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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Smith-Lever Act of 1914, In creating the Cooperative Extension

Service established as Its major function:

... to aid in diffusing among the people of the United States
useful and practical information on subjects relating to

agriculture and home economics, and to encourage the application
of the same . . . .1

While operating under this broad mandate, Extension has found It

necessary to design specific programs to meet ever-changing needs and situa-

tions. The recent Scope Report emphasised this fsct by stating:

One consistent characteristic of Extension work has been the
necessity to shift programs and methods to meet ever-changing condi-
tions and demands. Extension workers have been acutely aware of
this need from the beginning. The tempo of such changes has been
accelerated dramatically during the past decsde. Every evidence
points to an even faster sccelerstion in the decsde ahead. 2

Along with changes In the programs, policies, and services of

Extension have come changes in the roles of its personnel including its

administrators

.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE STUDY

This study was concerned with the administrative role of the Coopera-

tive Extension administrator in Kansas as perceived by the administrators,

1Smith-Lever Act of Congress, 1914.

^Subcommittee on Scope end Responsibility, The Cooperative Extension
Service Todsy—A Statement of Scope and Responsibility (Washington: Federal
Extension Service, April, 1958), p. 5.
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specialists, and district supervisors of that organisation. The general

purpose of the study was to attempt to define more clearly the role of the

Cooperative Extension administrator in Kansas.

Russell T. Gregg pointed out the importance of role definition when he

wrote:

Administrator behavior is an important factor in organisations of
all kinds. It probably is, or should be, the crucial energising force
in all the cooperative efforts of people. If this is true, it is

essential that administrators, and their associates ss well, have *b

much understanding as possible of the processes through which
administration can serve effectively the needs of organizations and
of the people who compose them.

3

Trent atated: "In an organization it is important that individuals

have a clear understanding of their own duties and responsibilities."* He

also noted: "They should also have some understanding of the duties and

responsibilities of others with whom they work. "5

Quite often there is a considerable difference of opinion within an

organization about what constitutes an individual role. There may even be

disagreement among people occupying similar positions within sn organization

as to what conatitutes their role. Since morale or job satisfaction in an

organisation may depend a great deal upon similar role expectations of its

members it is Important to determine to what extent concurrence does exist

and to establish guidelines for agreement.

^Russell T. Gregg, "The Administrative Process," Administrative
Behavior in Education . (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957), p. 269.

^Curtis Trent, "The Administrative Role of the State 4-H Club Leader
in Selected States—A Study in Role Perception" (Ph. D. thesis, university
of Wisconsin, Madison, 1961), p. 6.

5Ibid.
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McNabb stresses the importance of that aspect of organisation in his

observet Ion:

Conflict and misunderstanding could no doubt, be avoided if there
is agreement in role perception and between role perception and
performance by those in the various levels of intersction. If
expected performance varies greatly from actual performance, mal-
adaptation and ma1 intergration would likely result In the entire
social system.®

To help prevent these problems this study compared the opinions of the

administrators, district supervisors, and specialists, of the Cooperative

Extension Service in Kansas, regarding the role of the Extension administrator,

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this study were:

1. To determine the rank order of importance of selected functions

of the Cooperative Extension administrator in Kansas as they should be per-

formed and as they are currently being performed as perceived by the

administrators, district supervisors, and specialists of the Cooperative

Extension Service in Kansas.

2. To compare the emphasis that should be placed on selected

administrative functions and the emphasis that is currently being placed on

them, as perceived by the respondent groups, both separately and collectively.

3. To determine the amount of consensus among and within respondent

position groups, as to the importance of the functions by the emphasis

categories associated with them.

6Coy Gaylord McNabb, "The Administrative Role of the County Extension

Director in Missouri" (Ph. D. thesis, The Ohio State University, Columbus,

1964), p. 6.
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4. To determine if the factors of: age, experience as a county

worker, number of years in present type of Extension work, degree held,

induction training received and Extension education course work received,

related to the concept of the role of the administrator by the respondents.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

In order to limit the concept of certain terms to their application

in this study they are defined as follows:

Consensus . Agreement. "High" consensus was constituted by a consensus

score of 70 or greater. "Medium" consensus was a score of SO through 69 and

"low" consensus was a consensus score of 49 or less.

Considerable . A difference of four or more ranks.

District supervisors or supervisors . The district agricultural agents

and district home economists responsible for coordination of all Cooperative

Extension work among the various Extension administrative divisions of

counties in Kansas.

Extension administrators or administrators . Those persons in the

Extension organizational grouping known as Project I (Extension Administration),

plus all state leaders, associate state leaders, and academic department heads

of Kansas State University with administrative responsibilities over Coopera-

tive Extension specialists.

Extension Service or Extension . The Cooperative Extension Service

created by the Smith-Lever Act of 1914.

Extens ion specialists or specialists . Includes all Extension subject

matter specialists, associate and assistant editors, section leaders, district
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economists, farm-management fieldmen, area agriculturalists, area and

district foresters, area engineers, assistant state leaders, and 4-H club

specialists.

Function . A specific activity or group of similar activities that are

performed by an incumbent of a position.

Position . The location of an individual or group of individuals

within an organization.

Respondent group . A group of individuals occupying similar positions

within the Extension organization to whom the measuring device for the study

was submitted.

Role . What an individual does as an occupant of a position within an

organization.

Role consensus . Agreement among or within the groups regarding

the role.

Role expectation . That which is expected of an individual occupying

a particular position within an organization regarding the functions of

that position.

Role perception . How one views the functions of his or someone else's

position within an organization.

SCOPE AND PROCEDURE

The Research Design

The data used in this study were obtained as a portion of a group-

developed role study of seven defined position groups within the Extension

Service in Kansas. The position groups were: (1) administrators,
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(2) district agricultural agents, (3) district home economists, (4) special-

ists, (5) county agricultural agents, (6) county home economists, and

(7) county 4-H club agents.

The author participated with other graduate students and Extension

faculty members in the preparation of a questionnaire to be used an the

measuring device for the study. The questionnaire contained a liat of

thirteen major functions, for the adminiatrator's position, which were iden-

tified from literature and research studies. Provision was made for

additional functions to be listed from the prsctlcal experience of the

respondents

.

The functions listed were rated by the respondents both »• to emphasis

that they were currently receiving and emphasis that they should be given.

Emphasis was described by a rating scale of five descriptive terms with

assumed equal distant numerical values of one (low) through five (high). The

terms, from the highest numerical value to the lowest were: "major,"

"important," "intermediate," "minor," and "no," respectively. All functions

were rated by this scale.

The thirteen administrative functions rated by the respondent group

were:

1. Recruiting and orienting his immediate staff.

2. Formulsting and defining the purposes and objectives of the

organisation.

3. Evaluating programs and progress made.

4. Serving as a public relations person for Extension.

3. Reporting program progress and accomplishments.

6. Plsnnlng broad educational programs.



7. Delegating and allocating authority and responsibility.

8. Stimulating and motivating the staff.

9. Establishing budgets and other formal arrangements.

10. Evaluating the quality and quantity of staff performance.

11. Coordinating the efforts of the staff.

12. Developing and maintaining the organisational arrangements.

13. Keeping up to date on pertinent nev developments and resesrch in

the field of administrstion.

For brevity and ease of reference, a standard set of sbbrevlatlons for

the thirteen functions is used throughout the text. These abbreviations sre

shown in Appendix A.

The questionnaire developed was critically reviewed by Extension

faculty members and then pretested with selected Extension personnel. The

questionnaire wss then sent to every professional Cooperative Extension worker

in Kansas with instructions to each person on which sets of position

functions to rste. This study used only a part of the data collected in the

complete group-developed study.

Certain assumptions considered basic to this study were:

1. Rating the selected functions effectively served ss s measure of

the respondents' expectations toward the role of the Cooperative Extension

sdmlnistrator.

2. That all groups of respondents were sufficiently acquainted with

Extension administration to have a concept of the role.

3. That the respondents understood the functions used, end gave valid

responses regarding their true perceptions of the functions listed.
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Collection and Analysts of the Data

Questionnaires were mailed to all respondents for the entire group-

developed project. This included the entire population of the three

respondent groups for this study. Provision was made on the face data sheets

to properly identify the responses for categorisation. No provision was made

for identification of the respondents by name to encourage honest and

valid answers.

Prior to mailing the questionnaires, all questions and functions were

pre-coded to facilitate the use of IBM equipment. As the questionnaires were

returned, they were checked, numbered, and all data were punched and verified

on IBM cards. The data were then sorted and tabulated by the use of equip-

ment in the computing center at Kansas State University. The author then

sorted out the data for the respondent groups used in this study (those

replies from the administrators, specialists, and district supervisors).

Table I shows the distribution of respondents by their type of position.

TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY TYPE OF POSITION

Frequency Distribution
Respondent Group Number Per cent

Administrators 18 15

Specialists 95 78

District Supervisors 9 7

Total 122 100
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The computer program used gave by respondent groups the ratings of

each administrative function by number of respondents, percentage distribu-

tions snd mean weighted scores. A correlation matrix of functions and

variables was also developed by computer.

The data were analyzed by various descriptive statistical techniques

Including mean weighted scores, rankings , percentage distributions , Spearman's

rank correlation coefficients, Kendall's coefficients of concordance, and

Pearson's product moment correlations.

Limitations of the Study

Byrnes wrote, "How one performs his job (his role behavior) is a

compromise between how he defines the job for himself and how he perceives

others expect him to behave."'

This study has been limited to the role of the Extension administrator

of the Kansas Cooperative Extension Service. It was further limited to

perceptions of that role held by the three respondent groups selected from

that organisation. Although many persons and groups influence the role of

the administrator it was felt that the selected groups constituted a sound

basis for understanding and defining the role of the Cooperative Extension

administrator in Kansas.

No attempt has been made to generalize the findings, conclusions,

or recommendations of this study beyond the scope of the Kansas Cooperative

Extension Service.

^Francis C. Byrnes, "Cotnmunicstions in Formal Organizations,"
Administration in Extension . Robert C. Clark and Roland H. Abraham, editors
(National Agricultural Extension Center for Advanced Study, University of

Wisconsin, I960), p. 164.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In order to develop a better understanding of the role concept

approach to defining the job of the Extension administrator a thorough review

of the literature vas conducted. Areas of information which were examined

Included: (1) Cooperative Extension's history, policy snd anticipated future,

(2) Theories of administrative behavior (with emphasis on Cooperative

Extension), (3) Concepts of role, position, perception, consensus, functions,

expectations, communications , and (4) Role studies of other orgsnlsstions.

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION AND ADMINISTRATION

As stated previously, the expressed goal of the Cooperative Extension

Service as stated In the Smith-Lever Act is:

... to aid in diffusing among the people of the united States
useful and practical Information on subjects relating to agriculture
and home economlca, and to encourage the application of the same . . . .

The Scope Report explains:

County Extension agents are supported by the resources of their
respective land-grant colleges and universities. This support is

provided by state-headquartered technical and administrative Extension
workers. Also available is the work, and to a limited degree the

personnel, of the state experiment stations and resident teaching
stsffs. The technical information and resources of the U. S. Department
of Agriculture also are available and ueed to make the efforts of
county Extension workers most productive.

2

When determining the ultimate auccess or failure of the Cooperative

1Smith-Lever Act, loc. cit.

*Scope Report, oj». cit .. p. 4.
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Extension program then, It would appear that its ability to accomplish, at

the local level, those goals set forth by its founders must be evaluated.

Consequently it vould also appear that each person's role in the organisation

must be designed toward contributing to that end result. It was with this

purpose in mind that the author examined the literature for expectations of

others toward the role of the Extension administrator.

Tead maintains that the administrator who works with people is an

executive and to be successful he must also be a leader.-* He lists as duties

of the executive:

1. Planning and defining policies and procedures.

2. Organizing the activities of others.

3. Delegating authority and responsibility.

4. Controlling these in terms of the results desired.

5. Supervising the general progress of results.

6. Giving general orders on instructions.

7. Interpreting and transmitting policies.

8. Training key subordinates to carry the executive load.

9. Co-ordinating all the various efforts and elements.

10. Stimulating and vitalising all the individuals who are

contributing their effort.

4

He defines "leadership" as, ". . . the activity of influencing people

30rdway Tead, The Art of Leadership (New York: McGraw-Hill Book

Company Inc., 1935), p. 115.

*Ibid., p. 15.
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to cooperate toward some goal which they find to be desirable. "3

Kelsey and Hearne say the good administrator in Extenaion should be:

... a teacher of the philosophy, policies and methods of Extension.
He plans, directs and supervises the work of others. He multiplies
himself through others. As in administration generally, he is re-
sponsible for getting things done mtt well as for doing things himself. 6

They list as desirable qualifications:

1. Successful experience in several of the fields he is to
administer.

2. An established position of leadership and confidence among
his co-workers.

3. Agricultural background.

A. College education.

In addition, many authorities recognize the importance of high

personal qualifications such as integrity, sound judgment, fairness, good

health, technical mastery, decisiveness, faith, courage, honesty, initiative,

perseverance, ability to speak and write well, sense of humor, organisation

sensitivity and purpose of direction.

Albrecht, in calling attention to changing patterns of Extension

administrative responsibilities In recent yeara, gave the following areas as

demanding more attention from the administrator:

I, Stimulation of interest in professional improvement:

(1) To assure assembly of a staff competent to deal with
the technical complexities of modern agriculture and
related enterprises snd

(2) To assure professional recognition by colleaques in

research, instruction snd in Industry.

5Ibid., p. 20.

^Lincoln David Kelsey and Cannon Chiles Hearne, Cooperative Extension
Work (third edition; Ithaca: Corns tock Publishing Associates, 1963), p. 66.

7Ibld.
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II. Establishment of a financial structure which will permit Extension:
(1) To avail itself of adequately up-to-date facilities

and

(2) To employ a thoroughly competent staff.

III. Establishment of a personnel management program which will:

(1) Improve employment standards;

(2) Increase opportunities for staff and

(3) Make more efficient use of staff and other resources
(mass media , area agents)

.

IV. Bring Extension to a position of foremost leadership among the
agenclea servicing the agriculture, home and youth interests
of the netion.

V. Advance the interests and strengthen the position of Extension
public relet ionswise:

(1) Within the Land-Grant Colleges and Universities;

(2) In governmental circles, and

(3) Among farm and non-farm publics.

VI. Urge the construction of programs which are:

(1) Analytical enough to anticipate needs and trends of
the future and

(2) Interdisciplinary in their approach to problem solving,
utilising all of Extension's competencies, regardless of
subject matter or supervisory departmentalisation. 8

Newman's view of the good administrator is that of one who enables his

group to achieve its objectives through a minimum expenditure of resources

and efforts and with minimum interference with worthwhile objectives.'

COMMUNICATIONS AND FUNCTIONAL EXPECTATIONS

Moat of the literature reviewed by the author at some time stressed the

importance of communications and a knowledge of functional expectations to

8H. R. Albrecht, "Expanding Responsibilities of Administrators...As
seen by a State Director," Administration in Extension . Robert C. Clark and
Roland N. Abraham, editors (National Agricultural Extension Center for
Advanced Study, University of Wisconsin, 1960), p. 27.

9William H. Newman, Administrative Action : The Techniques of Organisa-
tion and Management (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951), p. 1
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any formal organization. It also expressed the need for an awareness of

those concepts by administrators of the organizations.

Ferguson commented:

Upward communication from staff to administrator is of extreme
importance. Any policy which runs contrary to staff opinion may have
a slim chance of being fully implemented. On the other hand if policy
Is derived from good two-way communication its chance of becoming
implemented is enhanced. 10

Byrnes included as major sources of difficulty in formal organizations

such communications problems as: lack of attention to feedback, mismatched

frames of reference, norm conflicts, misunderstood expectations and role

conflicts. 11

Mooney and Reiley, in discussing "functional correlation" directly

stressed the importance of functional expectations and good communication

when they wrote:

Functional correlation simply means that every member of an
organization must know his duties, the full extent of his duties,

and above all, their exact relation to all surrounding duties. It

is the neglect of this latter point that so frequently causes a

confusion in functional procedure. This is not only a bar to

organized efficiency , but may frequently be disruptive of the harmony
and destructive of the morale of the organization itself. !2

Griffiths summarized the broad general idea by writing:

In order, then, for communication to exist in an organization and
between the organization and the outside, common perceptual bases

1 Clarence C. Ferguson, Reflections of an Extension Executive
(Madison: The National Agricultural Extension Center for Advanced Study,

1964), p. 12.

Byrnes, o£. cit . . p. 163.

*2james D. Mooney and Alan C. Reiley, Onward Industry (New York:
Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1931), p. 518.
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must be established. 13

ROUE CONCEPT THEORY

Administrative theory has been revised in recent years. Griffiths

pointed to this fact when he explained:

Modern theoriea of administration are concerned primarily with
persons and the effect of the organisation on the person and vice
versa. The language of modern theories is so different from that
of 30 years ago that one wonders if the same subject is being dis-
cussed. The modern approach is In terms of the behavioral sciences,
with heavy emphasis upon scientific method and human behavior. Aa
yet, no one theory dominates the scene and all theories appear to
be In their infancy. . . .14

The Importance of a perception of the functions relating to a posi-

tion within an organisation has been realised by writers for some time.

However only in recent years has the role-concept theory come into common

use and acceptance In the analysis of positions and what is expected of

persons in those positions.

The background of role concept wes partially described by Jacobson,

Charters, and Lleberman when they stated:

The search for Insight Into the functioning of complex organizations
has led to the development of a variety of systematic frameworks
within which organizations may be described and measured. One of
the approaches used stems from the common observation that people In

organisations tend to have relatively uniform expectations about the
behavior of persons in various positions and that the behavior of
persons Is interpreted In terms of such expectations. These

13Daniel E. Griffiths, "Administration m Decision-Making," Administra-

tion in Extension . Robert C. Clark and Roland H. Abraham, editora (National
Agricultural Extension Center for Advanced Study, University of Wisconsin,

1960), p. 54.

UIbid.. p. 44.
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observations suggest the usefulness of some of the concepts developed
in connection with role theory. 15

Gross helped clarify the theory with the following observation:

The role concept, in its present most frequent usage, focuses
attention on ideas of central importance to the several social
sciences. One of these is that human behavior Is influenced to some
degree by the expectations individuals hold for themselves or which
other individuals hold for them. Another Is that a person's locations
or positions in social structures influence the kind of social rela-
tionships In which he is involved and the evaluative standards he or
others apply to his behavior. Derivative from these is the basic
proposition that human behavior is in part a function of the positions
an individual occupies and the expectations held for incumbents of
these positions. 16

ROLE CONCEPT

The author found it necessary to define several terms in limiting

the scope of the concept. Role, position, and expectation were closely

related and presented some confusion until clearly defined and used in their

proper places.

Parsons defined position as:

. . . where the actor in question is "located" in the social system
relstive to other sctors. This is what we call his status , which
is his place in the relationship system considered as a structure,
that is a patterned system of parts. 17

Gross calls position, "... the location of an actor or class of

"Eugene Jacobson, W. W. Charters, Jr., and Seymore Lieberman, "The
Use of the Role Concept in the Study of Complex Organisations," Journal of
Social Issues . 7:20, 1951.

Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern, Explorations
in Role Analysis (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), p. 319.

l 7Tslcott Parsons, The Socisl System (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1951),
p. 25.
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actors in a system of social relationships."18

Role on the other hand was described by several writers •» being

"dynamic" or "active." Sarbln typically stated this view by describing

role as:

. . . the action performed by the person to validate his occupancy
of the position. In sum, all societies sre organized around posi-
tions and persons who occupy these positions perform specialized
actions or roles. The roles are linked with the position and not with
the person who is temporarily occupying the posit ion. 19

Trent used the term role to refer to "what an individual does as an

occupant of a position within an organization."2**

In addition to defining role aa the "actions" of an incumbent of a

position, several of the writers reviewed by the author referred to role in

terms of the "expectations" of the incumbents or of others outside the

position.

Gross defined an expectation as, ". . . an evaluative standard

applied to an Incumbent of a position." He then defined role »n t
"... a

set of expectations applied to an Incumbent of a particular position. "21

Gross further maintained that those definitions do not restrict the

deflners of the expectations. He stated:

The concept may consequently be used in analysis in which the

Incumbents of the position are the deflners of the role or in general,

18Gross, o£. cit., p. 48.

l9Theodore R. Sarbin, "Role Theory," Handbook of Social Psychology .

Gardner Lindsey, editor (Cambridge: Addison Wesley Publishing Company, 1954),

p. 224.

20Trent, oj». cit., p. 4.

21Gross, ££. cit .. p. 67.
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in analysis of a role as defined by any population an investigator
wishes to specify. 22

Jscobson discussed the place of role definers in terms of whose

expectations are important in role description, lie listed three Important

groups of definers in the following statement:

The definition of role in terms of shared expectations must take
account of the queation of whose expectations are relevant. ... In
heirarchical organisations, at least three such groups should receive
consideration. One is composed of persons who occupy like positions.
Another is composed of persons who have a high degree of functional
interdependence with the position in question. A third Is composed of
persons who do not have direct functionally interdependent relation-
ships with the position, but who nevertheless are related to it through
a concern with the formulation and implementation of the broader
purposes of the organization. 23

Newcomb made several relevant observations regarding role definers:

The role prescribed for sny position is necessarily defined in

relation to the roles of other people, who, of course, also hold positions.

Some roles are defined with reference to several other roles all
of which are related to it in ways, which, though different, are about
equally important . 2*

In this study the role definers were administrators, supervisors of

county personnel and subject matter specialists.

Another concept basic to the study is that of consensus. Jscobson

had this to say about role consensus:

The system of shared expectations in a formal organization can be

looked upon mb the basis for the behavior of individuals in the

22Ibld .. p. 60.

23Jacobson, oj». cit . , p. 20.

ZTFheodore M. Newcomb, Social Psychology (New York: The Dryden Press,

1950), p. 285.
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organization and for their interpretations of the behavior of othera.
Thus, the degree of integration exiating within an organization at
any time stems in part from the degree of consensus or sharing of
expectations about the behavior of people who occupy various positions. 25

The practical aspects of the consensus concept are numerous. The

concept's Importance to the atudy and the ultimate use of the study is

obvious

.

Several of the writers reviewed called attention to a belief that it

is the system of positions and roles which provide a frame of reference for

communication in an organisation when those positions and roles are recognised

by the members of the group.

Gross also pointed out his belief that:

. . . the extent to which there Is consensus on role definition
may be an important dimension affecting the functioning of social
systems, whether they are total societies or subsystems within them.

In addition, the degree of consensus among significant role definers
ss perceived by an actor may be an important variable affecting
his behavior.

2*

This study is an attempt to better define the role of the Cooperative

Extension administrator in Kansas based on expectations and present behavior

as perceived by three groups of role definers with their degree of consensus

as an evaluative tool.

RELATED STUDIES

The author discovered a large number of publications dealing with

administration in general or Extension administration in particular. A number

of role studies and perception studies of Extension end Extension positions

25j«cobson t loc . clt .

2*Gross, oj». clt .. p. 183.
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were alto reviewed. Some of the studies included administrative functions of

various positions, but no role studies of the administrative position itself

were found in the literature. This section covers studies that contributed

ideas used in the framework and analysis of this study.

A review was conducted of the existing statement of responsibilities

of the defined administrative group as stated in the publication Organisation

Plan and Duties for the Kansas Extens ion Service . The following excerpts

were found pertinent to the study:

Director of Extension

The Director, under the terms of state and federal laws, assumes
immediate direction of all matters relating to:

a. Administration of state and federal Extension laws.

b. Finances - including preparation of federal and state Extension
budget requests and administration of expenditures; making
of financial arrangements with counties, including the

approval of budgets and expenditures, and accounting for
money expended.

c. Plan of organization and assignment cf duties.

d. Development of policies and operative procedures.

e. Personnel - such as recommendations for appointments, pro-
motions, compensations, retirement and professional improvement.

f

.

Relat lonships

.

(1) With Federal Extension Service and other
federal agencies.

(2) With state agencies.

(3) With experiment stations . . ,

(4) With county Extension councils and advisory groups.

(5) With farm organizations and other groups having interests
in common with those of the Extension Service.

g. Integration and coordination in terms of common objectives of
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Extension work. This includes supervision of etaff relation-
ships and procedures within counties.

h. Reporting on the over-all reaulta obtained.

Associate Director for Management Operatlona

The Associate Director for operations shall be responsible to the
Director of Extension for:

1. Coordinating all state-wide activitiea In regard to budget
and personnel.

2. Advising the Director ae to changes in regulations regarding
fiscal and personnel matters.

3. Preparing of budgets and fiacal reporta.

4. Physical administration of Unberger Hall and coordinating
housing of State Extension staff members housed In other
buildings

.

5. Coordinating physlcsl services to counties such as mail dis-

tribution, procurement of office supplies, etc.

6. Making policy recommendstiona to the Director regarding
financial and personnel operetlons.

7. Coordinating policies as to office management of county and
state personnel.

8. Coordinating and evaluating Federal and regional Extension
sctlvities regarding budget end personnel matters.

It is expected that the Associate Director for operations shall

accomplish theae duties at the state level through coordination with
the vsrlous department hesds and at the diatrict and county level
through coordination with the district sgricultursl sgents in their

capacities as district county sgent lenders.

Assistant Director for Programs. Training and Studies

The Assistant Director for programs, training, and studies shall
be responsible to the Director of Extension for:

1. Coordinating all state-wide programs and Extenaion studies
conducted within the state.

2. Giving apeclflc assistance to the Director in coordinating the

Extension program with the programs of other agencies such as

SCS, ASC and FHA.
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3. Establishing and coordinating the pre-service, induction, in-

service and graduate training programs for personnel in the
Extension Division.

4. Making policy recommendations to the Director vith respect to

planning, organizing and administering the programs, studies
and training area of work.

5. Consulting with the Director, state leaders and supervisors
in arranging for a training program for the professional
improvement of all agents and State Extension workers.

6. Cooperating with the research staff on projects related to

Extension and serve on graduate, planning and action committees
relative to Extension projects.

7. Coordinating the scheduling of personnel by the vsrlous
departments

.

8. Supervising Extension studies necessary to furnish basic in-

formation on which program planning and evaluation may be
accomplished on a state, district and county level.

9. Supervising the work of the personnel in the programs,
studies and training section.

State Leader. Home Economics

As the State Leader of Extension Home Economics work, the State
Leader, Home Economics, is responsible for the over-all development
and direction of the adult home economics Extension program and the
home economics subject matter phases of the 4-H program consistent
with the expressed needs snd desires of local planning committees. ,

The State Leader, Home Economics, may delegate the coordination of
the home economics Extension program at the state level and the training
of district home economics agents to the Associate State Leader, Home
Economics

.

. . . The State Leader, Home Economics, is expected to coordinate
the program and training work of the district home economics agents.

The State Leader, Home Economics, may delegate specific responsi-
bilities in recruitment, student registration, the junior assistant
training program and work with college organizations of students
interested in Extension work to the Assistant to the State Leader,
Home Economics.
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State Leader Boys and Girls Club Work

As the state leader of boys and girls club work, the State Club
Leader Is responsible for the development of a 4-H Club and Rural
Youth Program in the several counties of the state consistent with
the expressed needs and desires of local program planning
committees and within the limits of available funda and personnel.

State Leaders for Agriculture and Engineering

These leaders, in general, shall be responsible for the over-all
development and direction of the Extension programs within their
fields, including subject matter for both adult and 4-H phases,
consistent with the expressed needs and desires of local planning
committees. . . ,**

The specific duties of the state leaders are similar and may be sum-

marised as:

1. Directing state-wide and county programs.

2. Selecting, training and supervising state staff specialists.

3. Directing state staff specialists in their work.

4. Recommending candidates for county positions.

5. Coordination of their programs with other segments of Extension

work through the Assistant Director for programs, training and studies and

other state Extension departments such as Information, Radio and

Television, etc.

6. Maintaining relationships with the appropriate subject matter

departments of the University, and with the outside public and with other

governmental agencies.

7. Advising the Director as to budget and peraonnel needs of their

27,'Organisation Plan and Duties for Kansas Extension Service"
(Manhattan: Kansas State University, January, 1960), pp. 1-9.
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department through the Associate Director for Management Operations.

8. Training county personnel. 28

The heads of the departments within Extension were charged by the

report with the following duties:

Hesd, Department of Extension Information

As Extension Editor, the Head of the Department of Extension
Information shall be responsible for the over-all development, pre-
paration and distribution of Extension publications, press releases
and visual aids.

Head. Department of Extension Radio and Television

As the Hesd of the Department of Extension Radio and Television
and ss the Director of Rsdlo Station KSAC, the Department Head Is

responsible for the development of programs and the utilisation of
radio and television ss mass media of communication and information
by Extension Service personnel.

Head. Department of Continuing Education

The Head of the Department of Continuing Education shall be
responsible for the over-all development and direction of the

general Extension program of Kansas State University. 2*

The author discovered in examining other role studies that most

writers were concerned with role perception consensus within role defining

groups, between role defining groups snd as it related to such variables as

age, tenure, education, etc.

Related studies also used the data acquired to point out the implica-

tions of role theory in position analysis m» It sffects the Interpersonal

28Ibid.

29
Ibid.
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relationships and communications within the organizations. Recommendations

made by the other writers usually stressed congruence of organisational

objectives through congruence In positional and role expectatlona.

Griffith, in his study of feed operators perception of the Kansas

Extension Service theorised:

As previously pointed out experiences of the individual shape the
perceptions held. Consequently, It is assumed that there Is s re-
lationship between involvement and perception. It would also seem
logical that other factors such aa education, size of enterprise,
years In business, and age would be associated with the respondent's
perception of Extension. 30

However, upon examination of the data, he discovered that none of the

Independent variables were significantly associated with the appraisal of

Extension's value to farmers. Re concluded that the involvement variable

had a higher degree of association than education, size of enterprise, years

31
In business and age, all of which were extremely low In association.

Durfee, in examining expectations toward the Extension supervisor's

role, noted that the indications from his study were that there was no

correlation between congruence of expectations and age of the agent, his

years of service or his years of association with his present supervisor. 32

Durfee did find s correlation between the congruency of expectations

3°Paul W. Griffith, "Formula Feed Operators' Perception of the Kansas
Agricultural Extension Service" (Ph. D. thesis, The University of Wisconsin,
Madison, 1961), p. 94.

31Ibid ., p. 134.

32Arthur E. Durfee, "Expectations Held Toward the Extension Supervisors
Role" (Ph. D. thesis, The University of Chlcsgo, Chicago, 1956), p. 99.
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of agents and supervisors and the supervisory relationship as viewed by the

supervisor. The more closely the agent agreed with supervisors in expecta-

tions of the supervisor's job the more likely the supervisor was to feel a

high level of satisfaction in their supervisory relationship.33

Gross made some statements and raised some questions which pointed to

the importance of role study by consensus:

People do not behave in a random manner; their behavior is influenced
to some extent by their own expectations snd those of others in the
group or society in which they are participants. 34

How much consensus on what behaviors is required for a society to

maintain itself? How much disagreement can a society tolerate in what
areas? To what extent do different sets of role definers hold the
same role definitions of key positions in a society?3S

That the members of a social system, whether a dyad or a total
society, must agree among themselves to some extent on values or ex-
pectations is a matter of definition. The point we have been trying
to underacore is that the degree of consensus on expectations associated
with positions is an emperlcal variable, whose theoretical possibilities
until recently have remained relatively untapped. 36

The author believes the "social system*1 of the Kansas Cooperative

Extenalon Service is well suited to the defining of roles by expectation and

consensus of associates both within and outside that organisation. The roles

are supported by authority delegated through federal, state and local regula-

tions. However, due to its informal arrangement both within Extension and

with other outside groups and agencies, the expectations of others must

necessarily influence the behavior of the Extenalon administrator in Kansas.

33Ibld., p. 98.

^Groes, o£. clt., p. 17.

35
Ibid., p. 31.

36Ibid., p. 43.



CHAPTER III

EXPECTATIONS CONCERNING THE ROLE OF THE COOPERATIVE

EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR IN KANSAS

INTRODUCTION

The data for Chapter III vera obtained from a structured questionnaire

(sample in Appendix B) submitted to the administrators, specialists, and dis-

trict supervisors of the Kansas Cooperative Extension Service aa those

positions were previously defined. The per cent of response by groups is

shown in Table II.

TABLE II

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF RESPONSE BY POSITION GROUP

Potential Responding
Position

m
Respondents Actual Per cent

Administrators 22 18 82

District Supervisors 9 9 100

Specialists 120 95 79

Total 151 122 81

A mean weighted score was computed for each function by the composite

and individual respondent groups selected for analysis. The functions were

then ranked in deacendlng order from the highest mean weighted score to

the loweat. This information waa computed both for "emphasis that should

be given" and for "emphssis currently being given." Ties were ranked by
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assigning each function involved in the tie the mean rank position of the

tie scores.

The coefficient of rank correlation vas determined by using the Spear-

man rank correlation coefficient (rho) to illustrate the agreement between

two sets of rankings. The (rho) formula is: P (rho) • 1 - 6 <&, d

N (N*-l)

The method used to show relationships among three or more groups of

respondents was the Kendall coefficient of concordance (W). The formula for

this method is: W * 2L .

1/12 k2 (N^-N)

Correlation matrices were developed by the use of the Pearson product

moment coefficient of correlation (r) from the formula: r * ,., . . .^XY „ , -

-v/(Sx2)(Sy2)

In comparing the ranking of the functions in this study, the words

"considerable" or "considerably" Indicated a difference of four or more ranks.

The author accepted a rank-difference coefficient of correlation of

above .499 as being "Important," based on Borg's summary of relationships. 2

The highest percentage of respondents who selected the same degree

of emphasis for a particular function was used to determine the consensus

within a group concerning that function. "High" consensus was considered by

the author to be a percentage of 70 or greater. "Medium" consensus was a

score of 50 through 69 and "low" consensus was a consensus score of 49 or less

*John W. Best, Research In Education (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1959), p. 235.

Salter R. Borg, Educational Research (New York: David McKay Company,
Inc., 1963), p. 283.
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The data used In determining mean weighted score, consensus and

ranking are shown in Appendix C, Appendix Tables I and II.

OBJECTIVE ONE - RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

Objective one, as stated in this study was:

To determine the rank order of importance of selected functions of
the Cooperative Extension administrator In Kansas as they should be
performed and as they are currently being performed as perceived by
the adminlatratore, district supervisors, and specialists of the
Cooperative Extension Service in Kansas.

Table III shows the rank order importance of the thirteen functions

as perceived by the respondents. The functions are ranked both by how the

respondents perceive they should be performed and how they are currently

being performed by administrators.

There was a greater agreement among the respondent groups in ranking

the functions by emphasis that was being given them than by emphasis that they

should receive. The W correlation for the "currently being" ranking was .690

and the W correlation for the "should be" ranking was .468.

The greatest degree of agreement in ranking of the functions as they

"should be" emphasized was between the district supervisors and specialists

(rho + .543) . The least degree of agreement was between the administrators

and district supervisors (rho - .173). Specialists and administrators had a

+•324 rho correlation.

Administrators and District Supervisors - "Should Be" Rankings

To examine the lack of agreement between administrators and supervisors

the author atudied the functions with the greatest differences of rank order

between those two groups. There was a "considerable" disagreement between
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RANK ORDER OF FUNCTIONS OF THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR IN KANSAS
AS PERCEIVED BY RESPONDENTS, 1964

Rank by Respondentia
Emphasis Functions Emphasis Functions Arc

Functions** Should Receive Currently Receiving
All Acta. DES Spec. All Adm. DES Spec.

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting
staff . . .

Formulating and defining pur-
poses and objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . ,

Public relations person for
Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative
research . . .

Planning educational
programs . . .

Evaluating staff
performance . . .

Evaluating programs and
progress . . .

Reporting program
progress . . .

Developing organisational
arrangements . . .

Respondents: (All) the total of all respondents, (Adm.) Administra-
tors

, (DES) District Extension Supervisors, and (Spec.) Specialists.

1 5 6 1 10 9 11 10

2 2 6 3 5 4 13 6

3 2 6 4 2 2 2.5 2

4 11 3.5 2 1 1 1 1

5 6.5 2 5 3 5 7.5 3

6 4 13 6 11 7 7.5 12

7 8 1 7 8 7 7.5 9

8 12 3.5 8 6 13 7.5 4

9 2 10.5 11 12 11 12 11

10 6.5 10.5 9.5 13 10 10 13

11 13 8 9.5 9 12 4.5 7

12 9.5 10.5 12 7 7 4.5 8

13 9.5 10.5 13 4 3 2.5 5

Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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the two groups on ten of the thirteen selected functions. The greatest

disagreement vas on "Coordinating staff efforts . . .." The administrators

ranked that function 4 while the district supervisors positioned it last.

There was also a difference of 7 to 8.5 ranks on the functions "Keeping up

on sdmlnlstrative research . . .," "Planning educational programs . . .,"

"Establishing budgets etc. . . .," and "Public relations person for Ex-

tension . . .." Four or five ranks separated their opinions on "Evaluating

programs and progress . . .," "Formulating and defining purposes and

objectives . . .," "Delegating authority and responsibility . . .," "Recruiting

and orienting staff . . .," and "Evaluating staff performance . . .."

The district supervisors felt that the functions "Establishing budgets

etc. . . .," "Formulating and defining purposes and objectives . . ,," "Public

relations person for Extension . . . f
" "Keeping up on administrative re-

search . . .," and "Evaluating programs and progress ..." should be ranked

higher than did the administrators. Administrators gave higher rankings to

the functions "Delegating authority and responsibility . . .," "Recruiting and

orienting staff . . .," "Coordinating staff efforts . . .," "Planning educa-

tional programs . . .," and "Evaluating staff performance . . .."

The top six functions in rank for the administrators and district

supervisors contained only three functions in common. They were ''Motivating

the staff . . ." "Delegating authority and responsibility . . .," and

"Recruiting and orienting staff . . .
."

Administrators and Specialists - "Should Be" Rankings

The administrators and specialists had "considerable" disagreement in

their rankings of four functions as to "emphasis that should be given.*1
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There was a difference of nine ranks between "Establishing budgets etc. . . ."

and "Planning educational programs . . .
." The specialists ranked the former

function 2 and the latter function 11. Administrators reversed the

specialists' rankings.

A difference of four ranks separated the administrators' and special-

ists' rankings of each of two functions. They were "Motivating the

ttaff . . ." and "Keeping up on administrative research . . .." Specialists

felt the former was the most important of all functions and the administrators

believed the latter function should be ranked next to the bottom.

while there was little disagreement between the two groups in selec-

tion of the top six functions, none of the functions selected were

identically ranked. Only "Establishing budgets etc. . . ." and "Planning

educational programs ..." conflicted. The administrators gave equal ranking

to "Formulating and defining purposes and objectives ..." and "Evaluating

staff performance ..." for sixth place.

Specialists and District Extension Supervisors - "Should Be" Rankings

The specialists and district supervisors also had "considerable"

disagreement in their rankings of four functions. The district supervisors

felt that "Public relations person for Extension . . ." and "Keeping up on

administrative research ..." should receive more emphasis than did the

specialists. However, the specialists ranked "Motivating the staff . . ."

five ranks higher and "Coordinating staff efforts . . ." seven ranks higher

than did the district supervisors.

Specialists considered "Motivating the staff . . ." the prime function

of the administrator while district supervisors felt "Public relations person
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for Extension . . ." was of primary importance. "Public relations person for

Extension . , ." and "Keeping up on administrative research . . ." were among

the top six functions as ranked by supervisors that were not included by the

specialists in their high six functions. In turn, "Coordinating staff

efforts ..." was a function rated 6 by specialists which fell to 13 in the

supervisors' ranking.

General Observations - "Should Be" Rankings

It was interesting to note that when the functions were ranked by the

average group ranking a different ranking was obtained than when the functions

were ranked for the group using mean weighted scores. This was due to the

large percentage of specialist respondents, which gave their perceptions a

dominant position in the ranking by mean weighted scores. Table IV shows

that no great change was created by altering the method of ranking. A rho

correlation of +.962 existed between the two systems.

There were no identical rankings of any functions among any of the

groups for "emphasis that should be given." This general lack of agreement

was emphasised by the low rho correlations previously mentioned. The rho

correlation of +.543 between the specialists and district Extension super-

visors was the only correlation "important" enough to indicate a general

agreement on rankings between the groups. The average rho for the three sets

of group correlations was +.231. Kendall's W for the three groups was .468.

After examining the functions about which there was "considerable"

disagreement in rankings between groups, the author formed aeveral opinions

regarding the disagreement. It seemed likely that there may have been some

conflict between the administrators and district supervisors over functions
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RANK ORDER OF FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR IN
KANSAS AS TO EMPHASIS THAT SHOULD BE GIVEN
AS PERCEIVED BY RESPONDENT GROUPS, 1964
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Rank Order

Functions*

Total Dist. Group
Group Admin. Ext. Special. Rank
Ave. Super. Ave.

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting
staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Formulating and defining purposes
and objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for
Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative
research . . .

Planning educational programs . .

Evaluating staff performance . . ,

Evaluating programs and
progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organizational
arrangements . . .

2.5

3 2 6 4 2.5

4 11 3.5 2 6

5 6.5 2 5 4

6 4 13 6 7

8 12 3.5 8 8.5

9 2 10.5 11 8.5

10 6.5 10.5 9.5 10

11 13 8 9.5 11

12 9.5 10.5 12 12

13 9.5 10.5 13 13

Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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which could be Interpreted as having either supervisory or administrative

aspects. The author believes a definition of the tern "staff," which was

used in the wording of some functions, could have helped clarify the functions

and possibly reduced a feeling the district supervisors may have held, that

certain functions listed were less administrative than supervisory.

Administrators and District Supervisors - "Currently Being" Rankings

The rho correlation between the administrators' and district super-

visors' rankings of the functions as to the emphasis currently being given

them was +.489, indicating a lack of general agreement. This correlation was,

however, the lowest correlation found among the three groups and was only

.011 below the number selected as the dividing point between "Important" and

"unimportant" by the author.

As shown in Table III, page 30, the data revealed a "considerable"

difference in the rankings between administrators and supervisors on only

three functions. Administrators felt relatively heavy emphasis was being

given "Delegating authority and responsibility ..." ranking it 4, nine ranks

higher than did the supervisors, who ranked it 13. Supervisors felt that

administrators were placing greater emphasis on "Keeping up on administrative

research ..." and "Evaluating programs and progress . . .." They ranked

the former function 7.5 (administrators ranked it 13) and the latter function

4.5 (administrators ranked It 12).

District supervisors and administrators agreed on their rankings of

the top three functions. They differed somewhat on the remaining functions,

except for "Evaluating staff performance . . .," which they both ranked 10.
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Administrators and Specialists - "Currently Being" Rankings

A rho correlation of +.566 Indicated general agreement between

administrators and specialists on the emphasis currently being given adminis-

trative functions. There was a "considerable" difference In the ranking of

three functions. Specialists felt more emphasis was being given "Keeping up

on administrative research . . ." and "Evaluating programs and progress . .
."

than did the administrators. The dlfferencea In rankings were nine and five

ranks respectively. Administrators perceived a greater emphasis of five ranks

being placed on "Coordinating staff efforts . . ." than did the specialists.

The two groups had five common functions in their top six rankings

and agreed that "Establishing budgeta etc. ..." and "Recruiting and

orienting staff ..." were the number 1 and 2 functions respectively.

District Extension Supervisors and Specialists - "Currently Being" Rankings

There were three functions about which district supervisors and

specialists had "considerable" disagreement in rankings for the emphasis

currently being given by administrators. Specialists felt less emphasis was

being placed on "Coordinating staff efforts . . ." than did the supervisors.

They also felt "Formulating and defining purposes and objectives ..." and

"Delegating authority and responsibility . . ." were receiving more emphasis

than did the supervisors.

More disagreement existed between supervisors and specialists than

between specialists and administrators on selection of the top six functions.

Specialists and supervisors were only able to agree on four functions but did

concur on the ranking of "Establishing budgets etc. . . ." aa the function

receiving the moat emphasis. Specialists felt "Evaluating staff



37

performance . . ." was receiving the least amount of emphasis while supervisors

placed the function, "Delegating authority and responsibility . . .," in

that position.

Although there were some disagreements between these two respondent

groups in rankings, the differences in ranks were less, on the sverage, than

between specialists and administrators or supervisors and administrators.

Their rho correlation of +.615 was the highest for the three sets of groups

ranking the emphasis currently being given administrative functions.

General Observations - "Currently Being" Rankings

The average coefficient of rank correlation for the three group

comparisons was +.557 indicating general agreement between the groups aa to

the emphasis currently being given the functions selected. Correlations

between the groups were:

Respondent Groups rho

Administrators and District Supervisors +.489

Administrstors and Specialists +.566

District Supervisors and Specialists +.615

Kendall's W for the three groups was .690, also indlcstlng a general,

but not high, agreement.

The functions are ranked in Table V by each respondent group and also

ranked by total mean weighted scores and by straight, unweighted, group

average. Only one function changed more than two ranks when the two "total"

group rankings were compared. "Keeping up on administrative research . .
."

(ranked 4 by specialists, 7.5 by district supervisors, and 13 by administra-

tors) moved from a weighted average of 6 to an unweighted average of 9. When



TABLE V

RANK ORDER OF FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR IN
KANSAS AS TO EMPHASIS CURRENTLY BEING GIVEN

AS PERCEIVED BY RESPONDENT GROUPS, 1964
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Rank Order

Functions*

Total Dist. Group
Group Admin. Ext. Special. Rank
Ave

.

Super

.

Ave

.

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Formulating and defining purposes
and objectives . . .

Developing organisational
arrangements . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Keeping up on administrative
research . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Public relations person for
Extension . . .

Evaluating programs and
progress . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Planning educational progress . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

6

7

13

7

1

2.5

7.5

2.5

13

7.5

4.5

7.5

4

•J

9

5

7.5

9 12 4.5 7 7.5

10 9 11 10 11

11 7 7.5 12 10

12 11 12 11 13

13 10 10 13 12

Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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the two ranking systems were correlated, it resulted in a rho of +.939

signifying high correlation.

The respondent groups were in complete agreement that "Establishing

budgets etc. . . ." and "Recruiting and orienting staff . . ." were currently

receiving the greatest emphasis.

OBJECTIVE TWO - COMPARISON OF "SHOULD BE" TO "CURRENTLY BEING"

Objective two, as stated in this study was:

To compare the emphasis that should be placed on selected adminis-
trative functions and the emphasis that is currently being placed on
them, as perceived by the respondent groups, both separately and
collectively.

Objective two was studied by analyzing the data as shown in Tables VI,

VII, VIII and IX. A comparison was made between each respondent group's

rankings of administrative functions as to emphasis thst they thought "should

be given" and emphasis they thought was "currently being given." The com-

parison was made to determine how well each group felt the administrators were

meeting the group's expectationa. The ssrae comparison was also made using

the weighted average of the total respondent group. A high degree of agree-

ment was assumed to indicate that a group believed the administrators were

performing properly by placing appropriate emphasis on the proper functions.

"Should Be" - "Currently Being" Comparison by Total Group

The comparison shown in Table VI between the composite group's rankings

gave a rho correlation of +.280. When the individual group correlations ware

averaged, the unweighted average rho was +.211. Neither of these correla-

tions were "Important" and indicated a general lack of agreement by the total

group on the emphasis currently being given those functions as being



TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF THE "SHOULD BE" AND "CURRENTLY BEING"
RANK ORDER OF ADMINISTRATOR FUNCTIONS BY THE TOTAL

OF ALL THREE RESPONDENT GROUPS, KANSAS, 1964
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Rank Order

Functions* Should Be

Currently
Be Ing Difference

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Formulating and defining purposes
and objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for
Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative
research . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organizational
arrangements , . .

2

3

4

5

6

10

5

2

I

3

11

3

1

3

2

5

8 6 2

9 12 3

10 13 3

11 9 2

12 7 5

13

Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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appropriate to the group' expectation*.

There was "considerable" difference in the rankings of four functions.

The group felt "Motivating the staff . . ." deaerved the greatest emphasis,

but ranked it 10 aa to emphasis "being given." They felt "Establishing

budgets etc. . . ." was receiving the greatest emphasis, while ranking it 4

in "should be" emphasis.

Another great difference vae that of "Developing organisational arrange-

ments . . ." which was ranked 13 in needing emphasis, but 4 in receiving

emphasis.

The group felt "Coordinating ataff efforta . . ." was receiving five

ranka less position than It deaerved and ranked it 11 in emphasis being re-

ceived. Conversely, they felt "Reporting program progress ..." should be

ranked 12, but waa receiving five ranka greater relative emphasis.

There were four other functions with a rank difference of three, in

addition to the functions with rank differences great enough to be considered

important by the author.

Mo functions received Identical rankings In both emphasis categories.

There were, however, five functions with only one or two ranks separating

the two emphasis categories. They were "Recruiting and orienting staff . . .,"

"Formulating and defining purposes and objectives . . .," "Public relstions

person for Extension . . .," "Keeping up on administrative research . . .,"

and "Evaluating programs and progress . . .."

"Should Be" - "Currently Being" Comparison by Administrators

Correlation of the administrators' rankings of functions by the two

emphasis categories produced a rho of +.244. It was higher than the diatrict
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supervisors 1 correlation coefficient, end lower then the specialists', but

still "unimportant." Therefore, it indicated a lack of agreement by the

administrators that appropriate emphasis was being placed on the proper

functions.

Table VII revealed that the administrators felt that proper emphasis

was being given to "Recruiting and orienting staff ..." and were within

3.5 ranks of agreement on eight other functions.

Functions with four or more differences in rank were "Establishing

budgets etc. . . .," "Planning educational programs . . .
," "Developing

organisational arrangements . . .," and "Motivating the staff . . .
." They

felt that "Establishing budgets . . ." and "Developing organisational arrange-

ments . . ." were demanding more relative emphasis than they deserved, while

the other two functions were not receiving the rankings they merited.

"Should Be" - "Currently Being" Comparison by District Supervisors

A rho correlation of +.084 indicated that the district supervisors

felt the administrators were not giving the type of emphasis to functions that

the functions should receive. Their correlation coefficient was lower than

that of both the administrators and the specialists. As shown by Table VIII,

there was a "considerable" difference between the emphasis categories of

eight of the thirteen functions rated by the district supervisors.

The greatest difference was in the rankings of "Developing organisa-

tional arrangements . . .," which the district supervisors placed in a four-way

tie for 9 on "should be" emphasis. They felt that it was second only to

"Establishing budgets etc. . . ." in emphasis that it was currently receiving.

No functions were ranked identically in both emphasis categories and



TABLE VII

COMPARISON OF THE "SHOULD BE" AND "CURRENTLY BEING"
RANK ORDER OF ADMINISTRATOR FUNCTIONS BY THE

ADMINISTRATORS, KANSAS, 1964
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Functions*

Rank Order
Cut rently

Should Be Being Difference

2 2

2 11 9

2 4 2

4 7 3

5 9 4

6.5 5 1.5

6.5 10 3.5

8 1

9.5 2.5

9.5 6.5

11 10

12 13 I

13 12 1

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Public relations person for

Extension . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organizational
arrangements . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Keeping up en administrative
research . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.



TABLF. VIII

COMPARISON OF THE "SHOULD BE" AND "CURRENTLY BEING"
RANK ORDER OF ADMINISTRATOR FUNCTIONS BY THE
DISTRICT EXTENSION SUPERVISORS, KANSAS, 1964
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Rank Order

Functions*
Currently

Should Be Being Difference

Public relations person for

Extension . . .

Formulating and defining purposes
and objectives . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Keeping up on administrative
research . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Developing organizational
arrangements . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

7.5 6.5

2 7.5 5.5

3.5 1 2.5

3.5 7.5 4

6 2.5 3.5

6 13 7

6 11 5

8 4.5 3.5

10.5 4.5 6

10.5 12 1.5

10.5 10 .5

10.5 2 8.5

13 7.5 5.5

functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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only five functions were within 3.5 ranks of the positions the supervisors

believed were proper. The five functions were "Establishing budgets

etc. . . .," "Recruiting and orienting staff . . .," "Planning educational

programs . . .," "Evaluating programs and progress . . ." and "Evaluating

staff performance . . .."

"Should Be" - "Currently Being" Comparison by Specialists

Although the specialists had the highest correlation coefficient of

the three respondent groups, a rho of +.304, it still was not an "important"

correlation.

Table IX shows the difference in rankings between the emphasis cate-

gories as perceived by the specialists. Five functions had "considerable"

difference in ranks. One was, "Motivating the staff . . .," considered the

most Important function, but ranked 10 by the specialists In "current"

emphasis. Another major disagreement was on "Developing organisational

arrangements . . .," which the specialists rated 13 in importance, but 5 in

"emphasis being given." The other functions with four or more rank differences

were "Coordinating staff efforts . . .," "Keeping up on administrative

research . . ." and "Reporting program progress . . .." They felt the first

function waa not receiving enough emphasis while the letter two were being

given proportionately too great an emphasis by the administrators.

Perfect rank agreement was found on only one function, "Planning

educational programs . . .," ranked 11 in both emphasis categories. Six other

functions were within three rank differences between the emphasis categories.

General Observations on "Should Be" - "Currently Being" Comparisons

A rank coefficient of correlation of rho - +.280 was obtained for the



TABLE IX

COMPARISON OF THE "SHOULD BE" AND "CURRENTLY BEING"
RANK ORDER OF ADMTNISTFATOR FUNCTIONS BY THE

SPECIALISTS, KANSAS, 1964
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Rank Order

Functions*
Currently

Should Be Being Difference

Motivating the staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for

Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative
research . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Planning educational programs . . «

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organisational
arrangements . . .

1 10 9

2 1 1

3 6 3

4 2 2

5 3 2

6 12 6

7 9 2

8 4 4

9.5 7 2.5

9.5 13 3.5

11 11

12 8 4

13

^Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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comparisons made by the total weighted group. An average rho of +.211 was

obtained when the three individual group rho values were averaged, without

giving weight to the number of respondents in each group. Correlations of

the individual groups were:

Respondent Croup rho

Administrators +.244

District Supervisors +.084

Specialists +.304

The data indicated that the specialists were the most contented with

the performance of the administrators, followed by the administrators them-

selves. The district supervisors were the least pleased with the

sdminlstrstors' current emphasis on administrative functions. It should be

noted, however, that none of the correlations were high which Indicated a lack

of agreement by all groups.

When the differences between the rankings of the functions were added

together for each group the following totals were obtsined:

Respondent Group Sum of the Differences

Administrators 36

Specialists 47

Total Group 48

District Supervisors 59.5

The author noted that the two groups with the smsllest total-difference

sums had the greatest individual differences, but slso the only Individual

agreements on function emphasis. The groups with the higher difference sums

vsrled in rankings on all functions, but their extremes were not ss great

between Individual functions.
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Another comparison made waa the comparison of mean weighted scores

between the "should be" and "currently being" rankings. The mean weighted

scores are shown in Appendix C, Tables I and II. A mean weighted score

represents the average numerical value of the ratings given a particular

function by the members of a respondent group. The rankings used in this

study were an indication of the relative values, rather than the actual values,

of the mean weighted scores assigned to the various functions by a particular

group. Therefore, a comparison between two sets of rankings waa only a com-

parison of relative values within each rank, not of actual rating values. The

comparison between the mean weighted scores, then, was a different type of

comparison than those previously discussed.

When equivalently ranked functions were compared, it was discovered

that the mean weighted scores were consistently lower for the "currently

being" ratings than for the "should be" ratings. For example, the function

ranked highest by the total group in terms of "current" emphasis had a mean

weighted score of 4.33, while the function they ranked first according to

"should be" emphasis had a mean weighted score of 4.S9. This trend was true

for all respondent groups. The average mean weighted acore for all groups,

for equivalently ranked functions, therefore, showed the same consistent

pattern.

The conclusion waa drawn from this observation that the respondents

felt that there was less emphasis being given all administrator functions

currently than should be given them. A direct comparison of the mean weighted

acorea for both emphasis categories of each function verified that conclusion

In every caae except the administratora* rating of "Establishing budgets
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etc. ..." It appeared from this data that all groups felt more emphasis

should be given all functions than they were currently receiving, except for

the one exception noted above.

OBJECTIVE THREE - AMOUNT OF CONSENSUS

Objective three, as stated in this study was:

To determine the amount of consensus among and within respondent
position groups, as to the importance of the functions by the emphasis
categories associated with them.

A consensus study was made by examining the data in Appendix C,

Appendix Tables I and II. For each function the percentage of respondents,

for the respondent group rating the function, was determined by each degree

of emphasis rated. The highest percentage of respondents who selected the

same degree of emphasis for a particular function was used to determine con-

sensus within a group for that function. A percentage of 70 or above was

considered a "high" degree of consensus by the group. "Medium" consensus wss

a percentage of 50 through 69, and a "low" consensus score was 49 or less.

The data are summarised in Tables X and XI by each emphasis category.

The author felt that a consensus study would help to analyse the

other data in the overall study. It was felt that a "high" or "low"

consensus might be correlated with ranking, mean weighted score, or correla-

tion between groups on rankings.

Consensus on Functions - "Should Be" Emphasis

An examination of the consensus figures shown in Tsble X revealed that

there was a "high" degree of consensus by respondent groups on only five

functions for emphasis that "should be" given. The administrators had "high"



TABLE X

A COMPARISON OF CONSENSUS BY RESPONDENT GROUPS ON EMPHASIS
THAT SHOULD BE GIVEN FUNCTIONS OF THE COOPERATIVE

EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR IN KANSAS, 1964
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Consensus Percentage

Functions*

Dist. Total by Total by T>if-

Exten. Weighted Grcup ter-
Adro. Super. Spec. Ave. Ave. ence

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility

50

72

Recruiting and orienting staff... 67

Establishing budgets etc. ... 44

Formulating and defining purposes
and objectives ... 67

Coordinating staff efforts ... 56

Public relations person for
Extension . . .

67

50 100

64

52

62

55

60

67 62 64 67 3

67 60 61 65 4

78 64 62 62

89 59 62 72 10

44 54 53 51 2

67 12

Keeping up on administrative
research . . . 44 78 49 50 57 7

Planning educational
programs . . . 61 56 44 47 54 7

Evaluating staff
performance . . . 50 56 42 43 49 6

Evaluating programs and
progress . . . 50 56 41 4 2 49 7

Reporting program progress . . . 47 56 41 43 48 5

Developing organizational
arrangements . . . 53 56 41 38 50 12

AVERAGE 55 67 5? 52 58 6

Functions are stated in fv.ll in Appendix A.
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agreement on the emphasis that should be given "Delegating authority and

responsibility . . .
." The district supervisors unanimously agreed on "Public

relations person for Extension . . .." They also had "high" agreement on

"Formulating and defining purposes and objectives . . .
," "Establishing

budgets etc. . . ." and "Keeping up on administrative research . . .."

The distribution of consensus categories by respondent groups was:

Number of Functions by Consensus Group
Respondent Croup High Medium Low

District Supervisors (N-9) 4 SI
Administrators (N-18) 1 9 3

Specialists (N-95) 7 6

As indicated by the data in Table X, the district supervisors had an

average consensus of 67, the administrators 55, and the specialists 52, for

the thirteen functions rated. The consensus for the composite group, when

weighted averages were considered, was 52, reflecting the heavy Influence of

the specialists because of their numbers. An unweighted group average raised

the composite group's average by six points to a 58.

An analysis was also made to determine the correlation between the

rankings of the functions by mean weighted score and by consensus. The

functions were ranked for each respondent group by mean weighted score and

again by consensus. The function with the highest consensus was ranked first

with the functions having lower consensus ratings ranked in descending order.

The two rankings were correlated for each respondent group. The results were:

Respondent Group rho

Administrators t-.793

Specialists +.967

District Supervisors +.986
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The correlations suggest that respondents tended to rank highest

those functions about which there was the greatest degree of consensus. At

the same time they also show that such wss not always the case—especially

with the administrators themselves.

When the functions with the four highest consensus scores for the

"total weighted group" were compared with the ranking given them by the same

group, the following associations were noted:

Highest Consensus Functions Ranking

Delegating authority and responsibility ... 2

Motivsting the staff ... 1

Establishing budgets etc. ... 4

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives ... 5

A similar comparison on the four functions with the lowest group

consensus revealed:

Lowest Consensus Functions Ranking

Evaluating staff performance ... 10

Reporting program progress ... 12

Evaluating programs and progress ... 11

Developing organisational arrangements ... 13

Consensus on Functions - "Currently Being" Emphasis

An examination of the consensus figures shown in Table XI revealed

that there was no "high" degree of consensus in any of the rcapondent groups

on any of the thirteen functions concerning the emphasis that was currently

being given them. The distribution of consensus categories by respondent
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TABLE XI

A COMPARISON OF CONSENSUS BY RESPONDENT GROUPS ON EMPHASIS
CURRENTLY BEING GIVEN FUNCTIONS OF THE COOPERATIVE

EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR IN KANSAS, 1964

Consensus Percentage

Functions*

Dlst. Total by Total by Dif-
Exten. Weighted Group fer-

Adm. Super. Spec. Ave. Ave. ence

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . .

Formulating and defining purposes
and objectives . . .

Developing organizational
arrangements . . .

Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

Keeping up on administrative
research . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Public relations person for

Extension . . .

Evaluating programs and
progress . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Planning educational
programs . . .

Evaluating staff
performance . . .

AVERAGE

53 56 46 48 52 4

47 44 39 35 43 8

47 56 41

50 56 39

53 67 38

47 44 41

59 56 44

41 44 40

48 54 41

40

36

36

40

47

39

41

48

48

53

44

53

42

M

12

17

47 56 35 34 46 12

59 67 45 49 57 8

47 44 40 40 44 4

41 56 40 38 46 8

29 56 41 39 42 3

Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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groups was:

Number of Functions by Consensus Group
Respondent Group High Medium Low

District Supervisors (N-9) 9 4

Administrators (H-17) 5 8

Specialists (N-95) 13

As indicated by the data in Table XI, the district supervisor! had an

average conaenaua of 54, the administrators 46 snd the specialists 41, for

the thirteen functions rated. The consensus for the composite group, when

weighted averagea were considered, waa 41, reflecting the heavy influence of

the specialists because of their numbers. An unweighted group average ralaed

the total group average seven points to 48.

An analysis of the correlation between the rankings of the functions

by mean weighted acore and conaenaua was made. The functions were ranked for

each reapondent group by mean weighted acore and again by conaensus. Functions

were ranked from the highest consensus to the lowest in the same manner uaed

in the ranking by mean weighted scores. The two sets of rankings were then

correlated for each respondent group. The results were:

Respondent Group rho

Administrators +.334

Specialists +.055

Diatrict Supervisors -.083

The correlationa suggest that there waa little relation between con-

aenaua and the rankings of functions. Comparison of Table III, page 30

and Table XI ahowed that many functions with the lowest rankings had "medium"

conaenaua and conversely some of the functions with high rankings had
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"low" consensus.

For example, a comparison of the functions receiving the three highest

consensus rates by the "total weighted group" was made with the ranking given

those functions by the same group. A summary of that comparison is shown

below:

Highest Consensus Functions Ranking

Reporting program progress ... 7

Establishing budgets etc. ... 1

Plsnning educational programs ... 12

General Observations - Consensus

It was noted that respondents had a higher degree of consensus about

emphasis that should be given functions than they did regarding emphasis that

was currently being given the functions. This represented a 10 point

difference, if measured by the unweighted group averages. It was also noted

from the correlations that consensus apparently played a minor role in the

rankings of the emphasis currently being placed on functions, but apparently

was strongly correlated with the respondents' perceptions of the emphasis

the functions should be receiving. This perhaps reflected a certain homo-

geneity within the individual groups as to their felt needs regarding

administration, but a lack of uniform understanding or knowledge about the

activities of the administrators.

The data revealed a higher consensus among district supervisors

regarding the "current" emphasis of the administrators than the administra-

tors had for themselves. It is possible that thia may have been due, at least

in part, to the nature of the selection of the respondent groups. The
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district supervisors were a relatively uniform position group while the

administrators, which included department heads, state leaders, etc., were

possibly not as homogeneous in the nature of their positions.

When the respondents were divided into groups based on variables

(see Objective IV) the consensus trends were found to be the same ms with

"position" groups. It was noted that, although the differences were not

great (a maximum of eight percentage points), there was a trend. The re-

spondents in the variable categories of older; with county experiences; B. S.

degrees; with Extension education course work; longer present work experience;

and without induction training, had a higher average group consensus than did

their opposites. The author, however, did not consider the differences great

enough to be meaningful to the study other than as an interesting trend.

OBJECTIVE FOUR - RELATIONS OP VARIABLES

Objective four, as stated in this study was:

To determine if the factors of: age, experience as a county worker,
number of years in present type of Extension work, degree held,
induction training received and Extension education course work
received, related to the concept of the role of the administrator
by the respondents.

In order to make an analysis of the variables listed in the objective,

they were divided in the following manner:

Age — Younger respondents, under 43 years of age (N"66) and older
respondents, 45 years and older (N-56)

Experience as a County Worker — Respondents with county experience
(N"80) , and respondents without county experience (N-34)

Number of Years in Present Type of Extension Work -- Respondents
with less than 6 years experience in their present work (N"65),
and respondents with 6 years or more experience In their
present work (N"57)
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Degree Held -- Respondents with Bachelor's degrees (N**35),

respondents with Master's degrees (N«64) , and respondents
with Doctor's degrees (N-21)

Induction Training Received — Respondenta who had received induction
training (N"17) and respondents who had not received induction
training (N-100)

Extension Education Course Work Received — Respondents who had taken
a college courae in Extension education (N«49) and respondents
who had not taken a college course in Extension education (N-70)

The functions were then ranked for each "variable" group by nean

weighted acore in the same manner used for the "position" respondent groups

of the study. The rankings were correlated to determine if there were

"important" differences between the divisions as to their rankings of the

functions. The procedure waa used to determine the respondents' perceptions

of both emphasis that should be given the administrators' functions and the

emphasis that was currently being given those same functions.

A correlation matrix was developed for the "variable" groups and the

functions using the Pearson product moment correlation formula. A correla-

tion matrix was also developed for the "variable" groups themselves, also

using the Pearson product moment formula.

The analysis of "should be" rankings was made by an examination of the

data shown in Tables XXI through XVII. The "currently being" rankings were

analysed by examination of the data found in Tables XXI through XXVI.

Age - "Should Be" Rankings

A comparison of the rankings of functions, as they "should be" empha-

sized, between respondents under 45 years of age snd those 45 years of age

and older is shown in Table XII. There were five functions with a "conaider-

able" difference in their rankings by the two "variable" respondent groups.
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TABLE XII

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY

RESPONDENTS BY AGE, 1964

Functions*

;:r<-ipondent

Age Under
45 Years
(N-66)

Age 45 Years
and Older
(N=56>

I 3

3.5 2

5 1

2 6

3.5 4.5

6 7.5

8.5 4.5

12 7.5

10.5 9

8.5 10

7 12

10.5 13

13 11

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organizational arrangements . . ,

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the
total respondent group. Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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Functions which the older respondents felt should be receiving

"considerably" more emphasis than did the younger respondents were "Recruiting

and orienting staff . . .," "Public relations person for Extension . . .
,"

and "Keeping up on administrative research . . .."

The younger respondents felt "considerably" more emphasis should be

given "Establishing budgets etc. . . ." and "Evaluating programs and

progress ....**

The top six functions in rank for both groups, while not ranked

identically, had only one function not in common. The correlation for the

ranking of all thirteen functions between the two respondent groups was +.677,

indicating general agreement.

County Experience - "Should Be" Rankings

The high rho value of +.866 between respondents with and those without

county experience is reflected in the rankings shown in Table XIII. The

same six functions were selected by both "variable" groups for the top six

positions. However, none were ranked in identical positions within that

grouping.

There were no functions in the entire list with more than three ranks

separating their rankings by the two respondent groups. Both groups agreed

that "Reporting program progress . . ." and "Developing organisational

arrangements ..." should be ranked 12 and 13 respectively.

Present Work Experience - "Should Be" Rankings

Table XIV lists the data from which the analysis was made on the

effect that present work experience had on the rankings of the administrative



TABLE XIII

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY
RESPONDENTS WITH AND WITHOUT COUNTY EXPERIENCE, 1964
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Functions*

Respondents
Without Co.
Experience
(N 34)

With Co.

Experience
(N-80)

1.5 3

i.5 5

3.5 1

5 2

3.5 4

6 6

7 7

11 8

9.5 9

8 11

9.5 10

12 12

13 13

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organizational arrangements . . .

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the
total respondent group. Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.



TABLE XIV

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY

RESPONDENTS BY PRESENT WORK EXPERIENCE, 196A
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Functions*

Less Than
6 Years of
Experience
(N-65)

6 Years or
More of
Experience
(N-57)

1 4

4 1

3 3

2 5

5.5 2

5.5 8

7 7

9 1

12 6

10 10

8 11

11 12

13 13

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organizational arrangements . . .

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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function*. A rho value of +.731 was obtained frost the data in Table XIV.

There was considerable" disagreement on function ranking between

respondents with less than six yeara of present work experience and those

with six or more years experience on only one function. Respondents with

more experience felt "Planning educational programs ..." merited more em-

phasis than did the other group which ranked it.

The two groups disagreed on only one function in their selections of

the six functions deserving the most emphasis. Those with more experience

felt "Planning educational programs ..." belonged in the top group, while

the less experienced respondents ranked it 12, substituting for it, "Coordi-

nating staff efforts . . .." The five functions which both groups ranked

in the same positions were "Recruiting and orienting staff . . ."3, "Public

relations person for Extension . • ."7, "Keeping up on administrative re-

search , . ."9, "Evaluating staff performance . . ."10, and "Developing

organisational arrangements . . ."13.

Educational Degree Held - "Should Be" Rankings

Among the most interesting correlations made in the study were those

between the respondents holding various educational degrees. As determined

from the data in Table XV those correlations were:

Degree Respondent Croups rho

Bachelors and Rasters +.727

Bachelors and Doctors +.312

Masters and Doctors 4-.41

2

It was noted that the only functional rankings that any of the three

groups had in common were the ranking of "Evaluating programs and progress . . .'



TABLE XV

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY
RESPONDENTS WITH B.S., M.S. AND PH.D. DEGREES, 1964
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Function**

Respondent!
B. S.

Degree
(N-35)

M. S.

Degree
(N-64)

Ph. D.

Degree
(N-21)

4.5 1 5

4.5 5 2

2 4 3

1 3 8.5

7 2 6

4.5 6 4

4.5 8 10.5

9.5 8 10.5

11 12 1

8 10 8.5

12 8 12

13 11 7

9.5 13 13

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . •

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectivea . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative resesrch . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Evaluating program* and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organizational arrangements . . .

Functions are Hated in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions are atated in full in Appendix A.
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12 by both the respondents with B. S. degrees and those with Ph. D. degrees,

and the ranking 13, of "Developing organizational arrangements . . ."by the

Ph. D. and M. S. respondents.

The number of "considerable" differences in rankings between the re-

spondent groups were:

Respondent Groups Number of 4 or More Rank Differences

Bachelors and Masters 2

Bachelors and Doctors 4

Masters and Doctors 6

Examination of the six functions given the highest rankings by the

three groups revealed only two variations among the groups. However, no

function received the same ranking by any two of the three respondent groups.

One of the variations was that the respondents with M. S. or Ph. D. degrees

included "Formulating and defining purposes and objectives ..." while the

B. S. respondents substituted for it, "Public relations person for Exten-

sion . . .
." The other variation was the substitution of "Planning

educational programs . . ." by the Ph. D. respondents for "Establishing budgets

etc. . • .," which the other two groups considered of major importance. The

Ph. D. respondents considered "Planning educational programs ..." the most

Important function, while the other respondents ranked It 11 or 12.

Kendall's coefficient of concordance for the three respondent groups

v*m W * .622, Indicating general agreement but not major agreement.

Induction Training - "Should Be" Rankings

The correlation of the rankings of administrative functions made by

respondents who had received induction training and those who had not,
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Table XVI, produced one of the lower rho values between "variable" groups,

a +.576.

There were four functions with four or more differences In rankings

between the two groups. Those with Induction training tended to place

greater emphasis on "Delegating authority and responsibility . . .," "Report*

ing program progress . . .," and "Developing organisational arrangements . . ."

than did those who had not received the training. Those without induction

training stressed more emphasis on "Formulating and defining purposes and

objectives . . .."

The two groups did not rank any functions identically, but had only

one disagreement on the collective top six rankings. Those with induction

training felt "Reporting program progress ..." should be in the group

instead of "Formulating and defining purposes and objectives . . .," which

their counterparts had ranked there.

Extension Education Course Work - "Should Be" Rankings

The highest rho value found between the "variable" groups (.383),

consequently the least disagreement, was found between those respondents who

had taken course work in Extension education and those who had not. Examina-

tion of the data in Table XVII revealed only one "considerable" difference in

rankings. Those without Extension education training ranked "Planning

educational programs . . ."8 while the other group placed it 12.

There waa also disagreement between the variable groups on one

function in their selections of the six most important functions. Those with

course work in Extension education felt "Public relations person for

Extension . . ." more important than "Coordinating staff efforts . . .."
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TABLE XVI

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY
RESPONDENTS WITH AND WITHOUT INDUCTION TRAINING, 1964

Respondent!

Functions*

With Ind. Without Ind,

Tra inlng Training
(N-17) (N-100)

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organisational arrangements . . .

2 1

1 5

3 2

4.5 4

9.5 3

4.5 6

9.5 7

7.5 8.5

11.5 11

11.5 8.5

13 10

6 12

7.5 13

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the
total respondent group. Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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TABLE XVII

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR FUNCTIONS
AS THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY RESPONDENTS

WITH AND WITHOUT EXTENSION EDUCATION COURSES, 1964

Functions*

Respondents
Have Not Had
Ext. Education
(N-70)

Have Had
Ext. Education
(N-49)

1 1

3.5 3

2 4.5

3.5 6

5 2

6 7

7 4.5

9.5 8.5

8 12

9.5 10

11 8.5

12 11

13 13

Motivating the staff . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Developing organisational arrangements . . .

Functions are Hated in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions sre stated in full in Appendix A.
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General Observations on Variables - "Should Be" Emphasis

General agreement was discovered in the rankings between the "variable"

divisions of the respondent groups on the emphasis administrative functions

should receive. There were two exceptions noted— the lack of correlation

found between the respondents with Ph. D. degrees and the other two "educa-

tional degree" groups. A summary of the correlations is presented in Table

XVIII.

TABLE XVIII

A SUMMARY OP CORRELATION BETWEEN VARIABLE GROUPS ON THEIR
RANKINGS OF EXTENSION ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS BY

EMPHASIS THAT SHOULD BE GIVEN IN KANSAS, 1964

Variable Groups rho

Age (less than 45 years and 45 years or older) +.677

County Experience (with experience and without) +.866

Present Work Experience (less than 6 years and 6 years or more) S731

Educational Degree (Bachelors and Masters) (-.727

Educational Degree (Bachelors and Doctors) -^.312

Educational Degree (Masters and Doctors) +.412

Induction Training (completed and not completed) +.576

College Course Work in Extension Education (received and not
received) +.883

A test of correlation was also made for the "variable" groups and the

functions. The results of that test for the "should be" emphasis category

are recorded in Table XIX.

There were no correlations meeting the minimum standard of "importance"
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of .500 set by the author, based on the "Index of Forecasting Efficiency"

3
quoted by Best. The highest positive correlations found were "Coordinating

staff efforts . . ." with "County Experience" (+.295), "Planning educational

prograas ..." with "Degree Held" (+.279), and "Keeping up on administrative

research . . ." with "Age" (+.270).

The largest negative correlations, aa shown in Table XIX, were

"Evaluating prograas and progress . . ." with "Extension Education Course

Work" (-.261), "Establishing budgets etc. . . ." with "Degree Held" (-.223)

and "Recruiting and orienting staff . . ." with "County Experience" (-.211).

The lack of "important" correlation results, as shown by the correla-

tion matrix, strengthened the conclusions indicated by other observations and

tests that the relation of independent variables and the ranking of the

functions by the respondent position groups was low.

The author also tested the relationships between the variables them-

selves by the Pearson product moment method. It was felt that perhaps a

relationship existed between the rankings of the functions and such inter-

related factors as youth, inexperience and lack of training as compared to

older respondents with more experience and training. The matrix shown by

Table XX reveals that the author was unable to develop such a correlation

from the data. The only "important" correlation found was between "Age" and

"Present Work Experience" (J-.612). Using those two "variable" groups, the

rankings of certain age-experience combinations were correlated by Spearman's

rank correlation coefficient. The resulting rho values are listed:

3Best, op_. cit., p. 241.
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Factors Compared rho values

Under 6 Years Present Work Experience
vs. 45 or More Years of Age +.800

6 or More Years Present Work Experience
vs. Less Than 45 Years of Age +.762

Less Than 6 Years Present Work Experience
vs. Under 45 Years of Age +.924

6 or More Years Present Work Experience
vs. 45 or More Years of Age +.899

The rho values were all high enough to be considered "important"

correlations, indicating high agreement, even between opposite factors in the

rankings of the functions by the emphasis they should receive. These results

indicated to the author that they were not important variables influencing

the respondents' rankings of the functions.

Age - "Currently Being" Rankings

Comparison of the rankings of functions, as they were currently being

emphasised, between respondents under 45 years of age and those 45 years of

age and older, is shown in Table XXI. There were two functions with "con-

siderable" differences in rankings between the two respondent groups.

The younger respondents felt "Public relations person for

Extension ..." was receiving more emphasis and "Keeping up on administra-

tive research . . ." less emphasis proportionately, than did the older group.

For the six functions receiving the highest rankings the younger group

substituted "Public relations person for Extension . .
." and "Reporting

program progress ..." for the older group's choices of "Keeping up on

administrative research ..." and "Delegating authority and

responsibility . . .."
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TABLE XXI

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS CURRENTLY BEING PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY

RESPONDENTS BY AGE, 1964

Functions*

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . ,

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Developing organizational arrangements ,

Delegating authority and responsibility

Keeping up on administrative
research , . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Public relations person for Extension .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . , .

Respondents
Age Under Age 45 Years
45 Years and Older
(N=*65) (N-56)

1 I

2 2

3 4.5

4 3

7 6

9 4.5

6 8

5 10

8 7

11 9

10 12.5

12 12.5

13 11

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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Both respondent groups ranked "Establishing budgets etc. ..." and

'Recruiting and orienting staff ..." I and 2 respectively. They were not

in identical agreement on their rankings of any of the remaining functions.

General agreement vas indicated, however, by a rather high rho of H.810 .

County Experience - "Currently Being" Rankings

The high rho value of (-.920 between respondents with and those without

county experience is reflected in the rankings shown in Table XXII. There

were no important differences between the rankings of any of the functions.

The two groups agreed that "Establishing budgets etc. ..." was receiving

the most emphasis followed by "Recruiting and orienting staff . . .." Ho

other functions received similar rankings by both groups.

Present Kork Experience - "Currently Being" Rankings

Table XXIII records the data from which the analysis was made concern-

ing the effect present work experience had on the ranking of the administra-

tive functions. The respondents' rho correlation in their rankings of the

emphasis that the functions were currently receiving was +.864.

The respondents concurred in their rankings of the first four functions

which were, in descending order, "Establishing budgets etc. . . .,"

"Recruiting and orienting staff . . .," "Formulating and defining purposes

and objectives . . .," and "Developing organisational arrangements . . .."

There was "considerable" difference between two functions. Those with less

experience felt "Public relations person for Extension . . ." was receiving

more emphasis than "Keeping up on administrative research . . .."



TABLE XXII

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS CURRENTLY BEING PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY
RESPONDENTS WITH AND WITHOUT COUNTY EXPERIENCE, 1964
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Functions*

Respondents
Without Co.

Exper ience
(N-34)

with Co.

Experience
(N~79)

1 1

2 2

4 3.5

3 3.5

6 5.5

8.5 5.5

5 8

7 9

8.5 7

11 10

10 11

13 12

12 13

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Developing organizational arrangements . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.



TABLE XXIII

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS CURRENTLY BEING PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY

RESPONDENTS BY PRESENT WORK EXPERIENCE, 1964
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Respondents

Functions*

Lets Than 6 Tears or
6 Years of More of
Experience Experience
(N-64) (N-57)

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives

Developing organisational arrangements . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Public relatione person for Extension . . .

Evaluating programs and progreas . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating stsff performance . . .

1 1

2 2

3 3

4 4

5.5 6

9 5

8 7

5.5 9.5

7 8

11 9.5

10 13

12 12

13 11

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions are stated In full In Appendix A.
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Educational Degree Held - "Currently Being" Rankings

There was general agreement among the three groups of "educational

degree" respondents regarding the emphasis currently being given the adminis-

trative functions. Analysis of the data in Table XXIV resulted in a

Kendall's V of .868. Rho correlations between the "degree" groups were:

Respondent Groups rho

Bachelors and Masters +.734

Bachelors and Doctors +.896

Masters and Doctors +.945

There were no differences of more than 3 ranks between the rankings of

the functions by the respondents with M. S. or Ph. D. degrees. "Considerable"

differences were found between those with B. S. degrees and the other two

groups on rankings of two functions. The former group believed less emphasis

was being given to "Reporting program progress ..." and "Delegating

authority and responsibility . . ." than did the others. They also indicated

by their rankings that they felt "Coordinating staff efforts ..." was being

given considerably more emphasis than did the M. S. respondents.

Only minor ranking differences separated the three groups in their

selections of the six functions they believed were receiving the most em-

phasis. Those with B. S. degrees included 'Evaluating programs and

progress . . ."—omitted by the other respondents. The respondents with Ph. D.

degrees rated "Reporting program progress . . ."in the top six rankings,

excluding "Keeping up on administrative research . . .," which was included

by respondents with B. S. or M. S. degrees. Only one rank separated any of

the first four functions in the rankings of the three respondent groups.
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TABLE XXIV

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS CURRENTLY BEING PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY
RESPONDENTS WITH B. S., M. S. AND PH. D. DEGREES, 1964

Respondents

Functions*

B. S. M. S. Ph. D.

Degree Degree Degree
(H-35) (N"64) (N-20)

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Developing organisational arrangements . . .

Delegating authority and responsibility . . .

Keeping up on administrative research . . .

Reporting program progress . . .

Public relations person for Extension . . .

Evaluating program* and progreas . . .

Motivating the ataff . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

1 I 1

2 2 2

3 4 3

4 3 4

10 6 5

5.5 6 8

11 6 6

9 8 8

5.5 9 8

7.5 10 11

7.5 13 10

12 12 13

13 11 12

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions are stated In full in Appendix A.
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They were in agreement that ''Establishing budgets etc. . . ." and "Recruit-

ing and orienting staff . , ." were the 1 and 2 functions respectively.

Induction Training - "Currently Being" Rankings

A rho correlation of + .868 was found between the rankings of respondents

who had completed and those who had not completed induction training. This

relatively high correlation, determined from the data found in Table XXV,

suggested that differences in the perceptions of respondent groups on emphasis

currently being given administrative functions could not be attributed to the

influence of induction training upon the respondents.

The two groups were in complete agreement on their rankings of the

first four functions. It was interesting to note, however, that those

without induction training placed the functions "Delegating authority and

responsibility . . ." and 'Keeping up on administrative research . . ." in

ranks 5 and 6 while the respondents having completed induction training

placed "Public relations person for Extension ..." and "Evaluating programs

and progress . . ." in those positions.

Extension Education Course Work - "Currently Being" Rankings

Except for the correlation between the B. S. and M. S. respondents,

(a rho of +.734), the respondents with and without Extension education course

work had the lowest correlation of any of the variable groups. However,

their rho of +.739 still was an "important" correlation signifying at least

general agreement on their rankings of the functions.

The rankings of the two groups, Table XXVI, point out two functions

which had four or more differences of rank. Those with Extension education
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TABLE XXV

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR
FUNCTIONS AS CURRENTLY BEING PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY
RESPONDENTS WITH AND WITHOUT INDUCTION TRAINING, 1964

Functions*

Respondents
With Ind.
Training
(N-16)

Without Ind.
Training
(N-100)

1 1

2 2

3 3

4 4

9.5 5.5

8 5.5

7 7

5.5 9

5.5 8

12 10

9.5 11

11 12

13 13

Establishing budgets etc. . . .

Recruiting and orienting staff . . .

Formulating and defining purposes and
objectives . . .

Developing organisational arrangements

Delegating authority and responsibility . . .

Keeping up on administrative resesrch . . .

Reporting program progress , . .

Public relstions person for Extension . . .

Evaluating programs and progress . . .

Motivating the staff . . .

Coordinating staff efforts . . .

Planning educational programs . • .

Evaluating staff performance . . .

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the

total respondent group. Functions are stated in full in Appendix A.
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TABLE XXVI

RANK ORDER OF KANSAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ADMINISTRATOR FUNCTIONS
AS CURRENTLY BEING PERFORMED AS PERCEIVED BY RESPONDENTS

WITH AND WITHOUT EXTENSION EDUCATION COURSES, I96A

Functions*

Have Not Had
Ext. Education
(N-69)

Respondent*
Have Had
Ext. Education

Establishing budgets ate. . . .

Recruiting snd orienting staff . . .

Fomailsting and defining purposes snd
objectives . . .

Developing organizational arrangements
,

Delegating authority and responsibility

Keeping up on administrative research .

Reporting program progress . . .

Public relations person for Extension .

Evaluating programs snd progress . . .

Mot ivsting the stsff . . .

Coordinating stsff efforts . . .

Planning educational programs . . .

Evslusting stsff performance . . .

1

2

3

5

8

A

7

9

6

10

13

11

12

1

2

4

3

5.5

7.5

9

5.5

10

12

7.5

11

13

Functions are listed in the rank order that was designated by the
total respondent group. Functions sre stated in full in Appendix A.
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course work ranked "Evaluating programs and progress ..." higher and

"Coordinating staff efforts ..." lower in emphasis being received than did

respondents with course work. Only the functions ranked 1 and 2, "Establish-

ing budgets etc. . . ." and "Recruiting and orienting staff . .
." and the

function ranked 11, "Planning educational programs . . ." were given the

same positions by those two "variable" groups.

General Observations on Variables - "Currently Being" Emphasis

A general agreement was found to exist between the rankings by the

"variable" divisions of the respondent groups. A summary of the correlations

is presented in Table XXVII.

TABLE XXVII

A SUMMARY OF CORRELATION BETWEEN VARIABLE GROUPS ON RANKING
OF KANSAS EXTENSION ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS BY

EMPHASIS "CURRENTLY BEING GIVEN," 1964

Variable Groups rho

Age (less than 45 years and 45 years or older) +.810

County Experience (with experience and without) --.920

Present Position Experience (less than 6 years and 6 years or more) +.864

Educational Degree (Bachelors and Masters) +.734

Educational Degree (Bachelors and Doctors) +.896

Educational Degree (Masters and Doctors) +.945

Induction Training (completed and not completed) +.868

College Course Work in Extension Education (received and not
received) +.739
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A test of correlation vat alao made for the "variable" groups and the

functions. The results of that test for the "currently being" emphasis

category are recorded In Table XXVXZI. There were no correlations meeting

the minimum standard of "Importance" of .500 set by the author. The lack of

"Important" correlation strengthened the conclusions suggested by other ob-

servations and tests that the relation of independent variables and the

ranking of the functions by the respondent "position" groups was low.

General Observations - Variables

Correlations between "variable" groups suggested that no great dif-

ferences in rankings occurred between the divisions established for testing,

with the exceptions noted between the "educational degree" respondents. It

was also noted that, as with the respondent "position" groups, there was

generally higher correlation about the emphasis currently being given the

functions than about the emphasis they should receive.

In relstion to "should be" emphasis the variables with the lowest

correlations were "B. 8." - "Ph. D." (+.312), "M. S." - "Ph. D." (+.412),

"Induction training" (+.576) and "Age" (+.677). Only the first two, however,

were below the general agreement range of correlation.

In relation to emphasis currently being given the functions, "B. S." *

"M. 8." (+.734) and "Extension educstlon course work" (+.739) had the loweat

correlations. However, both were high enough to indicate general agreement.

There was general agreement In the rankings of nesrly all "variable"

groups about the six functions that should be receiving the most emphasis.

They were "Motivating the staff . . .," "Delegating authority and responsi-

bility . . .," "Recruiting and orienting ataff . . .," "Establishing budgets
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etc. . . .
," "Formulating and defining purposes and objectives . . .," end

"Coordinating stsff efforts . . .
." This group of functions was identical to

the top six functions as ranked by the total respondent "position" group.

There were three notable major exceptions to the grouping mentioned in

the preceding paragraph. The respondents with six years or more of present

work experience felt "Plsnning educational programs ..." should replsce

"Coordinating staff efforts . • .." Respondents with Ph. D. degrees felt

"Planning educational programs ..." more important than "Establishing budgets

etc. ..." Those respondents with induction training considered "Reporting

program progress ..." deserving of more emphasis than "Formulating and

defining purposes and objectives . . .."

The "variable" respondent groups reached general agreement on the

functions ranked 11 and 12. They were the same functions ranked there by the

total respondent "position" groups. The functions were "Reporting program

progress ..." and "Developing organisational arrangements . . .." Primary

exceptions were those with B. S. degrees , Ph. D. degrees and induction

training. The respondents with B. S. degrees gave more importance to

"Developing organisational arrangements ..." while the Ph. D. respondents

gave higher ranking to "Reporting program progress . • .." Respondents with

Induction training rated both functions considerably higher than did the

total "variable" group.

In general, the "variable" and total "position" respondent groups

gave the highest rankings, for emphasis currently being given by administra-

tors, to the same six functions. Those functions were "Establishing budgets

etc. . . .," "Recruiting and orienting staff . . .," "Formulating and
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defining purposes end objectives . . ,," "Developing organizational

arrangements . . .," "Delegating authority and responsibility . . .," and

"Keeping up on administrative research . . .."

There were several major exceptions. Respondents under 45 years of

age and those with less than 6 years of present work experience felt major

emphasis was going to "Public relations person for Extension . . .."

Respondents with B. S. degrees indicated they believed "Evaluating programs

and progress ..." was receiving higher emphasis than did the total

respondent group. Respondents who had completed induction training differed

from the total group by giving a higher ranking to "Public relations person

for Extension ..." and "Evaluating programs and progress . . .."



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The general purpose of this study was to attempt to define mere

clearly the role of the Cooperative Extension administrator in Kansas. The

role of the administrator was examined in terms of thirteen major functions,

identified from the literature, research studies, and personal experiences

of Kansas Cooperative Extension personnel.

The data used in the study were collected by a structured, mail

questionnaire submitted to all Kansas Cooperative Extension Service adminis-

trators, district Extension supervisors, and specialists. The questionnaire

included a face page designed to secure information about the respondent but

omitting the respondent's name. The remainder of the questionnaire was the

list of thirteen administrative functions and instructions for its completion.

The respondent was asked to indicate his perception of the emphasis each

function was receiving and how much emphasis it should receive. Each of

the functions was rated on a scale of one (lowest emphasis) to five (highest

emphasis). The percentages of usable responses were: administrators (82

per cent), district Extension supervisors (100 per cent), and specialists

(79 per cent)

.

The information from the questionnaires was punched on IBM cards for

computation. The computer program used gave, by respondent groups, the

ratings of each administrative function by number of respondents, percentage

distributions and mean weighted scores. The thirteen functions were then

ranked according to mean weighted scores for each of the respondent groups.
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The rankings were used for comparing the "should be" and the "currently

being" ratings among the various respondent groups. A difference of four or

more ranks in the rankings of a function by the respondents was designated

a "considerable" difference. The computer also was used to develop a

correlation matrix of functions and variables.

The overall degree of agreement between two sets of rankings was

measured by the Spearman coefficient of rank correlation (rho) . For a

measure of agreement among three sets of rankings, the Kendall coefficient

of concordance (W) was used. Pearson's product moment correlation (r) , was

used to develop the correlation matrices. Consensus was considered to be the

largest percentage of respondents who selected the same degree of emphasis

for a particular function. Consensus was used as a measure of the agreement

within a respondent group. A percentage of 70 or greater was considered to

be a "high" consensus. ''Medium" consensus was considered to be in the per-

centage range 50 through 69 and "lew" consensus was set at 49 per cent or

lower.

Specific objectives of the study were:

1. To determine the rank order of importance of selected functions of

the Cooperative Extension administrator in Kansas as they should be performed

and as they are currently being performed as perceived by the administrators,

district supervisors, and specialists of the Cooperative Exten8ion Service

in Kansas.

2. To compare the emphasis that should be placed on selected adminis-

trative functions and the emphasis that is currently being placed on them,

as perceived by the respondent groups both separately and collectively.



91

3. To determine the amount of consensus among and within the

respondent position groups, as to the importance of the functions by the

emphasis categories associated with them.

4. To determine if the factors of: age, experience as a county

worker, number of years in present type of Extension work, degree held,

induction training received and Extension education course work received,

related to the concept of the role of the administrator by the respondents.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS BY OBJECTIVES

The summary and conclusions for this study are organized according to

the four stated objectives of the study:

Objective 1: To determine the rank order of importance of selected

functions of the Cooperative Extension administrator in Kansas as they should

be performed and as they are currently being performed as perceived by the

administrators, district supervisors, and specialists of the Cooperative

Extension Service in Kansas.

There was a general lack of agreement among the three respondent

"position" groups concerning the relative emphasis that should be given the

administrative functions. This lack of agreement was indicated by a low

coefficient of concordance among the groups (V=«.468) in their rankings of

the functions.

The rho values between the various groups of respondents as determined

by the coefficient of rank order correlation are listed below:

Administrators and District Supervisors -.173

District Supervisors and Specialists -.543

Specialists and Administrators +.324
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The general disagreement was also indicated by the fact that no

functions were given the same rank by any two of the three respondent

"position" groups. The specialists and district supervisors were in closest

agreement and the administrators and district supervisors had the least agree-

ment between their rankings of the functions.

The rank order of importance of the selected administrative functions

as they should be performed was perceived by the total respondent group to be:

1. Stimulating and motivating the staff

2. Delegating and allocating authority and responsibility

3. Recruiting and orienting his immediate staff

4. Establishing budgets end other formal arrangements

5. Formulating and defining the purposes and objectives of the

organization

6. Coordinating the efforts of staff

7. Serving as a public relations person for Extension

8. Keeping up to date on pertinent new developments and research

in the field of administration

9. Planning broad educational programs

10. Evaluating the quality and quantity of ataff performance

11. Evaluating programs and progress made

12. Reporting program progress

13. Developing and maintaining the organisational arrangements

The total group indicated their perceptions of the amount of emphasis

being given the functions currently by the administrators by assigning the

following rankings to the functions:
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1. Establishing budgets and other formal arrangements

2. Recruiting and orienting his immediate staff

3. Formulating and defining the purposes and objectives of the

organization

A. Developing and maintaining the organizational arrangements

5. Delegating and allocating authority and responsibility

6. Keeping up to date on pertinent new developments and research in

the field of administration

7. Reporting program progress and accomplishments

8. Serving as a public relations person for Extension

9. Evaluating programs and progress made

10. Stimulating and motivating the staff

11. Coordinating the efforts of staff

12. Planning broad educational programs

13. Evaluating the quality and quantity of staff performance

There was higher agreement among the respondent groups in their

perception of the emphasis currently being given to the functions, as

evidenced by a V of .690. This was a sufficient rating for the author to con-

clude there was at least general agreement among the groups in their rankings.

The rho correlations between the various respondent groups for the

"currently being" rankings were:

Administrators and District Supervisors +.489

District Supervisors and Specialists +.615

Specialists and Administrators +.566

Although the amount of agreement, as measured by rank correlation, was
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greater for "currently being" emphasis between all groups, the greatest disa-

greements were found between the same groups as they were in the "should be"

emphasis category.

Objective 2: To compare the emphasis that should be placed on

selected administrative functions and the emphasis that is currently being

placed on them, as perceived by the respondent groups, both separately and

collectively.

The "should be" and "currently being" rankings of each group were

compared to obtain a measure of each group's feelings about the administrators'

current performance in relation to the group's expectations. A high degree

of agreement between the two rankings was assumed to indicate that a group

believed that the Extension administrators were doing what they should be

doing. The rho correlations between the "should be" and "currently being"

rankings of the three respondent groups are listed below:

Specialists +.304

Administrators +.244

District Supervisors +.084

None of the correlations were considered "important" enough by the

author to indicate agreement that the administrators were placing proper

emphasis on the selected functions.

Objective 3: To determine the amount of consensus among and within

respondent position groups, as to the Importance of the functions by the

emphasis categories associated with them.

The respondents had greater consensus about the emphasis the functions

should be given than about the emphasis currently being given them. The
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following figures indicate the number of functions about which there was

"high," "low," or "medium" consensus for each respondent group:

''Currently Being" Consensus
Group High Medium Low

District Supervisors 9 4

Administrators 5 8

Specialists 13

"Should Be" Consensus
Group High Medium Low

District Supervisors 4 8 1

Administrators 19 3

Specialists 7 6

The observation was also made that correlations between the rankings of

functions by mean weighted score and by consensus indicated consensus

apparently played a minor role in the rankings of the emphasis currently being

placed on the functions. There was a strong correlation, however, between

consensus and the "should be" rankings.

Objective 4: To determine if the factors of: age, experience as a

county worker, number of years in present type of Extension work, degree held,

induction training received and Extension education course work received,

related to the concept of the role of the administrator by the respondents.

The respondents were divided into the "variable" groups and then sub-

divided into the following units for correlation purposes:

Age — Younger respondents under 45 years of age and older respondents

45 years and older

Experience as a County Worker — Respondents with county experience
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and respondents without county experience

Number of Years in Present Type of Extension VJork — Respondents with

less than 6 years experience in their present work and respondents

with 6 years or more experience in their present work

Degree Held -- Respondents with B. S. degrees, respondents with M. S.

degrees and respondents with Ph. D. degrees

Induction Training Received •« Respondents who had received induction

training and respondents who had not received induction training

Extension Education Course Work Received — Respondents who had taken

a college course in Extension education and respondents who had not

taken a college course in Extension education

A high degree of correlation between the variable subdivisions was

taken to denote high agreement. If agreement was high it was assumed the

variable factors would not be an Important factor In the rankings by the

respondent "position" groups.

Correlations between "variable" groups suggested that the differences

in rankings by "position" groups were not attributable to the variables.

The only exceptions were found in relation to "should be" emphasis between

respondents with Ph. D. degrees and those with B. S. degrees (rho-+.312) and

between Ph. D. and M. S. degree respondents (rho«H-.412)

.

A correlation matrix indicated the only "important" association

between variables was that of "Age" and "Number of Years in Present Type of

Extension Work."
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

There was a general lack of agreement among the respondent groups

concerning the emphasis thst should be given the functions of the Cooperative

Extension administrator in Kansas.

A general, although not high, agreement existed among ths respondent

groups regarding the relative amount of emphasis that vas currently being

given the functions by the administrators.

The greatest amount of disagreement throughout the study was found

between the administrators and district supervisors. The highest agreement

was between the specialists and supervisors. All cf the respondent groups

had higher agreement regarding the "currently being" emphasis than about the

"should be" emphasis.

In nearly every instance all respondent groups indicated they felt all

of the functions deserved more emphasis than they were receiving. The

exception was "Establishing budgets and other formal arrangements," as

perceived by the administrators.

None of the respondent groups felt the proper emphasis was being given

the proper functions, according to the rankings in the study. The specialists

were the most satisfied with the administrators' performance, but even that

group indicated a lack of general agreement.

It appeared from the data collected that the groups tended to rank

highest the functions about which there was the highest degree of consensus

within the group. This was not always the case, however, and was more readily

apparent in the "should be" rankings than in the "currently being" rankings.

The study indicated that the only variable having an important relation
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to the rankings by the respondents was that of the educational degree they

held. There was disagreement between respondents with Ph. D. degrees and

those with M. S. or B. S. degrees in the rankings by "should be" emphasis.

With that exception, however, it was concluded that the individual variables

played little or no part in the rankings of the administrative functions by

the respondent "position" groups.

The conclusion was drawn from the study that under the existing circum-

stances it would be very difficult for the Cooperative Extension administrators

in Kansas to perform their functions and meet the role expectations of all

the respondent groups.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are based upon the results of this

study and the author's interpretations of those results.

1. Further study should be undertaken to determine the viewpoints

and expectations of the immediate "superiors" of the Kansas

Cooperative Extension administrators to complete the expectations

important to the definition of the administrator's role.

2. The findings of this study should be made available to all groups

of respondents Involved in the study.

3. There should be some provision made for more open and effective

communication between the respondent groups of the study. A

clarification of administrative and supervisory functions should

be made to allow all "position" groups to fulfill their organisa-

tional obligations and to know which positions sre expected to

meet their felt needs for leadership.
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4. The rule of the administrator in the Kansas Cooperative Extension

Service should be defined as completely as possible and included

as a part of any induction training given new employees of that

organization. It should also be included as a part of the overall

position description of the organization.

5. Because of the great variation in administrative roles, the

administrator position description should be subdivided into

homogeneous types of roles for description purposes.
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A FULL AND ABBREVIATED LISTING OF THE SELECTED

ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS

1

Complete Statement Abbreviated Form

1. Recruiting and orienting his
immediate staff

2. Formulating and defining the
purposes and objectivea of
the organization

3. Evaluating programs and
progress made

4. Serving as a public relations
person for Extension

5. Reporting program progress and
accompl ishments

6. Planning broad educational
programs

7. Delegating and allocating
authority and responsibility

3. Stimulating and motivating the
staff

9. Establishing budgets and
other formal arrangements

10. Evaluating the quality and
quantity of ataff performance

11. Coordinating the efforts of
staff

12. Developing and maintaining the
organisational arrangements

13. Keeping up to date on pertinent
new developments and research In

the field of administration

1. Recruiting and orienting
staff . . .

2. Formulating &nd defining
purposes and objectives . . .

3. Evaluating programs and
progress . . .

A. Public relations person for
Extension . . .

5. Reporting program progress .

6. Planning educational
programs . . .

7. Delegating authority and
responsibility . . .

8* Motivating the staff . • .

9. Establishing budgets etc. .

10. Evaluating staff perform-
ance . . .

11. Coordinating staff efforts

12. Developing organisational
arrangements . . .

13. Keeping up on administrative
research . . .
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KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY

Division of Extension

Office of Director, Umberger Hall

MANHATTAN, KANSAS 66504

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
IN

AGRICULTURE AND HOAAE ECONOMICS

November 14, 1964

TO: Kansas Cooperative Extension Service Staff Members

RE: "The Role of Cooperative Extension Personnel in Kansas"

Dear Colleagues:

Attached to this letter is an Opinion Survey designed to

give you the opportunity to express your feelings regarding
certain functions of Extension Personnel.

Please respond conscientiously to all items on all pages .

No attempt will be made to identify individual respondents.

You should be able to complete the questionnaire in 20 to

30 minutes.

Please return the completed questionnaire to my office not
later than December 15, 1964.

Sincerely yours,

Harold E. Jones
Director

HEJ:sf

Attachment
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Kansas State University of Agriculture and Applied Science and United States Department of Agriculture Cooperating
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THE ROLE OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PERSONNEL IN KANSAS

Purpose of the Study

This study represents one step in the attempt to define more clearly
the various jobs of Cooperative Extension Personnel in Kansas. The results
of the study will be made available to committees working on job descrip-
tions during 1965.

The study deals with certain identified functions of staff members.
The primary purpose is to determine the degree of concensus among members
of the Extension staff and among members of county executive boards as to
the order of importance of these functions, now and in the future .

The data will be analyzed by graduate students in Extension Educa-
tion at Kansas State University.

General Instructions

a. Please do not sign the questionnaire.
b. There are no "right" or "wrong" responses to the statements.

Your own feelings and opinions, based on your knowledge and
experience, as of now are important.

c. Please disregard IBM numbers in the margins as they are to
be used for tabulation purposes only.

d. Please re-check the total questionnaire after you have completed
it to make sure you have responded to all items on all pages.



THE ROLE OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PERSONNEL IN KANSAS

109
QUESTIONNAIRE

I.B.M.
Col. No.

4. Please check the category Into which your present position falls:

1. Administration (includes all people in Project 1 plus State Leaders,
Associate State Leaders, and Academic Department Heads)

2. District Agricultural Agent

3. District Home Economics Agent

4. Specialist (includes Associate and Assistant Editors, Section Leaders,
District Economists, F.M. Fieldmen, Area Agriculturalists, Area and District
Foresters, Area Engineers, Assistants to State Leaders, and 4-H Club Spec-
ialists)

5. Agricultural Agent (includes County Agricultural Agents, Assistant County
Agricultural Agents and Male Assistant County Extension Agents)

6. Home Economics Agent (includes County Home Economics Agents, Assistant
County Home Economics Agents, Female Assistant or Associate County Exten-
sion Agents)

7. 4-H Club Agent (includes County Club Agents and Assistant County
Club Agents)

5. Please indicate your Extension project number (county workers check Project 8):

1. Project 1 (Extension Administration)

2. Project 2 (Information)

3. Project 3 (Agricultural Production,
Management and Natural
Resources)

5. Project 5 (Home Economics)

6. Project 6 (4-H)

7. Project 7 (Community Public
Affairs)

8. Project 8 (County Extension

Sex:

4. Project 4 (Marketing) Operations)

1. Male 2. Female



Age - as of December 1, 1964:

1. Under 25 years 4. 45 & under 55 years \t)

2. 25 & under 35 years 5. 55 & under 65 years

3. 35 & under 45 years 6. 65 years & over

Number of years experience as a county Extension worker as of December 1, 1964:

1. None 5. 11 years but less than 16

2. Less than 1 year 6. 16 years but less than 21

3. 1 year but less than 6 7. 21 years and over

4. 6 years but less than 11

Number of years experience in your present type of Extension work as of December 1, 1964:

1. Less than 1 year 4. 11 years but less than 16

2. 1 year but less than 6 5. 16 years but less than 21

3. 6 years but less than 11 6. 21 years and over

What is the highest degree you hold as of December 1, 1964?:

1. Bachelor

2. Master's

3. Doctor 's

Have you done graduate work beyond degree checked above?

:

1. Yes 2. No

Have you completed the 5 week Kansas Extension Service Induction Training Program?:

1. Yes 2. No

(If a county worker) in which Extension District do you work?:

1. Central 4. Northwest

2. Northeast 5. Southwest

3. Southeast

(If a county worker) would you classify the economy of your county as rural or urban?:

1. Rural 2. Urban

Have you ever taken a college course in Extension Education?:

1. Yes 2. No
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SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS

On the following pages are lists of functions indentif ied
from the literature and research studies which are performed by

individuals in various job categories of the Cooperative Extension
Service. Please evaluate the functions listed for each of the

job categories included in this questionnaire. There are two sets

of rating scales for each function. On rating scale I, please
indicate the degree of emphasis you believe should be given to each
function by Circling) the appropriate number.

On rating scale II ,
(^ircle) the number indicating the degree of

emphasis you feel is currently given to each function.

If you feel important functions have been omitted , please add
and indicate the degree of emphasis.

Definitions ;

Qj) Major Emphasis - A function which receives (or should receive)
a great deal of attention and top priority of time.

\U) Important Emphasis - A function which is seldom (or seldom should
be) neglected, but might be postponed for top priority work.

(3) Intermediate Emphasis - A function which is done (or should be done)
but mjjght be postponed for more urgent work.

(T) Minor Emphasis - A function which might be (or might ought to be
doneX-3ut only if a person finds time.

[lj No Emphasis - A function on which no time is (or ought to be)
spent

.

PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL ITEMS ON ALL PAGES
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(Includes all people in Project I plus State Leaders,

Associate State Leaders and Academic Department Heads)

3 Deck No. 1

Functions of

Extension Administration

I

Emphas
should be

Ls

given

II

Emphas:

currently
Ls

being
function given function

u
o

3

S
jj

u
o

a

•

<U
4J

H

o
c

•r-l

r.

o
3

u
o
"-,

4-J

a
eg

u

a

•

a
M

4J

a
M

M
O
c

•r-l o
3

'. Recruiting and orienting his immediate staff. _J\ 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

?. Formulating and defining the purposes and objec-

tives of the organization. 5 4 3 2 ] 5 4 3 2 1

L. Evaluating programs and progress made. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

J. Serving as a public relations person for Exten-
sion. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5. Reporting program progress and accomplishments. 5 4 3 2 i 5 A 3 2 1

'. Planning broad educational programs. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

). Delegating and allocating authority and respon-
sibility. 5 4 3 2 i 5 4 3 2 1

L. Stimulating and motivating the staff. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

J. Establishing budgets and other formal arrange-
ments. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5. Evaluating the quality and quantity of staff
performance. 5 4 3 2 l 5 4 3 2 1

'. Coordinating the efforts of staff. 5 4 3 2 l 5 4 3 2 1

). Developing and maintaining the organizational
arrangements. 5 4 3 2 l 5 4 3 2 1

L. Keeping up to date on pertinent new developments
and research in the field of administration. 5 4 3 2 j 5 4 3 2 1

J. Other (specify) 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

18.

20.

22.

24.

26.

28.

30.

32.

34.

36.

38.

40.

42.

44.
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Purpose and Procedure

The purpose of this study was to attempt tc define more clearly the

role of the Cooperative Extension administrator In Kansas. The role was

examined in terms of thirteen major functions, identified from the literature,

research studies, and personal experiences of Kansas Cooperative Extension

personnel

.

Role theory was used as the theoretical basis for the study. The data

were collected by the use of a structured, mail questionnaire submitted to

all Kansas Cooperative Extension Service administrators, district Extension

supervisors, and specialists. Each respondent was asked to indicate his per-

ception of the emphasis each function was receiving and how much emphasis it

should receive. The functions were rated on a scale of one (lowest emphasis)

to five (highest emphasis). The functions were then ranked by mean weighted

score for each respondent group. Methods of analysis used were: rank

difference, coefficient of correlation, and coefficient of concordance.

Results

1. The functions of the Kansas Cooperative Extension administrator,

In their rank order of importance, as perceived by the total respondent group

were:

Stimulating and motivating the staff

Delegating and allocating authority and responsibility

Recruiting and orienting his immediate staff

Establishing budgets and other formal arrangements

Formulating and defining the purposes and objectives of the organisation

Coordinating the efforts of staff
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Serving as a public relation* parson for fcxteneion

Keeping up to date on pertinent new developueat^ and research in the

field of administration

Planning broad educational programs

Evaluating the quality and quantity oi staff performance

Evaluating programs and progress made

Reporting program progreas and accomplishments

Developing and maintaining the organisational arrangements

2. There was a general lack of agreement among the respondent groups

concerning the emphasis that should be given the functions of the Cooperative

Extension administrator in Kansas.

A general, but not high, agreement existed among the respondent groups

regarding the relative amount of emphasis that was currently being given the

functions by the administrators.

The greatest amount of disagreement was found between the administrators

and district Extension supervisors. The highest agreement was between the

specialists and supervisors.

3. The "should ba" and "currently being" rankings of each group were

compared to obtain an idea of how well the administrators were meeting the

expectations of the groups. None of the "position" groups felt the proper

emphasis wae being given the proper functions.

4. There was a greater degree of consensus within respondent groups

about the emphasis the selected administrative functions should be given than

about the emphasis currently being given them.

5. The study indicated that the only variable having an important

relationship to the respondents' rankings was that of educational degree held.
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There was disagreement between respondents with Ph. D. degrees and those with

M. S. or B. S. degrees in their rankings by "should be'* emphasis. There were

no important associations between rankings and the variables of age, county

experience, present position experience, induction training, and Extension

education course work taken.

Recommenda t ions

1. Further study should be undertaken to determine the viewpoints and

expectations of the immediate "superiors" of the Kansas Cooperative Extension

administrators to complete the expectations important to the definition of the

administrator's role.

2. There should be some provision made for more open and effective

communication between the respondent groups of the study.

3. The role of the administrator in the Kansas Cooperative Extension

Service should be defined as completely as possible and included as a part of

overall position description of the organisation. It should also be included

as a part of the induction training program.






