grant university, a substantial minority indicated no contact with them or alack of
knowledge on whom to contact in the event they wished to do so (P. 16).

Introduction



Along with effective media relations, many private- and public-sector organizations have
established or bolstered existing government relations programs in recent years. No longer
pursued only by large corporations, government relations activities have become increasingly
commonplace among small- and medium-sized organizations and industries. Aswith media
relations, the primary goal is to create a positive awareness and image of an organization’s or
industry’ s particular activities and contributions.

While ideal goals and purposes of media and government relations can be easily identified, they
are typically much more difficult to accomplish. A major challenge in mediarelations is that
organizations must compete with literally hundreds of other groups for a finite amount of media
time, space, and attention. While new media channels such as the Internet and World Wide Web
offer additional avenues for reaching key audiences, they also demand more time and expertise
that may not be available in organizations with limited human and financial resources. Similar
challenges exist in launching and maintaining government relations programs. Without adequate
resources and expertise, few organizations can hope to compete successfully. Adding to the
dilemmais the difficulty and expense in measuring the success of such programs. Tangible results
from media and governmental relations activities are not aways immediately visible, which may
call into question their value during difficult economic times.

As organizations seek to become more accountable for time and resources devoted to media
and government relations activities, there is an increased need for recent and reliable data on
communication-rel ated attitudes and behaviors of their target audiences. This Situation is
particularly true in the land-grant system, which has embraced public accountability since its
inception (Richardson et al., 2000; Jackson and Smith, 1999).

Research was conducted to investigate the use of communications channels and sources by
Congressiona aides and the effectiveness of the USDA Science and Education Impact Fact Sheet
Program. The goal of the USDA program is to communicate tangible effects of USDA-Extension
programming as a strategy to help maintain investment in land-grant and USDA research and
educationa programs. Sample topics for the Impact Fact Sheets have included animal health,
agriculture and the environment, parenting, waste management, low-resource client needs, and
local problem-solving with land-grant expertise.

The primary objectives of this study were as follows:

1. To determine Congressional aides awareness and use of the USDA fact sheets and

companion database;

2. Toidentify aides communication source and channel preferences for receiving relevant

information,

3. Todetermine aides attitudes toward land-grant universities; and

4. To discover leadership styles to gain a more complete understanding of the aides.

Review of Literature

L egidative business has grown dramatically in scope and volume in recent years. Congressional
workload has nearly doubled since the 1950s as members spend more time in session, committee
meetings, and floor votes (Davidson and Oleszek, 2000). Legidators must consider literally
thousands of bills and vote hundreds into law yearly (Paletz, 1999). Legidation has aso become
more complex in recent years.

Congressional members demanding schedules lead them to rely heavily on staffs of legidative
aides to help conduct research on important issues. Legidative aides are typically young, well-



educated, transient individuals who conduct research and obtain background information on a
variety of specific issues. They communicate with lobbyists, outside interest groups and executive
branch officials and later report the outcomes of such correspondence to congressional members.
Because they interact with many outside sources, legidative aides are in a strategic position to
advance or hinder policy proposals by including issues they favor and omitting the ones they
oppose as they draft reports for congressional members (Davidson and Oleszek, 2000).

In forming such judgments, legidative aides rely upon awide range of both interna (within the
legidative branch) and external sources for data and background information.

Committee reports provide aides and members with valuable information pertaining to
legidative matters. Each bill is accompanied by awritten report that usually provides such
information as the bill’ s purpose, effects on existing law, estimated implementation costs, and
solicited comments from relevant agencies (Congressional Quarterly, 1998). Committee hearings
and reports provide lawmakers with information necessary to make informed judgments.

Other important internal sources of legidative information are congressional support agencies
that provide timely, relevant data to members (Wells, 1996; Davidson and Oleszek, 2000). The
oldest and most frequently used legidative support agency is the Congressional Research Service
(CRYS), aunit of the Library of Congress that employs an expert staff (Wells, 1996).

Another congressiona support agency, the General Accounting Office (GAO), focuses on ways
to improve the effectiveness of government agencies and programs by eliminating wasteful and
fraudulent practices. A third support agency, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), is mainly
responsible for giving Congress fiscal information pertaining to the congressional budget and
legidative processes (Fox and Hammond, 1977; Wells, 1996).

In addition to internal sources of information, external sources can also be valuable to
congressional members. Other external sources involve specia interest groups, such as labor,
farm, and environmental organizations. A group’s level of influence in the legidative arena
depends on such factors as the quality of its arguments; its membership size and the cohesion
among members; its financia and staff resources; the enthusiasm and persistence of its leadership;
and its ability to gain political power by forming coalitions with other groups (Oleszek, 1996).
Congressional members also rely on outside organizations of experts that speciaize in particular
legidative issues, including nongovernmental research groups that occasionally hold seminars and
debates open to congressional members. A fina external source of information is the mass media

Congressional members and their staff access various local and national media channels —
newspapers, magazines, journals, the Internet, television —to monitor public response to
legidative matters (Paletz, 1999).

M ethodology

Data collection. Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected in this study. Itis
important to note that the emphasis of qualitative studies is on understanding the phenomena of
interest by collecting rich data that are poorly represented by numeric interpretations (Patton,
1990). Generdizing these datato alarger population istypically not the goal. A focus group
guestion route was designed to use in two focus group settings, although only the first focus
group could be conducted due to poor attendance at the second, which fell during Senate debate
on agricultural legidation. The question route for the focus group was field-tested prior to use
and modified based on those results (Krueger, 1994). The focus group was conducted in July
2000 with eight participants.



In the quantitative portion of the study, a questionnaire was developed by the authors to address
the objectives of the study. A panel consisting of persons knowledgeable about the target
audience, questionnaire design, and land-grants was used to determine the face and content
validity of the questionnaire (Fink, 1995). The surveys were completed during meals hosted by
the researchers and hand-delivered to offices of those who did not or could not attend.
Accompanying the questionnaire was a sample fact sheet and a cover letter explaining the purpose
and goals of the research. These materials were delivered in July 2000 with follow-up measures
in August. Of the 171 Congressional aides in the sample, 54 returned questionnaires for a 32
percent response rate. The response rate was deemed adequate given the nature of the target
group and the purpose of the research.

M easurement of selected study variables. Inthe qualitative portion of the study, questions
for the focus group were concentrated on general communications and the Science and Education
Impact Sheets. In the quantitative portion, two sets of questions focused specifically on
respondents’ communication behaviors and attitudes. Three sets of questions were used to
measure respondents’ attitudes toward various aspects of the USDA Science and Education Fact
Sheets and land-grant universities. A series of 22 statements were taken from the Multifactor
L eadership Questionnaire (MLQ) (Bass and Avolio, 1995) to assess respondents’ self-perceptions
of various leadership style characteristics

Four multiple-choice-type gquestions were included in the research to gain insights into
respondents knowledge of the land-grant system. Also respondents were asked to identify the
name of the federal partner for land-grant universities. A number of remaining questions focused
on demographic and occupational characteristics of the respondents.

Item analysis was used to assess reliability for selected items in the survey instrument. The
resulting alpha coefficients ranged from .69 to .94 and were judged adequate.

Data Analysis. Datafrom the focus groups were coded by themes as they emerged from the
data, a coding concept from grounded theory methodology (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).

Following appropriate methods of analysis for qualitative data, clustered summary tables were
developed and are presented with this report (Miles and Huberman, 1994).

Quantitative data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences.
Descriptive statistics, including frequencies, percentages, means, medians and standard deviations,
were used to summarize respondents’ demographic and attitudinal characteristics. The MLQ item
means were summed and divided by the number of items to determine the strength of the
leadership style, following procedures described by Bass and Avolio (1995).

Findings

Qualitative Findings

Qualitative data from the focus group are presented in Tables 1 and 2. The participants
indicated the information that they kept or filed for future use was generally written in away that
could be easily understood by laypersons. The information they kept was also perceived to have
current or future use. The most cited source for information was the Congressional Research
Service. The participants had interacted with universities primarily through government relations
personnel or faculty who worked in the policy area. Most of this interaction was with the land-
grant ingtitutions in the legidator’ s home state, although this was not always the case.

The participants identified land-grants as resources for policy information and analysis and



expected the types of education and research information from these institutions to be related to
rural settings and development of technology. In addition, they perceived the research to be
practical. To improve communication, the participants recommended that government relations
staff facilitate more interaction between the legidative aides (and legidators) and faculty,
especialy helping them establish relationships. It was further recommended that these
interactions not take place when a pressing issue is on the floor, but instead in a more relaxed
atmosphere. The participants also wanted to hear more about updates on funded programs and
successes of land-grant programs. Table 1 presents these data in more detail.

When asked about the Impact Science and Education Fact Sheets, none of the legidative aides
reported seeing them prior to the focus group (Table 2). The participants liked the format in
general and thought it would be very helpful to include a contact name. Some liked the paper
format, while others preferred an electronic version. There was concern that the electronic
capabilities of the offices might not be suited for al electronic distribution.

The participants were asked whether distribution of the sheets should follow topics in current
events. They felt that could be useful, but was not always necessary. While land-grants provide
information in a great diversity of areas, the participants felt that the agriculture aide should
generaly receive the sheets. They agreed that a publicly accessible database of |mpact
information could be very useful if it were user friendly and provided more detailed information if
needed.



Table 1. Focus Group Responses on Communications | ssues from L egisative Aides

Topic Comments Quote

Types of * Fact sheets “Things that are difficult or complex — if there'sa
information kept | * Information that could be understood by | good summary of it, it can be used for another

or filed layperson purpose.”

* Information with current or future
relevance
* Summaries of information

Use of Internet

» Congressional Research Service
o Listserves

* Search Web by topic

» Land-grants with policy web sites

“l use CRSalot.”

Bookmarked sites

» Texas A&M Palicy Center
* Groups that lobby — Farm Bureau, Corn
Growers, etc.

Communication
sources for
university
information

 Government relations people on
campus

* Personal contacts

» Home state and other

“It might not be the institution in the home state or
district, may be different ingtitution. If they don’t
know the answer, they’ll certainly direct you to
someone else.”

Use of Research
and Extension
Service

* Education and Research, unbiased

* Rural oriented information

* Practical

* Development of technol ogy/consumer
attitudes toward technology

* Farm program analyses

“Only if it' smore rural oriented; not so much
consumer; practical, the approach in writing,
presentation information.”

How to improve
communications

* Increase interaction between faculty
and legidative aides/legidators

» Establish relationships

* Provide updates on programs and
information on successes

“To get to know them, to get to know what their
expertiseis, what kinds of things they’ re working on,
and to talk about it in aformat that isn’t really
technical format.”

“1t sometimes seems we only see the land grants at
appropriationstime.”

“If there’' s a problem, we know about it.... When |
have farmers complain about the extension or that
the researchers aren’t doing anything, it'svery
difficult to respond to.”




Table 2. Focus Group Responses on Impact Sheetsfrom L egidative Aides*

Topic Comment Quote

Format * Appropriate for awareness “For me it was perfect in terms of how much
* Too general for much use information it gave. | could decideif | needed more
* State specific information would information and then | could just call. | would
compliment national focus definitely want to be able to follow up with the

* Needs contact information for follow up | institution.”

Paper v. * Depends on preference and logistics “Electronic format. We can set our rules (so that it)
electronic * If electronic, needs consistent subject automatically goesto afolder, aspecia folder goes
line to that topic.”
» Hotlink to expanded version would be
hel pful

 Some concern that e-mail system
couldn’t handle it

Current event * Interest in items related to current “1"m always curious though, just in general, about
driven topicsin news or legidature what other research is going on. | wouldn't

* State reference is helpful but not necessarily want it all current facts.”

necessary

» Good to know what research is being
conducted in general

Who receives * Agriculture or environmental aide “We aways sort of have those borderline issues.

» Material will becirculated Depending on how deep into the subject matter it is,
you'd just passit onto the L.A. It could still go to the
ag aide and then passit on.”

Use of Impact * Research project “Having adatabase on line is a great aternative.”
Database * Speech

» Background information
* Second resource

*Note: None had seen the Impact sheets before the focus group

Quantitative Findings

Two-thirds (66.7 percent) of the respondents were males. Ages of respondents varied widely,
from 20 to 65. The median age was 27. More than 40 percent of the respondents reported ages
between 25 and 29. About 87 percent indicated they held a bachelor’ s degree, while 35 percent
indicated they held a master’s degree. About 9 percent of the respondents reported holding a law
degree, while 5 percent reported holding a doctorate. The subjects for which they served as the
primary contact in the office varied a great deal, but al included either agriculture or
environment/natural resources. Agriculture was represented by amost al the participants.

How and Where Respondents Work. Respondents indicated a wide range of hours devoted
to legidlative research per week. The number of hours reported ranged widely, from 2 to 45, with
amean of 16.3 and standard deviation of 10.3 indicating a great deal of variance.

More than half (53.7 percent) indicated working in a House member’s persona office, while
more than one-fourth (25.9 percent) indicated working in a Senate member’ s persona office.



About 9 percent indicated they worked on a House committee, and about 7 percent indicated they
worked on a Senate committee. Respondents were asked to indicate the number of yearsin their
current position. The responses ranged from 1 year to 18 years. The mean number of years was
2.56 with a standard deviation of 2.62. More than one-third of the respondents (35.2 percent)
indicated being in their current position for 1 year.

Nearly two-thirds of the respondents (64.8 percent) indicated that they communicated regularly
with a contact individual from their state’ s land-grant university. One-fourth (25.9 percent) said
they did not regularly communicate with such a contact, but did know whom to contact in the
event they wished to do so. Just 10 percent indicated they did not know whom to contact or did
not answer the question.

Communication Behaviors and Attitudes. Findings showed that respondents use a variety of
communication channelsfor receiving policy information. As shown in Table 3, persona
contacts, e-mail, and Internet/World Wide Web were the channels used most frequently, while
computer databases, radio, and CD-ROMs were the least used channels.

When asked what their most useful channel was nearly 45 percent of the respondents indicated
that the Internet/World Wide Web. Personal contacts were mentioned by just more than 35
percent. Electronic mail was a distant third, mentioned by just over 5 percent.

Table 3. Congressional Aides' Reported Frequency of Usefor Various Communication Channelsfor Receiving
Policy Information, Presented in Per centages (n=54)

Frequency of Use
Never  Occasionally Frequently  MD Mean' SD

1. Persona Contacts 00 00 00 56 33.3 59.3 1.9 5.55 .61
2. E-Mail 00 00 19 19 389 55.6 1.9 5.51 .64
3. Internet/World Wide Web 00 00 37 37 33.3 59.3 0.0 5.48 .75
4. Newspapers 0.0 56 148 93 37.0 333 0.0 478 1.22
5. Fact Sheets 0.0 37 93 185 4.4 204 3.7 471 1.04
6. Newdetters 56 11.1 222 259 259 93 0.0 3.83 1.34
7. Television 9.3 241 148 222 14.8 13.0 1.9 3.49 1.56
8. Magazines 19 185 296 333 148 1.9 0.0 3.46 1.08
9. Seminars/Conferences 56 16.7 315 24.1 16.7 3.7 1.9 342 1.23
10. Technical Reports 37 259 204 370 74 37 19 3.30 117
11. Computer Databases 16.7 185 148 259 148 7.4 1.9 3.26 155
12. Radio 16.7 241 370 93 74 3.7 1.9 2.77 1.28
13. CD-ROMs 44 278 93 93 56 0.0 3.7 2.00 1.22
14. Other 0.0 00 0.0 00 1.9 00 98.1 5.00 0.00
15. Other 0.0 00 0.0 19 0.0 0.0 98.1 4.00 0.00

! |tems are scaled from 1 to 6, never use to frequently use.
MD = missing data.

Analysis of respondents’ preferred information sources revealed that they were most likely to
use internal and government sour ces of information, such as the Congressiona Research
Service, House or Senate agriculture committees, and3 USDA (Table 4). General mass media
and communication organizations were the least likely to be used. When asked what their most
useful source was more than one-fourth (27.8 percent) of the respondents indicated the
Congressiona Research Service.
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Table4. Congressional Aides' Perceived Likelihood of Using Various Communication Sour cesfor Resear ching
Agricultural Policy Topics, Presented in Per centages (n=54)

Not Moder ately Very
Likely Likely Likely MD  Mean®SD
1. Congressional Research Serv. 0.0 0.0 0.0 74 259 66.7 0.0 5.59 .63
2. House/Senate Ag Committee 19 19 19 16.7 25.9 51.9 0.0 519 110
3. USDA 0.0 0.0 74 185 407 333 00 5.00 91
4. Library of Congress 0.0 19 3.7 204 370 333 3.7 5.00 .95
5. Government agencies 0.0 0.0 37 185 51.9 25.9 0.0 5.00 .78
6. Other Congressional Aides 0.0 5.6 3.7 222 333 333 19 487 111
7. Agriculture and/or Natural 0.0 1.9 111 16.7 46.3 222 19 477 .99
Resource Organizations
8. Condtituents 0.0 56 130 204 278 315 19 468 122
9. Agribusiness contacts 3.7 3.7 9.3 16.7 37.0 25.9 37 463 130
10. Internet key word search 1.9 9.3 9.3 14.8 333 29.6 19 460 136
11. Agricultura media 0.0 1.9 13.0 407 29.6 14.8 00 443 .96
12. General Accounting Office 0.0 9.3 74 333 333 16.7 00 441 114
13. Land-Grant Universities 0.0 7.4 16.7 204 370 16.7 19 440 118
14. Private consultants/experts 9.3 9.3 7.4 111 35.2 25.9 19 434 163
15. Congressiond testimony 0.0 74 241 24.1 24.1 204 00 426 125
16. Congressional Budget Office 0.0 16.7 74 407 204 13.0 19 406 123
17. Free subscription/member- 3.7 14.8 13.0 204 333 111 37 402 139
ship to Web Services/News
18 Free subscription to print 3.7 14.8 16.7 37.0 222 5.6 0.0 376 123
publications
19. Lexis-Nexisor similar 5.6 185 16.7 29.6 222 5.6 19 362 133
Internet source
20. Paid subscription to print 13.0 13.0 204 241 204 7.4 1.9 349 149
publications
21. Paid subscription/member- 185 185 14.8 14.8 185 14.8 0.0 341 174
ship to Web Services/News
22. Massmedia 37 241 259 352 9.3 19 00 328 111
23. Communication organizations 3.7 222 35.2 222 13.0 0.0 3.7 319 1.07
24. National Public Radio 315 222 241 148 7.4 0.0 00 244 128
25. Other 0.0 0.0 19 0.0 19 00 963 400 141
26. Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 100.0 0.00 0.00

! ltems scaled 1 to 6, not likely to very likely.
MD = missing data.

Attitudestoward Impact Fact Sheets and Land-Grant Universities. Half of the
respondents (50 percent) indicated they had never seen a Science and Education Impact Fact
Sheet, and 9 percent indicated they were not sure. More than half of the respondents who
reported having seen the fact sheet indicated that they had also used it at least one time.

About 83 percent of the respondents indicated they were unaware of the USDA National
Impact Database. Of the 8 respondents who were aware of the database, 5 indicated they had
used it at least one time.

11



Results shown in Table 5 indicate generally positive attitudes toward the USDA Science and
Education Impact Fact Sheets. More than three-fourths of the respondents (77.8 percent) felt
that the facts sheets provided credible information, while more than half (57.4 percent) said they
would file or save them for future use. Well over half of the respondents rated the fact sheets
favorably with regard to writing style, length, and format.

A large magjority of respondents felt that the fact sheets should cover timely topics and those of
current interest (Table 5). More than three-fourths of the respondents (77.8 percent) indicated
they would access Impact information if available in a user-friendly web site, while well over half
(63 percent) said they would prefer to access Impact information by computer.

Relative to perceptions about land-grant universities, more than three-fourths of the respondents
(77.8 percent) indicated that these institutions were valuable sources of information. Well over
half (66.7 percent) of the respondents indicated that USDA was an excellent source for land-grant
university research. Table 6 provides information on respondents  expectations of 1and-grant
universities to serve as an information resource for various topics. Results show that
respondents expectations of land-grant universities were highest for such topics as agriculture
policy, biotechnology, agricultural marketing, food safety, and pest management. The lowest
levels of expectation were indicated for child care, youth, and parenting issues.

Respondents’ subjective assessments of land-grant universities are provided in Table 7. As
shown, mean values for the 11 attitudinal items ranged from 5.90 to 4.22 on the 7-point scale,
indicating moderately to dlightly favorable attitudes for all the items assessed. Respondents
ranked land-grant universities highest on the basis of their reputation and reliability, and lowest on
their familiarity and perceived bias.

Leadership style data from the MLQ are provided in Table 8. The style used most frequently
was the contingent reward, atransactional leadership style. The leadership styles measured in the
MLQ and a brief summary of each style's characteristics follow:

Idealized influence (attributed and behavior) (I1A and 11B)—values respect and confidence of others and oriented to
purpose. 1A focuses on beliefs, while 1B concentrates on behaviors.

Inspirational motivation (IM)—enthusiastically focuses on high standards and opportunities.

Intellectua stimulation (IS)—encourages creativity and new perspectives.

Individualized consideration (IC)—focuses on individuals, making them feel valued.

Contingent reward (CR)—concentrates on reward for behavior or effort.

Management by exception (active and passive) (MBEA and MBEP)—focuses on problems. Seeking problemsin
order to track, solve, or prevent them is characteristic of MBEA, while waiting for problems to emerge follows
the more passive pattern.

Lassez faire leadership (LFL)—avoids active leadership and involvement.

ThellA, 11B, IM, IS, and IC are considered transformational |eadership styles that inspire
motivation and enthusiasm. CR is atransactional leadership style with an emphasis on quid pro
quo, or leadership based on rewards. It was followed by the transformational leadership styles
(A, 11B, IM, IS, IC). The least frequently used |eadership styles were the Management by
exception—passive and Lassez faire.

12



Table5. Congressional Aides' Opinionsabout USDA Science and Education Impact Fact Sheets and Land-
Grant Universities, Presented in Per centages (n=54)

Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Undecided Disagree  Disagree MD Mean SD

Content and Usefulness of Fact Sheets

a. Thelmpact information should 185 63.0 13.0 0.0 0.0 56 4.06 .58
cover topics of current interest.*

b. Impact Fact Sheets provide 16.7 61.1 16.7 0.0 0.0 56 4.00 .60
credible information.*

c. Thelmpact Fact Sheets do not 1.9 0.0 14.8 66.7 7.4 93 386 .65
contain useful information.**

d. A contact name and number where 5.6 48.1 222 1.9 19 204 367 .75
| could receive more information.*

e. Impact Fact Sheets provide 1.9 61.1 27.8 1.9 1.9 56 3.63 .66
relevant information | can use*

f.  I'would file or save the Impact 111 46.3 241 7.4 3.7 74 358 .95
Fact sheets.*

0. Theinformation in the Data Sheets 1.9 37.0 38.9 9.3 00 130 264 .70

is accessible from other sources.**
Format and Style of Fact Sheets

h. Thewriting in the Impact Fact 0.0 1.9 14.8 66.7 111 56 392 59
Sheetsis difficult to understand.**

i. Theinformation in the Impact Fact 3.7 70.4 204 0.0 0.0 56 382 .48
Sheetsis well organized.*

j- Thelmpact Fact Sheets are too 19 5.6 27.8 48.1 111 56 365 .84
short for me.**

k. Thecurrent format of Impact Fact 0.0 63.0 24.1 5.6 0.0 74 362 .60
Sheetsis satisfactory.*

[.  Thelmpact Fact Sheetslack enough 3.7 13.0 204 51.9 3.7 74 342 93

detail to be of valueto me.**
Receiving Impact Information

m. Theddivery of Impact information ~ 25.9 63.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 56 422 54
must be timely to be useful .*

n. | would access the information 111 66.7 13.0 19 0.0 74 394 59
if user-friendly web site.*

0. Thelmpact information should be 9.3 61.1 222 1.9 0.0 56 382 .62
available to me upon request*

p. | would prefer to accessImpactinfo  13.0 50.0 14.8 14.8 1.9 56 361 .98
by computer.*

g- | would use acomputerized database  13.0 40.7 27.8 111 0.0 74 360 .88

with information available*
Land-Grant Universities

r. Land grant universitiesarevaluable  31.5 46.3 13.0 1.9 0.0 74 416 74
sources of information.*

s. USDA isan excellent sourcefor 3.7 63.0 222 5.6 0.0 56 369 .65
land-grant university research.*

t.  Theonly information | need from 9.3 25.9 222 35.2 1.9 56 3.06 1.07

is my state’ s university*

Items are scaled 5 to 1, strongly agree to strongly disagree. MD = missing data.
Itemsare scaled 1 to 5, strongly agree to strongly disagree.
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Table 6. Congressional Aides Expectations of Land-Grant Universities as and Information Resour ce for
Various Topics, Presented in Per centages (n=54)

Level of Expectation

None Moderate High MD  Mean' SD
1. Agriculture policy 0.0 19 9.3 16.7 14.8 574 0.0 5.17 1.13
2. Biotechnology 0.0 3.7 7.4 13.0 25.9 50.0 0.0 511 1.13
3. Agricultural marketing 0.0 1.9 3.7 185 407 35.2 0.0 5.04 .93
4. Food safety 0.0 3.7 37 204 296 407 19 502 1.07
5. Pest management 0.0 19 74 185 296 407 19 502 1.05
6. Animal hedth 0.0 5.6 74 167 296  40.7 00 493 1.18
7. Rura economic development 0.0 3.7 9.3 185 37.0 29.6 19 481 1.09
8. Water quality 0.0 19 93 241 333 278 37 479 1.04
9. Conservation practices 1.9 3.7 74 222 29.6 333 19 477 122
10. Environmental issues 0.0 3.7 111 24.1 27.8 315 19 474 1.15
11. Nutrition 19 19 93 315 241 315 00 4.69 1.18
12. Vaue-added products 0.0 3.7 13.0 204 352 25.9 19 468 112
13. Risk management 0.0 37 111 241 370 222 19 464 1.08
14. Waste management 37 9.3 16.7 185 27.8 22.2 19 4.26 143
15. International markets 19 13.0 14.8 24.1 27.8 185 00 419 1.36
16. Entrepreneurship 3.7 111 25.9 315 185 9.3 0.0 3.78 1.25
17. Information technology 9.3 14.8 185 241 14.8 185 0.0 3.76 1.58
18. Community health 19 111 259 389 130 5.6 3.7 369 1.09
19. Consumer concerns 56 14.8 27.8 204 222 9.3 0.0 3.67 1.37
20. Urban sprawl 93 111 204 333 222 3.7 00 359 131
21. Child care 148 259 259 1438 9.3 5.6 37 294 141
22. Youth and parenting issues 24.1 185 222 204 9.3 3.7 1.9 2.83 1.45

! |tems are scaled from 1 to 6, no expectation to high expectation.

MD = missing data.

Table 7. Congressional Aides Assessmentsof Various Characteristics of Land-Grant Universitiesand Their
Components, Presented in Per centages (n=54)

------------------ Response Vaues ----------------- MD Mean SD

*Reliable 222  50.0 93 111 0.0 0.0 0.0 Unreliable 74 590 .91
*Reputable  14.8 59.6 7.4 111 0.0 0.0 0.0 Disreputable 7.4 584 .84
*Knowledgeable  22.2  46.3 111 9.3 0.0 1.9 1.9 Ignorant 74 574 124
*Trustworthy 13.0 51.9 14.8 13.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Untrustworthy 7.4 570 .89
**Useless 0.0 0.0 19 167 185 352 185 Vauable 9.3 557 1.08
**Non-responsive 0.0 0.0 1.9 222 185 315 185 Responsve 7.4 546 1.13
*Accountable  16.7 29.6 24.1 204 19 0.0 0.0 Careless 74 542 1.09
**Qutdated 0.0 0.0 37 222 259 259 148 Current 74 528 113

** | nconsequential 0.0 3.7 1.9 222 241 25.9 14.8 Influentiad 74 520 126
*Familiar 148 278 185 167 111 19 1.9 Unfamiliar 74 506 146
**Biased 00 130 167 259 185 111 7.4 Unbiased 74 422 146

* Response values scaled 7to 1.

** Response values scaled 1to 7.

MD = missing data.

Table 8. Congressional Aides Self-Assessments of L eader ship Style Characteristics (n=54)




Mean

L eader ship Style Scale Score SD Mode

Contingent reward 3.16 .88 Frequently, if not always
|dealized influence—attributed 3.04 .83 Fairly often

Inspirational motivation 3.04 92 Fairly often
Individualized consideration 2.98 .88 Fairly often

Intellectual stimulation 297 .85 Fairly often

Idealized influence—behavior 287 1.07 Frequently, if not aways
Management by exception—active 174 126 Sometimes

Lassez faire leadership .67 91 Not at all

Management by exception—passive .63 .68 Not at all

*Scaleis4to 0, frequently used to not at all.

Knowledge of and Attitudes Toward Land-Grant Universities. More than three-quarters
(77.8 percent) correctly indicated research, extension and teaching as the three-fold role of land-
grant universities. About 83 percent of the respondents correctly identified the role of the
Cooperative Extension service as educating the public and providing community accessto
information. About 85 percent of the respondents correctly identified the role of the Agricultural
Experiment Station as conducting research on a variety of issues critical to agriculture and the
nation. Two-thirds (66.7 percent) of the respondents correctly selected Cooperative State
Research, Education, and Extension Service as the federal partner for land-grant universities.

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they communicated regularly with a contact
individua from their state’ s land-grant university. Well over one-half (64.8 percent) indicated
they did so. Approximately one-fourth (25.9 percent) of the respondents said they did not
communicate regularly with a contact, but did know whom to contact in the event that they
wished to do so. About 5.6 percent said they did not communicate regularly with a contact and
would not know whom to contact if they desired to do so.

Discussion and Conclusions

Findings reported in this study suggest that Congressional aides rely on a mix of new and
traditional communication channels for receiving policy information. The commonality shared by
the top three channels — persona contacts, e-mail and Internet/World Wide Web — is that each
allows users to seek information at any time and on any topic chosen. Access to information “on
demand” appears to be very important to the Congressional aides who participated in this study.
These individuals rely heavily on interpersonal networks developed with trusted and/or highly
accessible sources. The next most-used tier of information channels included more traditional
print media — newspapers, fact sheets and newdetters. Such media are “portable” and can easily
be filed for future use. In addition, they offer more in-depth coverage of specialized topicsthan is
possible through radio or television.

Regarding the information sources used most frequently by respondents, government and
internal sources were shown to be most popular. However, it isimportant to note that all the
sources with the exception of National Public Radio generated at least moderate levels of
reported use, indicating that information-seeking respondents draw from an eclectic range of
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sources. Interpersonal networks composed of agricultural and natural resource professionals,
constituents and agribusiness contacts were the second most important tier of sources, ahead of
such traditional sources as agricultural media, land-grant universities and mass media.

The results of this study offer both reassuring and potentially alarming news for the land-grant
university system. For instance, respondents reported high levels of expectation that land-grant
universities would serve as information sources for traditional food, agricultural and rural topics.
On the other hand, respondents were decidedly less confident that land-grant universities could
serve as information resources for such critical topics as youth and parenting issues, child care and
urban sprawl.

Mixed results were also reported for respondents’ assessments of various subjective
characteristics of land-grant universities and their components. Land-grant universities tended to
generate positive impressions on attributes associated with perceived credibility, including their
reliability, reputation, perceived knowledge and trustworthiness. At the same time, more than
one-fourth (29.7 percent) expressed concerns about perceived bias, while 14.9 percent rated land-
grant universities as “unfamiliar.” The findings regarding familiarity may be due to the fact that
most respondents have been in their current positions for arelatively short period.

The USDA Science and Education Impact Fact Sheets received positive evaluations from the
majority of respondents. It isimportant to note that very few of the respondents were familiar
with the fact sheets.

The results from the leadership questions indicated that the transactional leadership style of
contingent reward was the one most commonly used by the legidative aides. The transaction
relates to the nature of legidative issues: “1 help you on something, and in return, you help me.”
While this leadership style may reflect the nature of modern legidative work, it is different than
the transformational leadership styles, which are often agoal at land-grant universities. Thus, this
finding points to a disconnect between Congressional aides and land-grant faculty. The work-a
day worlds that shapes us and our leadership and communications styles are very different for
these groups, and in bringing these groups together, these differences will need to be overcome.
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