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ABSTRACT
STRUCTURAL PATTERNS OF EXTENSION ORGANIZATION
By

Joseph Therson Agboka

The nature and kind of organizational structures have
tremendous impact on organizational goal attainment. Out-
reach decision-makers have often been faced with the problem
of determining which outreach structure best answers the
needs of the community they serve.

Several proposals for coordinating outreach functions
within Land-Grant Institutions have been made and tried.

These proposals have resulted in varied outreach structures

:ﬂ/such as merged, amalgamated, consolidated or even separated

¥

i

systems. The key question here is: Are these different
organizational structures geared toward the attainment of
different outreach goals? Whatever the answer to this ques-
tion, two other question can be asked: 1) Can a pattern

be generated which relates the structure of one type of
extension organization to another with regard to goals and
objectives; 2) What are the key factcrs that determine the
organizational structure of each type of extension organiza-
tion.

Such fluidity of the field coupled with its lack of
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definite structure(s) has made it difficult to find a
common purpose for large-scale research. Research with
more general purpose, if it is to arise naturally from the
field, must depend upon the existence of a common percep-
tion of strategical problems or a synoptic overview of the
entire outreach organization among land-grant universities.

This study was designed to describe and analyze the
various types of extension organizational structuring of
land-grant universities. It is to provide basic issues
and other pertinent information on structuring a university's
outreach unit(s). From a population of 68 land-grant insti-
tutions, 57 outreach organizations were randomly selected
for the study. Participating in this study were 44 outreach
organizations representing 34 land-grant universities from
32 states in the U.S.A.

Several outreach organizational and structural vari-
ables were analyzed and discussed. The analysis covered
respondents, clients and organizational characteristics.

The study covered the information on the respondent's
knowledge and experience of the field of extension. Also
covered were analyses of the financial status, residence
and educational background of clients who participate in
outreach programs, and the kinds of programs offered to
these participants. Investigated, analyzed and discussed
were the structural variables of size, goals, decision-
making base, staff membership, departmental configuration,

total university affiliations and control, budgetary base
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for operations, political, legislative and bureaucratic
pressures and restraints that contribute to the structuring
of university outreach organizations. Finally, the study
covered the mode of outreach structuring, major factors

that lead to particular type of outreach organization in
land-grant institutions, advantages and the disadvantages

of particular types of cutreach structuring, and the future
predictions for outreach organizational structuring in land-
grant institutions.

The findings of the study tend to uphold the assumption
that all types of outreach organizations have many character-
istics in common. Each represent a major two-way communica-
tion linkage between their universities and the public seg-
ment they serve. All types of outreach organizations are
faced with many similar problems, concerns, and opportunities
in administering their off-campus programs. They have the
same basic mission, namely, lifelong education of the people;
and the same basic goal--public service.

In cases where universities have separate outreach
units, the study also upholds the assumptions that these
separate outreach services:

1) provide services to a great variety of clientele
groups with many of these services common to both,
yet with a portion of the population to be served,
not reached (no man's land principle) by either

of the services;



2)

3)
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exhibit a strong need for some coordinated or
cooperative inservice activities as their univer-
sities thrust for better services for their
publics;

exhibit a strong need for internal organizational
structuring to maximize their effectiveness and
to minimize the duplication of efforts, costs,

etc.

Finally, outreach organization has not followed defin-

ite structural pattern from which outreach decision-makers

can pattern their own outreach organization(s). Instead,

the structural pattern of outreach today has become a "do

it your own way" affair. However, the following major

grouping of outreach units for a particular land-grant

university can be made:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Decentralized and under a Dean with an academic
unit;

Centralized and under a Vice-President's office
in the central administration;

A mixture of (1) and (2);

Centralized and coordinated (unified) unit in the
form of mergers under a President, Vice-President
or a Chancellor;

Decentralized but coordinated (unified) outreach
units in the form of consolidation or amalgamation
either at the top administrative level or at the

field level.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Organizations consist of social, technical, economic,
cultural and political components woven into a system de-
signed to accomplish specific or multiple purposes. This
socio-technical system is the organizational concept empha-
sizing that both human and nonhuman factors--including
technology, structure and process--interact to determine
individual and organizational functioning.l A breakdown
of these factors bring into focus certain processes of
governmental and legislative policies, needs of the clients
an organization serves, needs of the personnel of the organ-
ization, self-image, values, expectations, goals, standards
and norms, perceptions and attitudes which play an important
part in determining individual and organizational function-
ing.

With concern to the educator, for example, is how
education shapes public policy and how public policy in
turn shapes the direction of educational activities. Poli-

cies generally govern the specific behavior of people and

lGordon L. Lippitt, Organizational Renewal, (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), p. 1-3.




institutions. They can be relaxed or enforced depending on
how people or institutions conform to policies voluntarily,
or how they deviate from them. Policy formation therefore

depends on existing conditions of a society or of an insti-
tution.

Officials, administrators, analysts, planners and
others concerned with outreach are realizing that the
successful delivery of services to clients is dependent
upon access to reliable, timely, detailed and structured
information on clients' needs, clients' and organizational
goals and aspirations, governmental policies, legislative
provisions, values, etc., which relate to the functioning
of outreach organizations. Unfortunately, these realiza-
tions have for the most part resulted either in less than
adequate information being used as abasis for providing
services to clients, or largely, uncoordinated and ineffi-
cient efforts to assemble the data required. To avoid
these problems, a system through which large amounts of
data can be accumulated, processed, disseminated to all
staff and used efficiently in the delivery of services is
required.

Organizations exist as facilitators of delivery
systems. The concern for organizational structure, there-
fore, is to develop an important and efficient organiza-
tional arrangement for the efficient delivery of educational
services. Structure therefore becomes one of the important

means to organizational goal attainment.



The nature and kind of organizational structures have
tremendous impact on organizational goal attainment. Care-
ful definition of goals and objectives are therefore con-
sidered very vital and primary in all decisions concerning
what type of structure an organization should have. Organi-
zational planners and administrative decision makers can
never escape the challenge of organizational structuring
for the maximum attainment of organizational goals.

University outreach organizations normally referred
to as Extension Organizations of a university are seriously
facing new challenges and goals commensurable to the rapidly
changing needs of the people such outreach organizations
are to serve and to meet the needs of a changing society
they serve. Whatever route of action is taken in determin-
ing the outreach structure that decision makers hope best
answers the needs of the serving community, such an organi-
zational structure must be such that it best maximizes the
goal attainment objectives of community service and lifelong
education.

The university as an organization "is, in fact one
of the most complex structures in modern society."2 It
is made up of autonomous and semi-autonomous suborganizations

or systems which either function independently or coordinate

2James A. Perkins, The University as an Organization,
(Berkeley: The Carnegie Foundation, 1973), p. 3.







their services toward a larger goal. The predicament of
universities organizational diversity has arisen in part
because of their seemingly conflicting missions.3 Basic-
ally, the primary functions of a university are teaching,
research, and public service (extension).

According to Perkins;4 the assumption of the third
large function--that of public service--has added one more
dimension to the university's organizaﬁional agony. The
university has in a general sense, always provided service
to society but since the beginning of Land-Grant colleges
and universities in the United States, a century ago, the
pressure on universities, especially Land-Grant institutions,
to perform public service are more complex and divisive.

Many Land-Grant universities have therefore come out
with varied organizational structures which hopefully will
best meet the extension needs of the people they serve or
are to serve. For these colleges and universities, their
Cooperative Extension Service and their Continuing Education
Service (sometimes referred to as General or University
Extension) are considered one of the best organs of uni-
versity outreach. The organization of these two services
as well as some others have posed some problems to univer-

sity administrators.

31pid., p. 10.

41pia.






Writing on the history of Extension Work, Edward D.

Eddy, Jr. has this to say:

In addition to teaching and work in research,
the Land Grant Colleges have embraced the idea
that knowledge should be disseminated widely
throughout the population. Their concern for
the general improvement of life led to the
establishment of two types of extension work.
The first, Cooperative Extension, is carried on
in the fields> of agriculture and home economics
in association with the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. Each Land-Grant College has a staff of
,agents in every country to bring the newest dis-
coveries of research to the farm, home and market.
o The second extension branch, sometimes called
General or University Extension, provides instruc-
tion for the adult population through credit and
noncredit courses, correspondence work, and
conferences and institutes.

Commenting on the effect of such extension movement on
American Education as well as on the development of under-

developed countries throughout the world, Eddy wrote:

The emphasis within the colleges on opportunity
according to ability and without regard to fin-
ancial means, on the cooperative relationship of
the Federal and State governments, on a close
interweaving of academic matters and life, on a
social consciousness leading to educational ser-
vice in behalf of all people, and on the balance
of teaching, research, and extension has had pro-
found effect on all levels of American Education.
Since World War II, the Land-Grant pattern has

5C00perative Extension fields have since expanded to
include 4-H, Natural Resources and Public Policy, etc.

6Edward D. Eddy, Jr., "The Land-Grant Movement" in
Land-Grant Fact Book, Centennial Edition. (Washington,
D.C.: American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and
Universities, 1962), p. 3.




been copied widely in_underdeveloped countries
throughout the world.’

Several proposals for Cbordinating Extension functions
within the Land-Grant institutions have been made and tried.
These proposals have resulted in the merger, amalgamation,
consolidation, cooperation or even keeping separate the
functions of the Cooperative Extension and Continuing Educa-
tion Services of the Land-Grant universities. Whatever
proposal is adopted, decision-makers hopefully believe that
such an organizational structure will meet the specific
commitment of service to the state; to serve, truly, as
the "people's university" by extending the resources of the
university to all the state.

As stated by Peter Blau,

The role of organizations in a changing society
must be distinguished from the forces affecting
change within organizations, however, the exter-
nal dynamics involves the adaption of formal
organizations to changing conditions as well as
the role of formal organizations as instruments
of social change. The internal dynamics consists
of changes that occur within an organization with
growth, development of structural complexity,

and adaption to external conditions. For the
university to fulfill its functions as an agent
.0of change, its internal structure must be respon-
sive to society's needs. 1In short, social inno-
vations in the university's structure are recur-
rently required to enable it to provide the
knowledge and skills needed to solve the dominant
social problemS. « ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o o s s s e o o o

Although the university contributes to society

7Ipid., p. 3.






both ideas and men to implement them, ordinarily
its efforts at structural innovations do not
extend beyond its own walls. . . .Finally, the
internal dynamics, including actual changes as
well as a readiness for structural change, is
related to the external dynamics; but the two
must be kept analytically distinct in order to
study their relationship.8

The Problem

The fluidity of the field of extenion or university
outreach coupled with its lack of definite organization, has
made it difficult to find a common purpose for large-scale
research.9 Research with a more general purpose, if it is to
arise naturally from the field, must depend upon the exis-
tence of a common perception of strategical problems, or at
least upon some general awareness, such as a sense for the
attainment of such mission, among the key figures. Accord-
ing to James Carey,10 past investigators, in the 1950s, have
had to deal with special and basic problems in the field
itself but within the existing organization, such as curri-
culum, staffing, financing, etc., but contemporary educators
and administrators of university outreach organizations by

and large concentrate both teaching and research efforts on

8Peter Blau, "The University As A Distinctive Organi-
zation." In Institutional Backgrounds of Adult Education,
Dynamics of Change in the Modern University. R. J. Ingham
(E4A.), (Boston: CSLEA, Boston University, 1966), pp. 101-2.

9James T. Carey, Forms and Forces in University Adult
Education, (Boston: CSLEA, 1963), p. 10.

10

Ibid., p. 10.






the education of the community (a university's public service
function). Thus the trend at best points to the unification

or the coordination of the three basic university functions,

namely; teaching, research and public service. Viewed other-
wise, the trend is towards a better cooperation between uni-

versity organizations exercising these functions.

Insofar as contemporary educators and administrators
have touched on the problems of extension organization,
they have hardly centered their inquiries on the internal
structure of their organizations. Periodically, published
research reports on the varying degrees of success or failure
of outreach programs, however, there has been little research
on extension organizational structures as they best relate
to the needs of the people they are to serve. In this re-
gard, there has not been any known research study which takes
a synoptic overview of the entire extension organization
among Land-Grant universities and colleges in the U.S., com-
paring certain basic information which will generate a general
direction or trend for extension organization.

The general literature on both Cooperative Extension
and Continuing Education services of Land-Grant institutions
show that both services have many characteristics in common.
The assumptions here are that the two services:

l. represent two major outreach units of these uni-

versities;

2. provide services to a great variety of clientele






groups with many of these services common to both
units;

3. represent a major two-way communication linkage
between these universities and the public they
serve;

4., are faced with many similar problems, concerns,
and opportunities in administering their respec-
tive off-campus programs for their particular
community;

5. have the same basic mission, namely lifelong
education of the people;

6. exhibit a strong need for continual inservice
activities as these universities thrust for better
services to their communities and the education of
society as a whole.

Over 25 Land-Grant institutions in the 1960s alone,

have undertaken reorganization of their extension services.11

The trend is continuing in the 1970s. The combination of

~all off-campus extension function of these institutions into

one unit have resulted in organizational structures termed

""a merger" or "a consolidation" or "amalgamation." Other

Iand-Grant universities which have not merged their off-

campus extension functions have extension organizational

llMohammad Douglah and Howard A. Shriver, "A Merger of
Extension: West Virginia," Journal of Cooperative Extension,
Vol. 7, No. 3, (Fall 1969), p. 137.
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structures that could be termed "separate," "cooperative" or

"coordinating" units. Giving reasons why mergers, consolida-

tion or amalgamation of university wide extension functions

arise, Douglah and Shriverl?1isted the following:

1.

the duplication and lack of coordination in regard
to structures,clientele,and programs;

competition between extension units for funds,
status, and leadership;

restriction of services to specific clientele
groups by extension divisions resulting in the
exclusion of various segments of society;
Socio-economic problems which are not confined to
specific clientele groups or to geographic areas;
increased federal funds available for adult educa-

tion programs.

Among the chief reasons why other Land-Grant universi-

ties have

1.

3.

If

kept their outreach functions separate may be:
strong internal politics and competition for supre-
macy of one unit over the other;

problems associated with federal, state and local
funding of university outreach (extension) programs;

unrelated functions of outreach units.

all Land-Grant colleges and universities claim that

they are truly serving their publics; the key research ques-

tion is:

Are the different organizational structures of

12

Ibid., p. 137.






11

these university outreach units geared towards the attain-
ment of different goals? Whatever the answer is, two ques-
tions can be asked: 1) Can a pattern be generated which
relates the extension organizational structure of one type of
extension organization, for example, the Cooperative Exten-
sion to the goals of that extension organization? and 2) What
are the key factors that determine the organizational struc-

ture of each of the extension units of a university?

Need for the Study

Both empirical and theoretical studies have shown that,
given certain environmental and task requirements, some
patterns of organizational structure and behavior are more
appropriate than others, and that organizations conforming
more closely with these patterns are more effective.13 The
obvious implication is that there is no simple or "best"

" model of organization appropriate to all environments. An-
other implication is that changes in an environment require
appropriate changes in the pattern of organization needed
to deal with that environment. For educators, administra-
tors and decision makers to be able to differentiate between
types of organizational structure that hopefully would best

meet the needs of a changing society, there is the need for

a study which would bring out an overall picture of the

13See particularly Tom Burns and G. M. Stalker, The
Management of Innovation, (London: Tavistock Institute,
J961) and Paul R. Lawrence and J. W. Lorsch, Organization and
Environment: Managing Differentiation and Integration,
(Boston: Harvard Business School Division of Research, 1967).
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patterns of university outreach organizations as they are
related to their different environments in their mission or
goal attainment efforts.

This study is intended to provide the researcher and
other interested parties with the basic issues and other per-
tinent information on structuring a university outreach
(extension) organization especially as practiced or experi-
enced in Land-Grant colleges and universities in the con-
tinental United States.

As an incidental outcome, the study will provide educa-
tors and administrators, especially university outreach
decision-makers with a common background to analyze, organize
or restructure their outreach functions where there is the
need. Such a study will also make it more possible for
researchers to find a common purpose for large-scale research
in the field of extension especially as it relates to extension

organization.

The Purpose of the Study

The basic purposes of this study are to collect, analyze
and classify pertinent materials and information that relate
to the organization of extension among Land-Grant colleges
and universities in the U.S. In doing this, the patterns
of extension organization, especially as they relate to the
Cooperative Extension and Continuing Education Services in
the institutions to be studied, will be investigated. This

study will relate these patterns to certain data about the
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institutions with regard to internal and external factors
giving rise to such a particular extension organizational

structure.

Definition of Terms Used

Amalgamation: The combination or blending of a university's
outreach organizations either at the top administra-
tive level or at the field level for the purposes of
coordinating the efforts of the outreach staff at that
level.

Bureaucratic: Governmental or any administrative inflexible
routine of management.

Cooperation: The association of the manpower resources of
two or more organizations, working together for a
common purpose but maintaining organizational identity.

Consolidation of Extension Systems: Coordination of exten-
sion units affected by organizational changes at the
state administrative level.

Consolidation of Higher Education: Coordination of the admin-
istration of all higher educational institutions in a
state.

Cooperative Activities: Such activities as joint meetings,
joint staff appointments, joint conferences, etc.

Coordination: The adjustment of the functions of two or
more organizations within a unified administrative
system. The form of its organizational structure
could be that of a merger, consolidation or amalgamated
systems.

Merger: The structuring of all of a university's extension
units into a single focus, with the intent of coordina-
ting efforts at all organizational levels.

Outreach: (University outreach) - Those educational acti-
vities carried on outside the traditional walls of
an institution. It implies all off-campus educational
efforts of an institution. The term is used inter-
changeably with "Extension."

Outreach Organizations: Refers to such extension units as
the Cooperative Extension, University Extension, General
Extension, Continuing Education Services, etc.
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Para-professionals: Semi or nonprofessional persons employed
to work alongside professional personnel due to the
shortage or availability of, or the lack of funds to
hire professional staff.






CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The Philosophical Foundation for Outreach

The university is saidl to be: a community of scholars;
a repository and guardian of the cultural heritage and his-
tory of man; an agency for the discovery and dissemination of
knowledge; the corporate realization of man's desire to
learn, to know, to understand; the institutional fulfillment
of man's successful struggle against ignorance, himself and
his environment and a combination of faculty, students, faci-
lities, programs and resources. The university then, is a
primary educational resource and knowledge center. University
outreach, therefore, is the process of extending university
resources and knowledge to meet the educational needs of
society and the public community outside of the framework
of the campus community. Unlike nations, universities can
no longer consider themselves apart as an island separate

from society.2 According to Cardinal Newman,

To say that the university has obligations to the

1Subcommittee 4 of the Life Long Education Committee,
"MSU Outreach: The Philosophical Foundation." An unpublished

manuscript (May 14, 1972), p. 1.

21pid., p. 1.

15
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social order is not to say that it must satisfy
only the demands which society can articulate,
for a university should make society aware of
what society ought to want as well as satisfy
those wants it readily says it has.

It is not therefore

. . .asking too much to suggest that many out-
reach or university public service activities be
combined to make better use of resources and to
provide easier assess by citizens to the assis-
tance they seek.
Reaching out to assist clients requires personal contacts
with ". . .those citizens systematically excluded from,
unaware of, or unreceptive to an agency's services or those

of related agencies."5 How then can a university's resources

be organized to carry out these tasks?

Structural Variables of Organizations

According to Etzioni,6 organizations are social inven-
tions which specialize in "getting things done." Their

effectiveness is based on their ability to effectively

3Cardinal Newman, quoted in "MSU Outreach: The Philo-
sophical Foundation," Ibid., p. 5.

4Harry P. Day, "University Public Service: Which Pub-
lic? Which Service," Adult Leadership, 24, (November, 1975),
Pe- 91

5J. J. Bannon, Outreach: Extending Community Service
in Urban Areas, (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas, 1973),
p. viid,

6

Amitai Etzioni, A Sociological Reader on Complex Organ—

izations, 2nd. Ed., (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
Inc., 1969), p. 197.
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coordinate their human and material resources and subunits
which comprise the organizations.7 The major assumptions
underlying this study is that this coordination and/or coop-
eration among a university's outreach units, as organizations
within the major university organization, necessarily pre-
sumes such a degree of interdependence that, changes in any
structural variable, or set of structural variables, have
ramification throughout the outreach organizations involved,
the total university organization and also the society these
organizations serve. Commenting on the need for coordination
between outreach units, Knox8 said,
As many of the academic units on each campus
become heavily involved in continuing education,
some form of coordination is needed so that
initiative and diversity doesn't produce frag-
"'mentation and confusion, especially for clients.
This structural concern is even more difficult
and important for institutions with multiple
campuses.
He said such coordination is especially crucial at two points:
1. Where contact is made with individuals and the
organizational clients, and
2. Within the office of the president or chancellor.
In the first instance he suggested one extension center at

each locality. 1In the second instance, he suggested the

designation of an overall leader in the president's office

7J. Thompson, Organizations in Action, (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1967), pp. 39-50.

8A. B. Knox, "New Realities," NUEA Specator, Vol. XXXIX,
No. 22, (December 1975), p. 8.
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with the responsibility for the coordination of the univer-
sity's outreach functions.

~According to Knox,9 having a single door to the insti-
tution regarding continuing education and public service
has major advantages for potential clients as well as for
the institution. The existence of one outreach inquiry
center at each local community increases program visibility,
helps adults to develop more effective inquiry strategies
to relate action problems to knowledge resources, and to
identify requests for which there are no available programs.
With this type of structuring, field staff members provide
major input regarding needs and effectiveness.

On the marginality of extension organizations, Sternlo
comments that "Extension as an idea defies the tendency to
stratification and ossification in academic structures."
Such organizations represent the university even without the
awareness of the authorities because it is hard to get the
attention of those in authority over extension. He said
extension functions at the edge of history.

11 at present, Continuing Education

According to Stern,
services have no common organizational pattern. In a few

instances, like the University of Wisconsin and New York

9Ibid., p. 9.

loMilton R. Stern, "The Invisible University, NUEA
Spectator, Vol. XXIX, No. 22, (December 1975), p. 10.

ipia., p. 11.
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University, independent extension arms may even have a full-
time faculty cadre. But even in those cases, the basic
teaching provision is part-time, using people from the parent
institution on an overload basis, moonlighters from other
colleges or nonacademic specialists if the community is
intellectually rich enough.

According to Sternl?

The urgent issue, which we must consider is whether

continuing education shall be 'centralized' or

'decentralized.' That is, shall continuing educa-

tion be mandated to a single comprehensive exten-

sion division, or shall it be undertaken by other-

wise internally oriented departments and colleges

of the institution.
The same argument applies to other outreach units. Organ-
izational arrangements for extension varies widely. For
example, the University of California is said13 to be cen-
tralized with all of Continuing Education mandated to the
extension divisions on its nine campuses and with few things
dangling from the systemwide office. On the other extreme,
in some universities like Michigan, the principle of unit
autonomy is applied administratively throughout the univer-
sity.

The allocation of fiscal resources is increasingly

becoming critical in these hard times, but a carefully

12Stern, op. cit., p. 1l.

13:pia.
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deVeloped system for carrying out the process of effective
fund allocation should be a part of the decision-making

15 the levelling off

process.14 According to Alan Knox,
and even reduction in institutional budgets bring out the
latent cannibalism that exist in most large organizations
and increases the pressure to reduce or eliminate the tax
support for Continuing Education programs. In some instances
programs must be self-supporting. In other instances aca-
demic units incorporate Continuing Education and public
service into their functions and within their tax budgets.
The resulting subsidy creates a paradoxical internal instance
of unequal competition.

Universities as organizations are increasing in size

16 . . . .
This increase in size

and complexity in recent times.
and complexity according to Hutchins17 and Brown18 is bring-

ing about the deterioration in interrelationships of subunits

l4Floyd B. Fisher, "Allocation of Resources for Contin-
uing Education/Community Services," The NUEA Spectator, Vol.
39, No. 22, (December 1975), p. 19.

15

Knox, op. cit., p. 7.

16W. R. Boland, "Size, External Relations, and the Dis-
tribution of Power: A Study of Colleges and Universities,"
Comparative Organizations, Wolf V. Heydebrand (ed.), (Engle-
wood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1973). See also P. M.
Blau, The Organization of Academic Work, (New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 1973).

l7R. M. Hutchins, The Learning Society, (New York:
Praeger, 1968).

18D. J. Brown, The Liberal University, (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1969).
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of higher education institutions. Blau stated that univer-
sities and colleges have administrative structures that are
similar to those of other bureaucracies but that the same

structural features do not have the same significance for

each.19 Dykes, for example, writes,

. . .as universities grow larger and more complex,
they tend to take on characteristics of other
large (business) organizations; structural super-
ordination and subordination are accentuated,
rules and regulations become more important, hier-
archical authority increases and universities

move away from the characteristics of community
and collegiality.20

University institutions are likely to become business minded
and thus lose perspective of their public service function.
Size defined in terms of the population membership of

21 is one of the first structural wvariables

an organization
used in organizational analysis and was initially considered
the causal variable affecting the degree of complexity in
organizations and societies. In other words, size immediately
determines the form of an organization. The debate on size

as a determinant of organizational structures had been con-

tested between the best known structurists in the 1950s and

1d81au, 1973, op. cit., p. 279.

20A. R. Dykes, Faculty Participation in Academic Deci-
sion-Making, (Washington, D.C.: American Council on Educa-

tion, 1968), p. 13.

21R. J. Hall, J. E. Haas and N. J. Johnson, "Organiza-
tional Size, Complexity and Formalization," American Socio-
logical Review, Vol. 32, (December 1967), p. 905.
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1960s. According to Michels22 increased size leads to in-
creased complexity leads to increased specialization and
finally increased centralization of information for coor-
dinated purposes. Dykes writes, ". . .the ability of facul-
ties to play a meaningful role in decision-making is increas-
ingly challenged as institutions grow larger and more
complex and as the decision-making processes become more
bureaucratized and formalized."23

Cowley believes that professors have lost sight of
those for whom the education system was created--the students
and the general society--and consequently have developed a
collegial system of control of higher education for their

24 Blau believes that the increases in size

own benefits.
and complexity actually serve to give professors autonomy
and research possibilities rather than binding them by greater

25 Illustrating, he said that larger

bureaucratic restraints.
universities have disproportionately smaller administrative
units and instead of being rigid, are more likely than

smaller institutions to innovate by the development of new

fields of study. Larger size also tends to reduce the "pa-

ternalistic" centralization of authority possible in a smaller

22R. Michels, "The Conservative Basis for Organization,"
in Reader in Bureacracy, R. K. Merton, Ailsa P. Gray, Barbara
Hockey and H. C. Selvin, (ed.) (New York: Free Press, 1952).

23

Dykes, op. cit., p. V.

24W. H. Cowley, "Professors, Presidents and Trustees,"
AGB Reports, Vol. 9, No. 5, (February, 1967), pp. 14-15.

25

Blau, 1973, op. cit., p. 279.
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institution. Concluding this debate, the review of this
literature supports Dykes' position that "faculty power and
administrative power are in a sense fused"26 and that each
depend on the other for support.

On the Reorganization of the Cooperative
Extension and Continuing Education Services

Several proposals for coordinating extension functions
within the Land-Grant institutions have been made and tried.
These proposals have resulted in the merger or amalgamation
or consolidation, cooperation, and even keeping separate the
functions of the Cooperative Extension and Continuing Educa-
tion Services of the Land-Grant universities. Whatever pro-
posal is adopted, decision-makers believe that such an or-
ganizational structure will meet the specific commitment of
service to the state to serve, truly, as the "people'"s uni-
versity" by extending the resources of the university to all
the state.

At the national seminar on agricultural administration
in the Land-Grant system in 1963, a committee of Land-Grant
university presidents stated:

With the history of success (of the Cooperative

Extension Service) in mind, we make a proposal

of policy that the extension idea be broadened

and extended to include more of the university's
structure--perhaps all of it.

26Dykes, op. cit., p. 41.
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The environment in which the university serves
is such and the adult education needs of the
nation are so great that it is logical to assign
these greater responsibilities to the extension
arm . of the university. 1In the period ahead the
nation will be greater served if the land-grant
system has an organized way to focus its intel-
lectual resource on problems and needs of a
developing society in a world setting.

Just how this is to be accomplished is a matter

of decision for each university in accordance

with what it considers appropriate. It seems,

however, that some means of association or

coordination should be attained between Cooper-

ative Extension Service activities and the other

off-campus and extension teaching activities of

the institution, whether these activities be

classified as university extensionf continuing

education, or by some other name.

This statement clearly showed that Land-Grant univer-
sities' responsibility to the people had only been met in
part and that there was the need of reorganization of all
extension activities of the university to meet the expanding
needs of developing society.

E. T. York, Jr.28 proposed some alternative approaches
to offering this coordination. They were: 1) a merger or
amalgation of cooperative and general university extension,

2) close coordination between the cooperative and general

extension programs within the institution, with clearly

27The Century Ahead, Proceedings of a Seminar on Agri-
cultural Administration in the Land-Grant System, June 16 to
19, 1963, Fort Collins, Colorado, (Ames: Center for Agricul-
tural and Economic Development of Iowa State University, 1963),
pp. 13-14.

'28E. T. York, Jr., "Coordinating Extension," Journal
of Extension, Vol. 4, No. 2, (Summer 1966), pp. 70-73.
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delineated responsibilities for each, 3) to have cooperative
extension represent the total university in the conduct of
most educational programs of an informal nature, with exten-
sion (general) providing the more formal educational programs.
Such general extension activities, according to York, would
complement the work of the Cooperative Extension Service as
it focuses upon community problems and needs.

York, however, stated that in the first approach "it
appears that experience with a merger or amalgation has been
generally favorable"--the best experience apparently being
in those states with one state university or one major uni-
versity concerned with extension. On the second alternative,
he said that responsibilities between cooperative and general
extension could not be divided on the basis of either geo-
graphic or subject matter, but may be by the form or type
of educational effort carried out by the two organizations.
To implement the third alternative, York stated that subject
matter resources would have to be added from other parts of
the university as dictated by the problems and needs of the
people.

In another article discussing the Cooperative Extension
and Adult or Continuing Education programs of colleges,

29

Daniel Hill said that "the challenge confronting adult

29D. J. Hill, "Can Cooperative Extension and Community
Colleges Work Together?" Journal of Extension, Vol. 8, No. 4,
(Winter 1970), p. 25.
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education is that of coordinating the efforts of these insti-
tutions." Listing the forces that favor coordination, Malcolm

30 identifies the following: 1) the overlapping of

Knowles
the "market"; outreach activities that results in pressure
from the consumer for better integrated services, 2) the
marginality of the adult educational role that induces adult
educators to seek mutual support, 3) advances in the field
that cause adult educators to seek beyond their knowledge
of personal growth and 4) adult educators who look to each
other as natural allies in the struggle for recognition and
financial support.

Giving reasons that prompted many university adminis-
trators of over 25 Land-Grant universities, since 1960, to
combine all off-campus extension functions, Douglah and
Shriver listed the following:

1. the duplication and lack of coordination

in regard to structure, clientele, and
programs;

2. competition between extension units for
funds, status, and leadership;

3. restriction of services to specific clien-
tele groups by extension divisions, resulting
in the exclusion of various segments of
society;

4. socio-economic problems which are not con-

fined to specific clientele groups or to
geographic area, and

30M. S. Knowles, The Adult Education Movement in the
United States, (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,
1962), pp. 265-68.
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5. 1increased federal funds, available for adult
education programs.

They reported that the reorganization efforts have
resulted in two organizational structures--a consolidated
system and a merger. The two systems were differentiated

as follows:

A consolidated extension system occurred in
instances when coordination of extension units
was affected by organizational changes at the
state administrative level. The organization was
consolidated administratively; however, field
operations were not directly affected in terms
of program content or scope of activities. A
merged extension system resulted when all ex-
tension units were restructed into a single
focus, with the intent of coordinating efforts
at all organizational levels. In such a merger,
field personnel are responsible for organizing
programs in all subject matter areas at the
county level. Personnel from the appropriate
campus or field-based unit assumed the actual
teaching function.32

33 lists the

On forces that weaken coordination, Knowles
following: 1) lack of agreement on the goals of adult edu-
cation; 2) feeling of rivalry caused by competition for
target audiences because of overlapping programs; 3) per-
ceptions of different status groupings within the field

that generate feelings of inferiority, fear of domination,

and other emotions that obstruct cooperation; 4) adult

31M. A. Douglah and H. A. Shriver, op. cit., p. 137.

321pid., pp. 137-138.

33Knowles, op. cit., pp. 265-68.
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educators from various groups who enter their educational
roles from different backgrounds, with different vocabu-
laries, philosophy, and methods of approach that interfere
with communication; and 5) the difficulty of constructing

a coordinating organizational structure because there is no
clear pattern of the field to be coordinated.

According to an Extension Council Committee of the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges (NASULGC):

Success in the field of Extension and Continuing
Education requires 1) conceptualization of the
need and opportunity; 2) commitment, verbal and
financial; 3) leadership; 4) policy and organi-
zational arrangement components that expedite the

accomplishment of the overriding mission in an
efficient manner. 34

=~

It is the fourth area of concern that has posed the
greatest problem to extension reorganization. Commenting
on such reorganization efforts, Earl Coke35 calls for "a
single off-campus educational service to urbanized America."
In the conclusion of their article "Whether Goests the CES?"

Shannon and Schoenfeld also noted:

34”Guidelines for Developing a Comprehensive Extension
Program in NASULGC Institutions," NUEA Spectator, Vol. XXV,
No. 4, (April-May 1970), p. 12.

35E. J. Coke, "The Evaluation of Agriculture in the
Land-Grant Institutions," Proceedings of the American
Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Unilversities,
Vol. 11, No. LXXV (1961), p. 13.
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The Cooperative Extension Service is, without
question, a magnificent instrument for informal
education for action. . . . Yet this instrument
represents only a segment of the university and
reaches only a segment of society. The time is
seemingly at hand for agricultural extension to
lend its considerable skills and resources to
the fashioning of a truly universitg—wide,
community-wide outreach enterprise.36

Extension Mergers

One of the successfully reorganized and unified off-
campus extension functions classified as a "true merger"
is the case of West Virginia University's Appalachian Center.
The merger came about on May 1, 1963.37 Under one adminis-
trative head, all off-campus functions of the university
are coordinated through the county offices, whether initiated
by the county staff or from the campus.

A study38 to determine the impact of this merger after

five years of operation was undertaken by Howard Shriver.

Based on evidence of his study, the following conclusions

were drawn:

36T. J. Shannon and C. A. Schoenfeld, "Whither Goest
the CES?" Journal of Cooperative Extension, Vol. 3, No. 4,

(Winter, 1965), p. 204.

37Douglah and Shriver, op. cit., pp. 138-39.

38H. A. Shriver, "Role Perception and Job Attitudes
of West Virginia County Extension Agents in a Merged Exten-
sion System." Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 1968). See also M. Douglah
and H. Shriver, "A Merger of Extension," op. cit., p. 144.
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1. The role perceptions of agents in West
Virginia have changed substantially since
the merger of Extension units. These changed
perceptions are reflected by a) an increase
in importance attributed to many clientele
groups not considered within the scope of
responsibility prior to the merger and b)
an increase in subject-matter areas consid-
ered to be within agent's responsibilities.

2. The change in role perception was not ex-
pressed by drastic changes in program
emphasis for any agent group. All groups
reflected working to some extent with new
clientele groups considered appropriate
since the merger. However, this work had
not been as intensive or comprehensive with
post-merger as with pre-merger identified
clientele.

3. Home agents appeared to be more oriented
to post-merger identified clientele and
subject matter than county or 4-H agents.

4. Overall attitudes of agents toward Appala-
chian Center was generally good when consid-
ering that the change was brought about in a
short period with a minimum of advanced pre-
paration for personnel. However, there were
some aspects of the merger that were perceived
more favorably than others.

5. Agents realize the extent of role change
brought about by the merger. Implications
are that Extension personnel can and will
accept broadened role expectations.

Another example of a successfully merged Extension
Service is that of the University of Wisconsin which came
about in 1965 under President Harvey Harrington. After 50
years of administrative indecision, especially by Administra-
tors before him, President Harrington gained the Regent's
approval to set in motion a merger of the Agricultural Exten-
sion, General Extension, and Radio-TV units, which became a

truly effective mechanism for university public service in

Wisconsin.
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Writing about the Wisconsin's merger, Robert Carlson

stated that:

Having combined Agricultural Extension, General
Extension, and radio-TV, the University of Wis-
consin had effectively concentrated its resources
for public service outreach. Merger in Extension
enabled the University to focus its public service
activities more efficiently. The University of
Wisconsin in 1968 was in a position to give better
service to the taxpayers of Wisconsin, provide
student activities interested in humanistic values
with a moral equivalent for violent demonstrations,
and gained increased financial support. Poten-
tially, the University of Wisconsin had much to
gain by Harrington's decision for merger in
Extension.

There are other fine examples of extension mergers.
There are also other examples where there were once exten-
sion mergers but internal politics and frictions of their
manpower resources had caused the unified organization to
be separated again. Whatever the outcome of a decision to
merge or not to merge a university's outreach efforts de-
pends heavily on the cooperation as well as the involvement
of the manpower resources who will carry out the decision's

purposes and objectives.

Future Structure of University Outreach

Determining the future organizational structure for

outreach is a function of good management and administration.

39R. A. Carlson, "Merger in Extension, A History and
Analysis of Merger at the University of Wisconsin" (Unpub-
1ished Ph.D. thesis, University of Wisconsin, Madison, 1968)

PP- 109-110.






32
As Fulmer stated,

Planning, of which forecasting is an important
part, is the most fundamental of the management
functions. Planning successfully or choosing
from among alternative courses of action depends
on management's ability to accurately anticipate
the future.40

Drawing also from the ideas of Munsterman and Masters, II,41

it is clear that in order to develop plans for the future
of extension, the future must be accurately assessed and
analyzed and if higher educational institutions intend to
serve the public, they must adopt new methods of forecast-
ing their own future in order to keep pace with a changing
environment.

Over a decade ago, Lowell Watts said the following
about the future of the Cooperative Extension and other
extension programs of the land-grant universities:

It is significant that a real broadening of the

extension function will, of necessity carry

organizational implications throughout the

entire university: s & @ o e ee a G e e e @

This, first of all, carries with it a require-
ment that extension and the colleges of

40R. M. Fulmer, Managing Associations for the 1980's,
(Washington D.C.: Foundation of the American Society of
Association Executives, 1972), p. 10.

41R. E. Munsterman and R. J. Masters, II, "Alternative
Futures for Continuing Education in Region IV," The Specta-
tor, Journal of the National University Extension Association,
VoI. XXXIX, No. 22, (December 1975), pp. 22-24.
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agriculture reorganize on universitywide patterns.

It means extension directors may need to relin-

quish some degree of autonomy. . . .It means

that both deans and presidents must face squarely,

in whatever manner is appropriate to each parti-

cular institution, the matter of administrative

organization.

Cooperative extension of the future may be a

part of a college of agriculture, it may be

part of a universitywide extension function,

or it may even embrace international as well

as national responsibilities. One thing seems

obvious: If the land-grant system fails to ,

develop extension functions to its fullest capa-
' bilities, it will fail to maintain its unique

place in education.42

43 said "extension

Seven years later, Donald McNeil
is in a revolution" and in order to plan for the future,
decision makers should take "a risk and pull (their) re-
sources with those of vocational technical institutes,
high schools, private schools, outside industries, or arms
of government to devise the best possible educational pro-
grams for all the people." McNeil said that extension can
not ignore the support and cooperation of other vested

interest allies. He said, "extension needs money, support,

1 commitment, and the will to take risks." He urged extension

42L. H. Watts, "The Extension Service: An Interpre-
tative Analysis of Seminar Discussions Concerning the Role
of Cooperative Extension in the Land-Grant System," An
address presented at the Seminar on Agricultural Administra-
tion in the Land-Grant System, Colorado State University,
Fort Collins, Colorado, June 19, 1963.

43D. R. McNeil, "Extension: A Risk Taker in the
Revolution," Journal of Extension, Vol. VIII, (Fall, 1970),
p. 9.
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administrators to move regardless of a neat administrative
structure. "The time for change in extension is now," he
said.

Adding to the idea of risk taking in change, James

44

Miller said,

. . .should the Cooperative Extension Service
provide leadership in coordination and planning,
but delegate action and implementation to others,
thereby avoiding criticism, complaints, or risk
of failure?

On the future role of Continuing Education and Cooperative
Extension, Miller again said, "an impending collision has
been predicted for the path taken by informal education and

the current structure of formal education in the United

States."45

46

In conclusion, Miller said,

. . .if Cooperative Extension Service is to have
the organization and be present on location where
huge programs need to be transfused into local
conditions, then organizational restructuring

is necessary for Extension to function most
effectively in today's social environment. . . It
is then that Extension can resolve the traditional
dialogue as to dual roles, community leadership,
motivation of supervisors, faculty status, and
political and social understanding, to name a few.

44J. R. Miller, "Are New Models for Location Extension
Organization Needed?" Journal of Extension, Vol. XI, (Spring
1973), p. 58.

45

Ibid., p. 58.

461pid., pp. 65-66.






CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This study was designed to describe, classify, compare
and analyze the various types of extension organizational
structuring of the Land-Grant universities in the United
States of America. The nature of this study, therefore, is
descriptive as well as comparative.1

This chapter will focus on the research setting, defin-
ing the population and sample selection procedures, describ-
ing the instrumentation used for the collection of the re-
search data as well as the procedures for the administration
of the survey instrument. University outreach (extension)
organizations that participated in this study will be named
and classified. Finally, the statistical procedures used
in analyzing the research data and interpreting such data

will be outlined.

lAccording to John Best, descriptive research allows
the researcher to describe and interpret what exists from
the data that has been gathered. J. W. Best, Research in
Education, (New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1959), p. 102.
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The Research Setting

Land-Grant institutions of the United States belong to
the National Association of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges (NASULGC). This association serves as a co-
hesive force for a special segment of public higher education.
Its 130 members (as of 1975) include the principal public
(state) universities and the 71 Land-Grant colleges and
universities of the fifty states of the United States of
America, Guam, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands and the District
of Columbia2 (see Appendix C).

Certain characteristics that these institutions hold
in common are:

1. A commitment to the extension of educational

opportunities for the masses of American people.

2. A dedication to research as a solution to many

of the world's problems.
3. A history of service to their neighbors through

large extension and continuing education programs.3

The Population
The population for this study consisted of the 68 land-

grant institutions of the fifty states of the United States

and the District of Columbia. Since this study was to

2National Association of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges, Fact Book, 1974.

3National Association of State Universities and Land
Grant Colleges, Fact Book, 1972, pp. 1-3.
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investigate the structural patterns of extension organiza-
tions in the continental United States, the Land-Grant
dnstitutions in Guam, the Virgin Islands and of Puerto Rico
were not considered part of the populat;ion.4 Two Land-Grant
dinstitutions, Cornell University and Massachusetts Institute
of Technology are privately controlled. Affiliated with
Cornell are certain contract colleges of the State Univer-
sity of New York.

With the exception of the states of Alabama, Arkansas,
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Okla-
homa, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia which
I ave two separate Land-Grant institutions each, the other
s tates have only one Land-Grant institution each. The out-
reach organizations of these Land-Grant institutions consti-
twuated the domain for the study. The target population how-
e~rer were the heads of outreach units (respondents) of each
Land-Grant institution through whom the information on each

Ouatreach unit was obtained.

Sample Selection

Several factors were considered in selecting the sample

©f organizations for this study. The first and foremost

S e S

4'Nai:ional Association of State Universities and Land-
Gr?nt Colleges, 1974 Facts: National Association of State
Univsersities and Land-Grant Colleges.
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selection criterion was that the outreach organization to
be studied must belong to a Land-Grant institution in the
fJnited States. This criterion automatically eliminated the
Y.and-Grant universities of Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin
X slands which are not in the continental United States.

The second criterion was that as closely as possible
the Land-Grant institutions to be randomly selected should
have both a Cooperative Extension Service and a Continuing
Education Service (names may vary with institutions) either
as separate outreach organizations or as a combined out-
Xreach organization. Since there are more than one land-

g xant institution in some states, as stated earlier, but
omnly one Cooperative Extension Service for each state, the
s urvey sample was automatically limited to those 51 I,and-
G xant institutions (including the District of Columbia)

wri th a Cooperative Extension Component. On the assumption
tIhat each Land-Grant institution have both outreach compon-
emts, disregarding merger cases, 102 outreach organizations
We re expected.

From a "List of State Cooperative Extension Service
Di rectors" obtained from the Office of the Associate Direc-
tox of Personnel, Cooperative Extension Service, Michigan
State University, Land-Grant institutions qualifying under
the gsecond criterion were identified. Also identified were
the pames and addresses of the Directors of these 51 Coopera-

tive Extension Service Organizations.
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From the 1975-76 Handbook and Directory of the National

University Extension Association, the names and addresses of

Continuing Education (names may vary with each institution)
Directors of the same Land-Grant institutions identified
for Cooperative Extension were obtained. These two lists
of names and addresses were compared for each Land-Grant
institution. As part of the preliminary "elimination"
exercises, names and/or addresses that were the same were
considered as unified (i.e., merger, consolidated, etc.)
cases and hence only one organization representing the two
units was considered for such Land-Grant institution.
Seventeen cases of these types were identified. The two
separate outreach organizations of the 34 remaining insti-
tutions were considered.

The third selection criterion was regional represen-
tation to ensure equitable geographic distribution of the
Land-Grant institutions to be studied. The United States
was divided by the researcher into six regional groupings
as closely as possible to the regional grouping of the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare (see Figure 1).
Department of HEW regions one, two and three were combined
as the Research Region I (Eastern Region). Department of
HEW regions nine and ten were combined as Research Region
VI with Alaska as a part of this (Western) region. Depart-
ment of HEW regions seven and eight were combined (with the

exception of Iowa and Missouri which were added to Research
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Region III, (Central), as Research Region IV (Midwest).

The rest of the Research Regions which coincided with that
of the Department of HEW were the southwest and the south-
east. As a cross check for randomization of the research
sample, Land-Grant institutions, randomly sampled, were
located to their respective regions to verify the equitable

geographic dispersion of sampled Land-Grant organizations.

Random Sampling

Numbered cards were written for each of the remaining
34 Land-Grant institutions whose outreach organizations
were highly likely to be separate units. Twenty cards
(institutions) were selected randomly from the pack of cards
to form the research sample in addition to the 17 cases of
unified systems. The twenty institutions represented 20
Cooperative Extension Services and 20 Continuing Education
Services (see Table 3.1). On the whole, 57 outreach organi-
zations of 37 Land-Grant institutions made up the survey

sample.

Instrumentation
The objective here was to develop the type of question-
naire that would best investigate the research problem. As
noted by Walter Borg, survey research has involved extensive
use of questionnaire as a survey instrument and such instru-

ment must be flexible and capable of being custom-designed
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Table 3.1. Numerical Count of the Administration and Return
of Survey Questionnaire

Outreach Organizations Number Number Returned*
Sent Returned*
Cooperative Extension 20 18 90.00
Continuing Education 20 17 85.00
Combined Extenstion 17 9 52.94
Total 57 44 77.19

*Returned but answered questionnaires due to the inavail-
ability of respondents, etc., were not counted.
to assist in the investigation of some research problem.5
After careful review of the literature and identifying the
variables necessary for such outreach organizational studies,
the researcher spent about two months interviewing and hav-
ing consultation sessions with heads of Michigan State
University's outreach units as well as other departmental
heads of such outreach units.

The final copy of the survey questionnaire (see Appen-
dix A) was divided into three main sections. Thirty-four
questionnaire items in Section A sought to investigate the
respondents' characteristics, the clients' characteristics
and finally the characteristics of outreach organizations.
The design of Section A covered information on the respon-

dents' knowledge and experience of the field of extension.

5W. Borg, Educational Research: An Introduction, (New
York: David McKay Co., 1973), p. 202.
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S uch information was necessary to give credibility to the
A ata they have given for the study.

The design also sought information on the place of
xesidence, educational background, the economic status of
the clients who participated in outreach programs, their
participation in program decision-making, and the kinds of
offering available to clients. Data on these clients'
characteristics were necessary if the study were to deter-
mine the type of clients outreach organizations serve,
the kinds of programs offered them and which type of clients
Xreceive what services from outreach organizations.

Finally, the design of Section A also sought to in-
Vvestigate variables of size, goals, decision-making base,
sStaff membership, departmental configuration, total uni-
Versity affiliation and control, budgetary base for opera-
tions in addition to certain political legislative and
bureaucratic pressure and restraints that contribute to
the structuring of university outreach organizations.
changes in any of these structural variables have ramifica-

Tions through the entire organization. For example size
MO st often determines the form of an organization. In-

6

Creased size most often brings® about specialization which

leads to complexity, leading to bureaucracy, authority

\

6G. L. Lippitt, Organizational Renewal, (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), pp. 42-43.
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s tructure, personal detachment, fragmentation of knowledge,
coordination, integration and finally to centralization.

Fiscal dependency or independency also have great
e ffects on organizational functioning. In some states fin-
amncial control of Cooperative Extension budgets are sti-
pPrulated rather fully in their statutes. With other out-
Treach organizations, source and amount of financial resources
to support self-studies, possibly changes the organizational
direction of operations. The availability of funds assures
the provision of programs on continuing basis.

Sections B and C sought to investigate the structure,
wvalues and reasons for the present organizational struc-
turing of outreach units of the Land-Grant institutions.
Respondents whose outreach units were considered separate
and autonomous from other outreach units of their univer-
sities were asked to respond to Section B only. All others
whose outreach units were somehow unified were to respond

to Section C only.

Administration and Return of Questionnaires

The questionnaires were prepared for mailing along
Witk an appropriate cover letter signed by the following:
1. Thomas M. Freeman, Director and Associate Profes-
sor, M.S.U. Institutional Research;
2. Armand L. Hunter, Director of Continuing Education
and Acting Dean, Life-Long Education Programs,

MoSoUo;
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3. Gordon E. Guyer, Director of Cooperative Exten-

sion and Assistant Dean, College of Agriculture

and Natural Resources; and,
4. Joseph T. Agboka, Researcher.

The first three signatures gave to their respondent

colleagues, additional credibility to the purpose, intent

amnd need for the study.

The questionnaire was attractively and neatly printed
omn yellow papers to attract attention and to "stand out"

among other papers in order to minimize the tendency for

xrespondents losing track of it. In addition, a return self-

addressed envelope with postage was provided to obtain maxi-

mum returns of the questionnaires.

Mail questionnaire was chosen as the most appro-

Priate method for this study because, according to A. N.

()ppenheim,7 the mailed questionnaire has advantages among

Other survey research that include access to a population

that may be widely distributed geographically. The ques-

tiomnnaires were mailed on March 26, 1976. Respondents were

regwuested to return answered questionnaires by April 23,

197 &. This study was originally intended to cover 30 out-

Teach organizations. Since the returned record of 44 out-

reach organizations was about 46.67 percent more than the

\_..______

7A. N. Oppenheim, Questionnaire: Design and Attitude
(New York: Basic Books, 1966), pp. 24-47.

M
—= A surenent,

B
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required number or about 77 percent of the number sent out,

there was no need for a follow-up letter.

8 The response

xrecord is shown in Table 3.1. Table 3.2 shows the geo-

g xaphical breakdown of useable responses received. Table

3 .3 is a complete list of outreach organizations by states

and institutions which participated in this study.

Table 3.2. Geographical Breakdown of Regions of
Useable Responses Received from Out-
reach Organizations

Regions Number Number Returned*

Sent Returned*

Eastern 11 10 90.90

Central 10 8 80.00

Midwest 6 66.67

West 7 77.78

Southwest 6 75.00

Southeast 10 7 70.00

Total 57 44 77.19

*Returned but unanswered questionnaires due to the
inavailability of respondents, etc., were not

counted.

-

de
Pea

8According to Moser and Kalton, the average nonrespon-
N ce rate to mailed questionnaires will be between 10-25
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