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ABSTRACT 

Predicated on the rapidly changing ethnic demographics in Texas and 69.3% 

parity levels for Hispanic participants in Extension programs, this causal-comparative 

smdy examined relationships and causality between instimtional, methodological, 

competency, and demographic variables and levels of Hispanic participation in Texas 

Extension programs. Parity was used as measure of participation and calculated as a 3-

year mean percent of Hispanic participation from 2001-2003. Statewide, parity levels 

ranged from 38.9% - 99.7% for state goals and from 6% to 251% for statewide initiatives. 

Hispanic participation in county programs varied from 0% to 409% parity. 

Variables were organized categorically in a web-based instrument measuring 

perceptions through a Likert-type scale. A pilot test resulted in acceptable intemal 

validity of .77 using Cronbach's alpha. Five research questions were posed and four null 

hypotheses were tested. Confidence levels were set at .05 a priori and data were analyzed 

through descriptive statistics, bivariate conelations, and linear regression models. A 

population of 332 county faculty from TCE (1862) and CEP (1890) were included. 

Using the Hardin-Brashears Bi-Modal method'provided a 64% response rate. Tests for 

non-response enor found no significant differences between early and late responders. 

Regression models provided statistical significance for instimtional (I), 

methodological (M), and competency (C) variables. Instimtional variables were 

negatively conelated to levels of Hispanic participation, while methodological and 

competency variables were positively conelated. Regression coefficients for the I,M,C 

model (R^.20) were -29.31 for I and 45.19 for C«feM variables. For the demographic 
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regression model (R2=.35), four variables were significant, ANR (-36.36), 4-H (20.02), 

non-urban (-23.08), and committee parity (.10). 

It was concluded that agent perceptions of adequate institutional support for 

Hispanic programming were associated with lower levels of Hispanic participation. Self 

reported implementation of selected methodologies and perceptions of certain 

competencies among agents were associated with higher levels of Hispanic participation. 

Demographic variables associated with high levels of Hispanic participation were 

committee parity, employer (1890), ethnic minority agents, FCS agents, and 4-H agents. 

Variables associated with lower levels of Hispanic participation were gender (male), 

ethnically white agents, non-urban covmties, and ANR agents. 
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CHAPTER I 

n^JTRODUCTION 

Background 

In keeping with its mission. Extension education continues to change its programs 

to meet tiie needs of a changing society. Once a rural, agrarian state witii the bulk of tiie 

population concenfrated in the eastem portion of the state, Texas has changed 

significantiy in tiie last centmy. The population of today's largest six counties was 

340,582 in 1900, about 11% of the state's population of 3 million people. By 2001, 

nearly 50% of the state's 21 million residents lived in those same six counties. Today's 

sixth largest county. El Paso, was 31^' in population in 1900 and surpassed in size by 

counties such as Anderson, Falls, Fannin, Fayette, Hopkins, Limestone, Milam, Navano, 

Red River, Robertson, and Washington Counties. The total population of these 30 more 

populous counties accounted for over one million, or 33% of the state population at that 

time. Today, those same counties have a population of 2 million, about 9.5% of the state 

population. Of those 30 mostly East Texas counties, 14 declined in population and 13 

increased in population from 1900 - 1990. The remaining three counties were Denton, 

Galveston, and Fort Bend. These three counties were unique among those counties 

experiencing growth. These unique factors included population growth exceeding 500%, 

close proximity to a fast growing urban area, and a shared of over 50% of the growth 

among those 13 counties. In examples along the border with Mexico where Hispanic 

populations are also prevalent, we have similar growth pattems. El Paso grew from a 

1900 population of 24,886 to a 2001 estimate of 688,000. South along tiie border to 



Laredo, population grew during the same time period from 22,000 to 201,000. Further 

south, Hidalgo County grew from 7,000 to 590,000. Another descriptive statistic related 

to Hispanic populations in Texas reveals that 4.2 million of the state's 6.7 million 

Hispanics, or 62%, reside in the seven largest metro counties in the following rank order 

from highest to lowest numbers of Hispanics: Hanis, Bexar, Dallas, El Paso, Hidalgo, 

Tanant, and Travis Counties. While these examples are anecdotal, they symbolize the 

dramatic changes in population, demographic shifts from East Texas westward, and a 

migration pattem along the border and toward urban regions of the state (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2003). 

According to the U.S. Census (2000), Texas has 6.7 million Hispanics and 

population estimates for 2003 (Census, 2003) show the Hispanic proportion of the state 

population to have risen to 33.9%. Census 2000 data also show that Texas Hispanics are 

primarily of Mexican origin at 76%. A total of 18.3% declared a Hispanic origin not 

classified by the Census while the remaining 5.7% classified themselves to be Cenfral 

American (2.2%), Soutii American (0.8%), Puerto Rican (1.0%), Cuban (0.4%), 

Dominican (0.1%), or Spanish (1.2%). While ft is not known exactly what tiie 18.3% 

declared as thefr origin, it is possible that most were of Mexican origin and declared thefr 

origin as Oaxaca, Veracruz, Chihuahua, Zacatecas, D.F., San Luis Potosi, Nuevo Leon, 

Coahuila, Monteney, Tamaulipas, and other state and mefro origins within Mexico tiiat 

are not recognized classifications for the U.S. Census Bureau. 

The U.S. Census (2000) explains that 68.8% of Texans speak only English at 

home while 31.2% of Texans speak a language other tiian English at home. Those people 

whose "other language" is Spanish accounted for 86% of the population speaking a 



language otiier tiian English at home. Within that population of 5.2 million Spanish 

speakers, 74.7% reported to also speak English "well" or "vety well." This was 

consistent witii tiiose who spoke Asian or Pacific Island languages (79.8%), but slightiy 

lower tiian tiiose from European roots who reported 91.8% fluency in spoken English. 

The U.S. Census (2000) also classifies 86.1% (17.9 million) of all Texans as native and 

13.9% (2.9 million) as foreign bom. Of those who are foreign bom, 31.5% (less than 1 

million) reported being natiiralized citizens while 68.5% (1.9 million) reported that they 

were not citizens. Further, of those 2.9 million who were foreign bom, 2.1 milUon of 

them were from Latin America. The remaining 726,000 were from Europe (152,000), 

Asia (466,000), Africa (64,000), Oceania (7,000), and North America (37,000). 

There are other dimensions that change the dynamics of Texas as Hispanic 

populations grow and important history must be considered when seeking to understand 

the "Hispanic community." According to the National Council of La Raza (1992), while 

most Texas Hispanics are of Mexican origin, they are not a homogenous group. They are 

among the oldest and the newest of immigrants to the United States. Some are 

descendents of the Spanish who settled the area over 400 years ago while others 

immigrated in the 1800s and 1900s much like European immigrants who traveled to the 

Westem United States. About one-third of Mexican Americans are descendants of the 

early Spanish settlers such as Coronado, Oiiate, and others. The Southwest was settled in 

the 1500s and mixed the Spanish and Native American populations into a new mestizo 

(mixed) culture. Settlement of the area accelerated and the Texas area became a part of 

Mexico when it won its independence from Spain in 1821. Anglo settlers that moved 

into the area were often Mexican citizens or at least viewed as residents or guests in an 



area Mexico considered as a tenitoty sovereign to Mexico. A declaration of sovereignty 

by a number of Texas settlers brought about the Texas revolution followed later by the 

U.S. war witii Mexico in 1846. In the treaty tiiat ended die war, the Treaty of Guadalupe 

Hidalgo, the U.S. laid claim to 50% of Mexico and gave Mexican nationals in tiiose areas 

one year to choose U.S. or Mexican citizenship. About 75,000 chose U.S. citizenship, 

stayed, and represent a legacy of Hispanics indigenous to the Texas region (NCLR, 

1992). 

The NCLR (1992) report also indicated tiiat the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo 

remains a contentious subject among many Hispanics because while it guaranteed 

property rights for existing landowners, it did not make provisions for differences in 

language and culture and much of the land owned by Hispanics was lost through laws 

inhibiting Hispanic participation in voting, judicial processes, and education. The report 

further explains that over time, industries grew and demanded a sfrong labor force. The 

proximity of Mexico, immigration laws that excluded Chinese immigrants after 1882, 

and economic and political conditions in Mexico created mumal benefits and large 

quantities of Mexican labor for the railroads, mining, and farming. The Mexican 

Revolution in 1910 also sent droves of Mexicans into the Southwest with an estimated 

10% of the Mexican population immigrating to the U.S. in the twenty years following the 

start of the Mexican revolution. These immigrants were more diverse in their 

socioeconomic stams than later immigrants and included political activists, businessmen, 

and professionals along with those with more limited education. Otherwise welcome for 

their labor and confributions to industty, more than 400,000 persons, including thousands 

of U.S. citizens of Mexican descent were "repatriated" to Mexico without formal 



deportation proceedings when the U.S. depression devastated the U.S. economy and 

"Mexicans" no longer provided an economic benefit (NCLR, 1992). 

The advent of World War II drove a strong need for workers once again and 

Mexican immigration was encouraged once again through a 1942 anangement with the 

Mexican government that created tiie 'bracero' program. This created a pool of 356,000 

temporaty agricultural workers before ending in 1964. When braceros stayed in the U.S., 

tiie competition for jobs resulted in economic difficulties for and discriminatoty practices 

against Mexican Americans. The negative sentiment it created led to "Operation 

Wetback" between 1954 and 1958 which resulted in die deportation of 3.8 million 

people. Once again, thousands of U.S. citizens were among those deported. (NCLR, 

1990). 

Nonetheless, immigration remains a feature in Texas. Between 1971 and 1980 

approximately 60,000 Mexicans immigrated into the United States annually and the 

number of those entering the U.S. illegally increased dramatically in the 1980s. 

Estimates by the National Council of La Raza (1990) on undocumented Hispanic 

residents in the United States range from two to five million with Mexicans accounting 

for 60% of tiiem. 

In 1993, the U.S. Border Patrol initiated Operation Hold the Line in the El Paso 

Sector. Followed by similar efforts in San Diego, California, known as Operation 

Gatekeeper, and Arizona, Operation Safeguard, illegal immigration was reduced by 60 -

75%. Since 1993, the number of border patrol agents has increased from 3,900 to 

approximately 9,000 in 2000 and with a goal of 10,000+ agents by 2003. These 

"reductions" in immigration could also be described as "increases" in apprehensions. 



some 1.5 million in 1998 from all foreign countries. A border pafrol agent in the El Paso 

Sector, Albert Olivares (personal communication, December 11,2000), also asserts that 

many of the subjects he has apprehended migrate from Soutiiem Mexico to the "frontera" 

in search of opportunity with maquiladoras. Witii an unemployment rate of 1% in Juarez 

and a long waiting list of people who want to work at many of these factories, Mexicans 

become disillusioned and continue their fravel north to El Paso and into the United States 

to continue their search for opportunity. 

The past and the present provide critical benchmarks from which we might better 

understand this population and more effectively shape and posture Extension to meet the 

future needs of Texas. Steve Murdock, state demographer and professor of rural 

sociology at Texas A&M University is arguably the foremost authority on Texas 

demographics and cites projections for the fiimre of Texas that are relevant for Extension 

to consider. In his book. The Texas Challenge, Murdock et. al (1997) analyzed Texas 

demography according to four major trends: the changing rate of population growth, 

aging of the population, growth of minority populations, and changing composition of 

households. This data is useful in making projections about the fiiture needs of Texas 

and conesponding adjustments needed to meet these needs. The implications of these 

projections are broad and significant, but the most daunting of them hinge on the Texas 

Hispanic population. By 2030, trends suggest a population that is 63% ethnic minority 

and is poorer, less educated, and less equipped to compete globally. Growth pattems 

suggest increases in demand for owned housing, health care, personal care costs, and 

reduced demand for fraditional educational services. The future of Texas is one of 

increased use of welfare and human service programs, lower per capita tax revenues, and 



increased government costs. While Hispanics only account for 30% of tiie Texas 

population, tiiey represent 67% of Texans living in poverty. Only 8.8% of Hispanics 

today have a college education compared to 15.5% of Blacks and 30% of Anglos. While 

tiiat figure is expected to rise to 18% for Hispanics by 2040, it will remain significantly 

lower than tiiose of other ethnic groups, 29.6% for Blacks and 47.8% for Anglos. As 

Hispanics become a larger proportion of the population, low averages for Hispanics will 

begin to mg downward on the state average (U.S. Census Bureau, 2003). 

Murdock (1997) indicates growth rates from 1990-2030 for each etiinic group to 

be 20.4% for Anglos, 62% for Blacks, 257.6% for Hispanics, and 648.4% for other 

groups, assuming cunent trends. Demographic characteristics related to the age of 

Hispanic audiences fiirther accents differences in Hispanic populations compared to the 

average. The "baby boomer" generation is driving the average age of Texans higher and 

will increase the "over 65" population from a cunent level of approximately 10.3% to a 

2030 level of 17%, assuming cunent growth rates. While all ethnic groups will age, only 

10% of Hispanics will fall in this categoty in 2030 compared to 25% of Anglos. This is 

another important feature for Extension to consider in fts program development, given the 

large growth of youthful Hispanics and the unique nature of their educational needs. 

Income is also a key factor in the demographic analysis of Hispanic audiences. 

While Hispanics only represented 19.1%) of 1990 Texas households, 63.2% of Hispanic 

households were living below a household income level of $25,000. Conversely, Anglos 

represented 67.9% of Texas households but only accounted for 41.5% of households 

living below the $25,000 mark. Projections for 2030 show similar proportions living in 

poverty for both groups, except that Anglos will only represent 42.3% of households in 



2030 and Hispanics will grow to represent 39.7% of Texas households. In summaty, the 

proportion of Hispanic households will grow but the proportion of them living in poverty 

will not drop, meaning more Texans in poverty and a lower average income for Texas 

families (Murdock, 1997). Conclusions reached by Murdock (1997) were ones that likely 

confributed to the name of his book. These conclusions predict die future needs of Texas 

based on demographic trends. Ethnic minorities, particularly Hispanics, are inextricably 

linked to these frends given their growth rates and the challenges they present. Murdock 

(1997, p. 3) stated that 

if cunent frends continue, by 2030 Texas could have 
• a population of nearly 63% non-Anglos 
• a poorer, less well educated population and a labor force ill prepared to compete 

in the global labor market 
• reduced levels of consumer expenditures and of net worth per household 
• substantial increases in markets for owned housing, health care, and related 

personal care costs but reduced demand for fraditional educational services 
• 1 substantial levels of increases in welfare and human service usage, and 

• reduced per capita tax revenues but increased government costs, (p. 3) 

For an agency dedicated to education and, in addition, one that is non-formal in 

namre. Extension has great potential to position itself to meet the educational needs of 

Hispanic audiences if it can dedicate itself to reducing instimtional barriers, developing 

relevant competencies among fts faculty, and implementing methodologies that will serve 

the specific needs of Hispanic audiences. Otherwise, Extension may be perceived as a 

traditional educational service that serves a very nanow audience and not valued as 

highly by nonfraditional audiences or viewed as a contemporaty provider of educational 

programs and services. 

According to CSREES (2004), the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 created a national 

Cooperative Extension System as follow-up legislation to the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 



1890 and authorized each state and territoty to create its own Extension program. The 

specific purpose of the Cooperative Extension System was to aid in diffusing among the 

people of the United States useful and practical information generated by research at the 

land grant instimtions of each state and territoty. Further, this federal legislation 

described the nature of Extension work to be the development of practical applications of 

research knowledge, giving of instmction, and demonstrations related to agriculture, 

home economics, and subjects related to the needs of die people who are not in residence 

at the university (CSREES, 2004). While much of the language is dated, the mandate for 

Extension remains focused on extending the knowledge resources of the land grant 

university to the local level and in facilitating the introduction of innovation and change. 

While there is a measure of debate about how broadly or nanowly to interpret the 

mission of Extension, Extension remains charged by its enabling legislation with the duty 

of educationally connecting local communities to land grant universities and applying 

research-based information to the solution of local problems. 

In Texas, Cooperative Extension supports a variety of academic disciplines 

through university-based departments in broad program areas that include agriculture and 

natural resources, family and consumer science, 4H and youth development, and 

community development. Through an extensive network of county offices supporting 

each of the 254 Texas counties, field-based Extension faculty are responsible for the 

development, delivety, and evaluation of educational programs that meet local needs and 

are responsive to county government. Extension historically has focused on supportmg 

the agricultural industiy and its producer base. From this emphasis, the 4H youth 

program was bom when farmers failed to adopt changes recommended by Extension 



agents. When demonstration plots established cooperatively between tiie Extension agent 

and tiie fanner's children perfonned better than that of tiie fanner, both the result 

demonsfration and the 4H youth program quickly gained notoriety. The Com and 

Tomato Clubs for boys and giris, respectively, evolved into today's 4H Club Program 

building upon the interests and resources of the day. Similarly, programs for tiie spouses, 

known in those days as homemakers, became important in supporting the largely rural 

population of Texas in tiie early 1900s (The Agricultiire Program, 2004). 

Statement of the Problem 

In June 1987, the Hudson Instimte published a study that predicted a profile of 

new enfrants in the 21^' Centmy workforce based on demographic trends. Their findings 

predicted that just 16% of workforce entrants would be white males, while 61% would be 

women and 29% would be ethnic minorities. This is a sharp confrast to the demographic 

composition in cunent management positions (Ludwig, 1995). Bernard Jones, former 

chair of ECOP, Dean and Director of Nevada Cooperative Extension, stated that the land 

grant system, including Cooperative Extension, was not created with a nanow focus on 

agriculture. He goes on to say that the land grant system was created based on societal 

needs of the people and of the nation and the mission of Extension reflects this sfrong 

commitment to the needs of people. Further, he indicates that Extension cannot expect a 

great future if it remains primarily focused on 2% of the population involved m 

production agriculture. Jones insisted that only quality programs will receive funding in 

the fiiture and while Extension has quality programs, ft also has a number of outdated 

programs. Extension must also hire more diverse faculty and must expand the scholarly 
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achievements of faculty to assure that they maintain credibility and respect among peers 

and the public (Jones, 1992). 

The 2000 Census and subsequent population estimates documented the changes in 

U.S. demography and elevated Hispanics as the most populous minority group in tiie 

nation in 2002 with over 34 million residents. Population estimates for July 1,2001 

placed tiie U.S. population at 284.8 million people, a 1.2% increase from 2000. 

Approximately 60% of this increase was due to natural increases, births over deatiis, 

while the rest was attributed to immigration. Hispanics account for more than 58% of 

this net migration (Census Bureau, 2001). 

As a provider of non-formal education, Extension is in a position to respond to the 

needs of the fast growing Texas Hispanic community by developing and delivering 

appropriate educational responses that can be helpful to Hispanic audiences throughout 

Texas and the nation. An imderstanding of the specific needs of this audience and the 

skills to effectively develop, deliver, and evaluate educational programs to these 

audiences is critical to any successfiil effort. A three-year average of reporting data 

(2001-2003) from the Texas Cooperative Extension report database (TCE, 2003) showed 

an average of 58,049 records per year, 132,176 group methods per year, and 2,908,715 

educational contacts per year. Of those contacts, Hispanics accounted for an average of 

683,485 per year, or 23.5%. At this level and considering the 33.9% Hispanic share of 

the Texas population. Extension programs are reaching Hispanics at a 69.3% parity level 

(Census, 2002). 

Parity was used as a performance factor in this smdy to describe the degree to 

which Extension agents successfully reached Hispanics in tiieir county at a level that 
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minored tiie demographics of the county. It was also used as a way to compensate for 

the range of differences in Hispanic populations throughout die 254 counties in Texas. 

The use of tiie term parity was in the place of formal legal terms such as disparate 

freatinent or disparate impact because it was the purpose of this smdy to identify 

variables that could reasonably lead to higher levels of Hispanic participation in 

Extension programs and not to identify elements of Texas Extension programs that had 

discriminatoty intent or effect. Nonetheless, the issue of civil rights cannot be separated 

from smdies that explore reasons why certain protected populations are not served or do 

not benefit from public services in equitable proportions to mainsfream populations. The 

Civil Rights.Org research center (2004) defined disparate impact as policies or practices 

that resulted in an adverse effect on minorities or women. The U.S. Department of 

Justice's Civil Rights Division (2004) outlined the many provisions of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964, including an overarching purpose that no public funds be spent in ways that 

encourage, enfrench, or subsidize racial discrimination through programs and services or 

through the numerous other public processes and functions. It further stated that no 

person, on the grounds of race, be excluded from participation in nor denied the benefits 

of any program or activity that received federal assistance. 

Further analysis of state reporting data by state goal and by selected identifier 

codes allowed more precise description of data relevant to this smdy. Table 1.1 

illusfrates Hispanic participation in each of four state goals and parity levels for each 

goal. State goal 1 related to issues health, safety, and well being and showed the highest 

percentage of Hispanic participation at 33.8%. At this participation rate, parity is 99.7%. 
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Parity was calculated by dividing percent participation by 33.9%, a fixed factor that 

represented tiie percent Hispanic population for Texas. 

On die opposite end of the scale, die state goal dedicated to economic 

competitiveness, goal 3, had a participation rate of 13.2% Hispanics, 38.9% of parity. 

The otiier two goals, environmental stewardship and life skills/leadership, showed 21.6% 

and 21.3%) Hispanic participation, respectively. These statistics place Extension 

programming for one goal at parity witii the population and leave the other three goals at 

significantiy lower levels ranging from 38.6% to 63.7%) of parity. 

Table I.I: %> Hispanic participation and parity levels by state goal, 2001-2003 
<i P , Health Env. Stew. Econ. Comp Life Skills 

ID (2) (3} (4i_ 
% Hispanic Part. 

% Hisp. Pop. (2002) 

% Parity 

33.8 

33.9 

99.7 

21.6 

33.9 

63.7 

13.2 

33.9 

38.9 

21.3 

33.9 

62.8 

To further describe cunent levels of Hispanic participation in Extension 

programs, monthly report data was retrieved according to a variety of statewide 

initiatives (Table 1.2). A total of 38 initiatives were selected in a manner that represented 

a variety of programming areas within each of the state goals, were fairly broad in their 

implementation so as to be able to reasonably include Hispanic audiences, and included 

selected initiatives that specifically targeted Hispanics. The retiieval codes were 

necessaty to gather data for each state initiative. The data (Table 1.2) is for descriptive 

purposes only and was ananged in descending order based on an average program parity 
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level calculated for the 2001-2003 reporting years. Hispanics account for 33.9% of the 

Texas population (U.S. Census, 2002). 
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Table 1.2: % Hispanic participation and parity by selected statewide initiatives 
Ave % 

Hispanic Program 
Code Initiative Participation Parity (%) 

2001-2003 2001-2003 
065 AmeriCorps 
151 Expanded Nutrition Program (ENP) 
080 Building Self-Sufficient. Families 
244 Home-based business 
149 Better Living for Texans 
097 Money 2000+ 
206 Limited resource audiences 
159 Nutiition/wellness (FFNews - 1890) 
187 Civil rights/ affirmative action 
177 School curriculum enrichment 
170 Exploring 4H 
074 Workforce preparation 
514 AG. In the Classroom 
168 Character Education 
279 Sports Field Education (SAFE) 
182 Sfrengtiiening Capacity to Care 
252 Access for the "have-nots" 
122 Youth leadership 
092 Health Ed. Rural Oufreach (HERO) 
250 Teen Leadership Connection 
211 Family member employmt (Militaty) 
102 Walk Across Texas (WAT) 
014 Livestock management (1890) 
106 Aduft leadership 
515 Quality Counts 
180 Small animals 
066 Business development (1890) 
377 Integrated Pest Management 
108 EPC (boards & committees) 
155 Food Protection Management (FPM) 
008 2002 Farm Bill Education 
136 Pesticide Applicator Tmg (PAT) 
041 Cotton 
242 Agriculttiral enfrepreneurship 
087 Family & Comm. Ed (FCE) 
278 Small acreage/urban farm 
029 Beef Cattle 
218 Small Farming 

85.28 
66.12 
58.37 
48.47 
45.84 
41.09 
39.33 
37.57 
36.84 
35.92 
32.51 
32.06 
31.56 
30.99 
27.08 
23.49 
23.15 
22.66 
21.40 
19.02 
18.76 
16.78 
16.55 
15.23 
13.82 
13.33 
12.98 
12.44 
12.03 
10.92 
10.83 
9.77 
9.36 
9.30 
5.09 
3.79 
3.73 
2.06 

251.56 
195.05 
172.18 
142.98 
135.22 
121.22 
116.03 
110.82 
108.66 
105.95 
95.90 
94.57 
93.11 
91.43 
79.88 
69.29 
68.28 
66.85 
63.13 
56.10 
55.34 
49.51 
48.82 
44.94 
40.78 
39.33 
38.30 
36.71 
35.48 
32.21 
31.94 
28.81 
27.60 
27.44 
15.01 
11.17 
11.00 
6.08 
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These data show that only 11 of the 38 initiatives selected met or exceeded parity 

witii tiie percentage of the Texas Hispanic population, 33.9% (U.S. Census, 2002). ft also 

provides more deptii than is possible by examining aggregated statewide data. These 

data, while descriptive and anecdotal, help to illusfrate potential programs and/or 

sfrategies tiiat promote high levels of Hispanic participation. Overall, Exension's average 

for Hispanic participation falls well below that of tiieir share of the population. While 

some programs clearly exceed parity, otiiers fall sufficientiy short of ft so as to draw die 

organizational average to its level at 69.3% of parity. It shows Extension doing 

exfremely well reaching Hispanics with a selected group of initiatives, but provides 

evidence of a nmnber of other program areas and state goals that could be significantly 

improved. 

A number of educational programming efforts have been implemented by Texas 

Cooperative Extension to increase Hispanic participation. One of the most significant of 

these programs involved the Una Vida Mejor project, funded by the Kellogg Foundation. 

By design, this project not only sought to improve Extension's capacity to serve Hispanic 

audiences, but also maintained the goal of exploring strategies to achieve the 

organizational change necessaty to improve Extension's capacity to serve Hispanic 

audiences permanentiy in the future. Dr. Joan Gillespie (personal communication, 

November 27, 2003), the program's director for fts five year span, indicated tiiat 

programs that target Hispanic audiences are often grant programs or targeted programs 

that otherwise rely on outside funding support. Examples of these programs are the 

Expanded Nutiition Program (ENP), Better Living for Texans (BLT), AmeriCorps, 

USDA 2501 program for socially disadvantaged fanners, 4H CAPITAL, and San 
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Antonio's Salsa project are examples of such efforts. In addition, TCE's relationship 

witii its 1890 partner in Texas, Prairie View A&M University's Cooperative Extension 

Program, augments Extension efforts to reach Hispanic audiences. These special 

programs account for a significant share of the successes of TCE in involving Hispanic 

audiences (Gillespie, 1996). 

The need to improve Hispanic outreach in TCE has been driven by fast changing 

demographics in the state, state adminisfrative support for a state diversity plan, including 

staffing priorities for minority faculty and emphasis on hiring county faculty that reflect 

the demography of the state and the counties they serve (Gillespie, 2003). Furthermore, 

Gillespie (1996) provided evidence that Hispanics will participate in Extension programs 

given the opportunity, relevant programs that meet their needs, and appropriate 

educational approaches. Gillespie (1996) cited a finding in her five-year project for 

Texas Cooperative Extension that Hispanics were eager to participate in Extension 

educational programs. This was further supported by identification of specific 

programming areas of interest. 

These findings challenge the common assumption that a lack of participation by 

Hispanics is caused wholly by their lack of interest and has no relationship to 

organizational variables. Conversely, these findings provide support for more detailed 

smdy of those variables that affect Hispanic participation in Extension programs and 

eliminates audience initiative or interest as the lone variable(s). 
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Purpose of the Studv 

The purpose of this smdy was to identify variables that affect the levels of 

Hispanic participation in Texas Extension programs. Given Extension's charge to serve 

the people of Texas and given that Hispanics are undenepresented in many Extension 

programs, tiiis study compared the dependent variable "program parity" to a series of 

instimtional, methodological, competency-based, and demographic variables to determine 

those factors that led to high levels of Hispanic participation. Program parity allowed for 

the comparison of Hispanic participation in a given county program to be compared to 

the Hispanic population in that given county rather than to a state average. To assure 

broad representation of programs, the smdy included agriculture and natural resources, 

family and consumer sciences, 4-H and youth development, and community development 

programs. It also included the fiill scope of field-based Extension agents from both 

Texas Cooperative Extension (1862) and the Prairie View A&M Cooperative Extension 

Program (1890). By using this approach, this smdy would have extemal validity 

throughout the state rather than the limited extemal validity produced by regional smdies 

along the border and other areas of Hispanic population concenfrations. 

The results of this smdy provided research-based evidence of those characteristics 

which have the potential to increase or decrease Hispanic participation in Extension 

programs. Relationship and predictive characteristics were explored to determine the 

ability of certain variables to predict parity levels or influence them positively or 

negatively. Determining the variables that influence Extension's capacity to successfully 

target and retain Hispanic audiences is a valuable asset and becoming more critical to the 

effectiveness of Extension organizations throughout the covmtry. As Hispanic audiences 
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increase, the demands from these audiences and the expectations for Extension to serve 

tiiose audiences will also increase. This study should help provide data that can posttire 

Extension to more effectively serve Hispanic audiences. 

Research Ouestions 

The following research questions were established for this smdy. 

1. What institutional variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic participation 

in Extension programs? 

2. What methodological variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

3. What competency-based variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

4. What demographic variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

5. What characteristics do instimtional, methodological, competency, and 

demographic variables possess in predicting parity levels? 

Theoretical Framework 

Knowles' et al. (1998) core principles of adult learning are a critical framework 

from which to consider strategies that could improve programs and services for 

Hispanics. While some references to pedagogical theory were cited, adult leaming theoty 

is considered most relevant to this smdy for three reasons. One is that the majority of 

Extension audiences are adufts (TCE, 2003). The second is that the nature of non-formal 
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education employs program developmem and delivety processes that are consistent with 

aduft leaming tiieoty (Harnian, 1976). Finally, much of the pedagogical theoty is shifting 

from a teacher-centered focus to learner-centered approaches such as "learning 

communities" tiiat are also consistem with Knowles' leaming theoty (Reyes, Scribner, & 

Scribner, 1999). 

In his review of educational research and philosophy, Knowles et al. (1998) 

developed a set of six core principles for adult learning. If we infer that these principles 

apply to all adults regardless of ethnicity, we may use them as a basis for design and 

delivety of programs tiiat will appeal to Hispanic audiences and will ultimately lead to 

higher levels of participation. To support this inference, Gillespie (1996) found that die 

principles of adult leaming applied to Hispanic audiences participating in the Una Vida 

Mejor project, a five-year project fimded by tiie Kellogg Foundation tiiat sought to build 

organizational capacity to better serve Hispanic audiences. 

Knowles' core principles of adult leaming are based on the overall principle that 

people make themselves available for leaming when certain conditions exist. When the 

decision has been made by the leamer to engage in the leaming process, we as educators 

become part of the process to facilitate the presentation of information for that purpose. 

Before a commitment can be made by the leamer, he/she will often need to understand 

the nature of the information, why they need to know it, and how it will help them. 

Secondly, adults have a need to be self-directed and responsible for their own decisions 

and will often resist and/or resent leaming opportunities that are imposed upon them. 

Adults also come with a wealth of experience and as they age, the depth and scope 

becomes greater and increases heterogeneity when a group of adult leamers is assembled. 
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Incorporating tiiis experience into the leaming process can ttim a potential barrier into a 

sfrengtii that enriches the leaming environment. A fourth core principle of Knowles is 

readiness to leam, a quality related to developmental stages and the timing of the leaming 

experience. Ensuring that die leamers are ready or simply that the timing is right, will 

assure more successful engagement of the leamer. A fifth principle is the aduft's 

orientation to leaming, a quality that involves the learner's need to apply the information 

to real life problems and simations. In the absence of a practical application, aduft 

leamers may not engage in the leaming process. Finally, motivation while integral to the 

other core principles stands independently because of its sfrong influence over the adult 

leaming process. Whether motivational factors are intemal or extemal, an understanding 

of motivation theory and sfrategies can be a sfrong tool for any educational designer. The 

largest confrast that Knowles' theories have over traditional pedagogical models is a 

leamer orientation that organizes and delivers education based on the leamer's needs 

rather than the traditional pedagogical model that uses the educator as the focal point of 

instmction. Research has shown these principles to apply to Hispanic leamers and 

provide a theoretical foundation by which Extension educators can design and deliver 

programs to Hispanic audiences. The research about Hispanic learning styles and 

preferences provide valuable data that educators might incorporate into tiiis model to 

build a more tailored theoty for engaging Hispanic leamers in non-formal education. 
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Definitions 

The following definitions have been set for purposes of this study. 

1. Competency-based variables: These variables were those factors related to 

an individual educator's ability to effectively cany out a program that targets Hispanic 

audiences and their ability to effectively facilitate their leaming experiences. 

2. Group Methods: Educational programming efforts that were delivered in a 

group setting. 

3. Hispanics: This was a general term used to refer to all ethnic categories that 

share a common origin based in the Spanish language. It included primarily Mexicans, 

Cenfral and South Americans, Dominicans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and those of 

European Spanish descent. 

4. Institutional variables: These included policy variables such as leadership, 

organizational stmcture, and staffing pattems that are normally set at the instimtional or 

organizational level. 

5. Latinos: This is a more contemporaty term used to describe a more defined 

segment of the Hispanic community that includes those of Latin American descent. It 

was not used in this smdy but was referenced within much of the literatme. 

6. Levels of Hispanic Participation: Levels of Hispanic participation were 

defined in the context of calculated parity levels. Parity was calculated by dividmg 

Hispanic program participation by the potential Hispanic audience in that given county 

based on Census 2002 estimates. 
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7. Methodological variables: These related more to implementation of 

educational methods via program development, the stmcture of educational processes and 

programs, partaerships and collaborations, educational philosophies, and accessibility. 

8. Parity level: a performance factor in this smdy calculated by dividing the 

percent Hispanic participation in a county by the percent Hispanic population in the 

county and used to describe the degree to which Extension agents successfully reached 

Hispanics in their county at a level that minored the demographics of the county. This 

term could be used to identify the degree to which disparate impact exists according to 

die Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Department of Justice, 2004). 

Limitations 

This smdy involves variables associated with Texas Extension programs. The 

ability to generalize to other states may be limited. The Monarch reporting database has 

been known to vaty slightiy in its output, given the same retrieval criteria. Other than 

slight variations, it is otherwise considered to be a reliable source of reporting data that 

has withstood state audits. 

Delimitations 

This smdy was delimited to 332 Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE) and Prafrie 

View Cooperative Extension Program (CEP) Extension agents tiiat had not moved or 

been hired since Januaty 1,2001. There are factors related to tiie audience's 

characteristics that are legftimate variables affecting participation in Extension programs 

that are not considered. 
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Because of the exploratoty nature of this study, variables were averaged to create 

various constmcts. This resulted in the loss of information. Consequently, variance was 

reduced each time the variables were combined. 

Assumptions 

The assumption is made that the variables included in the smdy, instimtional, 

methodological, competency, and demographic, are related to Hispanic participation, 

whether positive or negative. The assumption is also made that responses from Extension 

agents that have moved or been hired since January 1, 2001 would be similar to those 

included in the smdy although tests for nomesponse enor were conducted to measure for 

tills. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The Hispanic population is growing rapidly throughout the nation, having risen 

above the African American population as the most populous ethnic minority group. The 

growth of Hispanics has been most pronounced throughout South and Southwestern 

states such as Texas. With one in evety three Texans being Hispanic, public service 

organizations are exploring ways to better serve the needs of this population while 

businessmen and investment groups design and market products and services to capture 

this growing consumer market (Murdock, 1992). If Hispanics as a group are tmly an 

important population to reach, what are their needs and how can they most effectively be 

served? In short, what are the variables that, when employed, can secure high levels of 

participation? The variables that encourage and discourage Hispanic participation are 

varied and complex. For purposes of this smdy, we will explore those variables related to 

participation in non-formal educational programs, bonowing from the knowledge bases 

in formal education research. 

Nonformal Education 

According to Harman (1976), nonformal education metiiods have not been 

accorded the priority of or financial allocations of formal education. While nonformal 

education is usually attributed to Third Worid nations, ft is also applicable to 

underdeveloped portions of an advanced country, ft developed in response to perceived 

needs rather than as an attempt to impose educational formats that were considered to be 

important in and of themselves (Harman, 1976). Nonformal education has the limitation 
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of a status tiiat is peripheral to fomial education. Beyond this were the assumptions that 

it should be applied to people not attending schools (adults or out-of-school youth) and 

perception issues about whetiier nonformal education targeted "perceived needs" versus 

"expressed needs." While nonfonnal education is no more free of its problems than 

formal education, it has a much more favorable format for development education than 

formal settings because it is not locked into the formal paradigms of participant age 

grouping, cunicular frameworks, and methodological practices. Further, it operates on 

two concepts basic to nonformal education. The first, simation specificity, considers the 

needs and characteristics of the population group and follows with a program design with 

four main components that include participant groups, content, form, and instmctional 

methodology. The infroduction of change is generated by the leamer. The second, 

support systems, considers the components necessaty to support the educational program 

design, subject matter, information delivety, and methodology. Regardless of the 

audience, this approach to nonformal education has proven successful throughout the 

world by applying education to the solution of problems (Harman, 1976). 

Given Harman's (1976) findings about the success of nonformal education 

domestically and worldwide, the question that remains is why Hispanics remain 

undenepresented participants among many of the Extension programs in the United 

States. Noguera et al. (1994) found that failure is attributable to the characteristics of 

both the leamers and the instimtions of education. Consequently, researching the 

shortcomings of education may be approached in two ways. One is to look extemally to 

the audience and attempt to identify characteristics about them that explain why they 

choose not to participate. This approach assumes that the factors for low levels of 
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participation reside principally within the leamer. A second approach is to look inward at 

tiie organization and examine variables tiiat are positively and negatively conelated to 

high levels of participation. This approach assumes that the factors for low levels of 

participation are based principally in the design and delivety of the educational program. 

The variables related to high levels of Hispanic participation are likely a combination of 

both to some extent. 

The challenges involved in adequately providing for the educational needs of 

Hispanics are well documented. They vaty from research about the factors that influence 

minority emollment in AgriScience courses (Talbert & Larke, 1995) to Hispanics in 

Higher Education (Simmons, 2001), Hispanic leaming styles (Sanchez, 1996), and 

smdies designed to bridge cultural differences between schools and families (Valdes, 

1996). In 1977 research on teacher preparation, Arciniega (1977) argued the 

sociocultural and political aspects of preparing the teachers of Mexican Americans. In 

this work, he states ".. .ft is indeed a sad indictment of our profession that the tme 

educational reformers of the past decade in this countty have been the civil rights lawyers 

and court judges" (p.l). Arcineiga further questioned whether equal opportunity should 

be related to access or benefits. Noguera et al. (1994) smdied the factors influencing 

pattems of academic achievement among Latino students. The author stated that 

persistent pattems of school failure in serving certain ethnic minority groups has been an 

active research area that seeks to explain this phenomenon. In their work, they provide 

three types of explanations. The first is related to the culture of certain smdents. This 

suggests that cultures different from the mainsfream culture create barriers for smdents 

and negatively affect their performance. Second are factors related to the lack of English 
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proficiency. Again, smdents who have limited English proficiency are more likely to fail 

in school. The third factor identifies schools and school personnel as primaty sources of 

problems. This factor is different from the previous two in that it assigns responsibility 

for failure on tiie schools and tiieir personnel rather than on the students. In die non-

formal educational arena of Extension, these explanations have relevance as well. 

Others seek to categorize these variables differentiy. Meier and Stewart (1991) 

describe the complexities of Hispanic education as an issue of simple politics. The 

authors stated that while Hispanics were not part of Brown v. Board of Education, they 

remained a fixture in educational segregation. This stream of thought explores the 

various formal and informal political processes within an educational system, identifying 

both problems and solutions to the issues of education for Hispanics in the context of 

politics, citing a "second generation of educational discrimination" that is shrouded in 

academic grouping, discipline, and access. The "politics" of education shape the 

educational system's policies that are translated into mles and procedures by 

adminisfrators. These mles are then applied locally upon smdents or others seeking the 

benefits of education. Thus, Meier and Stewart (1991) propose that one way to improve 

education for Hispanics is for them to become more active politically, securing 

representation for themselves at the policy setting level. 

Reyes, Scribner, and Scribner (1999) identify a number of reasons for tiie failure 

of Hispanics in education that include low expectations, archaic decision-making 

stmctures, poorly prepared teachers and administrators, lack of coordination among 

instimtions of education, parents and communities, negative self-image, poverty, and 

education policy. Many of these same factors easily transfer into the non-formal 

28 



educational environment, affecting access, success of programming efforts, and 

emollment of adult and youth participants in these programs. 

Basic Leaming Theory 

Before delving too far into the specifics of variables in each of these categories, 

it's important to consider basic leaming theoty. Murdock et al. (1997) provided data that 

showed Anglo graduating seniors scoring significantly higher on the SAT than members 

of all ethnic minority groups. However, when the statistics were run according to 

household income, there was a positive conelation between income and performance on 

the SAT, regardless of ethnicity. This suggested that income is a much sfronger predictor 

of education performance than ethnicity. To fiirther complicate this, Meier and Stewart 

(1991) stated that income's strongest variable was education. Thus, we're left to 

conclude that in order for Hispanics to improve educationally, they must first improve in 

income, except that the single greatest factor confributing to income is education in the 

first place. This, then, becomes the repetitive cycle that many seek to break by 

implementing reforms in education that attempt to level the playing field for those with 

limited financial means. 

In the early 1970s, the concept that adufts leam differently than children was a 

new theoty sparked by Malcolm Knowles. This theoty created a great deal of debate and 

research until this new field of inquity became an established knowledge base in 

educational research. In his research, Knowles et al. (1998) set a group of six core 

principles of adult leaming and bound them in theoty with citations from scholars such as 

Skinner, McGregor, Gagne, Jung, Rogers, Bruner, and Maslow among otiiers. He also 
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made critical distinctions between education and leaming, clearing the path for a whole 

new frontier in educational research. Rather than teacher-centered instmction, he 

proposed learner-centered instmction. 

However subtle tiie differences between how children and adults leam and the 

appropriate educational approaches for each group, the differences remained clear and 

supported tiie tiieoty tiiat people leam differently according to their age (Knowles et al., 

1998) and educators should consider this when they develop, stmcture, deliver, and 

evaluate educational sfrategies. Similarly, Sanchez (1996) found that Hispanics had 

different leaming styles. This supports the need to consider human differences when 

developing teaching and leaming sfrategies. 

Gillespie (1996) identified a series of eight major needs and educational issues 

widely found to be important to Hispanic audiences. Citing sixteen smdies, this report 

provides sound evidence that the needs of Hispanic audiences are very consistent with the 

types of educational offerings provided by Extension. Among these issues is the need for 

parenting education, which was an issue in all sixteen needs assessments. Education was 

another issue and included issues of school readiness and success for their children, job 

skills, computer skills, and other skills with the potential to increase family income. 

Health, including nutrition and health care was another issue. Positive youth activities 

was another issue along with leadership necessaty to improve community participation 

and involvement. Money management issues such as family financial management and 

the management of limited family resources followed fiirther down the list along with 

environmental issues and neighborhood security. 
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Instimtional Variables 

Instimtional variables were one major grouping of variables and were 

characterized in this smdy as policy variables that shaped the organization's posture 

toward educational opportunity for Hispanics. These variables included the priority 

initiatives and resources assigned by adminisfrators, expectations, organizational 

leadership, organizational stmcture, staffing pattems, and the climate set for change. 

Levinson and Sutton (2001) indicated that policy provides legitimacy to adminisfrative 

techiuques used in an educational instimtion and sets the tone for daily employee 

conduct. As such, instimtional variables such as policy and related factors become a 

critical component in any smdy of an organization's programs and services for Hispanics. 

In an Ohio Extension smdy, Ludwig (1995) demonstrated that while Extension 

faculty were often vety supportive of diversity, there were often still urgent issues 

regarding implementation of diversity strategies that produced positive organizational 

results. These issues included confusion about how to communicate and serve clientele 

from other backgrounds, understanding how to use the different sfrengths of individuals, 

lack of a clear vision of what a multi-cultural organization could achieve, and recmitment 

programs that fail to attract diverse applicants (Ludwig, 1995). The smdy further 

supported the possibility that many state Extension programs have limited knowledge of 

diversity issues when it showed a conect response rate of 65% among administrators who 

were tested for knowledge. Most administrators, 58%, in the smdy were optimistic while 

20% showed pessimism about tiie organization's process for providing equal opportunity. 

This study suggests, in part, that while many recognize the value of diversity, the 

changing demographics, and the sense of urgency to change, there is a limited knowledge 
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base for diversity among administrators who set policy, hire, train, promote, and 

recognize faculty witiiin tiie organization. Simply put, it seems that many administrators 

recognize tiie importance of diversity, but either don't know enough about it to provide 

leadership or simply don't know how to help tiie simation. One action Ohio took to 

promote diversity was to change die Affirmative Action Committee to a Diversity 

Committee. While subtie, it's significant because it changes the organization's postiire 

from one that is defensive and focused on compliance with the law to one that is 

proactively focused on its human resources (Ludwig, 1995). 

Ewert, Rice, and Lauderdale (1995) indicated cultural diversity affects 

organizations in several ways including the recmitment/retention of staff, management 

styles and decision-making processes, and relationships within organizations. 

Organizations become more inclusive by altering aspects of their culture within each of 

these categories. Grogan and Eshelman (1998) focused on position development, 

recmitment, selection, and employee support within Comell Cooperative Extension. 

Position development was a critical step in the process to assure that positions were 

relevant to the targeted audience and developed in a thoughtful manner that would 

sfrengthen programs and the organization. The effective recmitment of diverse faculty 

and staff, much like traditional methods, involved the development of informal networks, 

personal internal and extemal relationships, and stmcmred efforts to build new 

relationships such as in internships. Finally, effective development of diversity required 

that diverse people were ultimately hired and, once hired, that they were provided with 

support and development opportunities within the organization. 
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Ewert and Rice (1994) also sought to deteraiine the best sfrategies to improve 

diversity witiiin Comell Cooperative Extension. They built upon Roosevelt Thomas' 

tiieoty that multi-cultiu-al organizations built capacity in three ways. The first method 

was through affiraiative action efforts that recmit diverse individuals previously excluded 

into a homogenous organization. Secondly, organizations showed value for diversity by 

building understanding for diversity and helping people to develop appreciation for 

diversity witiiin tiie organization. Finally, organizations managed diversity by addressing 

instimtional racism, reallocating power, and promoting justice in the workplace. 

Within the area of affirmative action, methods to strengthen diversity 

implementation sfrategies included linking promotions and raises to results for 

adminisfrators. Other methods included more aggressive recmfting, building 

relationships with smdents, representations on boards and committees, and vety defined 

retention sfrategies. To promote the organizational value for diversity, Ewert and Rice 

found that adminisfrative commitment and committee work wasn't sufficient to support 

value. The value the organization had for diversity should be pervasive and apparent 

throughout the organization, showing up in evety program, job description, and published 

document at all levels. Extension should position itself as a multi-cultural organization, 

and should perform self-audits to assess intemal barriers to diversity, knowledge, skills, 

and other factors that could be impediments to the development of a sfrong value system 

for diversity. Finally, they found that diversity management as a sfrategy to improve 

diversity required more action-oriented approaches. Effective approaches that promoted 

diversity through management decisions included hard dollar support for diversity 

initiatives rather than relegating such programs to grants and special projects and 
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dissolving tiiem when grants expire. Another management change included changing 

program content such that it addressed tiie wider problems and priorities of society ratiier 

tiian tiie nanow needs of traditional audiences. Further, Extension's stams as an 

educational instimtion that serves tiie public using research-based information could 

choose to franscend the issue of diversity by developing leadership training in multi-

cultiiral communication and organizational development. Relocating Extension offices or 

improving access to wider audiences by opening additional offices in key areas would 

open Extension to new audiences. Similariy, language competencies, flexible 

workplaces, mentoring programs, and changes in teaching methods could all contribute to 

improved oufreach to diverse audiences (Ewert & Rice, 1994). 

A recent national smdy by Warner et al. (1996) determined and documented that 

the greatest rate of use of Extension programs and services were foimd in the Midwest 

and Southem regions of the United States. Users tended to be those living on farms, 

white, and middle-aged persons with higher educational and income levels. Among farm 

residents, 100%) recognized Extension and its services, as opposed to much smaller 

numbers from other demographic groups. In sharp contrast, the lowest level of use was 

foimd in the Northeast, among urban dwellers, the young, ethnic minorities, and those 

with low levels of education and income. Perhaps most conceming was that two smdies 

conducted ten years apart yielded essentially the same results, suggesting that intervening 

policies and initiatives to open Extension programs and services to non-fraditional users 

failed to resuft in any significant changes m use pattems after ten years (Wamer et al., 

1996). 
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In agriculttiral education settings where emollment is optional, we have 

opporttmities to compare minority participation in a fashion that more closely resembles 

nonformal Extension educational opportunities. Even in these cases, the results were 

fairly similar. Minority smdents were significantly undenepresented when compared to 

die potential minority population witii reasons for low levels of participation being 

related to negative perceptions of agriculture and agricultural careers as the principle 

variable. Many of those who were emolled in agriscience courses felt their enrollment in 

these courses occuned involuntarily and fewer came from rural areas in sharp confrast to 

their Anglo counterparts (Talbert & Larke, 1995). 

In the more formal arenas of educational administration and policy development, 

Wortham et al. (2002) couch educational opportunity for Hispanics in an arena they refer 

to as the "new Latino Diaspora," a term used to describe the diffusion of Hispanic 

populations outside the fraditional migration routes to Texas, Califomia, and Illinois and 

into areas such as North Carolina, Georgia, Colorado, Maine, Indiana, and Arkansas. As 

Hispanics migrate for various work opportunities, including the poultry industty, they 

diffuse into established, largely Anglo populations and, inevitably, begin to assimilate 

into the social networks of the community's churches, businesses, and schools. While 

industries welcome the pool of unskilled low wage labor, the absence of labor unions 

associated with this labor, and workers enthusiastic to work despite harsh and often 

hazardous working conditions in commercial agriculture, the community is often caught 

unprepared for the inevitable new demands that these migrant populations place on the 

education system. A case smdy in Simder Crossings, North Carolina documented a 

110% increase in the Hispanic population. The shock of such a dramatic change causes 
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cers 

people to react and respond differemly. Unprepared educational systems don't know 

enough about tiiese newcomers and, bound to provide education, causes a unique 

challenge to die educational system. This problem, though, is often transfened to the 

people tiiey're bound to serve. Wortham, Murillo, and Hamann (2002) described 

educational policy in tiiis case study as regressive when (typically white) policymake 

consti^icted Latinos as less deserving of educational resources and expected them to fiilly 

assimilate into white middle-class culture or be blamed for failure or resistance to tiiis 

expectation. He entitled his smdy "How does it feel to be a problem?: Disciplining the 

Transnational Subject in tiie American South." Wortham, Murillo, and Hamann (2002) 

further documented how dominant groups react negatively if they perceived their share of 

resources, opportunities, and stams jeopardized by those considered to be subordinates. 

This led to Hispanics being given "less-prefened spaces," often stigmatized people who 

worked with them, and created a caste system as schools sought to socialize youth by the 

norms of the local community. Hispanics came to these communities expecting to 

encounter an ideology that valued equal freatment and self-determination. What they 

often found were commimity responses to their anival that were in direct conflict with 

these values. 

While such negative reactions can manifest themselves in policies that are 

negative for Hispanics in education, Meier and Stewart (1991) found that Latino 

educational performance was positively conelated with both the community political 

power of Latinos and their presence as instmctors and administrators. Thus, as Latinos 

began to win seats on school boards and began to wield influence in local, regional, and 

statewide elections, as more Latino educators were hired, and as more Latino 
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adminisfrators began to assume leadership roles, the educational perfonnance of Latinos 

began to improve. Policies set by elected boards with Latino representation resulted in 

much more favorable performance by Latino smdents. Similarly, when these policies 

made it to the field-based administrators and educators, mles and methodology was much 

more favorable for Latinos when those administrators and educators were Latino as well. 

In tiie final report of tiie Una Vida Mejor project, Gillespie (1996) made a number 

of key findings witii organizational implications. One finding was the need to increase 

the number of Hispaiuc educators and was consistent with previous research. Another 

finding was the need to address "systemic enviroiunental factors" that prevent 

management innovations from becoming effective and lasting changes in the 

organization. Finally, there was a need to assure persistence in achieving organizational 

goals that increased Hispanic educators, adminisfrators, and specialists along with 

persistence in assuring continued momentum to improve the organizational culture and 

political stmcture necessaty to sustain long-term change. 

In the title of their smdy, Dik and Deshler (1988) of Comell Cooperative 

Extension, asked "Why wait until 2010?" They emphasized the rate of change, the 

changes in technology, demographics, and needs of society. Furtiier, they emphasize the 

need for Extension to anticipate these changes and prepare for them early. 

Much of the literature points to Extension being well behind the curve in 

embracing diversity and missing both the performance benefits and the educational 

opportunities to serve. Certairdy, there have been a number of instimtional changes tiiat 

Extension has made to prepare itself for the sweeping and enatic pace of change in 
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technology, a more complex society, increased diversity, and increasing uncertainties in 

our ability to predict the future. 

Methodological Variables 

Metiiodological variables were the second major grouping of variables and were 

characterized in this smdy as implementation strategies for educational program 

development and delivety. These variables included processes related to program 

development, the stmcture of educational processes and programs, teaching methods, 

parmerships and collaborations, perceived barriers, educational philosophies, and 

accessibility. 

These variables were again reinforced through the Una Vida Mejor (UVM) 

project in which Gillespie (1996) laid out a number of lessons leamed, methodologically. 

One finding was the need to involve the community in the program development process. 

While the UVM project also used key informants and social indicator data to determine 

needs, this process did not prove to be unlike traditional methods of assessing needs and 

developing programs. Others have also published research-based documents for 

organizations that express the desire to improve their services to Hispanic audiences and 

cite program planning, networking, and training as the three critical elements to an 

effective program for such organizations (NCLR, 1992). Hobbs (1999) reinforced the 

importance of program development with high risk youth when 4-H agents sought to 

develop and deliver programs to such audiences, citing many baniers that required 

consideration if the program was to be effective. While the process the author 

recommends is not like the tradftional program area committee, ft achieves the same 
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purpose of involving the audience and key informants in the process of developing, 

delivering, and evaluating the program. Hispanics are not necessarily high risk 

audiences, but share a similar quality in that tiiey represent a population that Extension 

has difficulty reaching. Wanix and Bocanegra (1998) reached similar findings in their 

efforts to reach Hispanic Day Care Providers in the Cleveland area, concluding that 

placement of Hispanics on Extension advisoty committees and hosting focus groups with 

the audience were key elements in a successful program. 

Teaching methods are another set of methodological variables to consider when 

one seeks to reach Hispanic audiences. Consistent with Knowles' (1998) theories on 

adult leaming, Gillespie (1996) found that effective teaching practices for adult Hispanics 

in non-formal settings included small groups, a participatory leaming style, the language 

preference of the group, lesson series, and culturally relevant examples and visuals. 

Also critical to an^ffective program was a program design that set high expectations of 

the audience. These findings were consistent with a related project finding that the 

principles of andragogical and pedagogical theoty worked well with the Hispanic 

community. This supports findings that Hispanic audiences are more alike than different 

from traditional audiences and that their leaming preferences were consistent with other 

leamers. Thus, if changes to teaching methods were necessaty for Hispanics, we would 

expect those changes to be minor accommodations rather than wholesale changes in 

methodology, considering the larger field of leaming theory involved. 

Fries (2001) buift upon prior findings that Hispanics will participate in Extension 

programs, given certain variables. Beyond simple participation. Fries (2001) found tiiat 

limited resource Hispanic women possessed leadership skills and were willing to 
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volunteer tiiose skills in educating tiieir peers. Further, this research also made a link 

between tiie development of leadership skills and opporttmities to exercise those skills. 

Volunteer capacity and opporttmities to develop leadership skills for Hispanic volunteers, 

tiien, were critical methodological issues to consider. 

Patiick (1990) anived at similar findings in her study of quality of life issues for 

Hispanic colonia residents in Hidalgo County. For those respondents who were recent 

immigrants, an educational opportunity for their children was one of the top reasons cited 

for tiiefr immigration into the United States. Further, they expressed the desire to 

participate in any educational activity that they perceived would lead to an improved 

quality of life. While basic needs such as food, water, shelter, and safety were often 

prioritized, there were high levels of participation in the Expanded Nutrition Program. In 

this case, high participation was secured through the network of communication between 

participants and their neighbors, friends, and relatives. In addition, active oufreach 

activities in the community built relationships with colonia residents and secured more 

active participation in this program over many others. The lack of fransportation was 

another factor that encouraged participation in this program over other public services 

because it was delivered in their community and accessible to a broader population of the 

community. 

Perceived barriers to participation by Hispanics can be unique and require special 

attention. As these barriers are explored, ft is equally important to consider the context in 

which barriers are founded. One context provides for barriers that are related to the 

characteristics of the Hispanic population, characterizing aspects of tiieir culture and 

preferences as the genesis of the barrier. The second context provides for barriers 
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associated with characteristics of educational instimtions and their inherent ability to 

implement the changes necessaty to be more inclusive of Hispanics in their programs. In 

an Ohio smdy, Cano and Bankston (1992) studied minority youth participants in the 4H 

program and found that a lack of role models among agents, staff, and volunteers was a 

barrier to participation. In addition, many expressed that they were not aware of 4H or 

perceived that it was for rural Anglo youth with interests in livestock and agriculture. In 

cases where minority youth were successfully targeted, such as in EFNEP youth 

programs, opportunities for minority participation in 4H were limited in scope and depth. 

Cost was another factor along with equitable treatment in 4H activities, which can also 

cany significant financial requirements in order for youth participants to be competitive 

with other youth. In cases where costs were not a limiting factor, the mles and processes 

for projects and events created an unfair disadvantage for urban youth with limited 

knowledge of tiie program (Cano and Bankston, 1992). Perez (1999) found this to be 

tme into adulthood among college smdents seeking an undergraduate degree in 

agriculture. Cost was more likely to be a factor for Hispanics, often leading to their 

enrollment in college several years later than their Anglo counterparts. The lack of role 

models for Hispanics was an additional factor they perceived as critical to thefr success in 

higher education. 

It is also valid to explore educator philosophies and attimdes because of their 

influence on metiiodology. Gillespie (1996) found that fraining provided to Texas 

Extension faculty members with demonstrated needs to improve tiiefr competencies in 

reaching and teaching Hispanics drew evaluations ranging from "best training I've been 

to in my career in Extension" to "completely worthless" (p.8). This suggests that, in 
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relation to developing appropriate educational methodologies for Hispanic audiences, 

some Extension faculty demonsfrate high value for leaming these new skills to better 

serve Hispanics while otiiers see no value in ft at all (Gillespie, 1996). 

Grossman (1984) found that ethnicity played a key role in the attimdes 

professional educators had about educating Hispanics in Califomia. Non-Hispanic 

professionals did not believe as sfrongly as tiieir Hispanic counterparts about the need to 

accommodate the needs of Hispanic smdents. However, as Non-Hispanic educator 

experience working with Hispanic leamers grew, so did tiieir knowledge and skills about 

Hispanic culture. This increase in knowledge and skills about Hispanic culture produced 

a change in Non-Hispanic attimdes about the need to make accommodations in their 

educational approaches for Hispanic leamers. Thus, as experience working with 

Hispanics grew, Non-Hispanic professional educator attimdes began to more closely 

resemble that of Hispanic educators. This suggested that Non-Hispanic attimdes about 

educational methodologies that target Hispanics, while directly conelated to ethnicity, are 

also affected by the level of experience they have working with Hispanics. We can 

deduce from this as well that Non-Hispanic professional educators with little or no 

experience working with Hispanics will be less likely to change their educational 

methodologies in a fashion that accommodates Hispanics. 

Wortham, Murillo, and Hamann (2002) documented that community residents 

with limited experience with or exposure to Hispanics normally responded to their needs 

in three ways. One group responded with hostility and sought to address the changes by 

expelling those elements of change they found to be imdesirable or inconsistent with 

community norms. A second response involved people who sponsored the newcomers. 
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inviting tiiem into tiieir churches, social networks, and community groups with die 

ultimate goal of assimilating them into the community and its nomis by helping them 

"leam tiie ropes." Yet anotiier segment of the community, usually through service 

agencies and advocacy groups, sought to assist newcomers with skills and support needed 

to adjust to die difficult local conditions. While tiiis is a community example of 

responses to tiie increases of Hispanics in tiiis particular community, it is consistent with 

Grossman's (1984) findings about how attimdes vaty the responses. 

Much research has been devoted to leaming styles as well, yet another variable 

for which Hispanics demonsfrate slight differences in preference from mainstream 

leamers. In a population of Hispanic Baptists in Tanant County, Missena (1997) 

administered EXCEL's Leaming Type Measure (LTM) and found that more tiian 50% of 

the population prefened leaming style one with 82% falling into either leaming style one 

or three. Leaming style one is characterized by leamers who are likely to ask "why?" 

and describes leamers who are reflective, depend on their personal experience, work 

toward harmony, value people and culture, and leam by observing others. Leaming style 

three is characterized by leamers who are likely to ask "how?" and describes pragmatic 

leamers who are kinesthetic in their style and practical in their application of knowledge. 

They are sfrategic thinkers who are down-to-earth problem solvers, skills-oriented, and 

may resent being given answers. 

In confrast, less than 20%) were of the remaining two styles that involved "what 

if?" leamers who were highly action oriented, excelled in crisis simations, relished 

change or "what?" leamers who were detail oriented, more interested in ideas than 

people, and more interested in stability and die intellecmal aspects of leaming. Missena 
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(1997) also found tiiat generation, level of education, and gender were conelated to 

leaming style. As the generation and educational level increased, leaming styles changed 

as did preferences between male and female Hispanics. While this population 

represented a group of Hispanics of which 80% were bom outside die United States and 

shared a religious denomination outside the mainstream Hispanic faith, Catholicism, it 

had limitations in it's extemal validity. It does, however, demonstrate that small but 

statistically significant differences in leaming styles can exist. 

A similar smdy of Hispanic adult leamers at the University of New Mexico by 

Sanchez (1996), while also bound by limitations on its extemal validity, came to similar 

conclusions. Hispanic adults showed a slight preference for field dependence over 

independence, exfraversion over introversion, and infrapersonal over independent 

behavior in their leaming styles. They showed moderate preferences for sensing over 

intuition, thinking over feeling, action, reflective observation, concrete experiences, and 

absfract concepmalization among others. Perhaps most revealing are those preferences in 

which Hispanic demonstrated a high level of preference. Those preferences were for 

feedback, participation over avoidance, collaboration over competition, fact retention, 

motivation, concenfration, attimde, selecting main idea, active experimentation, and 

judgment over perception among others. These are instmctive because of their value in 

understanding the leaming styles and preferences of Hispanic adult leamers as 

educational programs are designed and delivered to potential Hispanic audiences. 

Relative to Extension programs tiiat target minority farmers, Hunte (1989) found 

that 94%) of Black farmers had been displaced and tiiat tiiose remaining needed to adopt 

modem technology to prosper. Predicated on methods to better service Black farmers. 
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tiie study revealed that Black fanners seek the counsel of their neighbors and fiiends for 

information, followed by Extension agents and mass media methods. To best reach the 

Black fanner, Hunte (1989) concluded tiiat Extension agents should build relationships 

within the networks of Black farmers and through direct contact with the farmer. 

A smdy by Suvedi, Lipinski, and Campos (2000), while not targeted toward 

Hispanics, sought to determine perceptions and use of Extension among Michigan 

farmers. The smdy showed farmers increasingly using other sources for information, 

including consultants, showed them to be increasingly part-time versus full time, and 

showed generally less satisfaction and knowledge of Extension by those fanners who 

were part time, a demographic quality shared by many minority farmers. The smdy 

showed small farmers, inespective of ethnicity, to be generally less satisfied with 

Extension and desired greater experience, expertise, and involvement from Extension 

faculty serving their county. This smdy supports variables such as "part time" stams and 

size of operation to be factors that affect customer satisfaction, variables that are common 

in the Hispanic farming community. Further, the smdy concluded that those who had the 

most contact with Extension tended to be the most satisfied. This leaves us to infer that 

increased contact with Hispanic farmers will lead to their increased satisfaction with 

Extension programs. We can also infer that if Hispanic levels of participation are low, 

their satisfaction with Extension will also remain low. 

Previous smdies of Extension nationally suggest that Extension faculty at all 

levels generally recognize the principles of diversity as beneficial to Extension programs 

(Ingram, 1999). In a Pennsylvania Extension smdy by Ingram (1999), only 1.6% of 

respondents, including faculty at all levels, disagreed witii tiie idea tiiat ft was beneficial 
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for 4-H members to leam about cultures different from their own. Otiier parts of the 

smdy suggest that Extension could make stronger efforts to recmit and include a more 

diverse group of youth into the 4-H program. In addition, open-ended questions yielded 

86% of responses tiiat were categorized as supportive of efforts to improve diversity 

witiiin the 4H program, demonsfrating awareness and recognftion that diversity was good 

for Extension and good for the 4H youth program (Ingram, 1999). 

Educator Competencies 

Competency factors were the third major grouping of variables and were 

characterized by an individual educator's ability to effectively carry out a program that 

targets Hispanic audiences and their ability to effectively facilitate their learning 

experiences. These variables would include knowledge of Hispanic culture, Spanish 

language skills, local office infrastmcture that supports Hispanic educational needs, 

ability to communicate and network within the Hispanic community, and the educator's 

commitment to the educational needs of the local Hispanic population. 

Gillespie (1996) cited paraprofessionals as having provided outstanding 

leadership reaching Hispanic audiences in a manner tiiat far exceeded organizational 

expectations. Their knowledge of the Hispanic community, Spanish language where 

appropriate, and culture were key competencies that gave them unique ability to 

successfiilly develop and implement programs. Gillespie (1996) also cited a conclusion 

tiiat "a core belief among faculty that Hispanics can leam and want to leam is key to 

successfully involving Hispanic audiences in educational programs" (p.8). Faculty witii 

tills belief generally overcame barriers caused by language, socioeconomic differences. 
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and cultural diversity. This commitment, then, becomes a key competency for faculty to 

overcome natural barriers between themselves and Hispanic audiences. Another key 

competency cited by Gillespie was the ability to establish tmst and develop relationships 

within the Hispanic community. 

Schauber and Castania (2001) outlined a group of intercultural competencies that 

were critical when communicating across differences between Extension faculty and 

clientele. One competency was the ability to assess one's own communication style, 

including one's own perceptions, assumptions, norms, beliefs, and values. The second 

competency was the awareness of other commimication styles with potential differences 

m their perceptions, assumption, norms, beliefs, and values. The third competency was a 

knowledge base of historical power differences and the methods in which that may 

influence behaviors among those affected. The final competency was tiie educator's 

ability to empathize with these differences, withhold judgments, and adapt one's 

communication style to those we seek to serve. 

Noguera et al. (1994) cites a smdy initiated by a UC Cooperative Extension 

County Director who was concemed that many of die efforts to reach Hispanic audiences 

were not based on sound research. In this smdy, it was found that supportive staff witii 

the ability to promote an environment that welcomed Spanish-speakers and demonsfrated 

care and concem for Hispanics, provided bilingual flyers and educational materials, and 

translation services were key components to a strong program for Hispanics. hi addition, 

highly skilled and committed educators tiiat were well versed in pedagogy, knowledge 

and experience working witii Hispanic audiences, educator commitinent to tiieir 

indtyidual professional development, challenging courses, and one-on-one help as needed 
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were otiier elements of a sfrong program. Conversely, weaknesses were observed when 

plans were vague, resources were inadequate to support goals, educators were unable to 

meet the diverse needs of students, and when new teachers were delegated the most 

difficult classes to teach. 

In seeking to identify promising practices from educational instimtions witii a 

record of high-performing Hispanics, Reyes, Scribner, and Scribner (1999) applied a 

recent leaming tiieoty of "leaming communities" to several South Texas schools. On 

issues related to educator competencies, they found that culturally responsive pedagogy 

was an important element. Specifically, this franslated to an educator's willingness to 

accept leamers as they were and replace standard bell curve mentality with a strong 

commitment that all leamers can succeed at a high level. It involved educators who were 

driven by the needs of the leamers, who valued their culture and first language, were 

collaborative and non-hierarchical in their approaches, used teams, were open to new 

ideas, and achieved a high level of consensus on goals. Further, educators who 

incorporated leamer interests and experiences, regardless of die subject matter, into tiie 

learning environment performed higher. These were all qualities that drove high 

performance among Hispanics. 

Much like principals shape the educational environment and methodologies in a 

school, Extension educators shape the environment and methodologies for non-formal 

education in thefr assigned county. Bonowing from formal educational research, 

Gonzales, Huerta-Macias, and Tinajero (1998) found successfiil principals to be 

knowledgeable about tiie needs of botii poor and English speaking Latino smdents. They 

worked on changing incompatibilities between home and school caused by the 
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expectation that evety student should fimction as a middle-income, English-speaking 

monolingual child. They found cultural and linguistic difference rewarding and felt a 

moral commitment for their education. Much like principals, Extension educators 

possess a knowledge base about the needs of the people in their counties and must 

develop and deliver educational programs to serve their needs. The degree to which they 

do this effectively with Hispanic audiences is similar in its nature to that of educational 

leaders within the formal education environment. 

Summary 

The smdy of high levels of Hispanic participation was described previously as a 

process that has been approached two ways. One approach was to examine the audience 

for characteristics about them that explain why tiiey choose not to participate. This 

approach assumes that the factors for low levels of participation reside principally witiiin 

the leamer. A second approach was to look inward at the organization and examine 

variables tiiat are positively and negatively conelated to high levels of participation. This 

approach assumes that the factors for low levels of participation are based principally in 

die design and delivety of the educational program. Perhaps the most practical question 

is "What do we in Extension have more control of?...tiie characteristics of Hispanic 

leamers or tiie design and delivety of our nonfonnal educational programs?" 

DriscoU (2000) found that psychology was a significant component of the 

leaming process and to the educator as the facilitator of instmction. Coupled with 

Knowles' et al. (1998) tiieories on aduft leaming and tiie differences between how adults 

and children leam, we can begin to understand tiiat beyond die differences in adults and 
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children, tiiere are also differences tiiat exist between and among culttires. Driscoll 

(2000) defines a leaming theoty as a set of laws or principles about leaming and much 

like otiier tiieories, begins its development with a series of questions. However, before 

any audience can be engaged in die leaming process, particularly in the non-fonnal arena 

where participation is largely optional, we must consider tiiose principles of adult 

leaming established by Knowles. 

Among tiiese is tiie overall principle that people make themselves available to 

leam when certain conditions exist. When the decision has been made to leam, we as 

educators become part of the process to facilitate the presentation of information for that 

purpose. Before a commitment can be made by the leamer, he/she will often need to 

understand the nature of the information, why they need to know it, and how it will help 

them. Secondly, adults have a need to be self-directed and responsible for their own 

decisions and will often resist and/or resent leaming opportimities that are imposed upon 

them. Adults also come with a wealth of experience and as they age, the depth and scope 

becomes greater and increases heterogeneity when a group of adult leamers is assembled. 

Incorporating this experience into the leaming process can tum a potential barrier into a 

strength that emiches the leaming environment. 

A fourth core principle of Knowles is readiness to leam, a quality related to 

developmental stages and the timing of the leaming experience. Ensurmg that the 

leamers are ready or simply that the timing is right, will assure more successful 

engagement of the leamer. A fifth principle is the aduft's orientation to leaming, a 

quality that involves the leamer's need to apply the information to real life problems and 

simations. In the absence of a practical application, adult leamers may not engage in die 
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leaming process. Finally, motivation while integral to the other core principles stands 

independently because of its sfrong influence over the adult leaming process. Whether 

motivational factors are infrinsic or exfrinsic, an understanding of motivation theory and 

sfrategies can be a sfrong tool for any educational designer. The largest contrast that 

Knowles' theories have over fraditional pedagogical models is a leamer orientation that 

organizes and delivers education based on the leamer's needs rather than the traditional 

pedagogical model that uses the educator as the focal point of instmction. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Purpose of die smdy 

This smdy sought to identify variables that led to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Texas Extension programs. Extension's charge to serve tiie people of 

Texas and given tiiat Hispanics are undenepresented in many Extension programs, this 

smdy held die variable Hispanic "program parity" dependent against a series of 

instimtional, metiiodological, competency-based, and demographic variables to determine 

those factors tiiat led to high levels of Hispanic participation. Parity was used as a 

performance factor in tiiis smdy to measure the level of Hispanic participation and to 

describe the degree to which Extension agents successfully reached Hispanics in their 

county at a level that minored the demographics of the coimty. It was also used as a way 

to compensate for the range of differences in Hispanic populations throughout the 254 

counties in Texas. 

The use of the term parity was in the place of formal legal terms such as disparate 

treatment or disparate impact because ft was the purpose of this smdy to identify 

variables that could reasonably lead to higher levels of Hispanic participation in 

Extension programs and not to identify elements of Texas Extension programs that had 

discriminatoty intent or effect. Nonetheless, the issue of civil rights cannot be separated 

from smdies that explore reasons why certain protected populations are not served or do 

not benefit from public services in equitable proportions to mainsfream populations. 
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The smdy included all program areas and field based faculty from both 1862 and 

1890 land grant programs in Texas rather than using the border and other areas of 

Hispanic population concentrations as tiie focus of the smdy. By doing this, data was 

generalizable to the full scope of county Extension programs throughout the state. 

This smdy focused on the contextual application of Extension education within 

die larger field of agricultural education. The theoretical basis for this smdy, while 

supported by a broad field of educational literature, remained seated in adult leaming 

theoty and those six core principles outiined by Knowles (1998). The results of this 

smdy provided research-based evidence of characteristics with the potential to increase 

Hispanic participation in Extension programs and were examined for their consistency 

with adult leaming principles. In addftion, certain variables provided evidence of 

predictive value in determining the amount of increases in Hispanic participation based 

on the variable(s) and the organization's ability to influence that variable positively. 

Research questions for this smdy included the following: 

1. What instimtional variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic participation 

in Extension programs? 

2. What methodological variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

3. What competency-based variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

4. What demographic variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 
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5. What characteristics do institutional, methodological, competency, and 

demographic variables possess in predicting parity levels? 

From these questions and based on the review of literature, the following null hypotheses 

were tested using an instrument that measured perceptions of instimtional, 

methodological, and competency-based variables. Additionally, certain demographic 

variables were included for each of the subjects. 

HI: Instimtional variables, including perceptions of adminisfrative support, staffing, 

fraining, specialist support, organizational commitment, and local support, will 

not show a relationship with high levels of Hispanic participation. 

H2: Methodological variables, including program development, teaching methods, 

partnerships and collaborations, perceived barriers, educational philosophies, and 

accessibility, will not show a relationship with high levels of Hispanic 

participation. 

H3: Competency-related variables, including cultural competencies, quantity and 

quality of experiences, Spanish language skills, ability to communicate and 

network within the Hispanic community, and educator commitment, will not 

show a relationship witii high levels of Hispanic participation. 

H4: Demographic variables, including gender, titie, experience, education, 

committee parity, county population (urban vs. non-urban), employer (TCE vs. 

CEP), and ethnicity will not show a relationship with high levels of Hispanic 

participation. 
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Population 

The population of tiiis study included all Extension agents working on behalf of 

Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE) and Prairie View A&M University's Cooperative 

Extension Program (CEP). The population for both agencies included approximately 650 

faculty members of which only 332 met the criteria for the smdy. Only faculty that were 

cunently employed witii TCE or CEP and had three years of data in the same county 

were included in the census. Any county faculty who had been hired or had moved since 

Januaty 1, 2001, was excluded from the smdy to assure each included subject had a full 

three year report record in a single county. This three year report record provided the 

basis for the calculation of the dependent variable, program parity. A consolidated list of 

eligible faculty was established that included both Texas Cooperative Extension and 

Prairie View Cooperative Extension Program faculty included in the smdy. 

Research Design 

This research design for this smdy was causal-comparative as recognized by Gall, 

Borg, and Gall (1996). Consistent with this design, research was ex post facto witii the 

intent of discovering causes and effects of Hispanic participation based on the parity level 

associated with subjects included in the smdy. Percent Hispanic participation in tiie 

subject's program, weighted based on potential Hispanic population in die county, was 

the variable used as a performance factor in this smdy and was named "program parity." 

This measured tiie level of Hispanic participation relative to the potential population in 

the county. Parity values were calculated by dividing percent program participation by 
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tiie percent Hispanic population in the county. This "program parity" factor was used as 

tiie dependent variable for this study and was calculated for each subject in the 

population. To confrol for enor in Hispanic program participation, only agents with a 

minimum of tiiree years of reporting data were included in the smdy and data was 

averaged for a tiu-ee-year period from 2001-2003. Reporting and demographic data was 

only considered for respondents. 

Measurement & Instruments 

A 36-item instrument was designed based on variables shown to be conelated 

with participation and performance factors for Hispanics. The instrument measured each 

subject's perceptions of instimtional, methodological, and competency variables. 

Constmct validity was assessed through a factor analysis. Results of the factor analysis 

showed that variables reasonably loaded into three distinct factors or dimensions. If 

variables identified as instimtional, methodological and competency could be observed to 

load into distinctly different factors or dimensions, it could be concluded that variables 

for each category were measuring different characteristics. It was found that instimtional 

factors clearly loaded into a single dimension while competency variables loaded more 

consistently into a second dimension. Most methodological factors along with some 

competency variables loaded into the third dimension. Face and content validity were 

provided by selected county faculty and Extension adminisfrators who reviewed the 

instrument. Independent collection of demographic data was done to reduce the volume 

of responses required in the instrument, to minimize possible bias in survey responses 
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based on tiie nature of demographic data requested, and to assure accuracy of data 

collected. 

Montiily report data posted by agents onto a statewide database was used to 

determine tiie Hispanic participation and to calculate program parity for each subject 

chosen for die smdy. These data were refrieved from Texas Cooperative Extension's 

Monarch reporting system database and included data for both Texas Cooperative 

Extension (TCE) and the Prairie View Cooperative Extension Program (CEP). A mean 

score was set based on a three year average from 2001-2003 and compared to the 

estimated average Hispanic population for that county in 2002 by the U.S. Census 

Bureau. All data retrievals from the monarch database were used to determine two 

variables, percent Hispanic participation and parity, a value calculated based on the 

potential Hispanic population in the county. 

To assure reliability of the instrument, a pilot test was conducted using the 

population of county TCE faculty who did not meet the criteria for inclusion in the smdy. 

Ordy faculty who had not moved or been hired since Januaty 1, 2001 were eligible for the 

smdy. Those faculty who were ineligible to participate in the smdy were included in the 

pilot. A total of 213 were ineligible. Subjects were asked to participate in the pilot test 

by way of email, using the web-based instmment. A total of 48 responses were collected 

in seven days. Data were analyzed using Cronbach's coefficient alpha (Gall, Borg, & 

Gall, 1996) using an intemal consistency approach. This test resulted in an alpha score of 

.77. 
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Data Collection 

Data was principally collected through a survey instrument, with certain data 

collected from Human Resource departments at both Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE) 

and at tiie Prairie View Cooperative Extension Program (CEP). Other data were 

collected tiirough publicly available web sources such as die U.S. Census Bureau (2002) 

and TCE monarch reporting system. For die data collected through the instrument, the 

Hardin-Brashears Bi-Modal metiiod (Fraze et al. 2002) was employed to improve 

response rate. This method was shown to improve response rates in prior research . The 

first contact consisted of a pre-notice email. Four days later, email delivety of die 

instilment packet was initiated, using a web-based delivety mode for the instrument and 

data collection. Following the email/web instmment packet, a reminder/thank you was 

sent after seven days to thardc and/or remind subjects chosen for the smdy. The fourth 

contact was made to all non-respondents eleven days after the thank-you/reminder. This 

contact included a printed letter and instrument, providing non-respondents with the 

original web-based option along with the option of a more traditional written survey. The 

fifth contact followed fifteen days later with a written, mailed thank you/reminder. The 

response window was closed after 30 days and all written and elecfronic data was 

combined into a consolidated database with a notation for early and late responders. 

Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed through the SPSS statistical analysis package, version 11.0. 

Survey responses were coded to reflect a " 1 " for strongly disagree, a "2" for disagree, a 

"3" for neufral responses, "4" for agree, and "5" for sfrongly agree responses. Interval 

58 



level data such as county population, committee parity, and program parity were 

fransfened into SPSS directly and nominal variables were coded dichotomously using a 

0/1 coding sequence. Nominal data with more than two categories were coded in SPSS 

using IF/THEN criteria to separate titles and ethnic groups into exclusive categories. One 

"ANR" categoty was created for titles that included agricultiire and natural resources, 

natural resomces, horticulture, marine, and integrated pest management. An "FCS" 

categoty was created for titles that included family and consumer science and expanded 

nutrition program. A third "4H" category was created for all 4H and youth development 

titles. Finally, a fourth "Other" categoty was created for community development and 

other titles not matching one of the first three categories. In these categories, a " I" was 

assigned to those cases satisfying the condition. A "0" was assigned for all others. A 

similar process was followed for ethnicity, creating categories for White, Hispanic, and 

Other. Due to the low number of cases with an ethnic designation of "otiier," the 

"African American" and "Other" groupings in the data set were combined for easier 

analysis. Once all instrument data had been collected, it was again analyzed for 

reliability to assure that resufts for the survey group were consistent witii the results of 

tiie pilot group. Atotalof 194 cases were considered on the 30 items. Using SPSS's 

option for scale measures, these cases were analyzed and yielded an alpha of .79. Witii 

reliability results consistent with those of the pilot test, data were prepared for fiirther 

analysis. Descriptive data for these thirty instimtional, methodological, and competency 

variables were collected and were followed by bivariate conelations. 

For appropriate analysis in a regression model that would test the predictive 

qualities of variables, the seven variables related to instimtional (I) factors were summed 
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and combined into a single mean variable, labeled "I." The same process was followed 

for sixteen metiiodological (M) variables, labeled "M," and seven competency (C) 

variables, labeled "C." Once tiiese "collapsed" variables for I, M, and C were 

established, tiiey were infroduced imo analysis for descriptive and bivariate conelations 

to tiie dependent variable, program parity, and to each other. The collapsing of these 

variables helped reduce the number of variables infroduced for analysis and avoid 

potential problems with multicollinearity. 

Following tins initial data analysis, instimtional (I), metiiodological (M), 

competency (C), and demographic variables were ready for infroduction into a multiple 

linear regression model. Conelations were conducted to determine those variables 

conelated to tiie dependent variable, program parity. Variables that were not conelated 

were eliminated from consideration in the regression model. Next, scatterplots were 

prepared for continuous variables to determine if linear relationships existed. 

Instimtional (I), methodological (M), competency (C), and demographic variables that 

demonsfrated statistically significant conelation with program parity were then 

infroduced into a regression equation for analysis. Variables were entered using the 

forced entry method with the variables showing the highest conelation to the dependent 

variable entered first and followed by remaining variables in descending order until all 

variables had been infroduced. Results were examined for significance along with 

evidence of any bias due to multicollinearity or other extraneous factors. Confidence 

levels were set at 95%), a priori. 
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Respondent Demographics 

Descriptive data for respondents were organized based on several characteristics. 

Table 3.1 provides the proportion of respondents by titie. These categories represented 

multiple tities witiiin each categoty. Agricultiire and namral resources (ANR) agents 

included agriculture and natural resource, nattiral resources, horticulture, marine, and 

integrated pest management tities. These represented 113, or 53.1%, of all responses. 

Family and consumer science (FCS) agents represented family and consumer science and 

expanded nutrition program tities. These represented 73, or 34.3%, of all responses. The 

final two categories were 4H tities, representing 21 responses, or 9.9%, and other titles, 

representing 6 responses, or 2.8%. 

Table 3.1. Respondents by title category (N=213) 
T̂  n ^ Cumulative 
Frequency Percent „ 

Percent 

ANR 113 53.1 53.1 

FCS 

4-H 

Other 

Total 

73 

21 

6 

213 

34.3 

9.9 

2.8 

100.0 

87.4 

97.3 

100.0 

Responses by ethnicity (Table 3.2) included White agents, representing 179 

responses, or 84%). Hispanic agents responding to the survey numbered 16, or 7.5%, and 
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Otiier agents number 18, or 8.5%. This final categoty of "other" agents included 

African-American, Asian, and other ethnic categories with minor responses to ease data 

analysis. 

Table 3.2. Respondents by ethnic category (N=213) 
Cumulative 

Frequency Percent 
Percent 

White 179 84.0 84.0 

Hispanic 16 7.5 91.5 

Otiier 18 8.5 lOO.O 

Total 213 100.0 

The level of education for respondents was also captured. A total of 56 

respondents, or 26.3%), had a Bachelor's degree. One hundred fifty, or 70.4%, had a 

Master's degree. Finally, seven of the respondents, or 3.3%, had a doctoral level degree 

(Table 3.3). 
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Table 3.3. Respondents by level of education (N=213) 

Frequency Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Bachelor's 56 26.3 26.3 

Master's 150 70.4 96.7 

Doctoral 7 3.3 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE) provided the greatest proportion of 

respondents with 197, or 92.5%. Respondent county faculty from the Prairie View 

Cooperative Extension Program (CEP) accounted for the remaining 7.5%. The TCE 

employees represent the Extension program established by the Monill Act of 1862 

(CSREES, 2004), while the CEP employees represent the Extension program established 

by tiie Second Morrill Act (CSREES, 2004), enacted in 1890 to serve through the 

historically black colleges and universities in the South (Table 3.4). 

Table 3.4. Respondents by land grant employer (N=213) 
Cumulative 

Frequency Percent percent 

TCE 
(1862) 

CEP 
(1890) 

Total 

197 

16 

213 

92.5 

7.5 

100.0 

92.5 

100.0 
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For analysis purposes, respondents from counties with a population over 250,000 

were identified as "urban" while tiie remaining respondents, representing counties with a 

population less tiian 250,000, were identified as "non-urban." Table 3.5 demonstrates 

tiiat 169 respondents, or 79.3%), come from non-urban counties while the remaining 44, 

or 20.7% were from urban areas. Urban areas were defined as those counties with a 

population over 250,000. 

Table 3.5. Respondents by county population (urban vs. non-urban) 
Cumulative 

Frequency Percent 
Percent 

Urban 44 20.7 20.7 

Non-Urban 169 79.3 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

N=213 
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Geographically, responses were fairly evenly distributed among the twelve Texas 

Extension distiicts and four regions of tiie state (Table 3.6). Respondents from tiie North 

region represented 22.7% while 27.7% were from the South. In the other two regions of 

die state, 28.6% were from the West while 28.6% were from the East. 

Table 3.6. Respondents by Texas Extension Region (N=213) 
Cumulative Frequency Percent 

Percent 

North 47 22.1 22.1 

Soutii 59 27.7 49.8 

East 61 28.6 78.4 

West 46 21.6 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Career ladder levels reflect promotion levels for county faculty in four categories. 

Categories are based on tenure and career accomplishments. There is also an exempt 

categoty for agents with more than 25 years experience that elected to exempt themselves 

from tiie process. Respondent career ladder levels showed tiiat 23.5% were level I agents 

while level II were 32.4%, level III were 29.1%, level IV were 11.7%, and the remaining 

3.3% were exempt from the career ladder system (Table 3.7). 
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Table 3.7. Respondents by career ladder level (N=213) 

Frequency Percem Cumulative 
Percent 

I 50 23.5 23.5 

II 69 32.4 55.9 

III 62 29.1 85.0 

IV 25 11.7 96.7 

Exempt 7 3.3 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

County categories are designations given to counties on the basis of county 

population, number of farms/ranches, agricultural income, and gross business income. 

Category 1 counties represent the smaller counties and increase based on the criteria 

above. County categories for respondents showed 1.9% from category 1 counties and 

10.3%, 9.4%, 26.8%, 22.5%, 14.1%, and 15.0% from categories 2, 3,4, 5, 6, and 7, 

respectively (Table 3.8). 
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Table 3.8. Respondents by Texas Extension county category (N=213) 

Frequency Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

1 4 1.9 1.9 

2 22 10.3 12.2 

3 20 9.4 21.6 

4 57 26.8 48.4 

5 48 22.5 70.9 

6 30 14.1 85.0 

7 32 15.0 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Performance ratings are given annual and range from one through three with one 

being the highest performers. Performance ratings for respondents varied and were based 

on a three- year average from 2000-2002 (Table 3.9). 
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Table 3.9. Respondents by performance ratings (N=213) 

Frequency Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

1 59 27.7 27.7 

1-33 23 10.8 38.5 

1.50 3 1.4 39.9 

1.67 

2.00 

2.33 

2.50 

18 

69 

19 

3 

8.5 

32.4 

8.9 

1.4 

48.4 

80.8 

89.7 

91.1 

2.67 8 3.8 94.8 

3.00 II 5.2 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

While the Hispanic population in Texas, estimated at 33.9% statewide in 2002, 

continues to grow at a rapid pace, the distribution of Hispanic population ranged from 

1.7% in the northeast County of Cass to 97.4% in Stan County along the soutiiem border 

of Texas (Census, 2002). Figure 3.1 shows the distiibution of Hispanic populations in 

respondent counties. The mean Hispanic population from respondent counties was 

28.4%). ft did not include all counties and counties with multiple respondents likely 

contributed in part to a mean tiiat was 5.5% lower than tiie state average. Given that each 

county stood on its own demographics, tiiis lower mean did not play a role in tiie overall 

smdy. 
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Sfd. Dev = 22.22 

Mean = 28.4 

N = 213,00 

^̂  % % % \ \ \ % % \ \ 

%HisPop 

Figure 3.1. Percent Hispanic population for respondent categories. 

Figure 3.2, shows the frequencies of Hispanic participation in respondent 

programs for a three-year period. These data were indexed against the potential Hispanic 

population in the county to calculate the parity factor for this smdy. Figure 3.3 provides a 

visual representation of Hisparuc committee membership, long held as a key variable in 

how programs are developed, implemented, and evaluated. 

Std. Dev = 22.28 

Mean = 20.3 

N = 213.00 

>^ '% '% % % % \ \ \ \ \ 

% HispPart 

Figure 3.2. Percent Hispanic participation in respondent programs (2001-2003). 
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std. Dev = 19.15 

Mean = 14.5 

N = 213.00 

°o % % \ % \ \ \ ~x '"^rx 
%HispMem 

Figure 3.3. Percent Hispanic membership in respondent program development 
committee(s). 

The dependent variable for this smdy was program parity and was calculated by 

dividing the %) Hispanics participation by the % Hispanic population in the county of the 

responding agent. Table 3.10 shows a mean value of 66.87, a median value of 60.45, and 

a mode of 2.85 for measures of central tendency. These data communicate that 2.85 was 

the most common parity value calculated and that half of all values were below 60.45. 

The mean value was more than six points higher than the median which points to possible 

outliers on the positive end of the scale that contributed to a mean that was substantially 

higher than the median value. This is supported by dispersion measures that include a 

standard deviation of 49.86, a range in values of 406.54, and a variance of 2485.93. 
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Table 3.10. Measures of cenfral tendency and dispersion for program parity values 
N Mean Median Mode 

Parity 213 66.87 60.45 2.85 

SD Range Variance 

49.86 406.54 2485.93 

Using Hispanic participation and Hispanic population as numerator and 

denominator, respectively, Figure 3.4 shows the calculated frequencies of program parity 

values for respondents. The range of values for program parity was 2.85% to 409.39%. 

This range indicates that some county faculty were reaching 2.85% of the potential 

Hispanics in their county while others were reaching Hispanics in proportions that were 

four times higher than their share of their county population. The mean parity level was 

66.9%), which was consistent with the 69.3% state average for the 2001-2003 reporting 

period. A similar parity value was calculated for committee membership, committee 

parity, to use as an independent variable in the analysis (Figure 3.5). The range of 

committee parity values ranged from 0% to 500.8% and the mode was 0% with 54 cases. 

This mode represents 25.4%) of respondents with either no program development 

committees or no Hispanic participation in them. The mean was 56.0 and the standard 

deviation was 62.56. 
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std. Dev = 49.86 

Mean = 66.9 

N = 213.00 

••̂  ^^ % \ \ \ \ \ \ \ -% 

Program Parity 

Figure 3.4. Program parity for respondent's programs (2001-2003). 

std. Dev = 62.56 

Mean = 56.0 

N = 213.00 

°o % \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ 

Committee Parity 

Figure 3.5. Committee parity for respondent program development committee(s). 

While the data showed face validity and seemed to be reflective of the population, 

non-response enor was examined through analysis to test for the extemal validity of the 

smdy. Using Lindner, Murphy, and Briers' (2001) recommendations for handling 
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nonresponse enor, early and late respondents were compared based on their instrument 

responses. A total of 154 responded in the first fifteen days of the survey protocol and 

were identified as the early respondents. The remaining 64 respondents were coded as 

late respondents. The exact characteristic measured by each instimtional (I), 

metiiodological (M), and competency (C) variable can be referenced through a coded 

instrument located in the appendix of this smdy. Using a t-test to determine any 

differences in means, Table 3.11 provides the valid number (N) of eariy and late 

responses by variable along with a mean value, standard deviation, and standard enor for 

each categoty of respondents. On the right side of the table, t values and the level of 

significance (p) are provided based equal variances assumed (normal distribution) and 

based on variances not being equal (nonparametric). Regardless of the assumption made, 

none of the variables met confidence levels (.05). Consequently, the findings of this 

smdy will be assumed to represent the population of county Extension faculty in Texas. 
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Table 3.11. Test for equality of means between early and late responders 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Ml 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

MIO 

Mil 

M12 

M13 

M14 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

N 

66 
154 

64 
152 

64 
154 

64 
154 

64 
153 

64 
154 

64 
152 

64 
154 

64 
153 

63 
150 

63 
153 

64 
153 

64 
153 

63 
153 

64 
153 

64 
153 

64 
152 

64 
153 

64 
152 

64 
152 

64 
151 

Mean 

4.05 
4.07 

2.97 
2.93 

2.92 
2.86 

3.64 
3.72 

3.84 
3.70 

3.98 
3.94 

3.92 
3.91 

3.03 
3.12 

3.86 
4.03 

3.11 
2.86 

3.86 
3.82 

4.20 
4.24 

2.48 
2.26 

3.24 
3.38 

3.28 
3.11 

3.08 
3.01 

3.92 
3.94 

2.73 
2.50 

2.75 
2.82 

2.83 
3.07 

2.50 
2.60 

SD 

.84 

.84 

1.05 
1.04 

1.00 
1.08 

.98 

.93 

.86 

.90 

.72 

.79 

.76 

.80 

1.04 
1.02 

.73 

.76 

.88 

.94 

.74 

.83 

.62 

.69 

.95 

.89 

1.07 
1.15 

.92 
1.09 

1.06 
1.08 

.70 

.92 

.84 

.97 

1.02 
.96 

.95 
1.01 

1.02 
1.10 

SE 

.11 

.07 

.13 

.08 

.13 

.09 

.12 

.08 

.11 

.07 

.09 

.06 

.10 

.07 

.13 

.08 

.09 

.06 

.11 

.08 

.09 

.07 

.08 

.06 

.12 

.07 

.14 

.09 

.12 

.09 

.13 

.09 

.09 

.07 

.11 

.08 

.13 

.08 

.12 

.08 

.13 

.09 

Equality of 
variances 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

t 

-.20 
-.20 

.27 

.26 

.41 

.43 

-.57 
-.56 

1.10 
1.12 

.43 

.45 

.12 

.12 

-.56 
-.56 

-1.54 
-1.57 

1.81 
1.86 

.28 

.29 

-.32 
-.34 

1.58 
1.54 

-.83 
-.86 

1.10 
1.18 

.41 

.41 

-.15 
.17 

1.66 
1.76 

-.48 
-.47 

-1.61 
-1.65 

-.60 
-.61 

P 

.85 

.85 

.79 

.79 

.68 

.67 

.57 

.58 

.28 

.27 

.67 

.66 

.91 

.90 

.58 

.58 

.13 

.12 

.07 

.07 

.78 

.77 

.75 

.74 

.12 

.13 

.41 

.39 

.28 

.24 

.69 

.68 

.88 

.87 

.10 

.08 

.63 

.64 

.11 

.10 

.55 

.54 
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Table 3.11. Continued 

M15 

M16 

CI 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

Late 
Early 

N 

64 
153 

64 
152 

64 
154 

63 
153 

64 
153 

64 
152 

63 
150 

63 
152 

64 
152 

Mean 

2.80 
2.84 

3.00 
2.73 

2.69 
2.89 

3.29 
3.51 

3.05 
3.22 

3.17 
3.29 

3.25 
3.15 

1.94 
2.18 

3.00 
2.73 

SD 

1.10 
1.14 

.96 

.98 

1.08 
1.08 

.89 

.93 

1.09 
1.05 

1.02 
1.07 

.90 
1.03 

1.00 
1.17 

.96 

.98 

SE 

.14 

.09 

.12 

.08 

.14 

.09 

.11 

.08 

.14 

.08 

.13 

.09 

.11 

.08 

.13 

.10 

.12 

.08 

Equality of 
Variances 
Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

Assumed 
Not assumed 

t 

-.24 
-.24 

1.86 
1.88 

-1.26 
-1.26 

-1.64 
-1.67 

-1.07 
-1.05 

-.75 
-.76 

.68 

.72 

-1.44 
-1.53 

-1.75 
-1.78 

P 

.81 

.81 

.06 

.06 

.21 

.21 

.10 

.10 

.29 

.30 

.46 

.45 

.50 

.48 

.15 

.13 

.08 

.08 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This study sought to explore the following research questions about relationships 

between certain variables and the dependent variable, program parity. These research 

questions included: 

1. What instimtional variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

2. What methodological variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

3. What competency-based variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

4. What demographic variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

5. What characteristics do instimtional, methodological, competency, and 

demographic variables possess in predicting parity levels? 

From tiiese questions, tiie following null hypotiieses were formulated to test during the 

smdy. 

HI: Instimtional variables, including perceptions of adminisfrative support, 

staffing, training, specialist support, organizational commitment, and local 

support, will not show a relationship witii high levels of Hispanic 

participation. 
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H2: Metiiodological variables, including program development, teaching 

metiiods, partnerships and collaborations, perceived baniers, educational 

philosophies, and accessibility, will not show a relationship with high levels 

of Hispanic participation. 

H3: Competency-related variables, including cultural competencies, quantity and 

quality of experiences, Spanish language skills, ability to communicate and 

network within the Hispanic community, and educator commitinent, will not 

show a relationship with high levels of Hispanic participation. 

H4: Demographic variables, including gender, title, experience, education, 

committee parity, county population (urban vs. non-urban), employer (TCE 

vs. CEP), and ethnicity will not show a relationship with high levels of 

Hispanic participation. 

Hypotheses 1-3: Instimtional (I), Methodological (M), and Competency (C) Variables 

The first three null hypotheses for this smdy indicated that instimtional, 

methodological, and competency variables would have no relationship with the 

dependent variable, program parity. Descriptive statistics for individual instimtional, 

methodological, and competency variables collected through the instrument are shown in 

Tables 4.1,4.2, and 4.3. These data are numbered in order of tiieir appearance on the 

instmment. Please see the appendix for the wording of each variable as coded on the 

instrument. Table 4.1 shows the highest mean to be for II, state leadership support for 

programs that serve Hispanics and the lowest mean to be for 14, supervisor support for 

programs that serve Hispanic audiences. The mode for 12 and 13 was 2.0, indicating that 
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die most common response was "disagree." These two variables measured the perceived 

adequacy of county-based faculty (12) and specialist faculty (13) to meet the needs of 

Hispanics. These two variables also had the greatest measures of dispersion as observed 

tiirough their variances and standard deviation. 

Table 4.1. Measures of central tendency and dispersion for instimtional variables 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

N 

213 

211 

212 

213 

212 

213 

212 

Mean 

4.08 

2.94 

2.87 

3.70 

3.76 

3.96 

3.93 

Median 

4.00 

3.00 

3.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

Mode 

4.00 

2.00 

2.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

SD 

.82 

1.03 

1.05 

.93 

.86 

.74 

.76 

Range 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

3.00 

Variance 

.66 

1.06 

1.10 

.86 

.74 

.55 

.58 

Table 4.2 provides similar descriptive data for the sixteen variables related to 

methodological items. The highest mean was 4.25 for variable M5, which measured 

morality as the motivating factor in serving Hispanics as "it's our job to serve evetyone." 

The lowest mean was for M6, a variable suggesting that because of language and other 

accommodations needed, that Hispanics would best be served through targeted grant 

programs rather than through mainsfream Extension programs. Other variables that 

received a mean score lower than 3.0 included M3, the perception that specialists should 

provide primaty leadership for Hispanic programming and Ml 1, which proposed that 

improving programs for Hispanics is a relatively minor issue compared to other issues 
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facing tiie agency. Other variables for which respondents disagreed with more than 

otiiers included variables M12, Ml4, Ml 5, and Ml6. These four variables measured the 

extent to which agents had conducted a needs assessment specific to Hispanics in their 

county, die extent to which agents develop and/or use Spanish language materials, agent 

participation on boards or committees with strong Hispanic representation, and their 

perceptions about whether it is more the audience's responsibility to access programs 

tiian tiie agency's responsibility to adapt them for the needs of the Hispanic audience. 

Variables that showed a mode of 2, demonstrating "disgree" as die most common 

response, included variables M6, Ml 1, M12, M14, M15, and M16. These are consistent 

with those variables with a mean lower than 3.0. The greatest variance and highest 

standard deviation was shown for variable M7. This variable suggested that all faculty 

should be required to demonsfrate or be required to develop a minimum level of 

competencies relevant to serving Hispanic audiences. Other variables with levels of 

dispersion over 1.0 for standard deviation included Ml, M8, M9, MI4, and Ml5. These 

were variables that measured perceptions of agents as the primary group responsible for 

leadership in Hispanic programming (Ml), administrators as the primary leaders for 

Hispanic programming (M8), political implications of failing to adequately serve 

Hisparucs (M9), and the previously mentioned variables of Ml 4 and Ml 5 dealing with 

Spanish language materials and agent involvement on boards with strong Hispanic 

representation. 
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Table 4.2. Measures of central tendency and dispersion for methodological variables 

Ml 

M2 

M3 

M4 

M5 

M6 

M7 

M8 

M9 

MIO 

Mi l 

MI2 

M13 

MI4 

M15 

MI6 

N 

213 

213 

209 

212 

213 

212 

212 

213 

213 

212 

212 

211 

212 

211 

213 

212 

Mean 

3.09 

4.00 

2.94 

3.85 

4.25 

2.34 

3.35 

3.17 

3.04 

3.97 

2.57 

2.81 

3.00 

2.55 

2.83 

2.83 

Median 

3.00 

4.00 

3.00 

4.00 

4.00 

2.00 

3.00 

3.00 

3.00 

4.00 

2.00 

3.00 

3.00 

2.00 

3.00 

3.00 

Mode 

3.00 

4.00 

3.00 

4.00 

4.00 

2.00 

4.00 

4.00 

3.00 

4.00 

2.00 

2.00 

4.00 

2.00 

2.00 

2.00 

SD 

1.02 

.73 

.93 

.78 

.62 

.92 

1.13 

1.04 

1.07 

.82 

.93 

.97 

.99 

1.07 

1.13 

.97 

Range 

4.00 

3.00 

4.00 

3.00 

3.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

Variance 

1.05 

.53 

.86 

.61 

.38 

.84 

1.27 

1.09 

1.15 

.68 

.87 

.95 

.98 

1.14 

1.27 

.94 

Table 4.3 provides data on the final grouping of seven variables related to 

perceived competencies among county Extension faculty. The variable with the highest 

, 3.45, was C2, a variable that measured agent perceptions of their success with 
mean 

Hispanic audiences. The lowest mean was 2.11 for variable C6, a variable tiiat measured 
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perceptions of sufficiem Spanish language skills to adequately deliver programs. A 

mode of 2.00 for variables CI and C6 tells us that the most common response to those 

items involved a response of "disagree." These two variables deaft with the quantity of 

experience witii Hispanics (CI) and Spanish language skills (C6). A score of 2 was also 

die median score for variable C6. Measures of dispersion were fairiy similar for all 

competency variables. 

Table 4.3. 

CI 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7 

Measures of cenfra 
N Mean 

213 

211 

213 

211 

208 

211 

212 

2.84 

3.45 

3.17 

3.27 

3.19 

2.11 

3.22 

tendency and dispersion for 
Median 

3.00 

3.00 

3.00 

3.00 

3.00 

2.00 

3.00 

Mode 

2.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

2.00 

4.00 

SD 

1.08 

.91 

1.06 

1.05 

.98 

1.13 

1.08 

competency 
Range 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

4.00 

variables 
Variance 

1.18 

.82 

1.11 

1.09 

.97 

1.28 

1.16 

The thirty variables in the instrument were examined for their conelative 

properties to the dependent variable, program parity. The instimtional items shown in 

Table 4.4 show that five of the seven variables showed a statistically significant negative 

conelation to the dependent variable. Four of the five had a low level of conelation 

(Davis, 1971) and one (12) had a moderate level. The other two variables, 14 and 16, were 

not statistically significant. These two variables were related to supervisor support for 
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Hispanic programming (14) and commissioners court support for Hispanic programming 

(16). Perceptions of supervisor or commissioners court support for Hispanic 

programming was not conelated witii the dependent variable, program parity. No 

variables showed a positive conelation with program parity. 

Relative to research question 1, tiiis study found four instimtional variables with a 

low level of conelation (Davis, 1971) to program parity and one (12) with a moderate 

conelation (Davis, 1971), all of which were negative. The strongest negative conelation 

was 12, the variable related to the adequacy of county faculty necessaty to effectively 

serve Hispanic audiences at -.32. Those following in rank order were adequate specialist 

support (13), accessible office facilities (17), organizational commitment to Hispanics 

(15), and state agency leadership support (II) at -.26, -.18, -.17, and -.15, respectively. 

Table 4.4. Conelations for Instimtional (I) variables 

Program 
Parity 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
p 
r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 

Program 
Parity 

1 

11 

-.15* 
.03 

1 

12 

-.32** 
.00 

34** 
.00 

1 

13 

-.26** 
.00 

43** 
.00 

.72** 
.00 

1 

14 

-.08 
.26 

.33** 
.00 

.27** 
.00 

33** 
.00 

1 

15 

. 17** 
.01 

.50** 
.00 

44** 
.00 

.52** 
.00 

45** 

.00 

I 

16 

-.06 
.35 

39** 
.00 

33** 
.00 

32** 
.00 

.42** 
.00 

.34** 
.00 

1 

17 

-.18** 
.01 
19** 
.01 

29** 
.00 

.34** 
.00 

.34** 
.00 

.26** 
.00 

.20** 
.00 

1 

• Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
r = Pearson product-moment correlation; p = probability 
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A total of sixteen variables were considered for the mean methodological score. 

Of die sixteen variables shown in Table 4.5, ten showed statistical significance in their 

conelation, of which seven were positive and tiiree were negative. All conelated 

variables showed a low level of conelation (Davis, 1971). The strongest positive 

conelation was quality of agent experiences with Hispanic audiences (M2) and agent 

participation on boards/committees that have strong Hispanic representation (Ml5) at .28. 

Following in rank order were perceptions of service to Hispanics being part of the job 

(M5), participation in Hispanic-serving boards (Ml3), use of Spanish language materials 

(Ml4), mandated cultural competency fraining for agents (M7), and perceptions that 

better serving Hispanics would make Extension a more eifective organization (MIO). 

Variables that were negatively conelated, in descending rank order, were 

variables identifying programs for Hispanics as a minor issue compared to other issues 

faced by the organization (Mil), assigning greater responsibility for participation to 

Hispanic audiences than to the organization's obligation to adapt programs (Ml6), and 

the relegating of programs for Hispanics to grants and targeted programs because of the 

accommodations often required for Hispanics (M6). Variables that were not conelated to 

program parity at the .05 confidence level were those tiiat attempted to individually 

identify agents, specialists, or adminisfrators as primarily responsible for leadership (Ml, 

M3, and M8, respectively), having conducted a needs assessment (Ml2), perceived 

access to programs by Hispanics (M4), and die political implications of failing to 

adequately serve Hispanics (M9). No relationship between parity and these variables 

could be established with confidence. 
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Per research question two, this smdy found tiiat ten methodological variables were 

conelated to program parity. Seven were positively conelated and included variables 

M2, M15, M5, M13, M14, M7, and MIO. Three variables were negatively conelated and 

included variables Ml I, Ml6, and M6. All conelated variables achieving statistical 

significance had a low level of conelation (Davis, 1971). 
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Finally, four of seven competency variables were statistically significant in their 

conelation to program parity and all were positive. The level of conelation for all 

variables was low (Davis, 1971). In rank descending order, the quantity of experience in 

Hispanic programming (Cl) was most sfrongly conelated at .29 followed by perceptions 

of success with Hispanics (C2) at .27, perceptions of effective engagement (C4) at .20, 

and perceptions of sufficient knowledge of the Hispanic community (C7) at .18. No 

variables were negatively conelated. The three variables that did not meet statistical 

confidence levels included the perceived ability to develop and deliver a program within 

the Hispanic community (C3), perceived difference in educator culture when compared to 

Hispanic culture (C5), and perceptions of sufficient Spanish language skills (C6). No 

relationship between parity and these last three variables could be established with 

confidence. 

Per research question three, this smdy found four competency variables that were 

conelated to program parity. They included variables Cl, C2, C4, and C7. All variables 

had a low level of conelation (Davis, 1971). 
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Table 4.6. Conelations for Competency (C) variables 
Program 

Parity ^^ ^^ C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 

Program 
Parity 

Cl 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7 

r 

P 
r 

P 
r 

P 
r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 

, .29** 
.00 

1 

.27** 
.00 

.67** 
.00 

1 

.10 

.15 
.50** 

.00 
.51** 

.00 

I 

.20** 
.00 

.58** 
.00 

.51** 
.00 

.52** 
.00 

1 

.13 
.07 

-.27** 
.00 

-.25** 
.00 

-.29** 
.00 

-.15* 
.03 

1 

.09 

.22 
.44** 

.00 
.40** 
.00 

.48** 
.00 

.36** 
.00 

-.36** 
.00 

1 

.18** 
.01 

.58** 
.00 

.46** 
.00 

.59** 
.00 

.50** 
.00 

-.23** 
.00 

.46** 
.00 

1 

* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
r = Pearson product-moment correlation; p = probability 

To avoid potential problems with multicollinearity and other forms of bias, the 

original thirty variables were collapsed into three mean scores for instimtional (I), 

methodological (M), and competency (C) variables, then analyzed through bivariate 

conelations. Table 4.7 shows the descriptive data for these three collapsed variables. 

Instimtional (I), had the highest mean, median, and mode values at 3.53, 3.50, and 3.33, 

respectively. Measures of central tendency for the other two variables were lower but 

much like the instimtional variable (I), there was very little difference in values between 

each of the measures. This suggests that there were no outlying values skewing tiie data. 

For measure of dispersion, competencies showed the greatest dispersion as observed in 

the standard deviation, .65, the range, 3.57, and the variance, .43. The tightest set of 
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responses was for methodological variables, which only showed a range of 2.06, a 

variance of .13, and a standard deviation of .36. 

Table 4.7 

Measures of cenfral 
methodological and 

Instimtional 

Methodological 

Competency 

tendency and dispersion for instimtional 
competency variables (N=213) 
Mean 

3.53 

3.16 

3.04 

Median 

3.50 

3.13 

3.00 

Mode 

3.33 

3.00 

3.14 

SD 

.63 

.36 

.65 

Range 

3.00 

2.06 

3.57 

Variance 

.39 

.13 

.43 

With conelations established, the mean scores for I, M, and C variables were 

tested for assumptions of normality. To further examine the disfribution ofmean values, 

frequencies ofmean responses to the instimtional variable were plotted in a histogram. 

Figure 4.1 shows the distribution of responses and an obvious bimodal pattem. This 

pattem points to possible differences in responses based on certain characteristics of 

respondents. While it graphically illustrates a normal curve, ft also suggests the potential 

for predictive qualities for this variable. 
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Std. Dev = .63 

Mean = 3.53 

N = 213.00 

2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00 

2.25 2.75 3.25 3.75 4.25 4.75 

institutional (I) 
Figure 4.1. Frequency ofmean responses to instimtional variables (I). 

Next, Figure 4.2 shows the frequency ofmean responses to the methodological 

variable. This also follows a normal curve with more subtle evidence of a bimodal 

pattem than the instimtional variable. Descriptive data for measures of cenfral tendency 

were a mean of 3.16, a median of 3.13, and a mode of 3.00. Dispersion data showed a 

standard deviation of .36, variance of. 13, and a range of 2.19 to 4.25. Data was less 

dispersed for this variable than for the instimtional variable. 
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std. Dev = .36 

Mean = 3.16 

N = 213.00 

2.25 2.50 2.75 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.75 4.00 4.25 
2.38 2.63 2.88 3.13 3.38 3.63 3.88 4.13 

Figure 4.2. Frequency ofmean responses to methodological variables (M). 

Finally, the competency variable is represented graphically in Figure 4.3. It 

shared similar descriptive data with the instimtional variable. With competencies, the 

mean was 3.04, the median was 3.00, and the mode was 3.14. Measures of dispersion 

were a standard deviation of .65, variance of .43, and a range of 1.29 to 4.86. Like the 

instimtional variable, competency also showed a bimodal pattem with frequency spikes 

to the left and to the right of the median value. 
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std. Dev = .65 

r/lean = 3.04 

N = 213.00 

1.25 1.75 2.25 2.75 3.25 3.75 4.25 4.75 
1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 

Figure 4.3. Frequency ofmean responses to competency variables (C). 

Conelations for the I, M, and C variables, Table 4.8, shows statistical significance 

for all three independent variables at the .01 level in a two-tailed test. The instimtional 

(I) variable showed a negative conelation, -.27, while the methodological (M) and 

competency (C) variables showed a positive conelation at .24 and .23, respectively. All 

variables demonstrated a low level of conelation (Davis, 1971). One statistic of concem 

involved the substantial conelation (Davis, 1971) between the methodological and 

competency variables at .61. This conelation provided evidence of coUinearity and the 

need to combine the variables or eliminate one from the regression model. When 

combined, methodological and competency variables, M&C, showed a low conelation 

(Davis, 1971) with the dependent variable of .26 with significance at the .01 level. As a 

resuft, the M and C variables were collapsed into a single variable for fiirther analysis and 

introduction into a regression model. 
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Program 
Parity 

I 

M 

C 

r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 
r 
P 

Program 
Parity 

1 

I 

-.27** 
.00 

1 

M 

24** 
.00 

.24** 
.00 

1 

c 
.23** 
.00 

.26** 
.00 

.61** 
.00 

1 

* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
*• Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
r = Pearson product-moment correlation; p = probability 

Instimtional, methodological, and competency variables were next analyzed 

tiirough partial regression plots, shown as Figures 4.4 and 4.5, respectively, to determine 

whether a linear relationship existed between these variables and the dependent variable, 

program parity. These plots showed a slightiy directional linear relationship with 

program parity that was negative for the instimtional variable and positive for the 

methodological and competency variable. It also revealed three outiiers that could skew 

the normality of the frequency distribution. To test the effect of these three outliers on 

the potential outcome of a regression equation, a regression analysis was conducted both 

with and without these three cases. The result from omitting those three cases was a 

slight change in the value of data but no change in the outcome of significance and those 

variables identified as statistically significant. Given this, data analysis continued with 

the introduction of the two variables into a regression model. 
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Figure 4.5. Partial regression plot - methodological (M) and competency (C) variables. 

The forced entty method and a significance level of .05 were set a priori. 

Independent variables were introduced into the model in descending order according to 

the strength of the variable's conelation. Only variables with statistically significant 

conelations with the dependent variable were included in the model. For this model, 

only two predictors were used, the instimtional variable (I) and a combination of die 
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methodological and competency variables (M&C). This was done because of die sfrong 

conelation between tiiese two variables and to avoid multicollinearity bias in the model. 

Table 4.9 provides a summaty of data for this model, including an R̂  of .20 and an F 

value of 25.36. In this model, the instimtional variable, I, has a B value of-29.31, a t 

value of-5.72, and is well within confidence levels at .00. This finding predicts that for 

evety point increase in the mean score for perceptions of instimtional support, parity 

levels decrease by 29.31 points, given the standard enor of 5.13 points. This model tells 

us that perceptions of instimtional support for programs that serve Hispanic audiences 

have an inverse relationship with a given educator's performance levels related to parity. 

Conversely, we could also say that as a given educator's perceptions of instimtional 

support decrease, we might expect their performance levels related to parity to increase. 

For the M&C variable, the coefficient (B) was 45.19 and the t-value was 5.66. 

Having met the confidence level at .00, tiiis coefficient predicts a 45.19 point increase in 

parity for evety unit increase in the mean score for M and C variables, when combined. 

As the use of proven methodologies increases and as perceived competencies increase, 

parity levels also increase. Conversely, we could also say that as a given educator's use 

of proven methodologies decrease and as their perceived competencies decrease, parity 

levels also decrease. 
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Table 4.9. Regression coefficients for I, M, and C variables (N=213) 
B SE Beta t p 

Constant 28.99 26.65 1.09 .28 

I -29.31 5.13 -.37 -5.72 .00** 

M & C 45.19 7.99 .37 5.66 .00** 

*• significant at the .01 level 
R^=.20; F=25.36 
dependent variable: program parity 

In summarizing die results of die analysis of instimtional, metiiodological, and 

competency variables, each variable is statistically significant in its conelation to tiie 

dependent variable and to other independent variables. There is a much stronger 

conelation between the methodological and competency variables than among and 

between the others in the model, suggesting these variables were measuring similar 

characteristics. All variables were statistically significant predictors of the dependent 

variable and together explained 20% of the variance. Further, the analysis of the 

individual variables within each category of variables in Tables 4.4 through 4.6 revealed 

that five of seven instimtional variables, ten of sixteen methodological variables, and four 

of seven competency variables were conelated to program parity. The conelation data 

for both the individual and collapsed variables provide the necessary evidence to reject 

the null hypothesis that no relationship exists between these three variables and program 

parity. 

Hypothesis 4: Demographic variables 

The final null hypothesis established that no relationship existed between 

demographic variables and program parity. To test this hypotiiesis, demographic 

95 



variables were assessed for their relationship to and predictive qualities of program 

parity. Descriptive data were first reviewed for these variables. With the exception of 

committee parity, total experience, and education, the mean value of each variable 

represented tiie percentage of the population. For the non-urban variable, we see that 

79% of respondents were from non-urban areas. For gender, 56% of respondents were 

male while tiiose working for Prairie View Cooperative Extension program (1890) 

represented 8% of tiie population. Ethnically, whites were 84% of the population while 

Hispanics and Other ethnic minority groups represented 8% each. Similar findings can 

be drawn for each of the four titles. Median and mode values are represented by 0 or 1 

based on the frequency of responses. For education, a 4 represented a Bachelor's level, 5 

was Masters level, and 6 represented a Doctoral level. The mean education level was 

4.77 and the median and mode were 5. Measures of dispersion were more useful for 

interval level data such as committee parity and total experience. These two variables 

showed a mean of 56.04 and 18.11, respectively. The range for committee parity 

exceeded 500 points while experience spanned over 31 years. 
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Table 4.10 

Committee 
Parity 

Non-Urban 

Education 

Total 
Experience 

Gender 

1862 or 1890? 

Etimic White 

Ethnic 
Hispanic 

Ethnic Other 

Titie - ANR 

Title-FCS 

Titie - 4-H 

Tftle - Otiier 

Mean 

56.04 

.79 

4.77 

18.11 

.56 

.08 

.84 

.08 

.08 

.53 

.34 

.10 

.03 

Median 

45.85 

1.00 

5.00 

17.85 

1.00 

.00 

1.00 

.00 

.00 

1.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Mode 

0 

1.00 

5.00 

14.00 

1.00 

.00 

1.00 

.00 

.00 

1.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

SD 

62.56 

.41 

.49 

8.92 

.50 

.26 

.37 

.26 

.28 

.50 

.48 

.30 

.17 

Range 
o 

500.82 

1.00 

2.00 

31.25 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

Variance 

3913.24 

.17 

.24 

79.48 

.25 

.07 

.13 

.07 

.08 

.25 

.23 

.09 

.03 

The frequencies of responses for each of the variables are shown in the following 

tables and figures. Total experience and committee parity were measured at the interval 

level and frequencies were represented by Figures 4.6 and 4.7. The remaining variables 

were nominal and dichotomously coded for analysis. The frequencies of responses for 

these variables are showm in Tables 4.11 through 4.21. 
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The first demographic variable, committee parity, is shown in Figure 4.6 and 

shows a distribution that is positively skewed due to a range of over 500 points and 

outlying data points. It also shows how parity values favor the lower end of the x axis 

and graphically show the mode of 0 for this variable. 

std. Dev = 62.56 

Mean = 56.0 

N = 213.00 

'o \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ 

Comnnittee Parity 

Figure 4.6. Frequency distiibution of program development committee parity. 

Frequencies for tiie non-urban are shown in Table 4.11 and show an approximate 

spUt of 20/80 between urban and non-urban respondents. For education, tiie highest 

proportion of respondents had a Master's Degree while anotiier 26% had a Bachelor's 

level degree (Table 4.12). 
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Table 4.11. Frequency of distribution for non-urban respondents (N=213) 
Cumulative Frequency Percent 

Percent 

Urban 44 20.7 20.7 

Non-urban 169 79.3 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Table 4.12. Frequency of distribution for education levels (N=213) 
Cumulative 

Frequency Percent Percent 

Bachelor's 56 26.3 26.3 

Master's 150 70.4 96.7 

Doctoral 7 3.3 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Figme 4.7 shows frequency distribution for the variable associated with die years 

of experience for responding agents. With a range exceeding 30 years, tiiis disfribution 

yielded a mean of 18.11 years and a standard deviation of 8.92 years. 
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std. Dev = 8.92 

I Mean = 18.1 

4.0 8.0 12.0 16.0 20.0 24.0 28.0 32.0 

6.0 10.0 14.0 18.0 22.0 26.0 30.0 34.0 

Total Experience 

Figure 4.7. Frequency of distribution for years experience. 

Frequency data for gender (Table 4.13) revealed tiiat 55.9% of respondents were 

male. For employer, 92.5% or 197 respondents, reported that they worked for Texas 

Cooperative Extension, the 1862 instimtion in Texas. The remaining 7.5% reported 

working for Prairie View A&M Cooperative Extension Program, the designated Black 

Extension program in Texas authorized by the second Morrill Act of 1890 (Table 4.14). 

Table 4.13. Frequency of distribution for gender (N=213) 

Female 

Frequency 

94 

Percent 

44.1 

Cumulative 
Percent 

44.1 

Male 119 55.9 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 
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Table 4.14. Frequency of distribution for employer (N=213) 

Frequency Percent Cmnulative 
Percent 

Jg ,̂̂ 2) 197 92.5 92.5 

{mo) '' '•' io«-^ 

Total 213 100.0 

Responses for ethnic categories of respondents were organized dichotomously to 

ease analysis in a regression equation. A total of 84% of respondents were white while 

the remaining 16% represented anotiier etiinic group (Table 4.15). Hispanic respondents. 

Table 4.16, numbered sixteen or 7.5% while the remaining population accounted for 

92.5%. The final table, 4.17, provides frequencies for all other etiinic groups. This group 

combined African American, Asian, and otiiers into a single group that numbered 18 or 

8.5%) of the population. 

Table 4.15. Frequency of distribution for ethnic Whites CN-213) 
Cumulative 

Frequency Percent Percent 

Non-White 34 16.0 16.0 

White 179 84.0 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 
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Table 4.16. Frequency of distribution for ethnic Hispanics (N=213) 

Frequency Percent Crnnulatwe 
Percent 

Non-
Hispanic 197 92.5 92.5 

Hispanic 16 7.5 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Table 4.17. Frequency of distribution for all other ethnic groups (N=213) 
„ r. . Cumulative 
Frequency Percent p 

Non-Otiier 195 91.5 91.5 

Otiier 18 8.5 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Tities were coded in a similar fashion to those for ethnic categories. Tables 4.18 

to 4.21 show die distiibution for tities, providing frequencies for each titie and all other 

tities not meeting the criteria for that variable. In tiie case of agricultiire and nattiral 

resource titles (ANR), 113 (53.1%) met die criteria while 100 (46.9%) were tities otiier 

than ANR (Table 4.18). For Family and Consumer Science (FCS) titles, 73 (34.3%) met 

the criteria while tiie remaining 140 (65.7%) were tities otiier than FCS (Table 4.19). For 

4-H and youth development titles, 21 (9.9%) met the criteria while the remaining 192 

(90.1%) were titles otiier tiian 4-H (Table 4.20). The final grouping of tities included 

community development and other titles that did not fit into any of tiie previous three 
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categories. Table 4.21 shows six (2.8%) to meet tiiis criteria while the remaining 207 

(97.2%)) are tities otiier than tiiose accounted for witii tiiis variable. 

Table 4.18. Frequency of disfribution for ANR tftles (N=213) 
Cumulative Frequency Percent 

Percent 

Non-ANR 100 46.9 46.9 

ANR 113 53.1 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

Table 4.19. Frequency of distribution for FCS titles (N=213) 
_ r. . Cumulative 
Frequency Percent „ 

Non-FCS 140 65.7 65.7 

FCS 73 34.3 lOO.O 

Total 213 100.0 

Table 4.20. Frequency of distiibution for 4-H titles (N=213) 
Cumulative 

Frequency Percent Percent 

Non-4-H 192 90.1 90.1 

4.H 21 9.9 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 
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Table 4.21. Frequency of distribution for Other tities (N=213) 

Frequency Percent Cmnulative 
Percent 

Non-Otiier 207 97.2 97.2 

Otiier 6 2.8 100.0 

Total 213 100.0 

To begin assessing variables for inclusion in a regression model, bivariate 

conelations were conducted for the thirteen variables in addition to the dependent 

variable, program parity. The resufts of these conelations are in Table 4.22 and show all 

variables to be conelated to the dependent variable with the exception of education, total 

experience, and tities otiier than ANR, FCS, and 4H. The agricultiire and nattiral 

resources (ANR) titie categoty showed the highest conelation to the dependent variable 

at -.50. Following ANR in the descending sfrength of conelation to the dependent 

variable were gender (-.43), ethnic white (-.30), FCS (.29), 4-H (.29), non-urban (-.29), 

committee parity (.25), ethnic other (.22), ethnic Hispanic (.19), and 1862/1890 (.14). 

Those variables with a statistically significant, positive conelation witii program parity 

included FCS, 4-H, committee parity, ethnic other, ethnic Hispanic, and employer (1890). 

Variables with a statistically significant, negative conelation witii program parity 

included ANR, gender (male), ethnic white, and non-urban. 

Next, variables were examined for evidence of multicollinearity. Those variables 

conelated to each otiier at a level of 0.60 or higher were assumed to be collinear. Where 

confidence levels were met, conelations between variables ranged from a low of. 15 to a 
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high of .81. There was a very strong conelation (.81) between gender and title categories 

for agricultiu-e and natiiral resources (ANR) and family and consumer science (FCS). As 

a result, gender was dropped as a variable insofar as it was significant only to the extent 

tiiat it was conelated to those two titie categories. In addition there was a vety strong 

conelation (-.77) between FCS and ANR titles. Because the ANR title showed a stronger 

conelation to tiie dependent variable, ft was retained as a variable and the FCS variable 

was dropped. Finally, tiiere were sfrong conelations among ethnic groups. The White 

variable was conelated to botii Hispanics (-.65) and Others (-.70). The conelation 

between Hispanics and Others was not statistically significant. 

Following the same protocol as prior variables, the variable(s) with the strongest 

conelation to the dependent variable, ethnic white (-.30) was retained and the other two 

ethnic variables (.22 & .19) were dropped from the model. A total of six demographic 

variables were retained from the original thirteen variables. Those dropped numbered 

seven and included three that were not statistically significant in their conelation to the 

dependent variable. The other four variables were dropped because of coUinearity with 

other variables. Those demographic variables remaining, in descending order based on 

the strength of their conelation to parity, were ANR (-.50), ethnic white (-.30), 4-H (.29), 

non-urban (-.29), committee parity (.25), and employer (.14). 

Per research question four, this smdy found ten variables conelated to program 

parity. They included committee parity, county population (non-urban), gender, 

employer (1862 vs. 1890), ethnic whites, ethnic Hispanics, ethnic otiiers, ANR tities, FCS 

tities, and 4-H titles. 
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The six demographic variables retained were entered into a regression equation 

using tiie forced enfry metiiod. Variables were entered in descending order according to 

tiie Sfrengtii of thefr conelation witii tiie dependem variable. As such, ANR was entered 

into die model first and followed by ethnic white, 4-H, non-urban, committee parity, and 

employer (1862/1890) variables. The results of the model are shown in Table 4.23. This 

model explained 35% of the variance (R^=.35) and produced an F value of 18.18. Given 

tills, we know tiiat tiiese demographic variables explained almost twice as much variance 

as die instimtional, metiiodological, and competency variables in tiie previous model. 

Four of tiie six predictors in this model met confidence levels set at .05 a priori. 

They included ANR, 4-H, non-urban, and committee parity variables. The ethnic white 

variable was slightly over the confidence level at .06 and die 1862/1890 variable showed 

a p value of .52, considerably higher than confidence limits set. From these p-values, we 

may begin to make predictions of parity, based on those four predictors that showed 

statistical significance in the model. 

The B value for the constant in the model, 110.61, represents the y-intercept value 

from which predictors can be used to predict parity values. The value of the constant is 

calculated based on the inclusion of all variables except for those held independent in this 

model. If we introduce ANR titles into the model, the predicted effect on parity would be 

a decrease of 36.36 points, reducing parity from 110.36 to 74.25. The next predictor, 4H, 

predicts an increase of 20.02 points in parity that results in a predicted parity value of 

130.62. When non-urban counties are introduced into the model, parity is predicted to 

decrease by 23.08 points to 87.53. 
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The last predictor tiiat met confidence levels was committee parity and unlike the 

otiier demographic variables, was measured at the interval level. As a resuft, its B value 

is considerably different from the otiiers at .10. Because the other variables were 

dichotomously coded, die only predicted effects on parity are based on the inclusion or 

exclusion from the model. Unlike those variables, committee parity predicts a .10 

increase in program parity for evety unit increase in committee parity. If an increase of 1 

point in program parity were desired, it would require a 10 point increase in committee 

parity. Given these data, we can reject the null hypothesis that no relationship exists 

between demographic variables and the dependent variable, program parity. 

Table 4.23. Regression coefficients for demographic variables (N=213) 
B SE Beta t p 

Constant 110.61 9.89 11.19 .00 

ANR -36.36 6.53 -.37 -5.57 .00** 

Ethnic White -17.09 8.84 -.13 -1.93 .06 

4-H 

Non-urban 

Committee 
Parity 

1862/1890? 

20.02 

-23.08 

.10 

7.49 

10.28 

7.40 

.05 

11.49 

.12 

-.19 

.13 

.04 

1.95 

-3.12 

2.10 

.65 

.05* 

.00** 

.04* 

.52 

• significant at .05 level; *• significant at the .01 level 
R^=.35; F=18.18 
dependent variable: program parity 
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In summaty, the findings of this smdy first addressed the first four research 

questions when it found a series of institutional, metiiodological, competency, and 

demographic variables tiiat were conelated to program parity. For instimtional variables, 

tiiere were a total of five negatively conelated variables that included II, 12,13,15, and 

17. For methodological variables, there were a total often variables conelated to 

program parity of which seven were positive (M2, M5, M7, MIO, M13, M14, and M15) 

and tiiree were negative (M6, Ml I, and Ml6). For competency variables, four positively 

conelated variables were found and included Cl, C2, C4, and C7. A total often 

demographic variables were conelated to program parity. Finally, findings for the fifth 

research question revealed that a two-predictor model of I and M&C variables explained 

20% of the variance in a regression model. 

This model also provided for coefficients of-29.31 and 45.19 for I and M&C 

variables in predicting program parity. In the case of demographic variables, a six-

predictor model revealed four statistically significant variables that explained 35% of the 

variance. These variables included ANR, 4-H, non-urban, and committee parity with 

coefficients of-36.36, 20.02, -23.08, and .10, respectively. AU four null hypotiieses were 

rejected, given evidence of the conelation between instimtional, methodological, 

competency, and demographic variables witii the dependent variable, program parity. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This smdy sought to examine causal-comparative relationships between certain 

variables and tiie level of Hispanic participation in Texas Extension programs. The value 

of such a smdy was predicated upon the changing demographics in Texas and the 

organizational commitment to assure that Extension programs and services are inclusive 

of all Texans. Program parity, expressed as the percent of Hispanic program 

participation divided by the percent Hispanic population, ranged from nearly 0% to 250% 

and averaged 69.3%) in a three year period from 2001-2003 for state goals and initiatives. 

Parity levels for agents included in the smdy ranged from 0% to 409%. 

Parity was used as a performance factor in this smdy to measure the level of 

Hispanic participation and to describe the degree to which Extension agents successfully 

reached Hisparucs in their county at a level that minored the demographics of the county. 

It was also used as a way to compensate for the range of differences in Hispanic 

populations throughout the 254 counties in Texas. The use of the term parity was in the 

place of formal legal terms such as disparate treatment or disparate impact because ft was 

the purpose of this smdy to identify variables that could reasonably lead to higher levels 

of Hispanic participation in Extension programs and not to identify elements of Texas 

Extension programs that had discriminatory intent or effect. Nonetiieless, the issue of 

civil rights cannot be separated from smdies that explore reasons why certain protected 
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populations are not served or do not benefit from public services in equitable proportions 

to mainsfream populations. 

Given die limited literatiire in Extension about Hispanics, this smdy was 

purposefiilly designed for statewide application and considered variables that were shown 

to be significant for Hispanics in an educational context. The population for this smdy 

was delimited to 332 county faculty from Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE) and the 

Prairie View A&M Cooperative Extension Program (CEP). Those chosen for the smdy 

had not moved or been hired since Januaty 1, 2001. Data related to instimtional, 

methodological, and competency variables were collected through a web-based 

instrument and a mean value was set for each grouping of variables. Demographic data, 

including performance data, were collected through a statewide monthly reporting 

database and agency records. These demographic data represented another set of 

independent variables to be used with the dependent variable for this smdy, program 

parity. Data were analyzed through a descriptive statistics, bivariate conelations, and 

regression equations to determine the sfrength of relationships and any predictive 

qualities of the independent variables. 

The research questions posed in this smdy were: 

1. What instimtional variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

2. What methodological variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

3. What competency-based variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 
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4. What demographic variables are conelated to high levels of Hispanic 

participation in Extension programs? 

5. What characteristics do institutional, methodological, competency, and 

demographic variables possess in predicting parity levels? 

From these questions, the following null hypotheses were formulated to test during the 

smdy. 

HI: Instimtional variables, including perceptions of adminisfrative support, 

staffing, fraining, specialist support, organizational commitment, and local 

support, will not show a relationship with high levels of Hispanic 

participation. 

H2: Methodological variables, including program development, teaching 

methods, parmerships and collaborations, perceived barriers, educational 

philosophies, and accessibility, will not show a relationship with high levels 

of Hispanic participation. 

H3: Competency-related variables, including cultiiral competencies, quantity and 

quality of experiences, Spanish language skills, ability to communicate and 

network within the Hispanic community, and educator commitinent, will not 

show a relationship with high levels of Hispanic participation. 

H4: Demographic variables, including gender, titie, experience, education, 

committee parity, county population (urban vs. non-urban), employer (TCE 

vs. CEP), and ethnicity will not show a relationship with high levels of 

Hispanic participation. 
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Conclusions and Implications 

The assessment of individual variables within each categoty of instimtional, 

metiiodological, and competency variables provides valuable data about die subtle 

conelational differences among variables. This data can be used to develop possible 

sfrategies for improving parity through selected characteristics witiiin each categorical 

area of variables. It also provides valuable insight about tiiose specific items that, when 

singularly considered, might not be as effective a sfrategy in a broader plan to improve 

program parity instimtionally, methodologically, and with educator competencies. 

When combined, however, they provide a much simpler approach to examining variables 

that not ordy show conelative properties to the dependent variable, but also provide 

predictive data to use in setting sfrategic numerical targets for improving Hispanic 

participation based on sound science rather than anecdotal evidence. 

The demonsfration that instimtional (I), methodological (M), and competency (C) 

variables are sfrongly conelated to the level of Hispanic participation is consistent with 

Harman (1976) who asserts the relevance of nonformal education through simation 

specificity issues such as audience characteristics, content, form, and instructional 

methodology, and adequate support systems such as program design, delivety, and 

methodology. A total of 19 out of 30 individual variables were conelated and all three 

constructs, I, M, and C, were conelated when collapsed into a mean score. All but two 

demographic variables were also conelated. Most all conelations were low in tiieir 

sfrength (Davis, 1971). 

This smdy found that for evety unft increase in the mean score of instimtional 

variables, program parity was predicted to decline by 29.31 points. For die M&C 
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variable, a one unit increase in mean score led to an increase in predicted program parity 

of 40.19. 

For instimtional variables, this study's findings are consistent witii Meier and 

Stewart (1991) who describe how educational policies shape rules and procedures by 

adminisfrators and, ultimately, shape the way insti^ction is designed and delivered to the 

Hispanic leamer. Findings are also supported by Reyes, Scribner, and Scribner (1999), 

who identified specific instimtional variables that negatively affect Hispanic educational 

success and enrollment in programs. This smdy clearly showed not only a statistically 

significant conelation between instimtional factors and program parity, but also a 

directional relationship that improved Hispanic participation by over 29 points per unit 

decrease as perceptions of the effectiveness of instimtional factors declined. Explained 

differently, as perceptions about the effectiveness of instimtional variables increased by 

one unit, performance declined by 29 points. Ludwig (1995) suggests that despite a 

recognized value that organizations have for diversity, changing demographics, and a 

sense of urgency for change, the knowledge base among admiiusfrators who set policy 

and instimtional structures remains limited. This certainly supports the negative 

relationship between high levels of Hispanic participation in Extension programs and the 

instimtional variables considered in this smdy. The strongest conelation was that of 

adequate county faculty to meet the needs of Hispanic audiences. Ewert and Rice (1994) 

identified the many cunent actions taken at the instimtional level as sound but 

insufficient in depth to resuft in systemic change. They cite tiie relocation of county 

offices, flexible workplaces, mentoring programs, changes in teaching methods, language 

competencies, changes in program content, multi-cultiiral fraining, and similar 

114 



some organizational sfrategies tiiat conelate well witii those included in this smdy. While 

of tiiese instimtional variables might also be considered methodological or competency 

variables, Ewert and Rice's findings were in the context of organizational change. Thus, 

many of die metiiodological and competency variables may often be tied in with 

instimtional processes such as planning models, training and professional development, 

budgets, staffing pattems, and reward systems. 

Wamer et al. (1996) found tiiat Extension, while widely used by the public in the 

South, was undenepresented by ethnic minority populations along with those having low 

levels of education and income, showing that tiiis is an instimtional characteristic well 

beyond the perimeters of Texas, despite high levels of minority populations throughout 

the South. Talbert and Larke (1995) came to similar conclusions that factors associated 

with agricultural education as a voluntary program produced low levels of participation. 

Further, those minorities emolled in the program had perceptions that their participation 

was involuntaty. Wortham, Murillo, and Hamann (2002) described policy as 

"regressive" in its effect on Hispanics consistent with this smdy's finding that as 

perceptions of instimtional support increased, Hispanic participation decreased. In 

contrast, Meier and Stewart (1991) found that as Hispanic representation at 

adminisfrative levels increased, Hispanic leamer performance factors also increased. 

While this specific factor was not measured, the level of Hispanic representation at the 

administrative level in Texas Extension is well behind tiiat of county faculty 

demographics, which could have affected respondent perceptions of instimtional support. 

Finally, Gillespie (1996) identified the need to increase the number of Hispanic 

educators in Texas Extension, the need to address "systemic environmental factors," and 
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to assure persistence in achieving organizational goals that increase Hispanic educators, 

adminisfrators, and specialists. This finding reflects the variable most highly conelated 

among the instimtional factors, the perceived adequacy of county faculty to meet the 

needs of Hispanic audiences. Other variables that were significant and contributed to the 

mean instimtional score are worth mentioning. Because all conelations were negative, 

these variables might be better described as deficiencies. Perceptions of specialist 

support, accessible office facilities, organizational commitment to Hispanics, and state 

agency leadership support were all negatively conelated and are worthwhile issues to 

examine further. Because instimtional variables were the only group, collectively and 

individually, that were negatively conelated to high levels of Hispanic participation in 

this smdy, they should be of particular interest to anyone seeking to reverse this pattem. 

Those variables that did not meet confidence levels remain viable variables in the 

literature. 

Methodologically, we find similar consistency with the literature. Predicated on 

die need for sound program development, networking and collaborative processes that are 

inclusive of Hispanic audiences, experience witii Hispanic audiences, language 

competencies, relevant and effective instmctional methodologies, and educational 

philosophies were all research-based variables included in this smdy of Extension 

education. Gillespie (1996) found that Hispanic involvement m the program 

development process was importam in fiilly engaging Hispanics. This supports die 

finding, albeft one included among demographic variables, that committee parity was 

conelated to program parity and also had predictive quaUties for improving program 

parity. NCLR (1992), Hobbs (1999), and Wanix and Bocanegra (1998) collectivety 
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support the value of advisoty committees and otiier program plamiing models as effective 

methods to improve participation. However, while die nature of this relationship was 

positive, it was found that in order to improve program parity by one point, committee 

parity would need to be increased by ten points. With such a small retum on investment, 

other variables would probably provide much better results although committee parity 

remains an important factor. 

Patrick (1990) found that a network of communication, active outreach activities, 

and convenient access were factors that affected Hispanic participation in South Texas 

Extension programs. This supports this smdy's findings that participation on Hispanic-

serving boards and networking with community organizations that have Hispanic 

representation is a predictor of high levels of Hispanic participation. Another 

methodological variable involved factors that shaped an educator's philosophies about 

education. Multiple questions related to this issue yielded responses that were both 

conelated and predictive of high levels of Hispanic participation. These were variables 

associated with the motivation for targeting Hispanics as moral, political, or pragmatic. 

In these cases, high levels of Hispanic participation were tied to botii the moral and 

pragmatic approaches. No specific pedagogical metiiods were measured but use of 

Spanish language materials and die use of special projects were among those metiiods 

included. From the various metiiodological items measured, there was cleariy a 

relationship between positive responses to these items and die level of Hispanic 

participation, which is consistent witii tiie literatiire. 

Grossman (1984) found that educator attimdes were significant factors tiiat 

shaped the approach taken witii leamers and die resulting outcomes for Hispanics. 
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Consistem witii tiiis finding, tiiis smdy fomid that while 79.3% of respondents agreed that 

tiieir experiences witii Hispanics had been vety positive, only 17.4% agreed that 

improving tiie effectweness of programs and services for Hispanics would make 

Extension a more effecttye organization. Further, nearly 25% of respondents agreed with 

tiie statement tiiat ft is more tiie responsibility of Hispanics to access Extension programs 

tiian it is tiie responsibility of tiie organization to adapt programs to meet tiieir specific 

needs. Anotiier 12.7% agreed tiiat because of tiie accommodations needed to service 

Hispanics educationally, programs for Hispanics should be delivered primarily through 

grants or special projects rather than tiirough mainstream Extension programs. This 

educational philosophy reflects a teacher-centered versus learner-centered philosophy. 

This educational position might be compared to an educator who prefers those who are 

easiest to teach or who conform to the educator's preferences for stmcture, content, and 

delivety over those who require greater teacher preparation or resource development. 

Wortham, Murillo, and Hamarm (2002) documented the community reaction to a 

significant increase in Hispanics by categorizing reactions into categorical responses of 

hostility and the desire to expel those elements of change, selective sponsorship and 

assimilation into the community's norms, and assistance based on skills and support 

necessaty to adjust to the local conditions. These three divergent responses might be 

compared to the divergent educational responses and outcomes as they relate to program 

parity. 

Grossman (1984) asserts how attimdes can vaty the response along with Gillespie 

(1996) who found tiiat "a core belief among faculty tiiat Hispanics can and want to leam 

is key to successfully involving Hispanic audiences in educational programs" and that 
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faculty witii tills general belief generally overcame baniers caused by language, 

socioeconomic differences, and cultm-al differences. The variables that were not 

conelated related to categories of people agents thought were most responsible for 

providing die leadership. Because none were significant we can only speculate about 

possible measurement enor or tiiat tiie leadership is perceived to be either "evetybody's" 

or "nobody's" responsibility when considering tiiese three categories of educational 

leaders in tiie organization. Otiier variables tiiat were not significant included having 

conducted a needs assessment, perceived access to programs by Hispanics and the 

political implications of failing to adequately serve Hispanics. While needs assessments 

are important, it is likely that many agents with high participation had not conducted a 

formal needs assessment and used other methods to assess need. The next variable, 

program access, is different from office access in that it is much more subjective. Office 

access was a significant variable but office location is much less subjective in its 

assessment, particularly given that most county offices are located at or near the county 

courthouse and perceptions of access are out of the agent's immediate confrol. Program 

access differs in that it personalizes the program to the agent and can reflect the degree to 

which a given agent has striven to make programs accessible, a requirement of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 (USDOJ, 2004). The agent has far more control of this variable than 

the office location. Variations in responses likely caused this variable to be one that was 

not a good measure of program access. The last variable with no significance was related 

to motive. Unlike moral and pragmatic motives to serve Hispanics that showed to be 

statistically significant, no trend was detected when agents were asked for thefr 

perceptions of the political consequences of failing to adequately serve Hispanics. The 
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only conclusion to be made here is tiiat a given person's opinion about this issue has 

absolutely no connection to tiieir success or lack of success with Hispanics. Unlike 

institutional variables, metiiodological and competency variables were positively 

conelated to Hispanic participation. The more respondents agreed with these variables, 

the more Hispanic participation they tended to have. 

Finally, agent competencies measured tiirough this smdy were consistent with 

evidence provided by Gillespie (1996) who also found tiiat experience, knowledge of die 

community and culture, ability to establish relationships, and Spanish language skills 

when appropriate were factors in the success of Extension's Una Vida Mejor project. In 

this smdy, quantity of experience provided the strongest conelation among those 

variables making up the competency categoty. Effective engagement, knowledge of the 

community, and prior success were also statistically significant variables. Unlike 

instimtional variables, competency variables were all positive conelations and unlike 

methodological variables, none of the instmment questions were designed in a manner 

where affirmative responses were expected to have a negative effect on program parity. 

Nonetheless and consistent with methodological variables, overall increases in mean 

scores were conelated with increases in program parity. Thus, perceptions of more 

competencies translated into higher levels of Hispanic participation. 

When considering the regression coefficients, the equation for combined 

methodological and competency variables, M&C, predicted an increase in program parity 

of 45.19 points per unit increase in mean score. All these predicted increases assume that 

other independent variables are held constant. So, if we do notiiing to change 

instimtional variables, tiie resulting change from the M&C variable holds tme, given 
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standard enor values. The same applies to the instimtional (I) variable, holding the M&C 

variable constant. 

In a Califomia Extension study, Noguera et al. (1994) found tiiat skilled and 

committed educators tiiat were well versed in pedagogy, knowledge, and experience 

working witii Hispanic audiences were important to successfiil Hispanic educational 

programs. This is consistent witii tiie data in diis smdy. Competency variables with no 

conelation to program parity included percetyed ability to develop and deliver a program 

witiun tiie Hispanic community, perceived difference in educator culmre when compared 

to Hispanic cultiu-e, and perceptions of sufficient Spanish language skills. Each of these 

competencies is deeply rooted in tiie literatiire but failed to materialize with any statistical 

significance in tius smdy. Nonetheless, die lack of significance at least provides evidence 

that such variables should not be used as a basis for predicting the success a given agent 

will have with Hispanic audiences. 

Demographically, gender was conelated (.81) vety sfrongly (Davis, 1971) to 

certain tities and leaves us to conclude any predictive characteristics of gender are related 

to ANR and FCS titles. This conclusion is supported by a lack of evidence in the 

literature about gender as a factor in Hispanic education. Employer was positively 

conelated to levels of Hispanic participation, leading us to conclude that the partnership 

between TCE and CEP is one that helps TCE increase the level of Hispanic participation 

in Texas Extension programs. Non-urban programs, those counties with a population less 

than 250,000, were negatively conelated to the level of Hispanic participation. This 

allows us to conclude that a greater emphasis on urban programs would increase Hispanic 

participation. 
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Demographic variables related to etimicity included etimic Whites, Hispanics, and 

Others. Etimicity was conelated to institutional, metiiodological, competency, titles, 

non-urban designation, and employer variables. For ethnic whites, relationships were 

negative for all variables except for perceptions of institutional support and non-urban 

designation. In confrast, ethnic minority groups showed a positive relationship with all 

variables except institutional support and non-urban designation. Hispanics also showed 

a negative conelation with total experience. This allows us to conclude that ethnic 

whites are more supportive of the adequacy of existing instimtional support for Hispanics 

and more likely to be located in non-mban areas of the state. In sharp contrast, etimic 

minorities are less agreeable about the adequacy of existing instimtional support for 

Hispanics and more likely to be located in the urban areas of the state. 

Grossman (1984) found that non-Hispanic professionals in a Califomia school 

system did not believe as sfrongly as their Hispanic counterparts about the need to 

accommodate the needs of Hispanic students. Given this finding, we know that ethnicity 

is a factor not only in and of itself, but in the way it shapes educational philosophies, 

attimdes, and perceptions and can ultimately manifest ftself in countless other areas. 

Another conclusion can be drawn based on the negative conelation between all ethnic 

groupings of variables and experience, suggesting that minority agents are statistically 

predisposed to be younger and/or less experienced in Extension than tiiefr etimically 

white counterparts. Ethnicity must be recognized for the manner in which ft can affect 

levels of Hispanic participation. 

Another group of demographic variables included tities. The relationships 

between gender and tities have been established. Beyond this, there is a vety high 
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conelation between ANR and FCS tities at .768. This vety strong, (Davis, 1971) 

negative conelation between ANR and FCS tities lead us to conclude that ANR and FCS 

agems are working almost in exactly opposite directions where die level of Hispanic 

participation is concemed. ANR was the single independent variable with the sfrongest 

conelation to program parity at -.50. There was vety limited literature available in the 

area of Extension education and Hispanics. Hunte (1989) cited evidence of strategies to 

better target and service Afiican American fanners in Louisiana. Other literatiire related 

to Hispanics in agricultiu-e dealt witii intemational trade or targeted Hispanics as 

consumers for farmers markets or otiier agricultural enterprises. Most literature related to 

Hispanics in Extension education was family or youth oriented. As a resuft, much fewer 

ties to the literatiire were possible in domestic, agricultural Extension work. 

Demographic variables created a number of problems related to coUinearity that 

required careful selection of independent variables chosen for the regression model. Of 

the original 13 demographic variables, only the six with the sfrongest conelation to 

Hispanic levels of participation were selected and included ANR, ethnic White, 4-H, 

Non-urban, Committee parity, and employer (1862/1890). One variable, agriculture and 

natural resource agents (ANR), showed substantial (Davis, 1971) conelation with the 

dependent variable that was the sfrongest of all variables in the smdy. Holding other 

variables constant, ANR predicted a decline in the level of Hispanic participation by 

36.36 parity points. Other independent variables achieving statistical significance in the 

regression model were 4-H (20.02), Non-urban (-23.08), and committee parity (.10). We 

can conclude from this that 4-H agents and committee parity are good predictors for 

increasing Hispaiuc participation levels. We can also conclude that ANR agents and non-
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m-ban programs have a deleterious effect on the level of Hispanic participation. 

Explaining 35% of the variance, die demographic model explained more about 

characteristic tiiat affect Hispanic participation tiian perceptions of instimtional, 

metiiodological, and competency factors (R^=.20). 

The following summaty of conclusions was made based on the findings of tiiis 

smdy. 

1. It was found that instimtional, methodological, and competency variables 

were conelated to program parity and explained 20% of the variance. It was 

concluded that these variables are good predictors and account for 1/5 of the 

characteristics that lead to high levels of Hispanic participation. 

2. It was found that instimtional variables had a negative relationship with 

program parity and that this relationship was statistically significant. The 

regression model predicted a decline of 29 points for every unit increase in the 

instimtional mean score. It was concluded that groups of Extension agents 

who perceive that instimtional support for Hispanic programming is adequate 

are likely to have vety low parity levels of Hispanic participation in their 

program. 

3. It was found that methodological and competency variables had a positive 

relationship with program parity and that this relationship was statistically 

significant. The regression model that combined these two variables predicted 

an increase of 45 points for evety unit increase in the mean score. It was 

concluded that groups of Extension agents who perceive they possess certain 

knowledge, skills, and abilities, and actively employ certain methodological 
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sfrategies, philosophies, and attimdes are likely to have higher parity levels of 

Hispanic participation in their program. 

4. It was found that committee parity was posftively conelated to levels of 

Hispanic participation. It was concluded that the level of Hispanic 

participation in program development committees is a sfrategy that can lead to 

higher levels of Hispanic participation in programs. 

5. It was found that within each categoty of instimtional, methodological, and 

competency variables, individual variables varied in their significance and in 

the sfrength of their conelation to the dependent variable. It was concluded 

that certain individual variables might have more value than others in 

predicting high levels of Hispanic participation. 

6. It was found that, collectively, ANR, Ethnic White, 4-H, Non-urban, 

committee parity, and employer (1862 vs. 1890) were conelated to the level 

of Hispanic participation and 35%) of the variance. It was concluded that these 

variables are good predictors and account for more than 1/3 of the 

characteristics tiiat explain the level of Hispanic participation in Texas 

Extension programs. 

7. It was found that gender was highly conelated to the level of Hispanic 

participation, ft was also found that gender had an unusually strong 

conelation witii ANR and FCS tities. ft was concluded tiiat gender is 

conelated to the level of Hispanic participation only to the extent that it is 

conelated to ANR and FCS tities. 
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8. It was found that non-urban counties, largely niral counties, had a negative 

relationship witii program parity and that this relationship was statistically 

significant. It was concluded that expanding urban programs could lead to 

higher levels of Hispanic participation. It was also concluded that there are 

likely characteristics about large, urban county programs that promote higher 

levels of Hispanic participation and characteristics about smaller, rural 

counties that lead to lower levels of Hispanic participation. 

9. It was found tiiat the agent's employer had a positive relationship with 

program parity and tiiat tiiis relationship was statistically significant, ft was 

concluded that tiie relationship between TCE and CEP is one that significantly 

helps TCE improve its levels of Hispanic participation. 

10. It was found that ethnicity was conelated to the level of Hispanic 

participation. It appears that White agents have a negative effect on Hispanic 

participation levels while minority agents, regardless of ethnicity, have a 

positive effect on Hispanic participation. 

11. It was found that no single model explained more than 35% of the variance. 

It was also concluded that there are many more characteristics not included in 

this smdy that are predictive of Hispanic participation in Extension programs, 

some of which may be characteristics associated with the audience. 
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Recommendations 

As a result of conclusions drawn from this study, the following 

recommendations have been made. 

1. Because instimtional variables showed a negative relationship with the level of 

Hispanic participation, efforts should be made to address instimtional 

characteristics known to be intemal stmctural baniers to increased 

programming opportunities for Hispanic audiences. While these were only 

measured perceptions of instimtional support, factors supported by the 

literature provide a practical place to start. Examples of instimtional factors 

that could be addressed might include: 

• increase the number of ethnic minority county faculty, specialists, 

supervisors, and state administrators (a goal of 25% would be 75% parity 

at 2002 population estimates) 

• regardless of program area, curricula that is developed based on the needs 

of Hispanic audiences, culturally relevant, bilingual, and adapted to 

prefened leaming styles 

• appoint minority mentors for newly hired minority faculty 

• objectively assess faculty competencies relevant to Hispanics and 

opportunities to improve competencies through fraining, education, and 

experiential leaming (possible integration into tiie competency model as a 

unit under a broader heading for diversity and/or cultural competencies) 

2. Due to the lack of relevant Hispanic research related to educational pedagogy 

in non-fomial settings and fts consistent application tiiroughout tiie state and 
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across disciplinary lines, a research-based model should be developed that 

provides guidance in the design, development, delivety, and evaluation of 

programs that target Hispanic audiences. 

3. Preserve and improve the TCE/CEP relationship and develop voluntaty and 

involuntaty opportunities for meaningful joint program development, 

delivety, and evaluation along with meaningful joint training and education. 

4. Improve the cunent reporting system such that ft captmes better data related 

to minority use of Extension programs. Important data to capture should 

include the number of people (vs. contacts), the teaching exposures per person 

in group settings, etimic data for individual teaching methods, efforts in 

support of inclusion and diversity. 

5. Improve the cunent program planning system such that it sets goals related to 

inclusion and diversity in program plans. Plans should include goals, 

activities, and evaluation sfrategies for minority participation in program 

development committees, programs, and activities, ft should also include 

research-based action strategies for which agents assume responsibility. 

These strategies should address and overcome barriers and lead to improved 

Hispanic participation in programs and not be limited to die documentation of 

"all reasonable efforts" as cited in die Civil Rights Act of 1964 (USDOJ, 

2004). 

6. Given that ANR agents represented die single strongest variable that had a 

negative relationship witii Hispanic parity levels, ft is recommended tiiat a 

group of stakeholders in that program examine ft and develop research-based 
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sfrategies tiiat would lead to increased levels of Hispanic participation. These 

sfrategies might include: 

• a state Hispanic/minority agriculture advisoty committee that would 

provide guidance and support for die development of state programs 

for minority stakeholders in agricultiire including but not limited to 

minority fanners and ranchers, 

• develop a stmctmed urban agriculture initiative that develops, pilots, 

and supports sustained, research-based food and fiber programs that 

address urban issues, and 

• prioritize the hiring of minority ANR agents, specialists, and 

administrators. 

7. Develop a state diversity plan with measurable goals to improve minority 

employment opportunities and program participation. This plan should be 

written and implemented by a state-level committee that is appointed by the 

director and reports directly to the director its findings and recommendations. 

8. Because of the limited scope of this smdy, fiirther research is recommended as 

follows: 

• follow-up research should be conducted that focuses on each categoty 

of instimtional, methodological, and competency variables, using more 

authentic measures of individual variables within each group, 

• research on the prefened leaming styles of prior Hispanic participants 

in Texas Extension programs, confrolUng for variables such as 

education, income, generational differences, and other factors, 
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• research on other minority groups to determine the similarities and 

differences among variables that are predictive of participation in 

Extension programs, 

• descriptive research that furthers knowledge and understanding of 

Hispanics in non-formal educational settings, and 

• replication of this smdy at the national level. 
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APPENDIX A 

ELECTRONIC MEMORANDA AND 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 



Ruben Saldana - Pre Notice Notification - State_Research Survey on Reaching Hispanic Audienc^_ _ ^^, Page 1 

From: Ruben Saldana 
To: Survey Group (1862); Survey Group (1890) 
Date: Sun, Feb 22, 2004 9;49 AM 
Subject: Pre Notice Notification - State Research Survey on Reaching Hispanic Audiences 

As a field based Extension agent with a minimum of three years in your county(ies), you have been 
selected to participate in a study that will help Extension determine variables that affect Hispanic 
participation in Extension programs. Your support and participation in this study Is important to 
Extension's ability to continue to improve programmatic responses for Texas' changing demographics. 
The survey will be web-based and will take 10-15 minutes to complete, (i/lore details on this will come 
soon. Anticipated distribution date for the survey is February 25. 

Ruben J. Saldar^a, M.P.A. 
County Extension Director 
1030 N. Zaragosa, Suite A 
El Paso, Texas 79907 
(915)859.7725 
(915)860.0331 fax 
rjsaldana@ag.tamu.edu 
http://elpasotaex.tamu.edu 

CC- CED; Couch, Martha E; Daniels, Nelson T.; DEA; Hale, Margaret; McGee. Bonnie; 
Nobles, Carolyn; Smith, Ed; Smith, Kyle; Taylor, Greg S; Volanty, Kathy; Wade, Alfred R.; Willis, Linda 
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RubenSaldana-Stete Research Survey on Reacfiing Hispanic Audiences '" ' T a g ^ 1 ' 

From: Ruben Saldana 
To: Survey Group (1862); Survey Group (1890) 
Date: Wed, Feb 25, 2004 7:26 AM 
Subject: Stale Research Survey on Reaching Hispanic Audiences 

Earlier this week you received notice of this study. Here it Is! If you are part of either survey group (1862 
or 1890), you have been identified to participate in this study. It is voluntary, but a high response rate is 
important to assure that data reflects the full scope of agents we have across the state. 

This is a statewide study and your responses on a 36 item survey are a key component of the data to be 
considered in the study. Your responses will remain confidential and will be aggregated across the state. 
They will NOT be linked to you individually and only aggregated data will be reported In the results. 
Approximately 332 agents from Texas Cooperative Extension and the Prairie '^iew Cooperative Extension 
Program are a part of this study. The study will examine institutional, methodological, competency-based, 
and certain demographic variables to determine those variables that are correlated to and/or predictive of 
high levels of Hispanic participation in Extension programs. This is a statewide study to ensure that the 
dala can be generalized to the entire state and also includes Prairie View to assure that results can also 
be applied to our 1890 Extension partner in Texas as well. 

To complete the survey, simply go to the following website and begin. Total time to complete the survey 
has been ranging from 10-15 minutes. The only data you will need to have for the survey is a list of your 
program area committee membership. You can get this from «http://monarch tamu,edu/~reports» if 
you dont have your list handy. 

Your response by Wednesday, March 3 would be appreciated. 

httD://citreon.tosm.ttu.edu/survevs/saldana/Default.htm 

The survey measures your perceptions of a number of institutional items, asks you to assess your 
knowledge & skills working with Hispanic audiences, and allows you to submit the survey by clicking a 
button on the bottom of the survey. You will then be given a confirmation page with a summary of your 
responses. You may elect to print this off if you'd like or simply use It to confirm that your responses were 
recorded and included in the aggregate pool of responses. 

If you have any questions about this study or would like a copy of a summary of results, please don't 
hesitate to call or email me. 

Perhaps the MOST FUN PART OF THIS is that Those who respond will be eligible for a 
DRAWING. The first 3 names to be drawn will receive a $50 gift certificate to any Wal-Mart Store. The 
final name drawn will win one Round Trip Ticket on Southwest Airlines to any destination serviced by 
Southwest in the continental United States (certain restrictions apply). For a list of Southwest 
destinations go to httn7/southwest.com Incentive awards may be used for business or personal uses at 
the sole discretion of the winners. Winners will be removed from the pool of respondents prior to the next 
name being drawn (i.e. you can only win once). 

If you have any questions about the survey or your responses, please don't hesitate to call or email. I'm 
more than happy to help. Thanks in advance for your support and assistance with this. 

Ruben J. Saldafla, M.P.A. 
County Extension Director 
1030 N. Zaragosa, Suite A 
El Paso, Texas 79907 
(915)859.7725 
(915)860.0331 fax 

137 

http://monarch


f Ruljen Saldana - State Research Sun/eyj)ri^Reaching Hispanic Audiences ^̂ _̂̂ ^ _̂  ^ ^^^^^^ „..,._,»,..„.-,» ,^,^.9^ ^ 

rjsaldana@ag.tamu.edu 
htlp7/elpasotaex.tamu.edu 

CC: CED; Couch, Martha E; Cummings, Scott R.; Daniels, Nelson T.; DEA; Fehlis, 
Chester; Hale, Margaret; Lawver, David; McGee, Bonnie; Nobles, Carolyn; Smith, Ed; Smith, Kyle; 
Taylor, Greg S, Vemium, Shiriey; Vinyard, Ashlee; Volanty, Kathy; Wade, Alfred R,; Willis, Linda 
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Ruben Saldana^ Thank You/Reminder - Swvey on Reaciiing Hispanic^udiences P?9.?_l 

From: Ruben Saldana 
To: Survey Group (1862); Survey Group (1890) 
Date: Wed, Mar 3, 2004 6:27 AM 
Subject: Thank You/Reminder - Survey on Reaching Hispanic Audiences 

We've had a great response to the recent survey asking for perceptions of variables affecting Hispanic 
participation in Extension programs. For those of you who have responded, THANK YOU! You have 
been added to the list for the drawing. Winners will be announced on April l . For those who haven't had 
the chance, please take time now to click on the hyperlink below to go to the survey. It's fast, paperless, 
and easy....and gets you "in the hat" for the drawing for a round trip ticket on Southwest Airlines & gift 
certificates to Wal Mart Your response by Friday, March 10 would be appreciated. 

httD://citreon.tosm.ttu.edu/survevs/saldana/Default.htm 

If you'd rather fill out a paper survey, please let me know and I can mall or email you a copy. Thanks. 

Ruben J. Saldafla, M.P.A. 
County Extension Director 
1030 N. Zaragosa, Suite A 
El Paso, Texas 79907 
(915)859.7725 
(915)860.0331 fax 
rj5aldana@ag.tamu.edu 
http.//elpasotaex.tamu.edu 

CO: CED; DEA 
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The purpose oflliis study is to detcruiine those variables most closely correlated to high 1... Page I of 5 

The purpose of this study is to determine those vaiiables that affect high levels of Hispanic involvement 
in Extension programs. The results of this study will help Extension learn more about strategies it can 
implement to increase Hispanic involvement in Extension programs throughout tlie slate. Only agents 
with a minimum of three years in the same county were selected for this survey. Your participation is 
voluntary and will remain confidential. Data will be aggregated and analyzed tiirough a statewide data 
set to determine those factors that affect high levels of ilispanic participation and will not reveal specific 
responses from any individual respondent. Some of the items below may require you to look up 
demographic information for your county that is a necessary part of the study. Your participation will 
remain confidential and appreciated for its value to the organization. 

OHicc Zip Code | Title: | Select One 3 

Employer: jSelect One _J 

Instructions: Please choose Ihe word that best describes how you feel about each of the following statements. 

I Our slate agency leadership is supportive of programs that serve the educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 

Stroooly Di»»9re« Dlsa8r«e Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

r c r r r 

2. We have adequate county faculty in the state to meet the educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 
SUtxigl^ Disagree Diaagree Neutral Aoree Slrorrgly Agree 

r c r c r 

J. We have adequate specialist support in the state to address the educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 
strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Sliongly Aoree 

4 My immediate supervisor (CED/DEA) has been a positive factor in providing the training, motivation, and 

recognition that supports programming for Hispanic clientele. 
singly Drsagre. DlMgree N.utr.1 Agree Slrongly Agree 

r r r r r 

5 As a whole our organization is committed to meeting the educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 
SlmnglyD«a,« 0,«,re. X^^^' *» '« Slrongly Agree 

r r r r r 

6. My Commissioners Court is supportive of programs that serve the educational needs of Hispanic audiences in my 

""""Lr^^D^.gree Disagree N.u«, Agree Strongly Agree 

c r r r 

7. County agents should be primarily responsible for providing Ihe leadership necessary to adequately address the 
educational needs of H ispanic audiences. 

„. _ Dlsaaree N9'J"=I * 9 ' " ' Strongly AgiM 
Slronoly Draagree Disagree 

r 
(~ r r r 

hltp://citreon.tosra.ttu.edu/surveys/saldana/Default.htra 5/18/2004 
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The purpose of ihis study is to determine those variables most clo.sely correlated to high 1... Page 2 of 5 

8. The quality o f my experiences wottiiiig directly with Hispanic oudiences has been very positive. 
Sliongly Disagree Disagree Noulral Agree 

r r r r 
strongly Agree 

r 

9. ITie quantity of my experience working directly with Hispanic audiences is extensive. 
Slnii\gly Qlsagree Oiiegree Neutral Agree 

e r r r 
Strongty Agree 

r 

10. I have been veiy successful working with Hispanic audiences. 
strongly DiMgme Oi&agrM N«utral 

e r r 
Agree 

r 
Strongly Agree 

r 

11 Please complete the following infbmiation about program development committees for which you have primary 
leadership. 

a. Committee Name 
b. Total Number 

ofComminee 
Members 

c. Number of Hispanic 
Committee Members d. Do any of these committees specifically 

target Hispanic audiences? (i.e. minority 
farmer task force, diabetes coalition, at-

risk youth committee, etc.) 
[Select One ^ 

12. My office is highly accessible for the "average" Hispanic resident in my county. 
strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

r e r r 
strongly Agree 

r 

13. Specialists should be primarily responsible for providing the leadership necessary to adequately address the educational 
needs of Hispanic audiences 

strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Slrongly Agree 

c r r r r 

14. My prograins are highly accessible for the "average" Hispanic resident in my county. 
Strongly Oisaaree Disagree Neutral Agree 

r r r c 
strongly Agree 

r 

15. Effectively reaching Hispanic audiences is important because it's part of our job to serve eveiyone. 
strongly Disagree Disagree Neulral Agr«e Slrongly Agreo 

r r r r r 

16. Because o f the accommodations needed, Hispanic audiences should be served primarily by special or grant-funded 
programs such as BLT, ENP. and AmeriCorps. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Slrongly Agree 

r r r r c 

17 .Ml Extension faculty, regardless of position or subject matter expertise, should be required to learn or demonstrate the 
minimum knowledge & skills necessary to adequately serve Hispanic audiences. 

strongly Oisagroc DIsagr-BO Neutral Agree Sliongly Agree 

http://cilreon.tosm.ttu.edu/surveys/saldana/Default.hmi 5/18./2004 
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The purpose of this study is to determine those variables most closely correlated to high 1... Page 3 of 5 

18. Administrators should be primarily resi)onsible for providing the leadership necessary to adequately address liie 
educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 

strongly Disagree 

r 
Disagree 

r 
Neutral 

r 
Agree 

r 
Strongly Agree 

r 

19. Eftectively reaching Hispanic audiences is important because of its political implications. 

Strongly Orsagnie Disagree Neutral Agree 

r r r r 
strongly Agree 

r 

20. Effectively reaching Hispanic audiences is important because it will make Extension a more effective organization, 

strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

r r r r r 

21. Compared to other issues facing Extension in the future, improving programs and services for the Ilispanic community 
is a relatively minor issue to resolve. 

Strongly Disagree 

r 
Disagree 

r 
Neulral 

r 
Agree 

r 
strongly Agree 

r 

22. I have effectively carried out needs assessments in the Hispanic community. 

strongly Disagree Disagree Neul/el Agree 

r e r r 
strongly Agree 

r 

23. I work regularly with community-based organizations whose principal mission involves service for Hispanic audiences, 

strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

r r r r r 

24. I regularly develop and/'or use Spanish language flyers, brochures, and educational materials. 

strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

r r r c r 

25. I serve on one or more boards, advisory groups, or committees that tiave strong representation from the Hispanic 
community. 

strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

r r c r r 

26. If 1 were assigned to develop and deliver a program to the Hispanic community in my county, I would find that task to 

be easy. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

r r r r r 

27. Considering the potential Hispanic audiences in my county, I am effectively reaching and engaging Hispanic audiences 

in my programs. 
strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strong^ Agree 

r r r r r 

28. My culture is significantly different from that I have observed in the Hispanic community, 

strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongty Agree 

httn://cilreon.tosin.ttu.edu/surveys/saldana/DefauIt.htm 5/18/2004 
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r r r r r 

29 I have sufficient Spanish language skills tu successfully program for Ilispanic audiences. 
strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agreo 

r r r r r 

30. 1 have sufTicient knowledge of the Hispanic community to successfully program for Hispanic audiences. 

strongly Oisagroe Oisagi-ee Neutral Agree Slrongly Agree 

r r r r r 

31. It is tlie responsibility of Hispanic audiences to learn about and access programs and services offered by Extension more 
than il is the responsibility of l^xteiuiion to adapt its programs to their specific needs. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

r r r r r 

32. What percentage of your support staff can communicate in Spanish? 

33. What percentage of the agents in your county can communicate in Spanish? 1 

34. Do you have the ability to readily translate materials as needed for programs? jSelect One J 

35 Approximately what percentage of your programs do you conduct in Spanish (or provide simultaneous 

translation) during an average year? 

36. What is your ethnicity? jSelect One 3 

SHtjrnilQuegtiafiaire Now 

For any questions about this survey, please conlaci Ruben Saldana at 915.859.7725. 

http/'cilr.on.tosm.ttuedu/sun'cys/saldana/Default.hmi 5/18/2004 
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c - ^ Texas Cooperative ...^^yjif 

fi EXTENSION ^fli^^ir-
rtic lexas A&M University System 

Main * 1030 N. Zaiagoza, Suite A * e Paso • Texas • 79907 w (915) 859-7725 -a FAX (915) 1(60-0331 
Downto>vn* 401 E. Franklin, Suite 140 • El Paso * Texas • 79901 « (915) 834-7925 w FAX (915) 834-7926 

M email: el-paso-lx@tainu.edu • hUp://elpasotaex.tarau.edu 

March 5, 2004 

MEMO TO: Certain Survey Group Members 
SUBJECT: State Survey on Reaching Hispanic Audiences 

You arc receiving this mailed survey because as of Wednesday, MarcJi 10 our records show 
that you did not submit an electronic response to the recent web-based survey. It may have been that 
the email didn't reach you or perhaps you simply didn't get around to it in time. If you've already 
responded, please disregard tMs letter. I understand the demands on your time, but would sincerely 
like to assure every possible opportunity to include your opinion on several items. If it works better 
for you, I've enclosed a paper survey exactly like the one previously distributed electronically. Please 
take a few minutes to complete it when you have a block of time and mail or fax \\ back using the 
attached label. You may still choose to respond electronically using the web-based survey at 

http://citreon.tosm.ttu.edu/survevs/saldana/Defaiilt.htm 

Your response by Friday, March 19 would be appreciated. 
The survey measures your perceptions of a number of items, asks you to assess your personal skills 
with Hispanic audiences, then (if you use the web-based survey) allows you to submit the survey by 
clicking a button on the bottom of the survey. Your responses will be included in the aggregate pool 
of responses and not identified with you individually. 

As with previous email distribution, your response makes you eligible for the drawing. Wal-
Mart/Sam's gift certificates will be given as well as one Round Trip Ticket on Southwest Airlines to 
any destination serviced by Southwest in the United States (certain restrictions apply). Incentive 
awards may be used for business or personal uses at the sole disaetion of the winners. If you have 
any questions about this study or would like a copy of a summary of results, please don't hesitate to 
call or email me. 

Sincej«lv, 

Ruben J. SaFdafla, M.P.A. 
County Extension Director 

enclo-sure 
cc: DBAs, CEDs 
C:U)oc@Distance\iiiailcdsurvcymcino.wpd 

A. ,U l»o » d N«..-,l R=«.r<« . f n * ^ C . n . » , M r o . i . « l • « ! Vu.K 0..»tei..~t • C . ~ „ l , O....I..,m.« 

A mcmtKT ..1 The Tex.,s A&M Univeriily System .nd ib. st..iowide .Agriculttiro Program 
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Texas Cooperative 

EXTENSION -^ /^A^ 
The Texas A&M University System — 

Main * 1030 N. Zaragoza, Suite A * El Paso * Texas * 79907 n (915) 859-7725 " FAX (9151860 Ol^l 
Down,o»„* 401 E. Franklin. Suite 140 * El Paso * Texas * 79901 - (915) 834-7925 - F ^ (gis) ^4^11 

s email: el-paso-a@Urau.edu • liltp://elpasotaex.tanai.edu 

May 18,2004 

MEMO TO: Certain Survey Group Members 

SUBJECT: Thank You/Reminder - State Survey on Reaching Hispanic Audiences 

We're at the final stage of this study. If you've already responded to either the on-line or paper 
survey, please accept my sincerest of "Thanks" for your support and interest. If not, please take this 
final opportunity to complete the survey recently mailed to you or complete it online. Your response 
IS valuable in ensuring a complete set of data that reflects the fiill scope of 1862 and 1890 Extension 
programs in Texas and will also ensure you are part of the names included in the drawing for the Wa] 
Mart Gift Certificates and Round Trip ticket on Southwest Airlines. 

The web survey will remain on-line through Wednesday, March 31,5 pm, CST if you choose to 
submit responses on-line. For your convenience, I've provided the link below. In addition, you are 
fi^e to use the paper survey and mail or fax it in using the directions on the survey instrument. If you 
need another one, simply call me and I can email or drop another one in the mail to you. 

ONLINE go to 

httu.//citr eon.tosm.ttu.edu/survevs/5aldana/Defanlt.htm 

If you have any questions about this study, please don't hesitate to contact me at 915.859.7725 or by 
email at risaldagafftiag.tamu.edu. Thanks again. 

Sinceiely, 

Ruben J. SUfdafla, MJ>.A. 
County Extension Director 

C:^Doc@Distance\mailedsun'eymefTio2.wpd 

Agriculture and Natural Resources • Family and Consumer Sciences • 4-H and Youth Development • Community Development 

Exiensi'in firograms serve pcoplr of <ill .iRcs resardlcs? oi 5ocio«cononiic lc«;l. race, color, sex, religtoa diMbiliiy, oi njtinnii! origin. 
The Texas A&M Univ^^riiri- .Systeii, U.S. Depailmc-nt of AgriailtuiX', and iht County Commissioners Courtn of T.'xas Cooiwanng 

.-\ membei of Trie Texas A&M Uiiiversiiy System and its statewide Agiiculnrc- I'rogram 
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Survey Instrument 

The purpose of this study is to determine those variables most closely correlated to high levels of 
Hispanic involvement m Extension programs. The results of this study will help Extension leam 
more about strategies it can implement to increase Hispanic involvement in Extension programs 
throughout the state. Your participation is voluntary and will remain confidential. Data will be 
aggregated and analyzed through a statewide data set to determine those factors that are 
correlated to high levels of Hispanic participation and will not reveal specific responses fi-om any 
mdividual respondent. Some of the items below may require you to look up demographic 
information for your county that is a necessary part of the study. Your participation will remain 
confidential and appreciated for its value to the organization. 

Office Zip Code: Title: 

Employer: TCE/CEP (circle one) 

Instructions: Please circle the word that best describes how you feel about each of the following 
statements. 

1. Our state agency leadership is supportive of programs that serve the educational needs of 
Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

2. We have adequate county faculty in the state to meet the educational needs of Hispanic 
audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

3. We have adequate specialist support in the state to address the educational needs of Hispanic 
audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

4. My immediate supervisor (CED/DEA) has been a positive factor in providing the training, 
motivation, and recognition that supports programming for Hispanic cUentele. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

5. As a whole, our organization is committed to meeting the educational needs of Hispanic 
audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
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6. My Commissioners Court is supportive of programs that serve the educational needs of 
Hispanic audiences in my coimty. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

7. County agents should be primarily responsible for providing the leadership necessary to 
adequately address the educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

8. The quality of my experiences working directly with Hispanic audiences has been very 
positive. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

9. The quantity of my experience working directly with Hispanic audiences is extensive. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

10. I have been very successfiil working with Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

11. Please complete the following information about program development committees for 
which you have primary leadership. 

a. Committee Name b. Total Number 
of Committee 

Members 

c. Number# 
Hispanic 

Committee 
Members 

d. Does any of these 
committees specifically 

target Hispanic 
audiences? (i.e. 

minority farmer task 
force, diabetes 

coalition, at-risk youth 
committee, etc.) 

Yes or No 

12 My office is highly accessible for the "average" Hispanic resident in my county. 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
Strongly Disagree 
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13. Specialists should be primarily responsible for providing the leadership necessary to 
adequately address the educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

14. My programs are highly accessible for the "average" Hispanic resident in my county. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

15. Effectively reaching Hispanic audiences is important because it's part of our job to serve 
everyone. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

16. Because of the accommodations needed, Hispanic audiences should be served primarily by 
special or grant-funded programs such as BLT, ENP, and AmeriCorps. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

17. All Extension faculty, regardless of position or subject matter expertise, should be required 
to leam or demonstrate the minimum knowledge & skills necessary to adequately serve 
Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

18. Administi-ators should be primarily responsible for providing the leadership necessary to 
adequately address the educational needs of Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

19. Effectively reaching Hispanic audiences is important because of its political implications. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

20. Effectively reaching Hispanic audiences is important because it will make Extension a 
more effective organization. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

21. Compared to other issues facing Extension in the fiitiire, improving programs and services 
for the Hispanic community is a relatively minor issue to resolve. 

Strongly Disagrep Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

22 I have effectively carried out needs assessments in the Hispanic community. 

^^rnnn'r^'-ff'-'"' P'̂ ^g*""" ^""*'"^' ^^^^ Strongly Agree 

148 



23.1 work regularly with community-based organizations whose principal mission involves 
service for Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

24.1 regularly develop and/or use Spanish language flyers, brochures, and educational 
materials. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

25. I serve on one or more boards, advisory groups, or committees that have strong 
representation fi-om the Hispanic community. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

26. Ifl were assigned to develop and deliver a program to the Hispanic community in my 
county, I would find that task to be easy. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

27. Considering the potential Hispanic audiences in my county, I am effectively reaching and 
engaging Hispanic audiences in my programs? 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

28. My culture is significantly different from that I have observed in the Hispanic community. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

29. I have sufficient Spanish language skills to successfiilly program for Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

30. I have sufficient knowledge of the Hispanic community to successfiilly program for 
Hispanic audiences. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

31 It is the responsibility of Hispanic audiences to leam about and access programs and services 
offered by Extension more than it is the responsibiUty of Extension to adapt its programs to 
their specific needs. 

Sfrnnglv Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
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32. What percentage of your support staff can communicate in Spanish?_ 

33. What percentage of the agents in your county can communicate in Spanish? 

34. Do you have the ability to readily translate materials as needed for programs? Yes/No 

35. Approximately what percentage of your programs do you conduct in Spanish (or provide 
simultaneous translation) during an average year? 

36. What is your ethnicity? 
White Hispanic African-American Other 

For any questions about this survey, please contact Ruben Saldana at 915.859.7725. 
Please retum completed survey to Ruben J. Saldana by Friday, January 30, 2004 via: 

Email: risaldana(a),ag.tamu.edu 
FAX: 915.860.0331 
U.S. Mail: 1030 N. Zaragosa, Suite A, El Paso, Texas, 79907 
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Variables to be Collected Independently 
(Sources: TCE/CED HR, Monarch, U.S. Census) 

37. Years of Experience (Total ER as of 12/31/03: 

39. Career Ladder Level: I II III IV 

40. Rating: (3 yr. Average): 

41. Total County Population (2000 or 2002?): 

42. % Hispanic Population in County (2000 or 2002?): 

43. County Category (1-7): 

44. Ethnicity of Supervisor: 

White Hispanic Afiican-American Other_ 

% Hispanic participation in group methods for years 2001 - 2003 

45. Average Hispanic participation (expressed as % of total participation): 

Note: 1. 3 year average to be collected from monarch reporting system 
2. exclude agents with less than 3 consecutive years of data 
3. accessing monarch data is preferable to agent self-reporting to reduce risk of error 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 

DOCUMENTATION 



TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

Office of Research Services 

Box 41035, 203 Holden Hail 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1035 
(806) 742-3884 
FAX (806) 742-3892 

Februaiy 10, 2004 

Di. David E. Lawver 
Mr. Ruben J. Saldana 
Ag Ed & Communications 
MS 2131 

RE: Project 04030 Variables Affecting High Levels of Hispanic Particpation in Texas 
Extension 

Dear Dr. Lawver: 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved your 
proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from Februaiy 8, 2004 through Februaiy 
7,2005. You will be reminded of the pending expiration approximately 6 weeks prior to 
February 7,2005 so that you may request an extension if you wish. 

The following sentence needs to be included in all consent forms this protocol uses: This 
consent fomi is not valid after 2/7/2005. 

The best of luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Richard P. McGlyan, Chair 
Human Subjects Use Committee 

An EEO/Affirmative Action Institution 



APPENDIX D 

VITA 



Ruben J. Saldana 
County Extension Director 
1030 N. Zaragosa, Suite A 

El Paso, Texas 79907 
(915)859-7725 

rj saldana@ag.tamu.edu 
http://elpasotaex.tamu.edu 

Academic Background 

Ed.D. in Agricultural Education, Texas Tech University/Texas A«S:M University, August, 
2004. Dissertation: Variables Affecting Levels of Hispanic Participation' 
in Texas Extension Programs. Support Areas: Extension & Distance 
Education 

M.P.A. in Pubhc Administi-ation, University of Texas - Pan American, Edinburg, Texas, 
May, 1998. Thesis: Perceptions of Competencies for AmeriCorps 
Supervisors within the Texas Agricultiiral Extension Service: An 
Exploratory Study. 

B.S. in Agricultural Education, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas, August, 
1988. 

Certifications 

1991 Non-Commercial Pesticide Applicator 
1988 Texas Teacher Certificate 

Professional & Academic Appointments 

County Extension Director, EI Paso County, Texas Cooperative Extension, 1998 -
present 

• provide leadership and management for El Paso County Extension program for 
urban and mral areas, including all functions related to human and fiscal resource 
development and management, program development and direction, marketing 
and interpretation of program successes to key audiences, and evaluation of 
program impact. 

Project Manager, South Texas AmeriCorps Initiative, TCE, 1994 - 1998 
• provided project level leadership and management functions related to 
personnel, fiscal affairs, reporting, evaluation, and fraining for agent supervisors 
and program participants. Responsible for managing $750,000 grant, including 
the management of 15 county sites approved as AmeriCorps program sites, 
monitoring progress, reviewing reports, and assisting with reports and evaluation. 
Wrote grants and reports for approval by program director. 

mailto:saldana@ag.tamu.edu
http://elpasotaex.tamu.edu


County Extension Agent - Agriculture (Program Leader; County Coordinator) 
Willacy County, TCE, 1991-1994. 
• provided leadership to agriculture, natural resources, 4H & youth, community 
development, and program development processes. Responsible for the 
development, implementation, interpretation, and evaluation of effective 
educational programs for the people of Willacy County. Served as liaison to 
commissioner's court and other community organizations 

County Extension Agent - Agriculture (Asst,), Webb County, TCE, 1989-1991. 
• served as 4-H Coordinator and provided leadership to all areas of youth 
programming, including traditional clubs, curriculum enrichment, and 4-H 
expansion to non-traditional areas. Participated in all program development, 
implementation, evaluation, and marketing functions as required to assume role of 
a program leader. 

Professional Educator, Mercedes Jr. High School, Mercedes I.S.D., 1988-89. 
• taught Earth Science to 150 8th grade students, served as stiident council 
sponsor, UIL coach to all 7th & 8th grade Science teams, taught extended classes 
for migrant youth, and tutored at-risk youth. 

Program & Organizational Support 

Grant Development 
Distance Education Grant, Joint w/ Texas Tech Univ. ($15,000), 2002 
Rio Grande Basin Water hiitiative Mini-Grant ($40,000), 2001-2002 
Capacity Building for Disadvantaged Farmers/Ranchers, USDA Sec.2501 ($150,000), 
2001 
Que Sabrosa Vida Gardening Grant ($ 30,000), 2000 
Que Sabrosa Vida Nutrition Grant ($ 13,000), 2000-2001 
Kellogg/NMSU/USDA Agricultiiral Literacy Grant ($100,000), 1998 2000 
AmeriCorps Grant ($ 25,000), 2000 
Mission Possible Environmental Grant, PDNHF ($5,000), 2000 
County hitemet Leaming Center Mini-Grant, TCE ($10,000), 2000 
AmeriCorps Site Grant - ($12,000 annually) 1999 - present 
Preparation of county budget packages ($400,000 annually) -1998 - present 
Vision 2020 Grant ($20,000) -1999 - 2000 
Paso Del Norte Health Foundation Action for Youth Grant ($15,000), 1999-2000 
Urban Initiative Grants, ($20,000) 1998-1999 
Children, FamiUes, & Youth Grants, ($20,000), 1998-1999 

Program Presentations 
Variables Affecting Hispanic Participation in Extension Programs, T^ 
refreat, 2004 
Policy Considerations to Enhance Diversity, CSREES Admini.'' 
Kansas City, MO, 2002 



Special Projects in Texas, Maryland State Extension Conference, 2001 
Texas Community Futures Fomm, Orientation for County & State Officials, 2000 
Diversity as a Business Principle, New Employee Orientation, 2000-2001 
El Paso County Budget Presentation for Public Hearing - 2000 
Community Development Profile of El Paso County - 2000 
Commimity Development 202, District 6 Agent Training, 2000 
Community & Economic Development, West Texas Judges & Commissioners, 1999 
Community Development 101, Distiict Agent Training, 1999 
Community Development Training Overview, District 6 Agent Training, 1998 
The Texas A&M University System in El Paso, Legislative Orientation, 1998 
Extension - Who We Are, 1999 
Texas Demography & the Futiire of Texas, TEAMS Refreat, 1999 

Publications & Reports 
Autiior, Action Plan: Texas Community Futures Forum, El Paso County, 2005-2009 
Autiior, Action Plan: Texas Community Futiires Fomm, El Paso County, 2000-2004 
Author, El Paso County Extension Budget, 1999-2002 
Autiior, El Paso County Orientation Handbook & Operating Guidelines, 1999 
Author, Long Range Extension Program, Willacy County, 1995-1999 
Co-Author, Long Range Extension Program, Webb County, 1991-1994 
Autiior, Result Demonsfration Handbook, Willacy County, 1991-1994 
Co-Author, Rio Grande Valley Cotton Blue Book, Willacy County, 1991-1994 

State, District, & National Committees 
President-elect, Epsilon Sigma Phi, 2004 
Member, State Extension Marketing Committee, 2002. 
Member, State Extension Faculty Conference Committee, 2002. 
Co-chair, National Diversity Award Committee, 2003-2004. 
Member, Diversity Task Force, Extension Committee on Organization & Policy, 

Persormel Committee, 2001-present. 
Chafr, Distiict 6 Marketing Committee, 2001 
Chair, Professional Development Committee, Epsilon Sigma Phi, 2001 
Member, Distiict 6 Awards Committee, 2001 
Member, Texas Extension Urban Subcommittee, 2001 
Co-Chair, Epsilon Sigma Phi, District 6,2000-2001 
Chair, Distiict 6 Volunteer Training Committee, 2000 
Member, District 6 Marketing Committee, 1999-2000 
Co-Chair, TCFF State Quality of Community Life Response Team, 2000 
Member, Texas Extension Hiring Procedures Committee, 2000 
Member^ County Leadership Council Advisory Committee, 2000 
Member! Distiict 6 Hispanic Leadership Roundtable, 1999 
Sub-Committee Member, Texas State Extension Faculty Conference Committee (General 

Sessions) -1999 
Member, Texas Extension Planning & Reporting Development Committee, 1999 
Task Group Chair for Marketing & Accountability, Texas Extension Urban Task Force -
1999 



Member, Texas Communities Leadership Development Committee, 1997 
Member, Texas 4-H Projects Advisory Committee, 1997 - 1999 
Writing Group, Una Vida Mejor (UVM) Dissemination Grant Development Committee 
1996 
Partner, Vision 2020 Agricultural Visioning Committee, Texas A&M Univ. & Kellogg 

Foundation, 1995 
Member, Consumer Critter Crew Curriculum Development Committee, 1995 

Professional Development 
Horse Sense for Leaders, Salado, 2004 
Executive Leadership Series, County of El Paso, 2003 
Southem Extension Leadership Development Program (SELD), 1999 
Soutiiem Region Rural Development Training Program, Asheville, NC, 1999 
Presidio Leadership School - San Francisco, CA, 1996 
TEAM Training - 1998 - present 

Professional Associations 
Member, EI Paso County Fair Association, 1999-present 
Texas Extension AUiance of Mid-Managers (TEAM), 1999 
Rotary Club of East El Paso, 1998-2003 
Epsilon Sigma Phi, 1998-present 
Texas County Agricultural Agents Association, 1989-1994, 1998-present 
Texas Association of Extension 4-H Agents, 1989-1994. 

Honors & Awards 
Recipient, Mary and Knox Parr Scholarship, 2004. 
Certified State of Texas Flag, Texas State Representative Norma Chavez, Dist. 76, 2003. 
National Farm Foundation Fellow, 2001 
National Diversity Award, USDA- CSREES, 2001 
District 6 Representative, Epsilon Sigma Phi, 2000 
Leadership El Paso, Class of 2000 
TAEX Service Award, 10 years, 1999. 
Vice Chancellor's Award in Excellence for Diversity, Weslaco Center Team Award, 
1997 
Winner, Govemor's Award for Environmental Excellence, 1997 
Recognition Award - Texas One-4-All Service Day, 1996-1997 
Partner, Clean Texas 2000,1996 
Co-Chair, Rio Grande Valley AmeriCorps Program Directors, 1995-1997 
Outstanding Young Man in America, 1996. 
Finalist, Govemor's Award for Environmental Excellence, 1996 
Una Vida Mejor Padrino Award, 1996 
Appreciation Award - TCAAA Director, 1994 
Facilitator, USDA Rural America Conference, 1994 
Member, Willacy County hidustrial Foundation, 1992-1993 
Member! Raymondville Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors, 1992-1993 
Outstanciing Achievement Award - TAEX Distiict 12,1992 



Director, Distiict 12 TCAAA, 1991-1994. 
New Agent Recognition Award, District 12 TCAAA, 1991 
Appreciation Awards - Mirando City, Bmni-Oilton, Del Norte, and Raymondville 4H Clubs, 
1990-94 
Appreciation Award - Webb County 4H Adult Leaders Association, 1991 
Appreciation Award Webb County Extension Program Council, 1991 
Appreciation Award - Pan American Cultural Study Tour, 1990 
Director, TAE4HA Distiict 12, 1989-1991 
Dean's List, Texas A&M College of Agriculture, 1988. 
Peer Advisor, Dept. Of Agricultural Education, Texas A&M University, 1987-1988 
Member, Alpha Tau Alpha Honorary Fratemity, Texas A&I University, 1985 
Top 20, College of Agriculture, Texas A&I University, 1984-1986 
Recipient, Texas A&I Presidential Scholarship, 1984 
Recipient, C.J. "Red" Davison Scholarship, 1984 
Recipient, Houston Livestock Show & Rodeo Scholarship, 1984 


