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ABSTRACT
AN ANALYSIS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR'S
ADMINISTRATIVE ROLE IN MICHIGAN
By

William A. Harrison

The general purposes of this study were: (1) to define the
role of the county Extension director in Michigan as viewed by county
Extension directors, other Extension workers, and county government
Cooperative Extension Service contact persons; (2) to obtain informa-
tion to help Extension personnel gain a better understanding of the
relationships between the selected study groups; and (3) to provide
Michigan Extension administrators with additional i{nformation on which
to base performance evaluations.

The data were obtained from a mailed questionnaire returned by
171 Michigan Extension workers and 48 county government CES contact
persons on the job in April 1983. The questionnaire provided opportu-
nity for the respondents to record their judgment concerning the extent
to which 172 possible role-definition i{tems were a part of the job of a
county Extension director. The questionnaire was similar to the one
used by Caul (1960) but with additional items to reflect contemporary
{ssues and social responsibilities that the Cooperative Extension Serv-

ice has in the 1980s. Each respondent was asked to record, on an
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eight-point scale, his/her evaluation of the extent he/she perceived
the role-definition item to be a part of the county Extension
director's role.

A1l administrative processes studied were important, but empha-
sis was placed on the county Extension director's functions in the
following order: (1) business management and finance, (2) educational
leadership, (3) organization and policy, (4) direction and coordina-
tion, (5) planning and programming, (6) administrative relations,

(7) personnel management, and (8) supervision. The rankings reported
in this study were not different from the Caul study (1960). County
Extension directors viewed their administrative role differently than
did county Extension agents and state Extension administrators. These
differences were observed in three administrative processes with county
Extension agents and in four administrative areas with state Extension
administrators. Age, staff size, Extension experience, formal educa-
tion, or time spent on administration did not change the county Exten-

sion directors' view of their administrative role.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Cooperative Extension Service is dedicated to "the
development of people themselves, to the end that they, through their
own initifative, may effectively identify and solve the various problems
directly affecting their welfare" (Boone, 1970, p. 265). This goal 1s
met primarily by utilizing the research findings of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture and state land-grant institutions to assist the people
through county offices 1n meeting a variety of educational needs. One
of the major factors contributing to the success of the Cooperative
Extension Service as an agency of change has been its willingness to
undergo rigorous internal and external evaluation and make adaptations
in organizations and programs consistent with societal needs (Boone,
1970). Although the basic mission of Cooperative Extension has
remained essentially the same, social, technological, and economic
changes have broadened its program scope in terms of clientele,
methods, and techniques.

In 1958, the Michigan Cooperative Extension Service established
the position of the county Extension director (CED) (Olstrom, 1982).
This action officially created an administrative unit at the county

level. Previous to the designation of a county Extension director, a



county staff chairman had been selected to head up the local staff.
The administrative role of the county Extension director in Michigan
Cooperative Extension Service (CES) has become a vital one. Because of
the geographic dispersion of Extension personnel throughout the state,
the need for effective decentralized administration decision making by
those most in touch with county-level problems has been and remains
critical. The proficient discharge of managerial responsibilities at
all levels in the Extension organization allows for the maximizing of
energies to meet the educational needs of clientele (Peabody, 1979,
p.1). The county Extension director's position, 1ike other positions
within the organization, is influenced by being just one of many inter-
locking positions. The county Extension director, 11ke incumbents in
other positions, performs various roles to fulfill specific functions
of the organization. Certain expectations come to be held of those
individuals f111ing various positions in any organization. An organi-
zation operates in a certain way largely because the incumbents in a
position perform as is expected of them by the occupants of other

positions 1n the organization.

Statement of the Problem
Administrative demands on the county Extension director have
never been greater. Competition for budget dollars, accountability for
program results, and personnel management demand sound administrative
leadership by both the newly appointed as well as the experienced
county Extension director. Different people are bound to have

different perceptions of the county Extension director's administrative



role and of 1ts importance because of their different associations with
county Extension work. Incumbents in this position are caught in the
cross fire of expectations of persons assocfated with them and their own
perceptions of the job to be done. Gross (1958) described the impor-
tance of expectations in role when he said:
Regardless of their derivation expectations are presumed by most
role theorists to be an essential ingredient in any formula for
predicting social behavior. Human conduct is in part a function of
expectations. Whether a person is ifdentified as a male or female,
as a policeman or a teacher, a salesclerk or a janitor, a member of
one social system or another, makes a difference in the
expectations others hold for him or that he holds for himself.
(p. 18)

The more important groups holding expectations for the
administrative role of the county Extension director and influencing
his/her role on the basis of their expectations are: (1) the county
Extension directors, (2) the county Extension agents, (3) the state
Extension administration, and (4) the county government Cooperative
Extension Service contact persons. The expectations by others and the
sel f-expectations are important to the county Extension directors!'
performance of their administrative role. Therefore, a current

analysis of the county Extension director's administrative role in

Michigan {s essential.

Purposes of the Study
The general purposes of this study were: (1) to define the

role of the county Extension director in Michigan as viewed by county

Extension directors, other Extension workers, and county government



Cooperative Extension Service contact persons; (2) to obtain informa-
tion to help Extension personnel gain a better understanding of the
relationships between the selected position groups; and (3) to help
provide Michigan Extension administrators with additional information
on which to base performance evaluations.

The specific objectives of this study were:

1. To determine the administrative duties of the county Exten-
sfon director as perceived by the county Extension director, other
county Extension agents, state Extension administrators, and county
government CES contact persons.

2. To determine differences in role perceptions of the county
Extension director's administrative duties as perceived by each
respondent group.

3. To determine 1f there is an association between age, formal
education, size of county staff, tenure, and amount of time assigned
for administration of the county Extension director, and his/her
perception of selected aspects of the county Extension director's role.

4., To compare the findings relating to the importance of the
efight administrative processes of this study with selected information
obtained from the Caul study completed in Michigan in 1960.

The specific hypotheses tested in this study were as follows:

1. There are differences in the importance of the expectations
held for the various administrative processes in the county Extension
director's position as perceived by respondent groups.

2. There are differences in the consensus within each position

group on the perceived expectations held for the administrative dutfes
of the county Extension director's position.



3. There are differences between the county Extension direc-
tors group and each of the other respondent groups on the perceived
importance of expectations held for the administrative duties of the
county Extension director's position.

4. There is a measurable association between:

a. The age of county Extension directors and their percep-
tion of responsibilities and activities.

b. The size of staff and the county Extension director's
perception of the position's responsibilities and activities.

c. The tenure of county Extension directors and their
perception of the position's responsibilities and activities.

d. The extent of formal education of county Extension

directors and their perception of the position's responsibilities
and activities.

e. The amount of time spent on administration of county
Extension directors and their perception of the position's
responsibflities and activities.

5. There are differences between the perceived importance of

the eight administrative processes reported in this study and those
reported in the Caul study completed in Michigan during 1960.

Background of the Study

In recent years, a concern has surfaced centering on the
administrative role of the county Extension director position in the
Michigan Cooperative Extension Service. This concern is evident by the
series of events that have emerged in recent years. In December 1978,
an Extension School workshop was presented entitled "Functioning
Effectively as a County Extension Director" (Michigan State University,
1978). The workshop outcomes focused on the major administrative
functions of the county Extension director. The functions identified
included maintaining a productive staff, coordinating communications
with specific public audiences, managing people and resources, and

helping staff effectively work as a team to serve the county.



Throughout 1979, management-training seminars were held for
the county Extensfion directors. These seminars generated a 1ist of
administrative attributes that help to determine success or failure as
a county Extension director (Michigan State University, 1979). During
late 1979, it was concluded by the state Extension administrative staff
that there was a lack of clarity of perception of the county Extension
director's role between and among both field staff and the state
administrative staff (Peabody, 1979, p. 2). The group concurred that
progress on this matter would require identifying current expectations.
An initial draft of the expectations as viewed by state administrative
personnel was prepared. The major administrative functions of the
Michigan county Extension director in this draft were: (1) county
program development and implementation, (2) fiscal management,

(3) personnel management and development, and (4) administrative
management. In short, the county director was the Extension adminis-
trator at the county level and, as such, possessed the delegated
responsibility, authority, and accountability for managing the Exten-
sfon effort.

To assure involvement by field personnel, a committee of six
county Extension directors, one from each regfon, was empaneled to meet
with the associate directors to pursue further any current or potential
problems of the county Extension director's role (Peabody, 1980). This
group also was requested to recommend corrective action as needed.
Teleconferences and meetings were held in early 1980 to gather informa-

tion from the committee. Discussion revolved around the i{nitial draft,



previously submitted by the state Extension administrative staff. The
recommendations of the committee were presented to the State Director
of the Michigan Cooperative Extension Service in June 1980. These
recommendations follow:

1. County Extension directors to have the option to
participate in the interview of candidates for board-appointed
positions in the county.

2. County Extension directors shall make performance
evaluations of all staff housed in the county and have the option
to make annual performance evaluations of agents who serve, but are
not headquartered in the county.

3. The policy statement of April 1, 1980 on procedures for
"Field Staff Recruitment, Selection, and Employment™ Cooperative
Extension Service, be revised and two statements/policies be
drafted which will include time frames and flow chart of the
process for:

a. County Extension director

b. A1l other county, area, regional and district field

staff positions

4., That a classification system for county Extension director
administrative position responsibilities be established for all
counties. The county Extension director's role to be classified
based on the complexity required for county administration as
determined by appropriate and relevant criteria. Provision be
accorded for establishment of minimum salary differentials based on
the amount and degree of administrative responsibility for each
classification group. The further study of a classification system
would be useful.

5. County Extension directors shall have responsibilities for
the professional development of county staff and agents serving the
county. Responsibilities to include counseling, fin-service
education, and providing opportunities for career growth. County
directors may recommend county staff for advancement, promotion,
transfer, reassignment or termination.

6. County Extension directors to assume the responsibility for
the development, organization, management and accountability for
the county's total Extension program. The county Extension
director shall be pro-active in becoming informed and knowledgeable
on all County Extension Service programs. County directors shall
also assume or delegate responsibility for preparation of plans-of-
work, coordination of staff efforts and evaluation of educational
results in serving county audiences and clientele.



7. Recognizing the changing and evolving role for the county
Extension directors, continued recognition be given to the need for
adequate in-service education--both formal and informal, such
training to be designed to meet individual needs of county
Extension directors. Special training also be planned for both
newly appointed as well as potential candidates for county
Extension director positions. (Michigan State University, 1980)

Several of these recommended corrective actions have been

incorporated into the Administrative Guide, while others have not been
addressed. A more recent related concern deals with the evaluation of
the Michigan county Extension director. During the 1981-82 review
period, county Extension directors were evaluated in part according to
a set of newly established administrative performance standards
(Michigan State University, 1982). The performance items included the
following categorized areas: administrative management (seven items),
fiscal management (nine items), office organization and operatfon (six
items), personnel management (six items), program management (ten
{tems), and public relations (five 1tems). These new standards were
the result of {integrating the previously established generally accepted
functions with selected {tems from the work presented in two recent
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) projects (Artsbasy,
1982). The names of the projects were "A Nationwide Job Analysis of
County Extension Agents' Work" (Bramback, Hahn, & Edwards, 1978) and a
companion project, "Development of a Performance Evaluation System"
(Hahn, Bramback, & Edwards, 1979). These projects involved the active
cooperation of the Cooperative Extension Services from Iowa, Michigan,

New Hampshire, New Mexico, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, and

Washington. However, it should be noted that the job analysis projects



did not analyze the administrative role of the county Extension
directors per se. The specific objective of the work was the multi-
state job analysis for entry-level and experienced-agent positions in
each of three position classes: county Extension agent--agriculture,
county home economics agent, and county 4-H agent, oriented toward use
for selection and performance evaluation (Bramback et al., 1978, p. 2).

In addition to the recent concern in Michigan to clarify the
administrative role of the county Extension director as well as a new
evaluation system, a third concern related to the personnel in the
position of county Extension director. During the past several years,
there has been a substantial attrition of county Extension directors
due to retirements and transfers. In fact, between January 1, 1979,
and May 1982, some 30 new county directors were assigned to the
positions available (Peabody, 1982). Of that number, 22 were promoted
from within Extension and eight from outside of Extension.

In the past, county Extension directors were traditionally
trained 1n agriculture, although in recent years a few came from the
Extension areas of 4-H and family-1iving education. Generally, their
educational experiences have focused on program responsibilities rather
than 1n administrative fields that might help them to identify and
perform the functions of administering a county Extension unit. After
appo1nthent they must assume the roles of program leadership, coordina-
tion, personnel management, business management, public relations, and
obtain local financial support. Further, the county Extension director

must assume responsibility for the total Extension program in the
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county to which he/she is assigned. Thus, the county Extension
director must divide his/her time between the expected administrative
role as well as the accepted programming role. The balance between
these two roles may vary from county to county.

These are challenging expectations to be held for incumbents of
any position, but they do suggest the characteristics that are expected
to be present in the character of the county Extension director. An
often-quoted unknown author has humorously described the characteris-
tics of a goﬁd CED as follows:

The strength of an ox, the tenacity of a bulldog, the daring of a
1ion, the industry of a beaver, the vision of an eagle, the
disposition of an angel, the loyalty of an apostle, the heroism of
a martyr, the faithfulness of a prophet, the tenderness of a
shepherd, the fervency of an evangelist and the devotion of a
parent.

The county Extension director in the Michigan Extension is
responsible for administration at the county level of the basic
mission of Cooperative Extension in disseminating and encouraging the
application of research-generated knowledge and leadership techniques
to individuals, families, and communities. Since its creation over 25
years ago, there has not been a comprehensive study conducted to

determine the perceptions about the administrative role of the county

Extension director in Michigan.

Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this study, the following definitions have

been used for purposes of clarity and consistency:
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County Extension director. The county Extension director is

the person designated to head the county Cooperative Extension Service
unit and is expected to assume responsibility for the total Extension
service and its program at the county level.

Role. A role is a set of evaluative standards applied to an
incumbent of a particular position (Gross, Mason, & McEachern, 1958,
p. 60).

Administration. The process of bringing about coordinated
action of a group of individuals through a social organization by
giving guidance, leadership, and control to the effort of individuals
toward the maximum realization of a common goal.

Administrative duties. The responsibilities and activities
normally performed by the counfy Extension director.

Perceived. Perceived in this study is defined as: To be aware
of through the senses, as of sight, hearing, etc.; acquire a mental
impression of, from immediate presentation of sense modified by the
reactions determined by attention, interests, previous experience, etc.
(World Book Dictionary, 1974, p. 1530).

Expectations. Expectations are an evaluative standard applied
to an incumbent of a position. There are two dimensions to a single
expectation. One has to do with direction. Every expectation has to
be either for or against something. The second dimensions 1s {inten-
sity. Any expectation can be placed on a continuum measuring the

extent of the expectation.
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Position. Position is a location in a group structure which
contains one or more roles with associated norms.

Norm. Norm refers to a commonly held behavior expectation or a
learned response held in common by members of a group.

Respondents. Respondents refer to the "significant others"
(members of the counter positions) and county Extension directors used
in the population sample.

Role conflict. Role conflict refers to a lack of consensus in
the expectations held for the administrative role of the county Exten-
sfon director by significant others and the expectations of the direc-
tors themselves.

Role consensus. Role consensus refers to agreement in the

definition of a specific role.

Limitations of the Study
The study was subject to the following 1imitations:

1. The study was 1imited to the administrative role of the
county Extension director and was not concerned with other roles an
i{ncumbent of this position may perform.

2. The data obtained were 1imited to persons in the Michigan
Cooperative Extension Service and selected county government officials
during 1983.

3. The questionnaire was 1imited to the 186 role definition
{tems, which were taken from the.literature by the researcher and

evaluated by retired Michigan Cooperative Extension persons.
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4. The responses expressed by the respondents were 1imited to
their judgment and experience with the administrative role of the

county Extension director.

Overview

Chapter I dealt with a description of the research problem, the
establishment of the background for conducting the study, definition of
the terms, and the study limitations.

Chapter II of the report discusses role theory and the theory
of administrative role of the county Extension director.

Chapter III describes the procedures used in planning and
conducting the study. Chapter IV presents the findings of the study
with reference to the respondent groups and their expectations of the
county Extension director's administrative role.

Chapter V presents the summary and conclusions based on the
data obtained and the implications of this study, with suggestions for
future research in this area. The Bibliography and Appendix conclude

the manuscript.



CHAPTER 1II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This study involves an analysis of the administrative role of
the county Extension director in Michigan. In the early phases of such
an analysis, it i{s essential to construct a frame of reference. This
study was designed to establish a frame of reference compatible with
theories of role analysis.

Theories are by nature general and abstract; they are not true
or false, but rather useful or not. Albert Einstein, one of the
greatest theorists of all times, captured the essence of theorizing in
the following:

In our endeavor to understand reality we are somewhat 1ike a man
trying to understand the mechanism of a closed watch. He sees the
face and the moving hands, even hears it ticking, but he has no way
of opening the case. If he is ingenious he may form some picture
of a mechanism which could be responsible for all the things he
observes, but he may never be quite sure his picture is the only
one which could explain his observation. He will never be able to
compare his picture with the real mechanism and he cannot even
imagine the possibility or the meaning of such a comparison. But
he certainly believes that, as his knowledge increases, his picture
of reality will become simpler and simpler and will explain a wider
and wider range of his sensuous impressions. (Einstein & Infeld,
1938, p. 31)

Griffiths (1964, pp. 955-96) reported that the most common use
of the term "theory"™ was as a synonym for speculation, supposition, or

some conception of the {deal, while others claimed that anything that

14
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was impractical was theory. Halpin (1958) maintained that under-
standing 1n administration 1s complicated by the fact that some writers
have‘used the term to mean axiology.

Frigl (1951) defined theory as a set of assumptions from which
a larger set of empirical laws can be derived by purely logicomathe-
matical procedures. Kerlinger (1964) suggested a more general defini-
tfon: "A theory is a set of interrelated constructs (concepts),
definitions, and propositions that presents a systematic view of phe-
nomena by specifying relations among variables, with the purpose of
explaining and predicting phenomena" (p. 11).

For the practitioner, theory is perhaps most useful in
furnishing a number of concepts, or sets of spectacles, with which to
view his situation (Campbell, n.d.).

The Cooperative Extension Service, as a social system, lends
itself to the study of roles of individuals and positions within the
organization. There are many roles within the system, each influenced
by many role expectations held by significant others both within and
outside the organization. These roles are supported by authority
delegated through federal and state regulations, by county agreements,
and by the people whom Extension serves. In addition, the informal
arrangement, both within and outside the organization {tself, supports
and influences the expectations held toward and consequently the

behavior of incumbents in different positions.
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Role Theory

People do not behave in a random manner. They are influenced
by their own expectations of how they think a person should behave in
their position and by significant others in the group in which they are
participants. Although their formulations have some fundamental
differences, most authors in their conceptualization of role include
three basic components. These components are that individuals (1) in
social locations (2) behave (3) with reference to expectations (Gross
et al., 1958, p. 17). The county Extension director is influenced by
the expectations held for his/her position by occupants of other posi-
tions both within and outside of the organization.

Researchers in social sciences frequently make use of role as a
central term in conceptual schemes for the analysis of the structure
and functioning of social systems and for the explanation of individual
behavior. Much of the 1iterature in role theory can be traced to
Linton's work. Linton treated the concepts of role and status in two
major volumes, The Study of Man (1936) and Ihe Cultural Background of
Personality (1945). As a basis for the introduction of the status and
role concepts, Linton (1936) said that three separate elements are
prerequisites for the existence of a society: "an aggregate of
individuals, an organized system of patterns by which the {nterrela-
tions and activities of these individuals are controlled, and the
esprit de corps which provides motive power for the expression of
these patterns" (p. 107). He defined role in terms of normative

cultural patterns and looked at social systems as a set of blueprints
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for behavior. It is "the sum total of the 1deal patterns which
control the reciprocal behavior between individuals and between the
individuals and society" (p. 105).

Bates and Harvey (1975) viewed a norm as a conscious or
unconscious conception held by an actor about how to act in respdnse to
certain events occurring within himself or in his environment. As a
real phenomenon, a norm is a particular sort of memory pattern which
exists 1n a particular biological organism and functions as a study
guide to the behavior of that actor.

Newcomb, Turner, and Converse (1965) pointed out that role
refers to the behavioral consistencies on the part of one person as he
contributes to a more or less stable relationship with one or more
others. Status and role represent a conceptual elaboration of the
"{deal patterns which control reciprocal behavior." Statuses are "the
polar positions in. .. patterns of reciprocal behavior. ... A
status, as distinct from the individual who may occupy it, 1s simply a
collection of rights and duties" (p. 113). A role represents the
dynamic aspects of status. "When the individual puts the rights and
duties which constitute the status into effect, he is performing a
role"” (p. 114). From the viewpoint of the i{ndividual, "the combined
status and role serve as guides for his conduct, specifying the minimum
of attitudes and behavior which he must assume 1f he is to participate
in the over-expression of the pattern" (p. 114). In short, role
apparently has reference not to the actual behavior of an occupant of a

position, but to behavior standards. It consists of "attitudes, values
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and behavior ascribed by the society to any and all persons occupying
this status" (Linton, 1945, p. 77).

Bates and Harvey (1975) provided an interesting reformulation
of the norms, role, and position concepts. Norms within any group
structure may be defined in terms of five coordinates: (1) the
function to which they are attached, (2) the physical location or
lTocations regarded or appropriate for the performance of the behavior,
(3) the temporal context within which the behavior 1s appropriate,

(4) the actor who is expected to perform the behavior, and (5) the
actor or object toward whom or which the behavior {is supposed to be
performed. The norms that have similar coordinates on all these vari-
ables simultaneously constitute a role. A role, therefore, consists of
a set of norms organized around a given function that one exact actor
performs toward another actor, within a single real group, in a given

temporal-spatial context. Figure 1 diagrams these relationships.

ta—Role 4 -+
— norm
Role 2 7O jnorm
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Role 1 \%
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Figure 1.--Norm, role, and position.



19

Not all authors agree with the "normative culture pattern"
definition of role. In some definitions, a role 1s treated as an
individual's definition of his/her situation with reference to his/her
and others' socfal positions. Sargent (1951) said, "a person's role fis
a pattern or type of social behavior which seems situationally
appropriate to him in terms of the demands and expectations of those in
his group" (p. 360). According to Parsons and Shels (1952), each actor
in a socfal situation 1s faced with five basic choices before a
situation has determinate meaning for him/her and before he/she goes
into action. These alternatives of selection of pattern variables are:

a. Affectivity . effective neutrality

b. Particularism . ... ... ... . universalism

c. Ascription . . « ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ « « « achievement

d. Diffuseness . . . ¢« « « ¢« « « « . » specificity

e. Collectivity « ¢« « ¢« ¢« ¢« « ¢« « « « « self-orientation

In this analysis of action they viewed these pattern variables
in terms of alternative choices which actors must take in combining
normative expectatfons with their personal needs in situations before
the situations have determinate meaning for them. In this context, a
role is a mode of organization of the actor's orientation to the situa-
tion.

Not all authors view a role as the normative patterns for
what actors should do or as the actor's orientation to his/her
situation. Instead, they define role in terms of what actors actually
do as position occupanfs.

Davis (1948) defined role as how an individual actually

performs in a given position or compared to how he/she 1s supposed to
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perform. It 1s the manner in which a person actually carries out the
requirements of his position. Slater (1955) had a similar conception of
role: "We might define role as a more or less inherent and unified
system of items of interpersonal behavior" (p. 48).

Gross et al. (1958) pointed out that a number of possibilities
present themselves for the differences in role definition. One of the
most obvious is that the definftions are influenced by the different
disciplines of the definers and the special problems in which they are
interested. Linton (1936) as an anthropologist stressed cultural
patterns, and Sargent (1951) as a psychologist emphasized individual
perceptions. Parsons (1951) developed his conception of role to fit
into a theoretical model for socfal systems as part of a general theory
of action, while other sociologists have emphasized group processes.

Gross et al. (1958) suggested that an interest in different
problems also implies a difference in the frame of reference within
which different authors place their role concept. They stated that
Linton was concerned with positions in a total society, thus relating
the 1ndividual to culture. Sargent's frame of reference was restricted
to that of an individual's perception of a single interaction
situation.

Another reason for some of these differences in definition is
simply semantic; the same phenomena are frequently given different
names. What Linton and Newcomb defined as a role, Davis defined as a

status. What Davis defined as a role, Newcomb called role behavior.
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Role Consensus

In a study of the administrative role of the county Extension
director, a concern is that of identifying how this role 1s seen by
significant others. This concern is brought about by the assumption
that the expectations of these significant others have a bearing on the
role and the actions of the individuals in that role. Gross et al.
(1958) pointed out this postulate in the following statement:

Involved in many, but not all, formulations of the role concept in
the social science 1iterature is the assumption that consensus
exists on the expectations applied to the incumbents of particular
social positions. (p. 21)

Newcomb et al. (1965) at one point said, "Both behavior
standards and norms for perceiving people are shared by all members of
any group, but they apply in distinctive ways to different members of
the group, depending upon how these members are classified" (p. 276).
This would seem to imply that they assumed consensus in role
definition. Yet their statement, "Roles thus represent ways of
carrying out the functions for which positions exist--ways which are
generally agreed upon within whatever group recognizes any particular
position and role" (p. 281), seemed to recognized the possibility of
imperfect consensus.

Parsons (1951) indicated that:

The institutionalization of a set of role expectations and of the
corresponding sanctions is clearly a matter of degree. This degree
is a function of two sets of variables; on the one hand those
affecting the actual sharedness of the value orientation patterns,
on the other those determining the motivational orientation or

commitment to the fulfiliment of the relevant expectations. . . .
The polar antithesis of full institutionalization is, however,
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anomie, the absence of structured complementarity of the
interactive process or, what is the same thing, the complete
breakdown of normative order in both senses. (p. 39)
Gross et al. (1958) concluded that the members of a social
system, whether a dyal or a total socfety, must agree among themselves
to some extent in values or expectations as a matter of definition.

The point they underscored 1s that the degree of consensus on

expectations associated with positions 1s an empirical variable.

Role Analysis Concepts

Nearly every role theorist, regardless of the frame of reference
in which his/her analysis is couched, adopts the view that a position
is an element or a part of a network or system of positions. The term
position used in this study and/or defined by Gross et al. (1958)
refers to the location of an actor or class of actors in a system of
social relationships. It is difficult to separate the 1dea of location
from the relationships that define 1t. Just as 1n geometry a point
cannot be located without describing its relationships to other parts,
so persons cannot be located without describing their relations to
other individuals; the points imply the relationships and the
relationships imply the points.

For social-psychological purposes, Newcomb et al. (1965) said
that the manner in which a society is organized is best described in
terms of the positions that exist in that society for people to fill.
Every individual 1n any society occupies at least one position; even
the newborn child occupies the position of infant. Further, most

individuals beyond the age of infancy occupy several positions: The
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same adolescent girl is daughter, sister, and president of her high
school class; the same man may be a husband, a father, a deacon, and a
business person. No one, however, occupies all the positions that are
recognized by his/her society. No one individual participates in all
of a culture.

In this study the county Extension director (CED) was the focal
position and was studied in relation to three counter positions. The
counter positions were (1) the other county Extension agents working in
the county (CEA), the members of the state Extension administrative
staff (SA), and (3) the county government (Cooperative Extension
Service) contact person in the county (CGCP). Gross et al (1958)

described this as the position-centric model illustrated in Figure 2.

Counter position
(SA)

Counter position counter position

(CEA) (CGCP)

=y

(CED)
Focal position

Figure 2.--A position-centric model.
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In referring to the relationships of the focal positions to the
different counter positions, the concept of positional sectors is used.
Gross et al. (1958) viewed a positional sector as the relatfonship of a
focal position to a single counter position and defined as an element
of the relational specifications of a position.

The position-centric model used in this study provides a
framework for focusing on one position and examining the role

expectations held by i1t and by a series of counter positions.

Administrative Theory

Historical Perspectives
in Administration

Taylor and his associates (1947) thought that workers,
motivated by economies and 1imited by physiology, needed constant
direction. He hoped to maximize the output of workers by applying what
he called the principles of scientific management. A few excerpts
reveal the flavor of his managerial theory: (1) each person in the
establishment, high or low, should have a clearly defined daily task.
The carefully circumscribed task should require a full day's effort to
complete; (2) the worker should be given standardized conditions and
appliances to accomplish the task with certainty; (3) high pay should
be tied to successful completion; (4) failure should be personally
costly; and (5) as organizations become increasingly sophisticated,
tasks should be made so difficult as to be accomplished only by a
first-rate worker (pp. 63-64). Taylor's chief concern was organiza-

t16na1 productivity, and he saw man as an economic being who, with the
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right incentives, could be used much as machinery is used to increase
productivity.

While Taylor's chief focus was on the shop level of production,
Fayal (in Gulick & Urick, 1937) turned his attention to management,
particularly the top manager. According to Fayal, administrative
behavior consists of five functions, which he defined as: (1) to plan
means to study the future and arrange the plan of operations; (2) to
organize means to build up materfal and human organization of the
business, organizing both people and materfals; (3) to command means to
make the staff do their work; (4) to coordinate means to unite and
correlate all activities; and (5) to control means to see that
everything is done in accordance with the roles which have been laid
down and the {instructions which have been given (p. 119).

Gulick (in Gulick & Urwick, 1937) amplified these functions in
answer to the question, "What 1s the work of the chief executive?" He
responded by bringing attention to the topics of the division of labor,
coordination of work, organizational patterns, and departmentations.
Under coordination, the concept of span of control was developeg. The
span of control considered to be most effective was five to ten
subordinates. As part of his consideration of organizational pattern
he developed POSCoRB, an acronym for his seven administrative
procedures: planning, organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating,
reporting, and budgeting. He also suggested that organizations might

be departmentalized in terms of purpose, process, persons, or place.
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The view that people could be seen as things or that they were
motivated chiefly by economic considerations led to a counter
movement--the human-relations view of administration. Follett (1924)
wrote that the fundamental problem 1n all organizations was in
developing and maintaining dynamic and harmonfous relationships. In
addition, she thought that conflict was not necessarily a wasteful
outbreak of incompatibilities, but a normal process by which socially
valuable differences register themselves for enrichment of all
concerned.

Despite Follett's early work, the development of the human-
relations approach 1s usually traced to studies done in the Hawthorne
plant of the Western Electric Company 1n Chicago by Mayo (1946). The
first experiment was designed to test the effects of {1lumination on
worker production. Findings on {1lumination did not turn out as
expected. This led to a need to reexamine the basic assumptions and to
explore the problem more fully. The findings suggested that whatever
factors were changed--rest periods, length of day, method of payment--
and in whatever way they were changed, even return to the original
conditions, led to greater production (p. 73). The general thesis of
the human-relations movement placed great importance on "good
leadership"--democratic rather than authoritarian and employee-centered
rather than production-centered.

Likert (1967) gave more attention to human relations in
organizational terms. In his early work he established four systems of

organizations: explorative authoritative, benevolent authoritative,
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consultative, and participative. Later he gave up these descriptions
and called them simply Systems 1, 2, 3, and 4. He contended that
effective organizations tended toward System 4 and that they had the
following characteristics: high levels of cooperative behavior;
organization structure and interaction skills to deal with conflicts,
capacity to motivate and coordinate the work of employees without
resort to 11ne authority and superior-subordinate relations which
enable a person to perform well even with two or more superiors.
Likert summarized his views in The Human Organization (1967). In his
view, great faith could be placed on workers, and their participation
would do much to increase the productivity of an organization.

Barnard (1940) provided the original definitions of formal and
informal organizations and cogently demonstrated the inevitable
interaction between them. He contended that authority did not reside
in the giving of an order by a superior, but rather in the accepting of
the order by members of the organization. Barnard also presented the
concepts of effectiveness and efficiency. By effectiveness he meant
the accomplishment of the purpose of the organization, which he saw as
essentially nonpersonal in character. By efficiency he meant the
satisfaction of individual motives, obviously personal in character.

Just as the mechanistic nature of industrial management seemed
to be a factor in the birth and development of human relations, the
excess of human-relations disciples probably gave support for a more

structural view of organfizations.
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Weber (in Gerth & Mills, 1946) gave the concept of bureaucracy,
and for him the distinctive characteristics of bureaucracy include the
following: (1) a clear-cut division of labor to permit specialization,
(2) positions organized into a hierarchical authority structure, (3) a
formally established system of rules and regulations, (4) an impersonal
orientation on the part of officials, and (5) career employment in the
organization. Weber also dealt with the question of authority and
suggested three types: traditional, charismatic, and legal.

March and Simon chose to look at organizational behavior as
different from individual behavior. Their concepts were set forth in
two books: Administrative Behavior by Simon (1957) and Qrganizations
by both authors (1958). They saw man as "intendally rational," but
1imited by his capacities and his knowledge. As such, men in organiza-
tions when making decisions make a 1imited search for alternatives and
they tend to select the first satisfactory alternative that comes along.
Thus, organizations do not continue to search for optimal decisions;
they settle instead for "satisfying" decisions.

Organization, according to Griffiths, Clark, Wynn, and
Iannacone (1962), 1s that function of administration that attempts to
relate and ultimately fuse the purposes of an institution and the
people who comprise its working parts. It is the continuously develop-
ing plan that defines the job and shows how 1t can be efficiently and
effectively accomplished by people functioning in a certain social

environment.
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The idea that organizations were social systems was present in
Merton's (1968) work. As socfal systems, each part of an organization
was dependent on the other parts. Viewing the organization as a social
system and placing the focus on the organization, as such, tended
to ignore the context within which organizations exist and probably
contributed to the notion that organizations are closed systems.

Bennis (1970) took the position that nearly all our
institutions are failing today because they are 1iving on the borrowed
genfus of the industrial revolution, when bureaucracy came into its
own. It was an elegant fnvention, a creative response to what was then
a radically new age. But the passing of that age has left 1its
characteristic form of organization hopelessly out of joint with
contemporary reality.

Whereas structuralism focuses largely on organizational
arrangements, open systems recognize the exchange both by way of input
and output between the organization and {ts members. Katz and Kahn
(1966) defined an open system as an energic input-output system 1in
which the energic return from the output reactivates the system.
Social organizations are frequently open systems in that the input of
energies and the conversion of output into further energic input
consists of transactions between the organization and its environment.

Another approach to open systems proposed by Weick (1976) is
that elements, or subsystems, in organizations are often coupled
together loosely rather than through tight, bureaucratic 1inkages. By

loose coupling Weick intended to "convey the image that coupled events
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are responsive, but each event also preserves its own identity" (p. 3).
He also saw potential functions and dysfunctions 1n 1oose coupling as
follows: (1) allows positions of the organization to persist, (2) may
provide a sensitive sensing mechanism, (3) may be a good system for
localized adaption, (4) may allow the system to retain more mutations
and novel sftuations, (5) may keep a breakdown in one part of the
system from affecting other parts of the organization, (6) may allow
more room for self-determination on the part of the actors, and (7) may
be relatively inexpensive, for less money is spent on coordination.

The open-system model of organization, according to Schein
(1965), holds that any given organization imports various things from
{ts environment, uses these imports in some kind of conversion process,
and then exports products, services, and waste materials which result
from the conversion process. Thus open systems, such as schools,
depend on outside agencies in the environment for making avaflable
required energic inputs (operating funds, teachers, materfials) and for
absorbing the organization's products (educated and trained students).
The significant fact is that open systems must be in intimate contact
with the external environment to receive inputs relative to the
expectations which are held for the organization.

For the most part, the views of administrative theory
previously mentioned did not originate in educational administration.
Yet developments in educational administration closely parallel those

in the broad field of administration (Hoy & Miskel, 1982).
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More Theories and Issues
in Administration

Considerable activity in developing still more useful theories
that would help to advance the science of administration has brought
about several newer approaches to administration. The Getzels and Guba
(1957) model of behavior in social organizations is widely recognized.
It 1s based on the theory that administration i{s a social process in
which behavior i{s conceived as a function of both the individual and
the institutfion. In this model, administration {s structurally the
hierarchy of subordinate-superordinate relationships within a social
system; and functionally the focus for allocating and integrating roles
and facilities in order to achieve the goals of the socfal system. The
social system i1s comprised ofktwo dimensions: the nomothetic, which.
consists of institution, role, and expectations; and the idfographic,
which consists of the individual, his personality, and his need-
dispositions. The term institution is used to designate agencies
established to carry out institutionalized functions for the social
system as a whole, and roles are the dynamic aspects of the positions,
offices, and statuses within an institution. Roles are defined in
terms of role expectations, and roles complement one another. A given
act 1s derived simultaneously from both the nomothetic and idiographic
dimensions; that 1s, behavior is the product of both the role and the
personality of the role incumbent. The proportion of role and
personality factors determining behavior will vary greatly from one

situation to another.
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The Getzels and Guba model suggests some administrators may be
more nomothetic or normative 1n their behavior and some more 1dio-
graphic or personal in their behavior. Moser (1957) was able to use
these fdeas and define three styles of leadership: (1) the nomothetic
style is characterized by behavior which stresses goal accomplishment,
rules and regulations, and centralfzed authority at the expense of the
individual. Effectiveness is rated in terms of behavior toward
accomplishing the school's objectives; (2) the 1diographic style is
characterized by behavior which stresses the individuality of people,
minimum rules and regulations, decentralized authority, and highly
individualistic relationships with subordinates. The primary objective
is to keep subordinates happy and contented; and (3) the transacted
style is characterized by behavior which stresses goal accomplishment,
but which also makes provision for indfvidual need fulfiliment. The
transactional leader balances nomothetic and idiographic behavior and
thus judiciously uses each style as the occasion demands.

According to Little (n.d.), leadership may be considered one of
the two primary functions of administration; the other function is
management. The leadership function requires the capacity to "ive
ahead" of his institution; to interpret his institution's needs to the
public and the public's needs to his institution; and to conceive and
implement strategies for effective changes required for his institution
to fulfill 1ts purpose. The management function requires the capacity

to arrange and operate his institution in a manner that elicits an
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efficient and effective effort of the total membership of his institu-
tion toward {its purposes.

McGregor (1960) advocated the integration of organizational and
individual goals in what he called Theory Y. He felt that too many
administrators sti1l operate in the traditional view of direction and
control, and he labeled this Theory X. McGregor based his Theory Y on
motivational research. He stated:

Man i{s a wanting animal--as soon as one of his needs is satisfied,
another appears in its place. This process 1s unending. It
continues from birth to death. Man continuously puts forth
effort--works, i1f you please--to satisfy his needs. (p. 36)

Campbell, Bridges, Corbally, Nystrand, and Ramseyer (1971)
viewed the central purpose of administration in any organization as
that of coordinating the efforts of people toward the achievement of
its goals. In education, they said, these goals have to do with
teaching and learning. Thus, administration in an educational
organfzation has as 1ts central purpose the enhancement of teaching and
Tearning.

Moore (1984) felt the basic theories of administration have not
changed 1n the past 20 years, but the social setting in which education
functions has undergone considerable change.

Long (1982) stated that educators need to focus on the emerging
trends and {ssues suggested by current census data. One of these trends
is the growth of the 65-and-older population. Census projections
indicate this group of senfor learners will double between 1976 and
2020, topping out at approximately 45 millfon. Another trend is the

emergence of the Hispanic population. The Bureau of the Census place
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the Hispanic population in the United States at well over 12 million.
If present trends persist, the mushrooming Hispanic population will
outnumber blacks as the largest minority group by 1990. A third trend
to consider is the shifting family composition. Unprecedented numbers
of single-parent families are evolving primarily because of divorce.
During the 70's, two-parent families plummeted by one million, or 4
percent, while one-parent families climbed by 2.6 mi11ion or 79
percent. At the close of the decade, the number of divorces
(1,170,000) was approximately half the number of marriages (2,317,000).

Society's economic state plays an important part in its view of
education. As resources become 1imited, educators and noneducators
demand the verification of schools' purposes through such quantifica-
tion measures as accountability and minimal-competency legislation and
policies (Bakalis, 1981). This verification inevitably results 1n
greater bureaucracy and the escalation of decision-making control to
ever higher levels of educational governance.

Bakalis (1983) belfeved that in past practice, quality
education has in fact meant quantity education; that {s, the purpose of
the schools has become doing everything for everybody. Can we be equal
and excellent too? When Americans have had to choose between the two,
equality and not excellence has been the victor. The Report of the
National Commission on Excellence in Education (Goldberg & Harvey,
1983) expressed that mediocrity, not excellence, is the norm {in

American education. It further reported that we do not have to put up
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with this situatfion. We can do better, we should do better, and we
must do better.

Cooperative Extension administration, 11ke all educational
administration, in spite of the universality of administrative
processes, does of necessity get back to the teaching and learning
process. Extension administration exists for the purpose of guiding
and facilitating the organization to meet the out-of-school needs of
the people 1t serves, primarily in the areas of agriculture and
marketing, family-1iving education, 4-H youth and natural resources, and
public policy education.

As we analyze the administrative role of the county Extension
director, we will operate in the frame of reference that has been

established here.

Related Studies

In a study of this nature, it 1s essential to review the
11terature and examine the research that may have bearing on the
problem under investigation: the administrative role of the county
Extension director. Caul (1960) conducted a study of perceptions of
the county Extension director's administrative role in Michigan. The
data for his study were obtained from 395 Michigan State Extension
workers, who as respondents had an opportunity to record their judgment
concerning the extent to which 132 possible role-definition 1tems were
a part of the job of a county Extension director. The role-definition
{tems were grouped into two broad categories. One group described 50

{tems as specific responsibilities with which the county Extension
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director must be concerned, including functions such as (1) effective
use of Extension resources in the county, (2) interpretation of Exten-
sion organization and policy, (3) being aware of strengths and weak-
nesses of Extension agents 1n his/her county, and (4) selection of the
new county agents when needed 1n his/her county. The second group
described 82 1tems 1dentified as activities in which the county Exten-
sion director would engage, including items such as (1) adjusting
assfignments of agents so as best to use their talents and skills,
(2) reviewing reports of program accomplishment in all program areas,
(3) employing and assigning duties of office secretaries, (4) planning
and evaluating the county Extension program, (5) serving as a consul-
tant to other agents in their area of program responsibility,
(6) making periodic reports of use of funds under his/her direction to
county governing and/or advisory groups,and (7) supervising personally
the technical work of other county agents.

Caul's findings defined the role of the county Extension
director in the following vein (items in rank order):

1. Providing the educational leadership at the county level.

2, Obtaining necessary local financial support, managing it
and the county Extension office effectively.

3. Taking responsibility for broad areas of county Extension
organization and policy.

4. Helping select new workers for the county, aftding in
training of county workers, 1ooking after their general welfare, and

evaluating their performance.
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5. Coordinating county staff efforts.

6. Maintaining effective public relations.

7. Providing leadership in program development.

8. Supervising the work of the county staff.

Abdullah's (1964) study attempted to define and clarify the
role of the county Extension director in California as viewed by
representative members of the California staff. The questionnaire
consisted of 50 responsibilities and 82 activities ftems classified
under the following eight administrative processes: (1) planning and
programming, (2) organization and policy, (3) direction and coordina-
tion, (4) personnel management, (5) supervision, (6) business and
finance management, (7) administrative relations, and (8) educational
leadership.

Respondents perceived "educational leadership," such as
developing and maintaining ability to work with people and planning and
executing an educational program in his/her subject matter, as the
primary function of the county Extension director. Administrative
processes viewed as "most significant" of the county Extension
director's role were organization and policy, business management and
finance, personnel management, and direction and coordination.

When the findings of this study are compared to other research
findings, there was a strong agreement between the total respondents in
California and Michigan on the perception and ranking of the eight

administrative processes.



38

The McNabb (1964) study of Missouri county Extension directors
consfidered two aspects of the administrative processes: (1) the rights
and obligations of the county director and (2) his/her role performance
or behavior as perceived by county directors, other county staff, and
state administrative staff of the Extension Division. Some of the
major conclusfons were that there was a high degree of consensus among
county directors, a high degree of consensus between county directors
and the state administrative staff, and a high degree of consensus
between county directors and other county staff on a majority of the
role-expectation {tems. However, on specific {tems there was a
definite lack of consensus among the position groups. For example,
county directors, to a greater extent than other county staff, felt
that they had the right to approve new county staff prior to approval by
the County Extension Council, that members of the county staff should
secure the approval of the county director before going to the district
director with program or personal problems, and that the county
director was obligated to see that evaluation studies of various
programs were carried out.

Another major conclusion was that county directors, to a
greater extent than other county staff, felt they were suggesting new
{deas or new approaches in programs of other staff members and that
they were encouraging and making use of suggestions given by them. In
general, county staff members with high job-satisfaction scores felt
that the county director was obligated to exert stronger leadership

than did those scoring lowest on the job-satisfaction scale.
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Black (1969) chose to study how employees in the three
organizational levels of the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service
perceived and expected county Extension directors to behave as leaders.
The three organizational levels were district Extension directors to
whom the county Extension directors are administratively responsible,
county Extension directors, and professional staff members subordinate
to the county Extension directors. The leadership behavior was measured
along two dimensions: {1nitiating structure and consideration.
Infitiating structure 1s behavior that delineates between the leader and
members of the staff and establishes well-defined patterns of
organization, channels of communication, and methods of procedure.
Consideration is behavior indicative of friendship, mutual trust,
respect, and warmth.

The county Extension directors' description of their own
behavior of the initfating structure dimension did not significantly
differ from the descriptions of their behavior by district Extension
directors or subordinates; nor were there significant differences
between the descriptions of the district Extension directors and
subordinates. However, significant differences in perception were
noted for the consideration dimension of the county Extension
director's behavior. The district Extension directors saw the county
Extension directors as showing more consideration than did either the
subordinates or the county directors themselves. In respect to

consideration, the county Extension directors and subordinates tended
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to agree 1n their descriptions of the county Extension director's
behavior.

In a North Carolina study, the major objectives were to
determine (1) expectations the selected job groups held for the
administrative role of the county Extension chairman and (2) the degree
of congruency or conflict that presently exists between the norms
established by the North Carolina Agricultural Extension Service
administrative staff and the expectations held by the selected job
groups (Jones, 1969). A role model consisting of six functions and 51
tasks was designed to guide the study. These major functions were as
follows: (1) management and coordination of personnel in the county
office, (2) budget for and finance of county operations and programs,
(3) office management, (4) professional development of self and others,
(5) communications and relationships, and (6) program development. The
responses of the selected job groups indicated strong support of the
role ascribed for the county Extension chairman. There were signifi-
cant differences between the administrative norms and the selected job
groups'! expectations for 15 of the 51 tasks.

A study with similar objectives was conducted in Florida by
Wheaton (1971). Three null hypotheses developed to guide this study
were: (1) there 1s no difference between the five selected job groups
in expectations held for the administrative role of the county
Extension director job group, (2) there is no difference between the
norms established by the Florida County Extension Service administra-

tive staff and expectations held by the five selected job groups
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concerning the county Extension director job group, and (3) there 1s no
difference in respondents' expectations of the administrative role of
the county Extension director job group and each of the selected fac-
tors which were the independent variables of this study.

Hypothesis I was rejected because of variation of responses
reflecting differences in expectations held by the selected job groups.
Hypothesis II was rejected for four of the five selected job groups and
four of the six county Extension director job groups' functions.
Hypothesis III was rejected for 10 of the 12 independent variables.
Findings from this study indicated there was a lack of clarity in role
definitions among job groups in the Florida Cooperative Extension
Service. A high degree of communication has been’achieved concerning
the role of the county Extension director job group, although this
appeared to be greatest at the administrative, supervisory, and county
Extension director levels.

Rodgers' (1977) study fdentified the competencies that were
believed to be requisite to the effective performance of the adminis-
trative role of the county Extension chairman in Georgfa. The major
purpose of this study was to identify the competencies that are
belfeved to be requisite to the effective performance of the adminis-
trative role of the county Extension chairman (CEC) in the University
of Georgia Cooperative Extension Service. The conceptual perspective
of the study was derived from a review of 1{terature concerning the
concepts of profession, role, administration, administrative functions,

and competency. The methodology employed was the coupling of two
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research techniques--the critical-incident and the content-analysis
techniques. The critical-incident technique was used first to collect
critical incidents related to their administrative role directly from
35 randomly selected Georgia county Extension directors. The content-
analysis technique then was used to analyze and categorize the inci-
dents under four major administrative-function areas: personnel man-
agement (counseling, communicating, evaluating, motivating, problem
solving, delegating, directing, disciplining, decision making, and
teaching); program administration (public relations, problem solving,
teaching, communicating, leading, coordinating, motivating, planning,
delegating, analyzing, and policy complfance); financial management
(record keeping, budget control, budget forecasting, financial analy-
sis, staff support, and budget accountability); and office management
(establishment and maintenance of adequate office support, establish-
ment and maintenance of efficient office layout, establishment and
maintenance of accessibility to clientele, allocation of facilities and
equipment, establishment and maintenance of a good office image, and
facilitation of an efficient work flow).

The findings 1ndicated that a combination of the critical-
incident and content-analysis techniques can be used as a basis to
{dentify the administrative functions 1n the administrative role of the
CEC. Further, by examining each incident in 11ght of the identified
administrative functions, competencies believed to be requisite to the

effective performance of the administrative role of the county
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Extension chairman can be deduced by social scientists through content
analysis.

The preceding studies all dealt with the administrative role of
the county Extension director. It is apparent that research in this
area attacked the study of the role from the standpoint of expectations

for that role.

Summary

In this chapter an attempt was made to systematically review
the 11terature. The first portion of the chapter dealt with a review
of role theory. The second part consisted of a systematic review of
11terature pertaining to theories 1n administration. The last part of
the chapter dealt with studies related to the study under investi-

gation.



CHAPTER III

PLANNING AND CONDUCTING THE STUDY

Planning the Study

In a study of this nature, it is essential to follow specific
procedures for planning and conducting the study. This chapter
describes the procedures and activities carried out in planning and

conducting the study.

Reviewing the Literature
A review of the 1{iterature was the first step in planning this

study. (See Chapter II, Review of Literature.) Because the study
deals with the administrative role of the county Extension director, it
was essential to review the following kinds of 1iterature pertaining

to (1) research related to role theory, (2) studies revealing the
various theories in administration, and (3) related studies that may

have bearing on the problem under {nvestigation.

Preparing the Survey Instrument

The questionnaire used was similar to the one used by Caul
(1960). This questionnaire was adapted to Extension from one used by
Hemphi11 (1959) in his study of executive positions. Based on the
executive factor analysis made by Hemphill on a similar set of

questions designed for measuring executive positions in industry, it

Ly
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was assumed that the questions would (1) measure respondent expecta-
tions toward the position of county Extensfon director, (2) measure the
extent to which different elements are perceived to be a part of the
position of county Extension director, (3) discriminate between
expectations held for different types of responsibilities and
activities, and (4) discriminate between expectations held by different
respondents.

Caul's study was conducted in 1960; therefore, additional {tems
were included in the questionnaire to reflect contemporary issues and
additional responsibilities that the Michigan Cooperative Extension
Service has in the 1980s. The items described in the Administrative
Standards (see Appendix C) and Supervisory Standards (see Appendix D)
used 1n the 1981-82 Professional Appraisal were interfaced with the
Caul survey items to expand the scope of the county Extension director's
role expectations. Further, an analysis was made of the questionnaires
used in the Missouri (McNabb, 1964) and North Carolina (Jones, 1969)
studies to obtain additfonal {tems to strengthen the instrument.

The survey questionnaire was divided into four sections.
Section I: Your Experfience, Education, and Background sought demo-
graphic informatfon about all respondents, with several questions per-
tafining to only county Extension director respondents. Section II:
Position Responsibilities of the County Extension Director centered on
perceived role items with which an {ndividual in the position of county
Extension director must be concerned. Section III: Activity Expecta-

tions of the County Extension Director considered perceived role items
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which described the activities in which a person in the position of
county Extension director would be expected to take leadership and
should perform. Section IV: Additional Comments was an optional oppor-
tunity for respondents to present their additional thoughts.

Respondents were asked to record, on an eight-point scale,
their evaluation of the extent they perceived the role-definition item
to be a part of the position. If 1t was not a part, the respondent
marked in the zero column. If the question did apply, the respondent
was required to make a second decision, that of placing a weight on the
item on a continuum ranging from 1 through 7. A weight of 1 was
labeled "may be a minor part of the position." A weight of 4, or the
middle weighted score of the continuum, was labeled "a substantial part
of thq position." The number 7 score was labeled "a most significant
part of the position." Therefore, both the direction and intensity
held for the role expectation could be measured.

The updated questionnaire was pilot tested with persons
representative of each of the four position groups to be surveyed.
This activity was helpful in determining whether or not the questions
were stated clearly and the expected interpretation given them
(Wiersma, 1975, p. 171). Twenty retired Michigan county Extension
directors, six Michigan county Extension agents (Kent County), one
county government Cooperative Extension Service contact person (Kent
County), and one former associate director of the Michigan Cooperative
Extension Service pretested the questionnaire. Kent County representa-

tives were involved in the pretest only, but not the regular survey due



47

to the researcher's employment in this county. Changes were recom-
mended in primarily two areas. In Sec£1on III éf the questionnaire,
which dealt with activity items, changes were made in the introduction
to distinguish this section from the responsibility {tems--Section II.
In addition, minor changes were made in items to keep them 1in the
"county" context.

The final version of the questionnaire comprising 172 possible
role-definfition items was placed on mark-sensitive answer sheets (see
Appgndix A). It was determined that this format would save time and
expense. The idea of this survey format had its genesis from the
survey conducted by the National "Extension in the 80's" committee.
Dr. Laverne Forest (1982), project coordinator, was contacted and
provided input to the design of the survey instrument for this study.
His primary advice was to put specific instructions on the survey
instrument and not on a separate sheet. In addition, the Michigan
State University Scoring Office staff was interviewed to gather

additional suggestions to assure scoring accuracy.

Selecting the Population and
the Respondent Groups

Because the study was concerned with the expectations held by
significant others for the administrative role of the county Extensfion
director, i1t was decided to include the following groups in the study
population: (1) county Extension directors, (2) county Extension
agents, (3) state Extension administrators, and (4) county government

CES contact persons.
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Individuals who had been employed 1ess than one year with the
Michigan Cooperative Extension Service were eliminated before selecting
the sample. Seventy-seven county Extension directors, 177 county
Extension agents, and 20 state Extension administrators were identified
in the eligible population. It seemed reasonable to use the entire
eligible population of county Extension directors and state Extension
administrators in the sample. To achieve a similar size of county
Extension agents, a random 50 percent sample was taken. The sample was
selected by use of a table of random numbers (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh,
1972, pp. 366-70). The random sample included 89 county Extension
agents.

The identification and selection of the county government CES
contact person posed some difficulty. This was due to the lack of
uniform titles at the county government level. Further, each county
had a preferred manner in which the Cooperative Extension Service
interfaced with the county government structure. For the purposes of
the study, it was important that the county government CES contact
person possessed a reasonable knowledge and understanding of the
Cooperative Extension Service and, more specifically, the administra-
tive role of the county Extension director.

House (1982) indicated that what was desired was not the
identification of individuals by uniform titles, but by uniform
results. To obtain this information, he suggested that the county
Extension director could best answer the question, "Who {is the contact

person for administrative matters at the county government level?"
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More specific criteria for selection of this person would {nclude an
affirmative answer to a majority of the following items: (1) Is nor-
mally contacted about Cooperative Extension Service personnel matters,
(2) Is the county government individual responsible for the Cooperative
Extension Service budget, (3) Is consulted about Cooperative Extension
Service office management concerns, and (4) Receives reports of Coop-
erative Extension Service programs being planned and conducted within
the county. Therefore, the 77 e11;1ble county Extension directors were
asked to identify the county government CES contact person in their

respective counties.

Securing Responses to
the Questionnaire

Two sets of mailing labels of all Extension respondents were
obtained from the Personnel Office of the Michigan Cooperative
Extension Service. One set was use& for the initial mailing while the
second set was used for necessary follow-up mailings. A cover letter
was sent with the questionnaire to respondents of each of the three
Cooperative Extension Service position groups (see Appendix E). In
addition, all county Extension directors had a second cover letter
enclosed requesting them to 1dentify their county government CES
contact person using the enclosed stated criteria (see Appendix F).
They were asked to forward the enclosed packet of materials to this
person. Further, the county Extension directors were asked to return

to the researcher an information card (see Appendix G) on their county
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government CES contact person. A1l respondents were asked to return
the completed questionnaire 1n a pre-addressed, stamped envelope which
was provided. A letter of endorsement encouraging the participation of
respondents was sent by the Associate Director for Programs, Michigan
Cooperative Extensfon Service (see Appendix H).

The first mailing was sent in April. At this time, the annual
performance appraisal process had recently been completed by all staff
and possibly provided the stimulus for responding. The response to the
first mailing was 70 percent for county Extension directors, 78 percent
for county Extension agents, 82 percent for state Extension administra-
tors, and only 30 percent from the county government CES contact person
respondent group. To provide a method for follow-up, a coding system
was established. Questionnaires were coded using the following sys-
tem: 100 series for county Extension directors, 200 series for county
Extension agents, 300 series for state Extension administrators, and
400 series for county government CES contact persons. The first two
digits in the series designated a specific {ndividual (00), while the
third digit (2--) denoted the appropriate position group; f.e., 203 was
a person from the county Extension agent group, 303 was a specific
state Extension administrator, and so on. The coding system was coor-
dinated further by giving the county government CES contact person the
same two-digit number as the county Extension director of that same
county. Thus, county Extension director "X" might have code number
107, while his/her county government CES contact person's code number

would be 407.
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A follow-up card (see Appendix I) was sent to all nonrespond-
ents approximately four weeks after the mailing of the original ques-
tionnafire. It was planned to use the COMNET MAIL (C-mail) to remind
all Cooperative Extension service respondents. This electronic mafl
system permits instantaneous communication among the Michigan State
University College of Agriculture and Natural Resources campus offices
and all county Cooperative Extension Service offices. However, due to
a temporary shut-down of the system, this method of follow-up was not
permitted. A phone call was made as a second reminder to nonrespond-
ents approximately two weeks following the first reminder.

The data in Table 1 show the number and percentage of usable
questionnaires by specific respondent positions. The county Extension
directors had a 92 percent usable rate, while the county Extension
agents had a 91 percent usable rate. The state Extension adminis-
trators had the highest percentage usable: 95 percent. The lowest
percentage usable, 62 percent, was established by the county government
CES contact persons. The low rate of return of the county government
CES contact persons was due in part to 16 county Extension directors
failing to 1dentify and select their county government CES contact
person. It was established that the county Extension directors could
best perform this role in the survey process. In addition, several
county Extension directors representing large metropolitan counties
were hesitant to follow up with this contact. However, the overall
response rate of 83 percent was within levels suggested by experts for

making valid generalizations. Kerlinger (1973) recommended a response
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rate of at least 80 to 90 percent, and Wiersma (1975) suggested that

generally 75 percent should be the minimum rate of return.

Table 1.--Number of respondents by position, Michigan, 1983.

Number Percent

Position Group Surveyed Usable Usable
County Extension directors 77 A 92
County Extension agents 89 81 91
State Extension administrators 20 19 95
County government CES contact persons 77 48 62
Total 263 219 83
Processing the Data

The data on returned mark-sensitive survey questionnaires were
processed by the Michigan State University Scoring Office. The data
were placed directly on a magnetic computer tape and stored. Analysis
of the data was done by the Michigan State University Control Data
Corporation Cyber 170 Model 750 computer through the use of the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program.

Summary
This chapter dealt with the procedures used in planning and

conducting the study up to the point of presenting and analyzing the

data. Chapter IV presents the data and an analysis of the results.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the study of perceptions
of the degree of importance of the 62 selected administrative responsi-
bilities and the 110 selected administrative activities considered
possible parts of the role of the Michigan county Extension director.
An analysis of these data, by position groups and classified by admin-
istrative process, is presented in this chapter. The responses of the
following groups are analyzed and compared: (1) county Extension
directors, (2) county Extension agents, (3) state Extension adminis-

trators, and (4) county government CES contact persons.

Research Objectives and Relevant Data
In 11ght of the general purposes of this study, the research

questions and relevant data for each were as follows:

1. Are there differences in the importance of the expectations
held for the various administrative processes in the county Extension
director's position as perceived by respondent groups? The data
relevant to this question were acquired by calculating the mean
responses for each administrative process, ranking them, and applying

the Friedman analysis of variance test.

53
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2. Are there differences in the consensus within each position
group or the perceived expectations held for the administrative duties
of the county Extension director's position? The data relevant to this
question were acquired by calculating the mean response, the standard
deviation of each role item, classifying by administrative process, and
the application of the Bartlett homogeneity of variance test.

3. Are there differences between the county Extension
directors group and each of the other respondent groups on the per-
ceived importance of expecéations held for the administrative duties of
the county Extension director's position? The data relevant to this
question were acquired by calculating the mean responses of each posi-
tion group for each administrative process and applying the analysis of
variance test.

4. Is there a measurable association between the importance of
the administrative processes and the county Extension director's age,
staff size, Extension experience, formal education, and time spent on
administration? The data relevant to this question were acquired by
clustering the county Extension directors into reasonable group sizes
by each demographic item, calculating the mean responses for the eight
administrative processes, and applying the analysis of variance test.

5. Is there a difference between the importance of the eight
administrative processes reported in this study and the Caul study
completed in Michigan in 1960? Data relevant to this question were

acquired by determining 1dentical role items and respondent groups,
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calculating mean responses of each administrative process by respondent
groups within each study, ranking them, and applying the Friedman

analysis of varfance test.

Characteristics of Respondents in the
Four Position Groups

Four characteristics were selected to describe the respondents
in each of the four groups, and two additional characteristics were
used to describe the respondents who were in Extension positions. The
four common characteristics were age, sex, race, and formal education;
these are presented in Tables 2 through 5. The two additional
characteristics of respondents in Extension positions were years in
Extension work and region in which located; these are presented in
Tables 6 and 7.

The data in Table 2 indicate that the age distribution of the
219 respondents ranged primarily from 26 to 65 years of age. Slightly
under 3 percent were 25 years of age or younger; 6 percent were over 65
years old.

There was a difference in age make-up of the four position
groups. Nearly three-quarters of the county Extension directors were
between 36 and 55 years; 65 percent of the county Extension agents were
in a younger grouping of 26 to 45 years. Further, only 21.1 percent of
the county Extension directors were 35 years or younger, while 50.1
percent of the county Extension agents were in this age category.

A11 of the state administrators were 26 to 55 years old. The

county government CES contact persons seemed to be equally distributed
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in each of the four age categories between 26 and 65 years; this was

the only position group to have over-65-year-old respondents.

Table 2.--Age of county Extension directors, county Extension agents,
state Extension administrators, and county government CES
contact persons in this study, 1983.

Respondent Groups

CED CEA SA CGCP

No. % No. % No. % No. %
25 years & under 1 1.4 5 6.3 0 0 0 0
26-35 years 14 19.7 35 43.8 5 26.3 9 18.8
36-45 years 28 39.4 17 21.2 6 31.6 11 22.9
46-55 years 24 33.8 13 16.2 8 42.1 1" 22.9
56-65 years 4 5.6 10 12.5 0 0 12 25.0
Over 65 years 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 10.4
Not given 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

The sex of the respondents 1s presented in Table 3. Only 9.9
percent of the county Extension directors and 8.3 percent of the
county government CES contact person respondents were females. State
administrators were approximately three-fourths males, whereas the
county Extension agents were more equally divided.

The data in Table 4 reveal that over 95 percent of the county
Extension directors, county Extension agents, and county government CES
contact persons were white. Nearly 90 percent of the state Extension
administrators were white, while two minority groups had single
representatives. Other position groups had representatives in only one

minority group.
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Table 3.--Sex of county Extension directors, county Extension agents,
state Extensfon administrators, and county government CES
contact persons in this study, 1983.

Respondent Groups

Sex CED ... CEA SA CGCP
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Male 64 90.1 41 50.6 14 73.7 4 91.7
Female 7 9.9 41 49,4 S 26.3 4 8.3

Table 4.--Race of county Extension directors, county Extension agents,
state Extension administrators, and county government CES
contact persons in this study, 1983.

Respondent Groups

Race CED CEA SA CGCP
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Asian 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2.1
Black 2 2.8 3 3.7 1 5.3 0 0
Hispanic 0 0 0 0 1 5.3 0 0
White 69 97.2 78 96.3 17 89.4 46 97.9
Not given 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

The data in Table 5 1ndicate important differences in the
extent of formal education were also evident between the four position
groups studied. Most of the county Extensfon directors held master's
degrees, while three directors had doctorates. The county Extension

agents' degrees were split primarily between bachelor's and master's,
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43.2 percent and 51.9 percent, respectively. Most state administrators
had master's degrees (52.6 percent), and 42 percent had doctorates.

An interesting observation is that 41.7 percent of the county
government CES contact persons did not have a college degree. However,
over one-third of them did have bachelor's degrees. These dffferences
in the amount of formal training indicate the necessity of the county
Extension director possessing the ability to communicate to individuals

at varying levels of education.

Table 5.--Formal education of county Extension directors, county
Extension agents, state Extension administrators, and county
government CES contact persons in this study, 1983.

Respondent Groups

Highest Degree CED CEA SA CGCP
Held

No. % No. % No. % No. %
None 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 41.7
Bachelor's 23 32.9 35 43.2 1 5.3 16 33.3
Master's 43 61.4 42 51.9 10 52.6 11 22.9
Specialist's 1 1.4 2 2.5 0 0 1 2.1
Doctorate 3 4.3 2 2.5 8 42.1 0 0
Not given 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 6 11lustrates the length of service in Extension was the
greatest among the county Extension director respondents. While 23.2
percent of the county Extension directors had worked in Extension over
20 years, only 9.9 percent of the county Extension agents and 10.5
percent of the state administrators had this amount of Extension

experfence. The county Extension agents' largest tenure group by far
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was the 1 to 5 year category with 44.4 percent. The most common
lengths of service for state administrator respondents were 11 to 15

years and 6 to 10 years, respectively.

Table 6.--Years in Extension work of county Extension directors,
county Extension agents, and state Extension administrators
in this study, 1983.

Respondent Groups

Years 1n Extension CED CEA SA

No. % No. ] No. 4
Under 1 year 0 0 1 1.2 2 10.5
1-5 years 12 17.4 36 44.4 1 5.3
6-10 years 13 18.8 14 17.3 5 26.3
11-15 years 14 20.3 13 16.0 6 31.6
16-20 years 14 20.3 9 M. 3 15.8
Over 20 years 16 283.2 8 9.9 2 10.5
Not given 2 0 0 0 0 0

The data in Table 7 reveal that the geographic distribution of
the county position group respondents was evenly scattered throughout
the six regfons. There was less than 10 percent difference 1n the
participation of the county Extension directors between the regions,
with a high of the North region of 22.7 percent. Most of the county
Extension agents represented the East Central and Southeast regfons.
The county government CES contact persons distribution seemed to have
the least d1ff§rence within the six regions--two regfons at 21 percent
and three regions at 13.9 percent. The geographic distribution of the

respondents was very simflar to that of the eligible population.
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However, the North regfon had the largest differences between the
sample and the population of 3.3 percent with county Extension
directors, 2.9 percent with county Extension agents, and 5 percent with

county government CES contact persons.

Table 7.--Region of county Extension directors, county Extension
agents, and county government CES contact persons in this
study, 1983.

Respondent Groups

Regfon CED CEA CGCP

No. % No. % No. %
East Central 12 18.2 19 24.4 9 21.0
North 15 22.7 11 141 9 21.0
Southeast 10 15.2 16 20.5 6 13.9
Southwest 10 15.2 14 17.9 7 16.3
Upper Peninsula 10 15.2 6 7.7 6 13.9
West Central 9 13.6 12 15.4 6 13.9

Not given 5 0 3 0 5 0

The size of total staff of responding county Extension
directors is presented in Table 8. Staff size represents the maximum
size of the total staff, including board-appointed professionals,
program assistants, program afides, clerical staff, and student interns.
One-third of the county Extension directors had staffs of four to six
persons. Over 80 percent of the county Extension directors had staffs
of 12 persons or fewer. The staff size of over 16 persons was fairly

evenly divided between the remaining categories.
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Table 8.--S1ze of total staff of responding Michigan county Extension
directors, 1983.

Staff Size CED

- 4
o
L]

n

1-3 persons
4-6 persons
7-9 persons
10-12 persons
13-15 persons
16-18 persons
19-21 persons
22-25 persons
Over 25 persons
Not given

_.n...aB
NE2WABNO = w

- N W
oUauvivOUIaWwd
L] L] ] ]

oWwmo WVOWN

The data in Table 9 reyea1 the time required to perform the
administrative role of the county Extension agent varied from county to
county. Over 40 percent of the county Extension directors spent 21 to
30 percent of their time on administration of their position. Approxi-
mately 10 percent of them spent over 70 percent of their time with the
administrative role.

The data 1n Table 10 indicate the proportion of time county
Extension directors spent on the administration of their position.
There was a match when the percentage administrative time surveyed
category intersected with the same percentage time category on the
assigned administrative time axis. Twenty-seven or 39.7 percent of the
responding county Extension directors had such a match. Five county
Extension directors spent less time on administration of their position

than assigned. Thirty-six or 52.9 percent of the county Extension
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directors responded that they spent more time on administration than

the time assigned for this purpose by state Extension administration.

Table 9.--Proportion of time county Extension directors in this study
spent on administration as surveyed, 1983.

Percent Time on CED
Administration No. %

20 and under 17
21-30 31
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
Over 80

WhoUad

Table 10.--Number of county Extension directors with various assigned
proportions of time for administration and their reported
proportions of time spent, 1983.

Percent Time Assigned for Admjnistration

Administration

Time Surveyed 20 & Under 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 71-80
20 & under 13 3 1 0 0 0
21-30 17 10 1 0 0 0
31-40 1 5 1 0 0 0
41-50 1 1 1 1 0 0
51-60 0 1 1 2 1 0
71-80 0 0 1 0 2 1
Over 80 0 0 0 0 0 1
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Administrative Processes in CES at County Level
The eight administrative areas identified to describe the

administrative processes at the county level of Extension work were
(1) planning and programming, (2) organization and policy, (3) direc-
tion and coordination, (4) personnel management, (5) supervision,

(6) business management and finance, (7) administrative relations, and
(8) educational leadership.

The data in this portion of the chapter have been grouped into
the eight administrative process areas 1isted above in order to
facilitate analysis of the items associated with the job of the county
Extension director. The data are based on the perceptions of 71 county
Extension directors, 81 county Extension agents, 19 state Extension
administrators, and 48 county government CES contact persons. The
analysis 1s based on the degree of importance held for the county
Extension director's performance on responsibilities and activities

associated with the eight administrative areas.

Planning and Programming

Planning and developing a county Extension program in
cooperation with the people and the county staff 1s a designated
responsibi1ity of the Michigan county Extension director. Planning is
the conscious process of selecting and developing the best course of
action to accomplish an objective (Niles, 1958, p. 172). The essential
features of planning and programming consist of clarifying the problem,

determining the alternatives and the key factors in deciding which 1s
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best, getting the facts, analyzing the facts, deciding on the action to
be taken, and arranging for execution (Newman, 1952, pp. 88-89).

Examination of the distribution of the responses by position
groups is shown in Table 11. Twenty-three role items were used to
define the planning and programming administrative process. The role
item with the highest mean score from all position groups was the
effective methods of reaching county Extension goals. The state
Extension administrators and county government CES contact persons both
indicated the highest level of importance for this item in planning and
programming. Focusing on the long-range objectives of the county
Extension service was the most important rble item to the county
Extension directors. The county Extension agents viewed developing
with appropriate local leaders and other Extension agents a written
Tong-term Extension program for the county as the most important role
i{tem for county Extension directors. When ranked by the researcher,
this 1tem only ranked seventh among state Extension administrators and
county government CES contact persons.

When reviewing the role-item rankings, it was evident that
there was a high degree of similarity between the groups in the way
they viewed the county Extension director's planning and programming
responsibilities and activities. However, some differences were noted.
County government CES contact persons considered the following role
items more important than the other three respondent groups: (1) to
approve the introduction of new types of Extension activities and

programs in the county and (2) to make use of specialists in planning
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the county Extension program. Another difference was noted--that the
county Extension directors gave more importance to 1mprov1n§ the effec-
tiveness of county Extension teaching methods than the other groups.

In general, those items dealing with developing long-term and
short-term plans had the highest mean scores. Questions pertaining to
Extension teaching methods, such as improving methods used, evaluation
of Extension programs, and making use of specialists, were of medium
importance. Items dealing with investigation and analysis of needs,
such as population and employment trends and attention to activities of

other agencies, had the lowest mean scores.

Organization and Policy
Effective administration requires that the organization be in

balance and adapted to the major objectives and basic operations. 1In
Michigan, county Extension units are given the responsibility of
determining their basic objectives for the county program within the
broader framework of the state and federal Extension commitment.
Organization 1s the pattern of ways in which large numbers of
people, too many to have face-to-face contact with each other, and
engaged in a complexity of tasks, relate themselves to each other in
the conscious, systematic establishment and accomplishment of mutually
agreed purposes (Peabody, 1962, p. 30). In other words, organizational
structure 1s the instrument by which members of an organization
together with their clients outside of the organization arrive at

mutual goals and ways of achieving them. Policies are the guiding
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principles established by the organization to govern actions, usually
under repetitive conditions (Holden, Fish, & Smith, 1951, p. 79).
Questions used to determine the respondents' perception of the
importance of role definition items pertaining to county Extension
organization and policy are set forth in Table 12. County Extension
directors, state Extension administrators, and county government CES
contact persons all agreed that the most important organization and
policy role item was the effective use of Extension resources in the
county. However, the item with the highest mean score for the county
Extension agents was the supporting of the county Extension agent when
the county Extension director believes the facts show that the state
office complaints are unjustified. A further major difference in this
item was noted between the mean scores of the county Extension agents
and the state Extension administrators, 6.19 and 3.89, respectively.
Both the county Extension directors and the county Extension
agents agreed that keeping county Extension agents advised on the
content of reports, letters, etc. and the adequate staffing of county
Extension jobs were extremely important role expectations. The county
government CES contact persons placed a higher importance on defining
areas of responsibility for county Extension personnel and adjusting
assignments of county Extension agents so as to best use their talents
and skil1s than did the other three respondent groups. In general, the
county Extension directors gave the highest values for organization
policy role items, while state Extension administrators gave the lowest

mean values.
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Program Direction and Coordination

Direction 1s that vital step between preparation an& actual
operation; 1t is the issuing of instructions and otherwise indicating
to subordinates what should be done (Newman, 1952, p. 388). Every
instruction should possess three basic features: (1) compliance should
be reasonable; (2) the instruction should be complete as what is to be
done, and when; and (3) it should be clear to the person receiving it.
Coordinating 1s the process of communicating with elements outside (and
inside) the administrator's jurisdiction to secure their cooperation
wherever they influence or are influenced by the administrator's
operation (Niles, 1958, p. 313). The action consists of securing
agreement to, understanding of, or active atid in the pursuit of a
common purpose. Coordination in administration, according to Newman,

o « o dedls with synchronizing and unifying the actions of a group
of people. A coordinated operation is one in which the activities
of the employees are harmonfous, dovetailed, and integrated toward
a common objective. (p. 390)

Twenty-one 1tems were used to test the expectations held for
direction and coordination of the county Extension service. Table 13
shows the mean score and rank for each item. The fair treatment of all
Extension agents in the county was the most important role item for all
respondent groups except the county government CES contact persons.
They felt the primary function of the county Extension director's
direction and coordination role was providing leadership in the
assessment of county needs for the total Extension effort in the

county.
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County Extension directors and county Extension agents also
agreed with each other on the relative importance of the seéond. third,
and fourth items: 1involving county Extension agents in decisions
affecting county programs, strengths of Extension'agents in the county,
and holding regular county staff conferences to coordinate activities
of all staff. County Extension agents placed a higher importance on
consulting with county staff members about f1111ng a vacant county
Extension agent position than the other respondent groups.

When the researcher ranked the role items within this adminis-
trative process, the county government CES contact persons had the
following items considerably higher than the other position groups:
ranked second--what educational activities the county Extension service
i{s to engage in; ranked third--priorfties given to the educational
activities of the county Cooperative Extension Service; and sixth--
provide complete and meaningful instruction to county staff.

In summary, the role 1tems that dealt with coordination
generally had higher mean scores than items related to direction.
County Extension directors and county government CES contact persons
indicated the highest mean scores for the process of direction and

coordination.

Personnel Management

Personnel management is concerned with obtaining and
maintaining a satisfactory work force (Terry, 1964, p. 742). Finding,

selecting, and placing people on the proper jobs constitute an enormous
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task, but motivating and keeping them on the job and satisfied are
perhaps even greater tasks. In general, it is the management of human
resources in employment. The scope of personnel management was arranged
under three main headings (1) acquisition of competent employees,

(2) retaining competent emp]oyees. and (3) increasing individual
productivity (Terry, 1964).

The responses to seven possible responsibilities and 16
possible activities of the county Extension director, judged to be
examples of the personnel functions at the county level, are shown in
Table 14.

The maintenance of a competent staff was ranked as the most
important role item when the mean score of all 219 respondents was
considered. However, there was only 0.08 difference between the
number-one-ranked item and the fourth-ranked item overall. County
government CES contact persons viewed this role item as most important.
County Extension directors and state Extension administrators agreed
that the orfientation of new Extension workers in the county was most
important. Acquainting newer agents with their responsibilities was
the most important personnel management item of the county Extension
agent respondents.

County Extension directors considered guiding the development
of county staff members as Extension employers and participating in the
interview of candidates for board-appointed positions in the county

more important than did the other position groups. State Extension
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administrators viewed making recommendations for appointment,
promotion, or dismissal of Extension agents in the county and making
recommendations for merit increases in salary of Extension agents in
the county as seventeenth and nineteenth priorities, while other
respondents considered them more important.

The county government CES contact respondents placed a higher
value on making recommendations for appointments, promotions, or
dismissal of Extension agents in the county and the selection of new
county Extension agents when needed in the county than the other
respondents.

In summary, county Extension directors had the highest mean
scores for the personnel management role ftems. Role items dealing
with working with new agents had the highest mean scores, while {tems

related to employee services had the lowest scores.

Supervision

A concise definition of supervision or the supervisory function
was difficult to find in the 1iterature. To varying degrees, many
occupations use supervisors, be they the office boss, the floor
manager, or the construction foreman. They carry out the task of
supervision in the original sense of the Latin word, supervis(us)
(supervidere), to oversee. They demonstrate techniques, offer
suggestions, give orders, evaluate performance, and check on results.
In most educational settings, supervision of instruction is what
administrative personnel do with adults and things to maintain or

change the educational operation in ways that directly influence the






teaching processes employed to promote pupil learning (Harris, 1975,
pp. 10-11). Supervision 1s conceived as a service function rather than
an authoritarian or laissez-faire process (01iva, 1976, p. 17). In
Michigan, the county Extension director has been given the responsi-
bility for supervising other employees.

Twenty-two role items were used to test the importance and
extent of supervisory functions. They are shown in Table 15. The
quality of the educational efforts of the county Cooperative Extension
Service was perceived as the most important role item with a mean score
of 5.84. The county Extension directors and the county government CES
contact persons, with mean scores of 6.26 and 5.87, viewed this item as
most important. The state Extension administrators also considered
this {tem very important (5.72), and they gave the same mean value of
importance to the role item to implement Extension civil rights, EEO
and affirmative action policies. The county Extension agent respond-
ents also considered this policy item as most important, with a 5.50
mean score. However, the county government CES contact persons viewed
this {tem as having less importance, resulting 1n a ranking of thir-
teenth with a 4.33 mean score.

County government CES contact persons had different perceptions
of other supervisory role items from the other position groups. They
gave a mean score of 5.22 to the role of appraising the results of
county Extension educational programs and activities, whereas other
groups responded with scores on this i{tem as low as 3.53, which

resulted 1n a ranking of fourteenth. In addition, county government
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CES contact persons viewed the reviewing of county program
accomplishments in all program areas as much more important (ranked
fourth) than the other position groups (ranked as low as fourteenth).
In an opposite situation, the observation of county agents in
educational programs two or three times a year was important to county
Extension directors, with a mean score of 5.39, resulting in a ranking
of seventh, while county government CES contact persons' mean score
resulted in a ranking of seventeenth.

In summary, those items concerned with the direct supervision
of other agents received the lowest mean scores. Items dealing with
county Extension personnel problems and other personnel practices

generally were viewed as most important.

Administrative Relations

The job of administering any organization, or any part of an
organization, carries with it the responsibility of gaining the
sanction of the people to whom it is responsible. In this capacity the
county Extensfon director must be aware of the opinions of the many
publics which county Extension work serves. To administer effectively
any institution which relfes upon and interacts closely with a
geographic community requires that the administrator understand that
community, its historical perspective as well as {ts contemporary
socfal milieu (Wenrich & Wenrich, 1974, p. 245). This involves
careful, systematic study of individuals, informal groups, and formal
organizations. Further, the requirements for building a constituency

are that the community should be {nformed about what 1s going on, that
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it should be able to have input on critical decisions of the
fnstitution, that it should feel that the resources and facilities of
the institution are open to the community, and that the administration
should actively seek 1ts opinfon and preferences about the direction
the institution should take (Wenrich & Wenrich, 1974, p. 258).

Twenty-nine {tems a county Extension director might be
concerned with or engage in were used to obtain the respondents'
perception of their importance in carrying out the administrative
role. They were ranked according to their mean score by total
respondents and by position groups, as shown in Table 16.

The total respondent group viewed relationships with leaders in
the county as the most important administrative relations role, with a
5.98 mean score. Only the county government CES contact persons
expressed this role as their highest value. A 6.24 mean score by the
county Extension directors made the acceptance of Extension in the
community their highest level of importance. County Extension agents
and state Extension administrators, with mean scores of 5.81 and 6.11,
respectively, felt making perfodic reports of Extension accomplishments
to the County Board of Commissioners deserved top attention. Interest-
ingly enough, county government CES contact persons viewed this role
ftem much lower (ranked ninth).

The role item of working toward developing and maintaining good
working relations with other public agencies in related fields had
similar mean responses in all position groups. County government CES

contact persons viewed the preparation of news and other county
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Extension information releases more important than did the other
respondent grsups.

In summary, those role items that related to some specific
public of Extension work were considered most important and had the
higher mean scores. Administrative relations {tems dealing with
paperwork and attending meetings outside the county had the 1ower mean

scores.

Business Management and Finance

Finance 1s an indispensable field of economic activity and is
of cardinal importance in many managerial activities (Terry, 1964,

p. 722). The financial administration of a county Extensfon unit in
Michigan consists of a series of steps whereby funds are made available
by county government to operate a county Extension office and pay the
local expenses of Extension staff assigned to that county by the state
Extension service. A core staff of agents is assigned to each county
and their salarfies paid by the state Extension service. Additional
agents are assigned to a county on the basis of need and the county's
willingness to provide a grant to Michigan State University to help
support the additional service.

Twenty-three 1tems were used to survey the responsibilities and
activities of the county Extension director in this area. Most of the
items 1i1sted in Table 17 were considered important tasks for the county
Extension director to perform if he/she 1s to properly carry out the

role expectations.
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The preparation of an annual county Extension budget received
the highest mean score from all respondent groups. Long-range
financial support of Extension work in the county was viewed as being
less important (mean score of 5.27) by county government CES contact
persons than the other position groups. In addition, these contact
persons considered the importance of adequate county office facilities
differently from the other groups. They viewed the item less important
(ranked nineteenth), while other respondent groups expressed a higher
value (ranked no higher than thirteenth).

The state Extension administrators viewed the allocation of
budget monfes equitably so that all staff have reasonable support to
carry out programs as less important than the county Extension agents
(mean scores of 5.17 and 5.96, respectively). The expectation of the
county Extension director to keep detailed and accurate financial and
activity records was considered more important to state Extension
administrators and county Extension directors than the other two
respondent groups.

Both county Extension directors and county government CES
contact persons agreed that keeping the cost of county Extension
service reasonable was important by reporting similar mean scores of
over 5.90. However, this item was viewed highly important (ranked
third) among the business management and finance role items by county
government CES contact persons.

In overview, the most important items focused on the securing of

funds to carry out programs in response to the needs of the county.
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Less important were the business management and finance role items
which dealt with financial reporting and analyzing. However, even the

less important items had mean scores above 4.00.

Educational Leadership
Leadership has usually been thought of as a specific attribute

of personality, a personality trait, that some persons possess and
others do not. Leadership is the activity of influencing people to
strive willingly for group objectives (Terry, 1964, p. 473). A closer
look at leadership reveals several basic 1deas (Browne & Cohn, 1958,
p. 76). First, leadership 1s always relative to the situation--
relative in two senses: (a) leadership flourishes only in a problem
situation, and (b) the nature of the leadership role is determined by
the goal of the group. The second principle of leadership is that it
{s always toward some objective goal. The third principle is that
leadership is a process of mutual stimulation--a social interactional
phenomenon in which the attitudes, ideals, and aspirations of the
followers play as important a determining role as do the individuality
and personality of the leader.

Based on the above definition, the county Extension director
can be considered an educational leader. However, this job is differ-
ent from most other educational administrators' in that county Exten-
sfon directors in Michigan have programming responsibilities in
addition to their administrative role. They must demonstrate expertise
in a specific subject-matter area, as well as provide leadership to the

entire county unit.
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The broad aspects of the educational leadership role of the
county Extension director were examined by looking at the responses to
the 19 questions presented in Table 18. To develop and/or maintain the
abi1ity to work with people was viewed as the most important role item
by total respondents, with a 6.05 mean score. Three out of the four
position groups gave this item their highest score. However, the
county Extension directors viewed program execution in own area of
subject-matter responsibi1ity as most important. Further, county
Extension directors considered program development in own area of
subject-matter responsibility and conducting an effective educational
program in own area of subject-matter responsibility their second and
third most important educational leadership role expectations.

County Extension agents and county government CES contact
persons placed a high value (mean scores of 5.84 and 5.71,
respectively) on the county Extension director's capacity to be
ski11ful in the decision-making process. Staff solidarity, morale, or
esprit de corps was viewed as the third most important item to both
county Extension directors and county Extension agents. Also, the
county Extension agents placed a higher value than others on the
ability of the county Extension director to be skil1ful in the use of
words.

In summary, all educational leadership role items were con-
sidered very important by the four position groups. The mean scores of
county Extension directors were the highest, while county government

CES contact persons had the lowest scores.
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Relative Importance of Administrative Processes
The null hypothesis was established that "there are no signifi-

cant differences in the importance held for the various administrative
processes in the county Extension director's position as perceived by
the respondent groups." This was tested by calculating the mean score
for each of the efght administrative process areas for the total 219
respondents and for each position group. Table 19 shows the adminis-
trative process areas for county Extension directors, classified by
mean score and rank order.

By observing the mean score and the rank for each adminis-
trative process, 1t was noted that differences existed. The business
management and finance administrative process had the highest mean
score of 5.43 and consequently was ranked first. The other admin{s-
trative processes continued in the following rank order as determined
by decreasing mean scores: (2) educational leadership, (3) organiza-
tion and policy, (4) direction and coordination, (5) planning and
programming, (6) administrative relations, (7) personnel management,
and (8) supervision.

To determine the significance of these differences, the
Friedman analysis of variancé test (Kerlinger, 1973), a form of rank-
order analysis of varifance, was used. In Table 20, the observed
significance level 1s .001 with 7 degrees of freedom. Having
established a predetermined significance level of .01, the null
hypothesis related to differences between the importance of the eight

administrative processes was rejected. The data showed that
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administrative relations and personnel management had the greatest
number of different rankings (three each), while organization and
policy, planning and programming, and supervision each had two groups
that varied. The administrative process with the highest level of

consensus appeared to be business management and finance.

Table 20.--Friedman analysis of varfance of administrative process
means by rank.

Rank Order of

Administrative Process Respondent Groups

Areas
Mean Rank CED CEA SA CGCP

Business Management and Finance 1.00 1 1 1 1
Educational Leadership 2.25 2 2 2 3
Organization and Policy 3.50 3 3 6 2
Direction and Coordination 4.25 4 4 5 4
Planning and Programming 5.00 5 6 4 5
Administrative Relations 5.13 6.5 5 3 6
Personnel Management 7.38 6.5 7 8 8
Supervision 7.50 8 7 7
degrees of freedom = 7 significance = .001
Consensus Within Each Position Group

Differences 1n consensus within each position group were
examined by testing the null hypothesis that "there are no significant
differences in the consensus within each position group on the per-
ceived expectations held for responsibilities and activities of the

county Extension director's position.
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This hypothesis was first tested by calculating the standard
deviations on each role 1tem for each position group and the total
respondents. Standard deviation {s used as a measure of varfability
and indfcates consensus or the lack of consensus within a position
group. Appendix B i1lustrates the 172 role definitional responsibili-
ties and activities carrying the various levels of agreement within
each position group. The county Extension directors had 36 role items
with a standard deviation over 2.000. The administrative relations
role item (no. 158), "on the average, spend at least one hour per day
completing routine paperwork," had the highest standard deviation of
2526 for county Extension directors. The largest varfiance with the
county Extension agents was an organization and policy role item, that
of "defining areas of responsibility for county Extension personnel®
(no. 95). County Extensfon agents had 40 i{tems with over a 2.000
standard deviation.

State Extensfon administrators had the widest response to the
county Extension director's role item (no. 27), "proposed legislation
that might affect the Cooperative Extension Service." This item had a
2.588 standard deviation. In addition, 39 other role 1tems' standard
deviations were over 2.000.

County government CES contact persons had 78 {tems, 45 percent
of the total items, with a standard deviation over 2.000. The person-
nel management role item, "participate in the interview of candidates
for board-appointed positions in the county," had a 2.504 standard

deviation.
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The data presented in Appendix B seem to indicate that there
are no differences in the consensus within each position group on the
perceived expectations held for the responsibilities and activities of
the county Extension director's position.

However, 1t was concluded to further test this hypothesis. The
Bartlett homogeneity of variance test was calculated for the position
groups on each administrative process. This test 1s used to determine
if the samples or groups being reviewed come from populations with
equal varfance (Kerlinger, 1964, p. 287). Table 21 presents the
results of the Bartlett test for each administrative process. A
predetermined level of significance of .01 was established for each
administrative process. Therefore, the null hypothesis that there is
no significant difference in the consensus within each position group
on the perceived administrative expectations was not rejected.

Table 21.--Bartlett homogeneity of variance tests by administrative
process for county Extension directors, county Extensfon

agents, state Extension administrators, and county
government CES contact persons.

Significance Level

Administrative Process p=*
Planning and Programming 504
Organfization and Policy 327
Direction and Coordination .188
Personnel Management .037
Supervision 172
Business Management and Finance .819
Administrative Relations .258
Educational Leadership . 124

¥p < ,01.
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Differences Between Each Position Group

The null hypothesis was prepared that "there are no significant
differences between the county Extension directors group and each of
the other respondent groups on the perceived importance of expectations
held for responsibilities and activities of the county Extension
director's position." Observation of previously established Table 19
indicated differences in mean scores of the four position groups for
the eight administrative processes.

To determine the significance of these differences, the
analysis of variance statistical technique was used. This technique
partitions the varfation in the observed data into parts, each part
assignable to a different cause or causes. It is one of the most
powerful and most widely used procedures to test for differences
between means (Wiersma, 1975, p. 237).

The results of this analysis of the eight administrative
processes indicated differences existed between the position groups.
The results of these analyses are displayed in Tables 22 through 27. A
predetermined level of significance for each administrative process was
established at the .01 level.

The data in Table 22 revealed that the planning and programming
administrative process was at the .0015 level of significance. Thus,
there was a significant difference between the county Extension direc-
tors and members of the other position groups. The major difference

seemed to be with the county Extension agents at 4.08, while county
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Extension directors had a 4.74 score. State Extension administrators'
mean score of 4.22 also indicated a slight difference.
Table 22.--An analysis of varfance for county Extension planning and

programming between county Extension directors and other
respondent groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p¥
Between groups 20.4861 3 6.8287 5.3229 .0015

*p < ,01.

The data in Table 23 show the results of the analysis of
variance for county Eftension organization and policy between county
Extension directors and the other respondent groups. With a required
difference of .01, the resulting calculated significance level of .0082
indicated a significant difference. There was almost a whole point
difference between county Extension directors and state Extension

administrators (mean scores of 5.03 and 4.08, respectively).

Table Z3.--An analysis of variance for county Extension organization
and policy between county Extension directors and other
respondent groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p¥
Between groups 16.7808 3 5.5936 4.0286 .0082

*p < .01.
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The reported value from Table 24 for the significant difference
of the County Extension directors' and the other respondent groups'
direction and coordination administrative process was .0001. County
Extension directors viewed this process at 4.93, while county Extension
agents and state Extension administrators responded with lower scores
of 4.20 and 4.21, respectively.

Table 24.--An analysis of variance for county Extension direction and

coordination between county Extension directors and other
respondent groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p¥
Between groups 26.4713 .3 8.8238 7.1080 .0001

¥p < ,01.

The data in Table 25 indicate that there were also significant
differences between the county Extension directors and the other
respondent groups at the .0005 level for the personnel management
administrative process. This difference was primarily located between
county Extension directors and state Extension administrators, 4.57 and
3.37, respectively.

The information from the data in the analysis of variance table
(Table 26) shows a significance level of .0002, indicating a significant
difference in the responses to the supervision administrative process.

County Extension directors had a mean score of 4.42, while state
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Extension administrators' and county Extension agents' scores were only

3.70 and 3.64, respectively.

Table 25.--An analysis of variance for county Extension personnel
management between county Extension directors and other
respondent groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p*
Between groups 26.0300 3 8.6767 6.0920 .0005

*¥p < .07.

Table 26.--An analysis of var1ahce for county Extension supervision
between county Extension directors and other respondent
groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p*
Between groups 29.4713 3 9.8238 6.8857 .0002

*p < .01.

The remaining three administrative processes had significance
level scores above the required .01 level. Administrative relations--
.1682 (Table 27), business management and finance--.1459 (Table 28),
and educational leadership--.0215 (Table 29) indicated there was not a
significant difference between the county Extension directors' views

and those of the other respondent groups.
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Table 27.--An analysis of variance for county Extension administrative
relations between county Extension directors and other
respondent groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p*
Between groups 7.227 3 2.409 1.7005 .1682

*p < .01.

Table 28.--An analysis of variance for county Extensfon business
management and finance between county Extension directors
and other respondent groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p*
Between groups 7.261 3 2.4224 1.8134 . 1459

*p < .01.

Table 29.--An analysis of variance for county Extension educational
leadership between county Extension directors and other
respondent groups in this study.

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F p¥
Between groups 13.2415 3 4.4138 3.2958 .0215

*p < .01,
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The results of these analyses of variance on each of the eight
administrative processes indicated there was sufficient difference in
five out of the eight processes. Therefore, the null hypothesis that
there are no significant differences between the county Extension
~ directors group and each of the other respondent groups on the
perceived importance of the expectations held for the responsibilities
and activities of the county Extension director's position was

rejected.

County Extension Directors Views Based on Age., Staff
Size, Extension Experience, Formal Education, and
Jime Spent on Administration

The null hypothesis was established that "there is no measur-
able assocfation between the county Extension directors' perception of
the position's responsibilities and activities and their age, size of
staff, amount of Extension experience, extent of formal education, or
amount of time spent on administration."

To provide meaningful group size, the county Extension
directors were placed in the following age groups: under 35 years, 36-
45 years, and 46 years and older. Table 30 shows the county Extension
directors' mean scores to the eight administrative processes by the
three age groups. An analysis of variance, a test for differences
between means, was used on each administrative process to determine
significant differences. The data in Table 31 indicate that there were
no significant differences at the .01 level. The educational leader-
ship administrative process had the nearest significant score of .0375.

Upon examination of this process in Table 30, there seemed to be some
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differences between the 36 to 45 years county Extension dfrectors group

(5.09) and the 46 years and older group (5.85).

Table 30.--County Extension directors' mean scores for the adminis-
trative process areas, classified by age.

Administrative Process Under 35 Yrs. 36-45 Yrs. 46+ Yrs.
Area N=15 N=28 N=28
Planning and Programming 4.88 4.58 4.84
Organization and Policy 5.38 4.69 5.16
Direction and Coordination 5.20 4.62 5.08
Personnel Management 4.87 4.12 4.82
Supervision 4.74 4.12 4.55
Administrative Relatfons 4.85 4.16 4.8
Business Management and Finance 5.75 5.36 5.91
Educational Leadership 5.59 5.09 5.85

Staff sizes were grouped into three categories: 1-3 persons,
4-6 persons, and 7 or more persons. The data in Table 32 indicate the
county Extension directors' mean scores to the eight administrative
processes. Table 33 displays the analysis of variance results. No
significant differences were noted at the .01 level, although the
personnel management administrative process was at the .0383 level.
Review of Table 32 showed that county Extension directors with 4-to-6-
person staffs viewed this process much lower (3.93) than the other two
age groups (4.83 and 4.80).

Experience in extension was the third way used to determine
differences in county Extension directors' percept1oﬁs of the various

county Extension administrative processes. Three groupings were used:
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Table 32.--County Extension directors' mean scores for the adminis-
trative process areas, classified by size of staff.

1-3 4-6 7 or More

Administrative Process Persons Persons Persons
Area

N=5 N=23 N=41
Planning and Programming 4.85 4.33 4.9
Organization and Policy 5.29 4.62 5.21
Direction and Coordination 5.24 4.46 5.13
Personnel Management 4.8 3.93 4.80
Supervision 4.35 3.95 4.63
Administrative Relations 4.98 4.14 4.75
Business Management and Finance 5.77 5.16 5.90
Educational Leadership 5.70 5.18 5.63

1-10 years, 11-20 years, and over 20 years. Data in Table 35 1indicate
no significant difference in any age group to the eight administrative
processes at the .01 level. However, coming close was the organization
and policy process with a .0208 significance level. Examination of
Table 34 revealed the 11-20 year group of county Extension directors
gave a lower importance (4.53) to organfzation and policy than did the
1-10 years group (5.28) or the over 20 years of Extension experience
group (5.49).

There was no significant difference in the views of county
Extension directors and their formal education. Data in Table 36 and

37 show the results to support this analysis.
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Table 34.--County Extension directors' mean scores for the adminis-
trative process areas, classified by Extension experience.

Administrative Process 1-10 Yrs. 11-20 Yrs. 20+ Yrs.
Area
N=25 N=28 N=
Planning and Programming 4.73 4.57 4,95
Organization and Policy 5.28 4.53 5.49
Direction and Coordination 5.02 4.68 5.22
Personnel Management 4,53 4.31 4.98
Supervision 4.48 4.25 4.60
Administrative Relations 4.59 4.51 4.75
Business Management and Finance 5.70 5.46 5.89
Educational Leadership 5.52 5.24 5.90

Table 36.--County Extension directors! mean scores for the adminis-
trative process areas, classified by formal education.

Administrative Process Bachelor's Master's Spec./Ph.D.
Area
N=23 N=43 N=4
Planning and Programming 4.51 4.81 4.72
Organization and Policy 5.02 5.06 4.27
Direction and Coordination 4.96 4.92 4.48
Personnel Management 4,52 4.62 3.84
Supervision 4.45 4.43 3.81
Administrative Relations 4.66 4.51 4.38
Business Management and Finance 5.84 5.57 5.23
Educational Leadership 5.70 5.44 4.75

The final way to view possible differences in county Extension
directors' perceptions of the administrative processes was the time
spent on administration. Three groups were established: 20 percent

and under, 21-30 percent, and over 30 percent. An analysis of varfance
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of the mean scores (Table 39) indicated no significant difference
existed at the .01 level. However, several administrative processes
bear further investigation. Educational leadership had a p-value of
0332, Review of Table 38 indicated almost a full point difference
between the 20 percent and under county directors (4.99) and the county
Extensfon directors who spent more time on administration (5.85).
Further, the lower administration time group viewed the business
management and finance process much lower (5.06) than did the top

administrative time group (6.00).

Table 38.--County Extension directors! mean scores for the adminis-
trative process areas, classified by time spent on

administration.
Administrative Process 20% & Under 21-30% Over 30%
Area ——e
N=17 N=31 N=23
Planning and Programming 4,55 4.79 4.79
Organization and Policy 4.51 5.17 5.19
Direction and Coordination 4.43 5.11 5.04
Personnel Management 3.94 4.87 4.60
Supervision 4.00 4.53 4.52
Administrative Relations 4.04 4.80 4.64
Business Management and Finance 5.06 5.7 6.00
Educational Leadership 4.99 5.85 5.39

Even though the county Extension directors' mean scores of the
administrative processes differed when viewed from varying categories of
age, staff size, Extension experience, formal education, and time spent

on administration, the null hypothesis was not rejected.
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Comparing the Caul Study and the Present Study
The null hypothesis was prepared that "there 1s no significant

difference between the importance of the eight administrative processes
reported in this study and the Caul study completed in Michigan in
1960." This was tested by calculating the mean scores on {dentical
role items of the same position groups for both the study by this
researcher and the Caul study. To achieve this format, the
responsibility and activity items that appeared in this study but were
not in the Caul study were eliminated. Second, to use {dentical
position groups from both studies it was necessary to eliminate the
state specialist respondents from Caul's study and the county government
CES contact person respondents from the study by this researcher.
Therefore, the position groups from both studies used in the comparison
included county Extension directors, county Extension agents, and state
Extension administrators.

The data in Table 40 show the mean score and rank order of
administrative processes of the revised respondent groups from this
study and the Caul study. The administrative process with the highest
mean score (5.55) from the revised respondent group in the study by
this researcher was business management and finance. The Caul study's
top process was educational leadership (6.07). The lowest mean score
in the study by this researcher for total respondent groups was
supervision (3.88), while Caul's lowest was for administrative

relations (4.50).
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To determine the significance of these differences, the
Friedman analysis of variance test was applied to the administrative
process rankings of total revised respondents from both studies as well
as the three position groups: county Extension directors, county
Extension agents, and state Extension administrators. The data 1n
Table 41 indicate a significance level of .064 with 7 degrees of free-
dom. With a required significance level of.01, the null hypothesis of
differences between the administrative processes of the respondent

groups cannot be rejected.

Table 41.--Friedman two-way analysis of varfance for county Extension
director, county Extension agent, and state Extension
administrator respondents' administrative processes?
between this study and the Caul study, by rank.

Rank Order
Administrative Process Mean This Study Caul Study
Area Rank (CED,CEA,SA)  (CED,CEA,SA)
Business Management 1.5 1 2
Educational Leadership 1.5 2 1
Organfzation and Policy 3.0 3 3
Direction and Coordination 4.0 4 4
Planning and Programming 5.0 5 5
Personnel Management 6.5 7 6
Administrative Relations 7.0 6 8
Supervision 7.5 8 7
Degrees of freedom = 7 Significance = .064

81dentical responsibility and activity items.
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The data in Table 42 indicate the rankings of the county
Extension directors from both studies appear similar, with only the
personnel management administrative process being exchanged with
planning and programming. Table 43 of the county Extension agents
indicated a significant level of .074, while the state Extension
administrators of both studfes in Table 44 show a .126 significance

level.

Table 42.--Friedman two-way analysis of varfiance for county Extension
director respondents' administrative processes? between
this study and the Caul study, by rank.

Rank Order
Administrative Process Mean This Study Caul Study
Area Rank (CED) (CED)
Educational Leadership 1.0 1 1
Business Management and Finance 2.0 2 2
Organization and Policy 3.0 3 3
Direction and Coordination 4.0 4 4
Planning and Programming 5.5 5 6
Personnel Management 5.5 6 5
Supervision 7.0 7 7
Administrative Relations 8.0 8 8
Degrees of freedom = 7 Significance = .054

aldentical responsibility and activity 1tems.
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Table 43.--Friedman two-way analysis of variance for county Extension
agent respondents' administrative processes® between this
study and the Caul study.

Rank Order
Administrative Process Mean This Study Caul Study
Area Rank (CEA) (CEA)
Business Management and Finance 1.5 1 2
Educational Leadership 1.5 2 1
Organization and Policy 3.0 3 3
Direction and Coordination 4.0 4 4
Planning and Programming 5.5 6 5
Personnel Management 6.5 7 6
Administrative Relations 6.5 5 8
Supervision 7.5 8 7
Degrees of freedom = 7 Significance = .074

81dentical responsibility and activity items.

Table 44.--Friedman two-way analysis of varfance for state Extension
administrator respondents' administrative processes?
between this study and the Caul study.

Rank Order
Administrative Process Mean This Study Caul Study

Area Rank (SA) (SA)
Business Management and Finance 1.50 1 2
Educational Leadership 1.50 2 1
Planning and Programming 4.00 3 5
Direction and Coordination 4,25 4.5 4
Organization and Policy 4.50 6 3
Administrative Relations 6.25 4.5 8
Supervision 7.00 7 7
Personnel Management 7.00 8 6

Degrees of freedom = 7 Significance = .126

3ldentical responsibility and activity {items.
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Summary
This chapter presented and analyzed the results of the data

gathered by administering the perception expectation questionnaire to
the four role~-defining position groups. The data were presented and
analyzed in terms of the major research objectives 1isted in Chapter I.
Mean responses to role-definitional {tems classified by administrative
process were analyzed as a measure of expectations held by the four
position groups. A varfety of types of analysis of variance tests were
used as a measure of variability in the expectations held for the
administrative role of the county Extension director. Chapter V pre-

sents the summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the study.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this chapter 1s to review the objectives of the
study and the method of investigation, to summarize the major findings,

to present conclusions, and to make recommendations.

Summary of the Study
Need for the Study
The Michigan Cooperative Extension Service established the

position of the county Extension director in 1958. This action
officially created an administrative unit at the county level. Because
of the geographic dispersion of Extension personnel throughout the
state, the need for effective decentralized administrative decision
making by those most in touch with county-level problems has been and
remains critical. Competition for budget dollars, accountability for
program results, and personnel management demand sound administrative
leadership by the county Extension director.

In recent years a concern has surfaced centering on the
administrative role of the county Extension director. In the late
1970s a number of workshops and committee meeting agendas centered on
clarifying the administrative role of the county Extension director.

It was concluded that there was a lack of clarity of perception of the

129
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county Extension director's role between and among both field staff and
the state administrative staff.

During the 1981-82 review period, county Extension directors
were evaluated in part according to a set of newly established
administrative performance standards. These new standards were the
results of integrating the previously established generally accepted
functions with selected items from two nationwide projects. These
projects focused on the county Extension agent's work and did not
analyze the administrative role of the county Extension director. In
addition to the previous concerns, there has been a substantial
attrition of county Extension directors in recent years due to
retirements and transfers. The persons who were assigned to these
positions generally had educational experience in technical content
rather than in administrative fields that might help to identify and
perform the functions of administering a county Extension unit. The
foregoing concerns determined the need for a comprehensive study to
determine the perceptions about the administrative role of the county

Extension director in Michigan.

Purposes of the Study
The general purposes of this study were: (1) to define the

role of the county Extension director in Michigan as viewed by county
Extension directors, other Extension workers, and county government
Cooperative Extension Service contact persons; (2) to obtain informa-
tion to help Extension personnel gain a better understanding of

the relationships between the selected study groups; and (3) to
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provide Michigan Extension administrators with additional information

on which to base performance evaluations.

Objectives of the Study
The specific objectives of this study were:

1. To determine the administrative duties of the county Exten-
sion director as perceived by the county Extension director, other
county Extension agents, state Extension administrators, and county
government CES contact persons.

2. To determine differences in role perceptions of the county
Extension director's administrative duties as perceived by each
respondent group.

3. To determine if there is a measurable association between
age, formal education, size of county staff, tenure, and amount of time
assigned for administration of the county Extension director, and
his/her perception of the county Extension director's role.

4. To compare the findings relating to the importance of the
efight administrative processes of this study with selected information

obtained from the Caul study completed in Michigan in 1960.

Procedure

The data were obtained from a mailed questionnaire returned by
171 Michigan Extension workers and 48 county government CES contact
persons actively on the job in April 1983. County Extension directors
were requested to select the county government CES contact persons.

The usable rate yielded an overall average of 83 percent with 92
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percent for the Extension personnel and 62 percent for the county
government CES contact persons.

The questionnaire provided opportunity for the respondents to
record their judgment concerning the extent to which 172 possible role-
definition items were a part of the job of a county Extension director.
The questionnaire was similar to the one used by Caul (1960) but with
additional items to reflect contemporary issues and social responsi-
bilities that the Cooperative Extension Service has in the 1980s. The
role-definition 1tems were grouped into two broad areas. One group of
62 items was described as specific responsibilities with which a person
in the position of county Extension director must be concerned. The
second group of 110 1tems was identified as activities in which an
individual in the position of county Extension director would engage.

The survey instrument was printed on mark-sensitive answer
sheets. Each respondent was asked to record, on an eight-point scale,
his/her evaluation of the extent he/she perceived the role-definition
item to be a part of the county Extension director's role. The scale,
0 through 7, ranged from "no part of the job" to a "most significant
part of the job." Thus, both the direction and the intensity for the
role expectation were measured.

The respondents were divided into four position groups for
purposes of the basic analysis of the data. The groups were: county
Extension directors (CED), who are the designated administrative heads
of the county units of the Michigan Extension Service; the county

Extension agents (CEA), which includes agents (Agriculture and
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Marketing, 4-H/Youth, Family Living and Natural Resources/Public
Policy) assigned to a county or group of counties;. state Extension
administrators (SA) at the regional and state level; and county
government CES contact persons (CGCP), who interact with the county

Extension director to facilitate the county Extension service.

Summary of Findings
The findings of this study were as follows:

Characteristics of Respondents in
the Four Position Groups

1. Nearly three-quarters of the county Extension directors
were between 36 and 55 years old.

2. Sixty-five percent of the county Extension agents were in a
younger age grouping of 26 to 45 years old.

3. County government CES contact persons were the only
position group to have over-65-year-old respondents.

4. Over 90 percent of the county Extension directors and
county government CES contact persons were males.

5. Over 95 percent of the county Extension directors, county
Extension agents, and county government CES contact persons were white.

6. Fifty-six percent of the Extension personnel had master's
degrees.

7. Over 40 percent of the county government CES contact

persons did not have a college degree.
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8. The length of service in Extension was the greatest among
the county Extension directors.

9. Geographic distribution of the county position group
respondents was evenly scattered throughout the six regions of the
state.

10. Fifty-three percent of the county Extension directors spent
more time on administration than the time assigned for this purpose by

state Extension administrators.

Eindings Resulting From the Analysis of
the Different Expectations of the County
Extension Director's Administrative Role

1. There were significant differences in the importance held
for one administrative process than for another in the county Extension
director's position.

2. The total group considered the business management and
finance administrative process as most important. The other adminis-
trative processes continued in the following ranked order as determined
by decreasing mean scores: (2) educational leadership, (3) organiza-
tion and policy, (4) direction and coordination, (5) planning and
programming, (6) administrative relations, (7) personnel management,
and (8) supervision.

3. The administrative process with the highest level of
consensus appeared to be busfness management and finance.

4. Administrative relations and personnel management had the

greatest number of different rankings (three each).
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5. There were no significant differences in the consensus
within each position group on the perceived expectations of the county
Extension director's position.

6. There were significant differences between the county
Extension directors group and the other respondent groups on five out
of eight administrative processes.

7. County Extension directors had the greatest differences
with county Extension agents when dealing with the planning and
programming administrative process.

8. State Extension administrators and county Extension
directors had the greatest difference in their views of the
organization and policy administrative process.

9. When considering the direction and coordination adminis-
trative process, county Extension directors had the greatest difference
with both county Extension agents and state Extension administrators.

10. The major difference in their view of the personnel
management administrative process was located between the county
Extension directors and state Extension administrators.

11. County Extension directors had the greatest difference with
state Extension administrators and county Extension agents on the
importance of the supervision administrative process.

12. When comparing identical role items of the same position
groups, there was no significant difference between the importance of
the eight administrative processes reported in this study and the Caul

study completed in Michigan in 1960.
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Eindings Resulting From the Analysis
of Five Dependent Yariables of the
County Extension Directors

1. There were no significant differences between the county
Extension directors' three age groups and the eight administrative
processes.

2. The staff size groups (1-3 persons, 4-6 persons, and 7 or
more persons) viewed the eight administrative processes similarly.

3. County Extension directors' different levels of experience
in Extension revealed no significant differences in the importance of
the eight administrative processes.

4. There was no difference in the views of county Extension
directors within the three formal-education groups.

5. The varying time spent on administration by the county
Extension directors revealed no significant difference concerning the

importance of the eight administrative processes.

Conclusions

The conclusions that follow are based on the findings of this

study and the review of 1{terature and research.

Characteristics of Respondents

1. Most of the county Extension directors, over 90 percent,
were white males. These data indicated the lack of an administrative
staff at the county level that was reflective of the population being

served.
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2. A considerable portion, over 40 percent, of the county
government CES contact persons did not have a college degree. However,
over one-third of them did have a bachelor's degree. These differences
in the amount of formal training indicated the necessity of the county
Extension director possessing the ability to communicate to individuals
of varying levels of education.

3. A majority (over 52 percent) of the county Extension
directors spent more time on administration than actual time assigned
by state Extension administration. There was a discrepancy between
county Extension directors and state Extension administrators on the
time necessary to perform administrative responsibilities.
Expectations of the County

Extension Director's
Administrative Role

1. A1l administrative processes studied were important, but
emphasis was placed on the county Extension director's functions in the
following order: (1) business management and finance, (2) educational
leadership, (3) organization and policy, (4) direction and coordina-
tion, (5) planning and programming, (6) administrative relations,

(7) personnel management, and (8) supervision. Economic concerns and
conditions at the time of the study may have contributed to the level
of importance of the business management and finance administrative
process.

2. County Extension directors viewed their administrative role
differently than did county Extension agents and state Extension

administrators. These differences were observed in three
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administrative processes with county Extension agents and in four
administrative areas with state Extension administrators.

3. The relative importance of the administrative processes
that described the administrative role of the county Extension director
has not changed in the past 20 years. The ranking reported in this
study was not different from the Caul study (1960).

County Extension Directors'

Yiews Based on Differing
Demographic Background

1. Age, staff size, Extension experience, formal education, or
time spent on administration did not change the county Extension

directors! view of their administrative role.

Recommendations

The findings and conclusions already reported provided the
basis for several recommendations.

1. The Michigan Extension Service should continue to plan and
conduct an active affirmative action program to provide the opportunity
for women and minorities to assume the position of county Extension
director. A comprehensive inservice and graduate study program should
be established to assist these individuals in succeeding as county
Extension directors.

2. Consideration should be given to revising the current
process for evaluating county Extension directors to reflect the

importance of the administrative functions described in this study.
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3. Special consideration should be given to the communication
efforts with county government CES contact persons. County Extension
directors should identify and use the most effective communication
skil1ls when working with county government persons.

4. An inservice program should be conducted for all Extension
workers to develop a better understanding of the county Extension
director's administrative role. This effort would create a favorable
climate to resolve differences in perceptions of the importance of the
county Extension director's administrative processes.

5. Consideration should be given to an inservice program for
those county Extension directors who desire to improve their adminis-
trative skills. This training should include the following administra-
tive processes: business management and finance, education leadership,
organization and policy, direction and coordination, planning and pro-
gramming, administrative relations, personnel management, and super-

vision.

Recommendations for
Additiopal Research

1. Research should be conducted specifically with county
government CES contact persons to:
a. evaluate differences between large metropolitan counties'
and smaller counties' views of the county Extension

director's role.
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b. determine their preferred method of communication with

the Cooperative Extension Service and current communica-
tion effectiveness of the county Extension director.

c. ascertain the usefulness of various data-collection

techniques to obtain relfable information relating to
the Cooperative Extension Service.

2. Additional study is necessary with other governmental
groups (fi.e., townships, cities, etc.) that interact with the Coopera-
tive Extension Service to obtain their views of the administrative role
of the county Extension director.

3. The amount of stress and other factors associated with the
incumbents holding the county Extension director's position should be

studied.
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AN ANALYSIS OF COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTORS'
ADMINISTRATIVE ROLE IN MICHIGAN

The purposes of this study are:

1. to define the role of the county Extension Director in
Michigan as viewed by county Extension directors and other groups such
as other Extension workers and county government Cooperative Extension
Service contact persons;

2. to obtain information that will help Extensfon personnel gain
a better understanding of the relationships between the selected study
groups; and

3. to help provide Michigan Extension administrators with
additional information on which to base performance evaluations.

General directions:

You are asked to record your most sincere feelings and belfefs
about each of the questions in the questionnaire. There is no one
certain way that you are expected to answer any question. However,
please record your opinion to each question even if i1t means marking
that the "question doesn't apply" to you.

This survey 1s being conducted using special computerized answer
forms. You are asked to be very careful in filling in your answers to
each of the questions. If you follow the suggestions 11sted below, the
computer will be able to process your answers quickly and correctly.

1. Use a dark lead pencil only. DO NOT use ink. Preferably, use
a number 2 pencil.

2. DO NOT make any stray marks on the answer sheet. Fi11 in only
the circles that correspond to your answers.

3. If you erase, try to do so cleanly. DO NOT use a white paint
available for use in correcting typing errors.

4. Be certain your marks are dark so the computer will be able t
recognize them. :

5. DO NOT remove the staple from these forms.
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PAGE 1

SECTION I.

1. Fill in the circle that moet closely indicates your age:

2. Prill in the circle

3. Fill in the circle

CODE

[V W NN - ()

CODE
0
1

CODE

W WwN - O

YOUR EXPERIENCE, EDUCATION AND BACKGROUND

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION

25 years or under
26 - 35 years
36 - 45 years
46 - 55 years
56 - 65 years
Over 65 years

that indicates your sex:

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
Male
Female

that describes your race:

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION

American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander

Black
White
Hispanic

Other: Please specify

1.

4. Indicate the highest university degree that you now hold by &
f1lling in the appropriate circle:

5. Prill in the circle
experience in your

CODE

OUND‘OI

CODE

WUV EWNMNO

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
None

Bachelor's
Master's
Specialist's
Doctor's

that indicates the number of years of

present job title:

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
None

Less than 12 months
1 - 5 years

6 - 10 years

11 = 15 years

16 - 20 years

Over 20 years
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SECTION I. YOUR EXPERIENCE, EDUCATION AND BACKGROUND (CONTINUED)
6. Fill in the circle that most closely describes your type of position
CoDE CATECORY DESCRIPTION
0 County Extension Director
1 Extension Agricultural or Horticultural Agent
2 Extension Home Economist
3 Extension 4-H Youth Agent
4 Extension Natural Resource/Public Policy Agent
S District Extension Agent
6 State Administrative Staff
7 County Government CES Contact Person*
8 Other (Please specify)
*Go to Section ||
7. P41l 4in the circle that as closely as possible indicates the
number of years that you have been employed by the Cooperative

Extension Service in a board-appointed professional position
(include years in other states):

CODE CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
0 None
1 Less than 12 months
2 1 - 5 years
3 6 - 10 years
4 11 - 15 years
5 16 - 20 years
6 Over 20 years
8. Indicate the number of years of experience as a county extension
worker by filling in the appropriate circle (include years in
other states):
CODE CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
0 None
1 Less than 12 months
2 1l - 5 years
3 6 - 10 years
4 11 = 15 years
5 16 - 20 years
6 Over 20 years
9. P11l in the circle that most closely indicates your number of
years as a regional supervisor, state program leader or other
state extension adainistrative worker:
CODE CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
0 None
1 Less than 12 months
2 1l =5 years
3 6 = 10 years
4 11 - 15 years
5 16 - 20 years
6 Over 20 years
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SECTION 1.

10.

1.

12,

13.

YOUR EXPERIENCE, EDUCATION AND BACKGROUND (CONTINUED)

If you are a county, multi-county or district Cooperative

Extension Service staff person, please indicate your region:

MbuNHOlg
™

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
East Central

North

Southeast

Southwest

Upper Peninsula
West Central

If you are a county Cooperative Extension Service staff
person, f£ill in the circle that as closely as possible
indicates the size of the board-sppointed professional

Cooperative Extension Service staff (full-time equivalent)

in your county:

L]

If you are a County Extension Director, fill in the ecircle
that most closely indicates the maximum size of your total
staff including professional, program assistants, prograa

aides, clerical, etc.:

If you are a County Extension Director, fill in the circle
that as closely as possible indicates the perceant of your

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
Under four professional persons
4 to 6 professional persons

7 to 9 professional persons

10 to 12 professional persons
13 and over professional persons

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
Under four persons
& to 6 persons

7 to 9 persons

10 to 12 persons

13 to 15 persons

16 to 18 persons

19 to 21 persons

22 to 25 persons
Over 25 persons

time that is spent on administration in your positiom:

CODE

NOWVAEWN=O

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
20 percent or less
21 to 30 percent

31 to 40 percent

41 to 50 percent

51 to 60 percent

61 to 70 percent

71 to 80 percent
Over 80 percent

11.

K

13.
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SECTION II:

Consider each of the following statements vhich may describe
something with which an individual in the position of County
Extension Director (CED) must be concerned.

1f you feel the County Extension Director's position requires
that MZlhe be attentive to; be ru@iblc tor; or_oversee the
matter described in the statement, you are to comsider it a part of
the position, regardless of how much time the Cooperative Extension

Director would devote to it persomally.

However, {f the statement describes something which is strictly
the concern of a supervisor, or of another County Extension worker,
you should not consider it a part of the position.

Fill 4in the circle that most closely indicates the relative
waight you attach to the importance of doing the task by a

person properly carrying out the duties of the position of

County Extension Director:

CODE CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
[} Definitely not a part of the position
1 May be a minor part of the position
2
3
4 A substantial part of the position
5
6
7 A most significant part of the position

An individual in the position of County Extension Director must be
concerned with:

14. Long-range objectives of the County Extension Service.

15. Effective methods of reaching eounty Extension goals.

16. Coordinating with staff the development of overall plan for

working with local advisory groups.

17. Community social-economic conditions affecting the people who

use Extension's service.

18. Forecasting future trends or needs of the County Extension

Service.

19. Long-range potentialities of the County Extension Service.

20. Methods used to get increased participation in County Extension

educational services.

POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR
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SECTION 11:

An_individual in the position of County Extension Director must be

POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION
DIRECTOR (CONTINUED)

concerned with:

21.
22,
23,
24,
25.
26.
27.

28.
29.

3.

32.
33.

3.

37.
38.

40.

41.

Population and employment trends of the people in the county.
Improving effectiveness of county Extension teaching methods.
Activities of other educational agencies in the county.
Trends in educational thinking.

Activities of other related public agencies in the county.

Long-range trends in county Extension administrative thinking.

Proposed legislation that might affect the Cooperative
Extension Service.

Effective use of Extension cesources in the county.
Interpretation of Extension organization.

Adequate staffing of county Extension jobs.

Tair treatment of all Extension agents in the coumty.
Strengths of Extension agents in the county.

What educational activities the County Cooperative Extension
Service is to engage in.

Interpretation of Extension policy.

Prograas development in the subject matter area of other
county Extension agents.

. Weaknesses of Extension agents in the county.

Joint staff educational efforts across all progras areas.
Maintenance of a competent staff.
Orientation of new Extension workers in the county.

Selection of new county Extension agents when needed in the
county.

Priorities given to the educational activities of the Coumnty
Cooperative Extension Service.

MSUnen

28.
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3.

33.

4.
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SECTION II: POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION
DIRECTOR (CONTINUED)

An_individual in the position of County Extension Director must be

concerned with:

42. Agents attitudes.

43. Agent and secretarial vacation plans.

&4, Out-of-county time and travel of agents.

45. Extension agent retirement and insurance plans for other than
Cooperative Extension Director.

46. Compliance with County, Michigan State University and Extension
personnel policies/practices.

47. Program evaluations in his/her subject-matter responsibilicy.

48. Quality of the educational efforts of the County Cooperative
Extension Service.

49. The effectiveness of county volunteer leaders.

S0. Program evaluation of other county Extension agent's subject
matter areas.

51. Preparation of performance goals for county Extension agents.

$2. Program exscution in other county Extension agent's subject
matter aress.

53. Extension prestige.

S4. Acceptance of Extension in the community.

S5. Reslations with lay people in the county.

56. Opportunities to promote Extension before the public.

57. Relationships with the leaders in the county.

58. Preparation of news and other county Extension information
releases.

59. Postering program and staff cooperation between county Extension
offices.

60. Extension goodwill.
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SECTION II: POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION
DIRECTOR (CONTINUED)

An individual in the pogition of County Extension Director must be

concerned with:

61. Preparation of an annual county Extension budget.

61.

62. Expenditure of funds allocated by the county government to 62.

Extension.

63. Adequate county office facilities. 63.

Long-range financial support of Extension work in the county. g4,

65. A budget request to county officials that is based on an

assessment of support needed for Extension programs.

65.

Maintenance of s businesslike office - its arrangement,
equipment, files, attitude toward public, etc.

67. Keeping the costs of county Extension Service reasonable.

68. Involvement of the county staff in budget development.

Program developmsnt in own area of subject-matter
responsidbility.

70. Program execution in own area of subject-matter

responsibility.

70.

71. Technical information in at least one subject-matter area. n.

72. Being known as somecne who is out in fromt. 72.

73. Staff solidarity, morale or esprit de corps. 73.

74. Taking a chance if he/she believes in the cause. 7.

Criticisa from various individuals wvho do not share the same 75,

viev.

PLEASE LIST OTHER POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES WHICH YOU CONSIDER TO BE
PART OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR'S JOB.

15.

76. 76.

n.

77.

78. 78.
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WRITE IN THIS

ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTEMSION DIRECTOR

In this section, you are to consider the following activities that

a person would be expected to do to fulfill the position responsibili-~
ties of the County Extension Director (CED) listed in the previous

Section II.
II and Section III.
related activities.

Many of the statements may appear similar between Section
For each responsibility there may be one or more
Therefore, you are reminded that you now are to

consider possible activities that are needed to achieve the
responsibilities mentioned in the previous section.

If the stat t describes s hat the Cooperativ

Extension Director is expected to take the leadership for the county

whether on his/her own or
a part of the Cooperative Extesnion Director s po

vith the assistance of others, consider it
sition.

1f someone

else is expected to take the lead, do not consider it a part of the
Cooperative Extension Director's position.

79.

81.

83.
8.

85.

87.

individual in the

CODE CATEGORY DESCRIPTION
0 Definitely not a part of the position
1 May be a minor part of the position
2
3
4 A substantial part of the position
5
6
7 A most significant part of the position

sition of County Extension Director d:
Determine important educational needs of the people within county.
Set objectives and goals for Extension educational programs in
county.

Develop vith appropriate local leaders and other Extension agents
a short-tern (year) plan-of-work for a unified total county
Extension progranm.

Approve the introduction of nev types of Extension activities or
programs in the county.

Make use of specialists in planning the county Extension program.
Develop with appropriate local leaders and other county Extension
agents a written long-term Extension program for the county.

Analyze educational techniques used by the County Extension
Service.

Make use of specialist in exscuting the county Extension progras.

Plan the evaluation of county Extension programs .
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SECTION III: ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR
- (CONTINUED) (Savavacicacacacaoas
An individual in the position of County Extension Director would: [eavacacavavacavacas
88. Implement cross-program cooperation between and among county gg.{©OOOOOOOCOOO
staff.
(Savswavavavavavacas
89. Support a county Extension agent when the Cooperative 89.|]O0O000O0O0O0
Extension Director believes the facts show that the state
office complaints are unjustified. (G o s cacacacavacacas,
90. Keep county Extension agents advised on the content of 90.]O0O00OO0O06H
reports, letters, policy statements, etc.
Go0e666068
91. Delegate general areas of program responsibility to comty ¢;.|O00OOOO0OO
Extension agents.
SO0 OS
92. Employ office sacretaries. 92.|]O0O0O0O000OY
93. Adjust assignment of county Extension agents so as to best 93 |[OOOOOOO0OOO
utilize their talents and skills.
CoH006H
94. Accept full responsibility for decisions made by Extension ¢4 |OOOOOOOOOO
agents in the county.
GO0 66665
95. Define aress of responsibility for county Extension 95.|]©00000O0O0000
personnel.
SOSOHS600S
96. Hold regular county staff conferences to coordinate 96. (ole]alololololelu]w)
activities of all staff.
CSO68660060
97. Involve county Extension agents in decisions affecting county ¢; [OOOOOOOOOO
program.
COHHSH0D
98. Assign duties of office secretaries. 98 JOOCQOOOO0OO
99. Keep county Extension agents informed on what is going on 99JOOOOOOO0O0O
in all phases of the county Extension program.
oo 000D
100. Consult with county staff members about filling a vacant 100.JOOOOOOOO00O
county Extension agent position.
(Cacaoacacioao o]
101. Anticipate nev and/or changed demands for County Extension 101.|O00000OO000
Service assistance.
OO0

leeeeecenss
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PAGE 10

SECTION III:

ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR
{CONTINUED)

An individual in the position of County Extension Director would:

102.

103.

104.
105.

106.
107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

1ua2.

1i3.

114.

1s.
1ne6.

nz.
1s.
19.

Coordinate other USDA and related agency programs and personnel

available that bear upon the County Cooperative Extension program

Provide leadership in the assessment of county needs for total
Extension effort in county.

Assist county Extension agents vith important events.
Establish personal and professional standards county Extension
agents can follow.

Forecast the seasonal and yearly workload of the county staff.
Be involved in establishing programs for all program areas of
county Extension.

Provide complete and meaningful instructions to county staff.
Acquaint nev county agents with their responsibilities.
Encourage professional development of county Extension agents.
Make recommendations for marit increases in salary of Extension
agents in the county.

Assist new agents in becoming acquainted in the community and
county.

Guide *he development of county staff members as Extension
employees.

Nominate outstanding agents in the county fer other positions.
Screen candidates for vacant agent positions in the county.
Make recommendations for appointments, promotions or disaissal
of Extension agents in the couaty.

Train nev Extension workers in the county.

Approve transfers of agents into the county.

Assist nev county Extension agents in locating a place to live.
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SECTION III: ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTESNION DIRECTOR |GS806666066
(CONTINUED)
G666 068
An_individual in the position of County Extension Director would:
6o056666060
120. Recruit new persomnel to fill vacant or new Extension agent 120/|O0O0O0OO0O00OG
positions .in the county.
GO556660686
121. Appraise or assist agent staff in appraising secretaries and 12;|O0OOOOO0OO
other support staff.
GCoo5656666
122. Be involved in establishing objectives for all program areas 323]O0OO0OOO0OO
of county Extension.
Coo86660608
123. Assess educational training needs of individual staff n;FOOOOOOOOOO
workers in office.
0oo86560066
124. Give special attention to county Extension persomnel 124|O0O0O000000D
problems as they arise.
[pYea¥ratoslistatsts ot
125. Implement Extension Civil Rights, and Affirmative 125000000000 Y
Action policies.
60668666066
126. Approve transfer of agents out of the county. 1240000000000
127. Reviev reports of county program accomplishments in all 1210000000000
program areas.
OoL065066066
128. Assure that all reports from staff in county are submitted 1240000000006
on time.
COooDH6000
129. Make suggestions for improvement of county Extension 1240000000000
programs in all areas of emphasis.
o008
130. Appraise the results of county Extension educational POOLOOOOOOO
programs and activities.
05555500
131. Provide objective input into performance appraisal for 1339000000000
each agent assigned to the coumty.
HODBHHHOHD
132. Advise county Extsnsion agents on educational matter 1330000000000
related to Extemsion.
OO DDODD
133. Observe county agents in educational programs two or three 1330000000000
times a year.
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SECTION III: ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR

(CONTINUED)

individual in sition of County Extension Director d:

134,

135.

136.
137.

138.
139.

140.

141.

142.
143.

144,

145.
146.

147.

148.

149.

Serve as a consultant in working with county agents ia their
areas of program responsidbility.

Make recommendations for the purpose of rating county Extension
agents.

Supervise a team of specialiszed agents.

Keep & constant check upon the activities of agents in the
county.

Approve ulocﬂ.on of county volunteer leaders.

Personally supervise the technical work of couaty Exteasion
agents.

Keep local officials, medis and general public informed of local
and state-wide Extension goals.

Cooperate villingly with researchers vho attempt to advance
knowledge in their field.
Read Extension professional jourmals.

Make periodic reports of Extension accomplishments to County
Board of Commissioners.

Maintain personal contact with organizations and community/civic
groups.

Participate in professional Extension agent organisations.

Make periodic reports of Exteasion accomplishments to county
advisory groups.

Establish regular channels of commumications with local
nevspaper, radio and/or TV where svailable.

Meet vwith representatives of county govermment.

Prepare statistical and narrative reports.
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SECTION III:

(CORTINUED)

An individual in the position of County Extension Director would:

150.

151.

152.

153.

154.

155.

156.

157.
158.

159.

160.
161.

162.

163.
164.

165.

Consult with county advisory group or groups about filling
a vacant agent position.

Make periodic reports of Extension accomplishments to local
interest groups.

Speak to major civic groups at least once per year.
Represent the county at meetings outside the county.

Write articles for professional journals which will be of
benefit to others in the profession.

Serve as a member of one or more state-wvide committees
concerned with Extension policy and programming.

Inform regional Extension supervisor about clientele
concerns.

Have a public speaking engagement at least once every month.
On the average, spend at least one hour per day completing
routine paperwork.

Devise evaluation procedures to properly reflect the results
of County Cooperative Extension Service work.

Follov prescribed procedures for county business matters.
Be prepared to justify all county Extension expenditures

to County Board of Commissioners.

Take active leadership in securing adequate county funds
for all phases of county Extension work.

Keep detailed and accurate financial and activity records.
Seek financial support in addition to county nppropfuud
funds to develop/expand county Extension programs.

Plan the best use of available physical facilities for
Extension in county.

ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR

150.

151.

152.

153.

154.

155.

157.
158.

160.
161.

162.

163.
164.

165.
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OSSOSO O] SECTION III: ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR
. (CONTINUED)

An_individual in the position of County Extension Director would:
SO 066608

O00OOOOO®®]| 166. Involve county Extension agents in putting together annual
Cooperative Extension Service budget requests.
[CrgaratavatnvalntA))

O0O0OOOOO®O] 167. Allocate budget monies equitably so that all staff have

reasonable support to cCarry out Programs.

OO000OOOOOO| 168. Make periodic reports of use of funds under his/her direction
to County Board of Commissioners.

OO0 66060

OO0OO0OOOOOO®O| 169. Follow prescribed procedures for Cooperative Extension Service
business matters.

SO0

OO0COOOOOO®O®| 170. Establish effective county Extension expense controls to insure
proper management of finances throughout the fiscal year.

OO0 080

O0O0OOOOO®®] 171, Make periodic reports of use of funds under the County Cooperative
Extension Services direction to State Extension administration.
SO0 000

COOOOOOO®O| 177, Make periodic reports of use of special funds under his/her
direction to appropriate local groups.
[CaSacacasaCaC s it D)

OOOOOOO®®| 173, Have financial records sudited annually by an suditor
independent of Extension operations.

SO0 0866060

OCO0O0OOOO0OO®O®] 17,. Analyze the cost of rendering different County Extension Service
educational services.

SO0 H680

COOOOOOQOOO®| 175. Develop and/or maintain abilities to work with people.

2leleloololalelolo) 176. Develop and/or maintain technical competency in subject-matter
area of responsibility.

SO0

O0O0OOOOOOO® 177 Conduct an effective educational program in own area of subject-

° matter responsibility.

SO0 56D

O00OOOOO®®| 178, Attend professional in-service education meetings.

O0O0OOOOO®®| 179. Provide and disseminate scientific information.

ROOROOOO®®] 180. Kesp up to date on educational techniques.

L Y Y T L L L T L L L e L ]
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SECTION III: ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR
(CONTINUED)

An individual in the position of County Extension Director would:

181. Participste in the interviev of candidates for board- 181

appointed positions in the county.

182. Stimulate each agent to greater or higher quality activities.182
183. Be skillful in the use of words. 183
184. Encourage innovation beyond expected performance standards. 184

185. Provide the opportunity for the expression of feelings and 185
opinions by those who differ with him/her.

186. Be skillful in the decision-making process. 186
187. Keesp up-to-date on educational philosophy. 187
188. VWork toward developing and maintaining good working 188

relations with other public agencies in related fields.

PLEASE LIST OTHER ACTIVITY EXPECTATIONS WHICH YOU CONSIDER THAT
SHOULD BE PERFORMED BY THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR.

189. 189

190. 190

191. 191

Ve ojeiviviviviv]
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SECTION IV: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Now that you have completed the questionnaire and placed a weight on each
of the responsibilities or activities that might be expected of a County
Extension Director, I would appreciate any additional comments you have about
the position. You might use the following questions as a guide.

A. Primary educational responsibilities of the County Extension Director are:

B. Primary administrative functions of the County Extension Director are:

C. Other Comments
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MEAN RESPONSES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF MEAN RESPONSES
FOR THE ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY
EXTENSION DIRECTOR
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MEAN RESPONSES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF MEAN RESPONSES
FOR THE ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THE COUNTY EXTENSION DIRECTOR

CED CEA SA CGCP

;geg N=71 N=81 N=19 N=48
X  s.D. X s.D. X s.D. X S.D.
14 5.676 1.671 4.963 1.913 5.526 1.837 5.458 1.868
15 5.557 1.347 4.926 1.759 5.556 1.542 6.085 1.282
16 5.634 1.667 4.543 1.943 5.263 1.82] 5.319 1.562
17 L.514 1.863 h.2yv 1.777 4.000 2.351 3.783 1.725
18 5.101 1.708 L.481 1.931 4L.474 2.170 4.083 1.944
19 5.314 1.877 L.667 1.768 5.000 2.134 4.938 2.098
20 5.271 1.769 L.342 1.818 4.737 1.522 5.085 1.792
21 4L.338 1.897 3.827 1.929 3.737 2.130 3.396 2.229
22 5.157 1.566 4,185 1.851 4L.316 1.734 4L.429 2.05)
23 3.571 1.798 3.395 1.618 2.895 1.663 3.122 2.068
24 3.620 1.719 3.309 1.960 3.211 1.813 2.918 2.225
25 3.746 1.803 3.642 1.683 3.579 1.427 3.837 1.929
26 4,789 1.956 4.481 1.905 4.789 2.097 4.959 2.217
27 4.500 2.097 4.889 2.080 4,158 2.588 4.250 2.410
28 6.072 1.375 5.587 1.540 5.895 1.487 6.213 1.232
29 4.690 1.932 4.358 2.088 4,222 2.130 4L.458 2.259
30 5.775 1.666 5.654 1.542 5.000 1.782 5.082 1.754
31 6.211 1.206 5.963 1.470 5.368 1.606 5.224 1.918
32 5.592 1.536 5.333 1.696 4.579 1.644 4.833 1.982
33 5.485 1.440 4,222 2.098 5.105 1.853 5.333 1.961
34 4.901 2.064 4,700 1.905 4,368 2.006 4,878 2.068
35 3.754 1.769 2.457 1.803 2.778 1.768 3.633 2.157
36 5.357 1.425 4L.432 1.816 4.316 1.857 5.000 2.129
37 5.268 1.567 4,531 1.740 5.368 1.606 4.750 1.919
38 5.786 1.596 5.075 1.820 5.421 1.610 5.771 1.653
39 5.803 1.480 5.443 1.517 5.684 1,734 4.939 1.842
Lo 5.254 1.75k4 L.684 2.023 3.579 2.009 5.167 2.234
W 5.457 1.630 4.375 1.789 4.579 1.502 5.313 1.490
42 5.549 1.371 4,688 1.556 L.889 1.844 5.333 1.834
43 L.155 2.082 3.050 1.771 3.000 1.749 3.087 2.199
Ly 4L.686 1.861 3.200 1.782 3.333 1.609 3.711 2.19]
45 2.789 2.070 1.825 1.605 1.647 1.766 2.533 2.180
46 5.586 1.749 5.173 1.572 L.941 1.952 5.261 1.541
47 5.557 1.603 5.127 1.505 5.000 1.620 5.022 1.889
48 6.261 1.107 5.475 1.599 5.772 1.602 5.870 1.681
49 4,676 1.722 3.543 1.775 3.529 1.068 4,696 1.824
50 4.831 1.905 3.284 1.912 3.294 1.649 4.200 2.332
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CED CEA SA CGCP

Item N=71 N=81 N=19 N=48
No.2 X  s.D. X  s.D. X  s.D. X  s.D.
51 4,070 1.869 2.925 1.954 3.647 1.766 4.652 2.068
52 3.803 1.879 2.425 1.784 2.4612 1.583 3.478 2.074
53 5.314 1.774 4.667 1.949 h.353 2.234 4.543 2.316
54 6.243 1.148 5.700 1.496 5.389 1.577 5.756 1.681
55 5.986 1.222 5.487 1.534 5.944 1.514 5.622 1.585
56 6.014 1.357 5.747 1.445 5.500 1.543 5.689 1.676
57 6.214 1.153 5.787 1.420 5.778 1.629 6.023 1.626
58 4.549 1.705 3.370 1.913 3.278 1.638 4.727 2.084
59 4.634 1.892 3.901 1.751 4,056 1.984 4.889 2.014
60 5.485 1.616 5.111 1.651 4.722 2.191 5.477 2.107
61 6.629 .871 6.430 1.009 6.556 1.199 6.191 1.813
62 6.549 1.093 6.225 1.125 5.944 1.552 6.064 1.480
63 6.155 1.370 5.924 1.338 5.444 1.617 4.792 1.890
64 6.286 1.374 6.337 1.030 5.941 1.435 5.271 1.710
65 6.414 1.110 6.354 1.026 6.444 1.247 5.854 1.624
66 5.901 1.605 5.525 1.559 5.667 1.782 5.130 2.146
67 5.958 1.292 5.425 1.589 5.278 1.742 5.936 1.509
68 5.352 1.674 5.000 1.893 4.o4L4 1.662 4.362 1.972
69 6.071 1.300 5.557 1.662 5.889 1.491 5.271 1.830
70 6.200 1.281 5.612 1.680 5.833 1.581 5.521 1.663
71 5.831 1.512 5.101 1.965 5.389 1.577 L.688 2.204
72 5.577 1.555 4,950 1.948 4,294 2.024 L.574 2.194
73 6.000 1.228 5.750 1.401 5.167 1.465 5.043 1.911
74 5.090 1.721 4.852 1.769 4.313 2.152 4.000 2.096
75 4.652 1.661 4.235 1.825 3.438 1.750 4.000 2.063
76 Open-ended

77 Open-ended

78 Open-ended

79 5.143 1.627 3.926 1.929 L.737 1.727 3.894 2.443
80 4,943 1.605 3.840 2.040 5.000 1.700 5.571 1.708
81 5.386 1.600 4L.813 1.714 5.526 1.541 5.653 1.466
82 4.348 1.939 3.275 2.210 2.789 1.932 5.531 1.556
83 4.071 1.958 3.160 1.833 3.000 1.944 5.122 1.752
84 5.500 1.558 5.012 1.692 L.895 1.696 5.125 1.875
85 4,391 1.682 3.222 1.994 3.000 1.886 4.469 1.970
86 L. 443 1.647 3.198 1.952 3.105 1.595 L.959 1.744
87 4,786 1.473 3.412 2.036 4.000 2.333 5.061 1.761
88 5.200 1.629 4.025 1.930 L. 474 1,982 4,612 1.858
89 5.310 1.961 6.188 1.332 3.889 2.220 L.959 2.273
90 5.944 1.393 5.850 1.351 4.526 2.065 5,917 1.866
91 5.099 1.876 4.525 2.239 L.611 2,477 5.714 1.568
92 5.535 1.795 4.750 1.939 3.789 2.123 4.292 2.192
93 4L.310 2.074 3.837 2.230 3.000 1.915 5.500 1.663
94 3.577 2.129 2.475 1.942 2,944 1.893 L.653 2.117
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CED CEA SA CGCP
|tem N=71 N='8] N=1 9 N=48
No.? X  s.D. X  s.D. X  s.D. X  s.D.
95 L.493 2.055 3.395 2.375 2.722 2.191 5.571 1.555
96 5.577 1.618 5.136 1.808 5.278 1.873 5.184 1.997
97 5.803 1.294 5.848 1.292 5.211 1.584 5.122 1.495
98 4.972 1.756 3.877 1.893 3.263 1.485 3.816 2.167
99 5.310 1.753 5.025 1.823 L.053 2.121 L.959 1.658
100 L.557 2.012 4.850 1.962 3.000 1.732 3.688 2.194
101 5.169 1.603 L.642 1,544 4.684 2.029 5.063 1.743
102 L.ov4 2.004 3.287 2.076 3.105 2.052 4,531 1.827
103 5.529 1.520 4,825 1.854 5.053 2.094 5.939 1.329
104 4.690 1.761 3.762 1.924 L.105 1.595 5.082 1.945
105 L.814 2.202 3.747 2.109 L.263 2.156 5.102 2.09%
106 3.676 2.006 3.063 1.738 2.789 1.619 4.708 1.786
107 3.338 2.077 1.782 1.617 2.722 1.873 4,532 1.804
108 4.930 1.959 4,262 2.042 L.211 2.016 5.146 1.738
109 5.493 1.835 5.519 1.608 5.000 2.114 5.447 1.839
110 5.239 1.967 5.175 1.636 5.053 1.747 4.673 2.076
m 4.817 2.107 4.350 2.013 1.947 1.747 4L.735 2.177
112 5.761 1.563 5.481 1.663 5.474 1.775 4,735 1.934
113 5.394 1.677 4.525 1.786 4.263 1.910 4.408 1.813
14 L.211 2.242 4.313 1.959 2.944 1.798 4,063 2.254
115 3.845 2.517 3.825 2.091 1.684 1.565 4.592 2.111
116 4.803 2.061 L.4512 1.960 2.684 2.001 5.122 2.048
17 L.686 1.975 3.987 2.138 L.056 2.071 4.083 1.808
118 4,268 2.366 3.925 2.180 1.842 1.425 L.429 2.273
119 3.380 2.141 2.162 1.695 2.158 1.642 2.653 2.006
120 3.493 2.083 2.568 1.760 2.778 1.396 3.673 2.313
121 4L.857 1.852 3.725 1.981 3.889 1.451 3.571 1.969
122 L.o1k 1.916 2.469 1.9 3.556 2.202 4.755 1.964
123 3.915 1.803 2.543 1.628 3.222 1.700 3.918 2.216
124 5.873 1.453 5.383 1.655 5.111 1.745 4,980 2.046
125 5.634 1.692 5.500 1.793 5.722 1.565 4.327 2.419
126 2.543 2.477 2.198 2.015 .895 1.100 3.224 2.502
127 5.099 1.806 4,716 1.983 L1 2.026 5.082 1.835
128 L.507 1.934 3.815 2.203 4.278 2.244 L.429 2.309
129 5.085 1.645 3.852 1.924 4,389 1.720 4,898 1.794
130 4,831 1.740 3.531 2.007 3.889 1.605 5.224 1.806
131 5.577 1.509 4,924 1.947 L.o4L 1.349 L.714 1.926
132 L. 465 1.803 3.620 1.807 3.556 1.423 4L.102 2.094
133 5.394 1.840 4.287 2.033 4.556 1.617 3.878 2.017
134 L.155 2,156 3.354 2.063 3.278 1.708 L.571 1.958
135 L.901 1.980 L4.152 2,007 3.889 2.026 4,306 1.960
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CED CEA SA CGCP

| tem N=71 N=81 N=19 N=48
No. — p = p

X  s.D. X S.D. X s.D. X  s.D.
136 2.257 2.332 2.152 2.064 2.000 1.910 3.633 2.028
137 2.197 1.954 1.346 1.484 1.778 1.629 3.633 2.342
138 1.254 1.619 .810 .935 1.111 1.278 2.959 2.318
139 1.704 1.719 .937 1.078 1.167 1.249 2.490 2.063
140 5.014 1.945 5.179 1.741 5.056 1.552 5.271 1.647
141 3.845 2.019 3.603 1.909 3.333 1.645 4.673 1.994
142 3.803 2.026 3.797 1.970 3.833 1.505 4.208 2.269
143 5.814 1.448 5.810 1.468 6.111 1.367 5.250 2.005
144 4.913 1.687 b.544 1.999 4.944 1.830 5.000 1.904
145 b.634 1.966 4.397 2.103 3.500 2.149 4.571 2.198
146 5.232 1.526 4.756 2.090 5.167 1.581 4,694 2.013
147 5.557 1.500 5.038 1.834 5.056 1.765 5.167 1.826
148 5.843 1.585 5.667 1.663 5.667 1.534 5.574 1.827
149 5.141 1.710 b.641 1.94] 4.353 1.618 4.313 2.012
150 2.786 2.126 2.654 2.020 2.556 1.653 3.408 2.362
151 L.085 2.012 3.753 1.834 L.uhYy 1.822 L.306 1.873
152 3.887 2.148 3.296 2.040 4.167 2.203 4.313 2.442 .
153 3.739 2.153 3.387 2.102 3.000 2.031 3.630 2.284
154 2.085 1.755 1.975 1.789 1.647 1.367 3.122 2.147
155 3.014 2.150 2.772 1.640 3.000 1.803 3.204 2.111
156 h.704 1.938 4.025 2.012 4,556 1.917 4.061 2.249
157 2.183 2.086 1.815 1.872 1.944 1.514 2.306 2.172
158 3.183 2.526 2.362 1.976 2.444 1.822 3.083 2.341
159 3.634 2.212 3.136 2.149 3.389 1.883 4.354 1.907
160 5.643 1.514 4.667 2.115 5.278 1.526 5.020 1.774
161 6.229 1.385 5.800 1.634 5.667 1.970 5.872 1.469
162 6.271 1.307 5.987 1.605 6.111 1.231 5.653 1.562
163 6.057 1.650 5.362 2.045 5.722 1.873 5.000 2.064
164 5.141 1.877 4.810 2.208 5.000 2.029 4.489 2.052
165 5.643 1.668 5.087 1.836 5.333 1.495 4.938 1.755
166 5.155 1.754 5.262 1.927 5.500 1.618 4.980 1.865
167 5.817 1.437 5.963 1.569 5.167 1.855 5.375 1.684
168 5.129 1.999 3.487 1.929 5.667 1.572 5.170 2.025
169 5.972 1.483 5.691 1.656 5.556 1.542 5.224 1.794
170 4,901 1.596 5.762 1.686 5.667 1.609 5.630 1.982
171 4,535 2.298 4.237 2.118 5.056 2.155 5.163 1.886
172 4,371 2.234 4.200 2.015 5.167 2.036 b.490 2.346
173 5.606 1.960 5.050 2.261 5.056 2.07) 3.522 2.819
174 4,099 2.237 3.709 2.007 4,278 1.873 4,918 1.766
175 5.957 1.469 6.192 1.163 5.889 1.231 6.000 1.671
176 5.915 1.48) 5.532 1.568 5.471 1.23] 5.633 1.845
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CED CEA SA CGCP
Item N=71 N=81 N=19 N=48
No. 2 X  s.D. X  s.D. X  s.D. X  s.D.
177 6.000 1.551  5.367 1.841  5.333 1.237  4.633 2.148
178 5.268 1.621  4.911 1.603  5.000 1.782  4.458 2.113
179 5.296 1.862  4.026 2.192  4.500 1.823  4.563 2.133
180 5.380 1.633  4.861 1.845  4.722 1.638  4.771 1.927
181 4.873 2.035  4.259 2.290  3.118 2.233  2.667 2.504
182 5.338 1.756 5.049 1.836 4.556 1.504 L.625 1.953
183 5.141 1.831 5.456 1.483 L.uhh 1.790 L.553 1.976
184 5.169 1.603  4.938 1.716  4.176 1.811  4.729 2.081
185 5.465 1.538  5.620 1.538  5.278 1.364  5.208 2.073
186 5.775 1.396 5.837 1.237 5.353 1.320 5.708 1.611
187 h.70h 1.960  4.637 1.92k  3.941 1.784  5.000 2.031
188 4171 1.588  5.350 1.608  5.235 1.562  5.660 1.493

%See Appendix A, survey instrument:

sion Directors' Administrative Role in Michigan.

An Analysis of County Exten-
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INSTRUCTIONS: PART 5

Administrative Standards

county.

WHO COMPLETES THIS FORM
Board-sppointed field staff members who supervise one or more

ministrative Standards section for each
staff member who supervises one or mare paid employees in the

Further, county directors will complete the appropriste Ad-
board-sppotinted

field

Part S is for summarizing administrative perform-
ance during the review period. This part is to be used
by county directors and other field staff members with
administrative responsibilities.

The procedures for reviewing and recording per-
formance for part 5 are identical to those for parts 2,
Jmd4

The columns for response are:

== Failed to meet performance standard.

«= Partially met performance standard.

- Fully met performance standard.

= Exceeded performance standard. .
=~ Substantially excoeded performance standard.
—Doa’thov/not-wlhhln:

When you have completed the appropriate admin-
istrative standards, check your Agent's Annual Prog-
ress Report and your responses to the standards to be
certain each is completed properly. If you are an agent.
send these documents to your county director. If you
are a county director or a district-regional agent, send
these documents to your regional supervisor.
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A. Administrative Management

Palled to Most
Pastially Met
Pully Met
Racoeded

NAME COUNTY RECION PERSON COMPLETING FORM
g3 N
¥Fr

100  Discusses employee development opportunities with staff and assists them in

selecting appropriste options.

110 Comforms to MSU and Extension personnel policies/practices. 1
111 Conforms to county persomnel policies/pract |
112 Implements Extension Civil Rights, EEO, Affirmative Action and Title IX

113 Facilitates two-way communication among staff in the county office through
various methods.

114 Holds regular staff meetings.
115 Keeps regional supervisor informed about CES in county.

Don't Know/Nat

B S G S

B. Fiscal Management

Folled to Moot
?“y_ Met
wily Mot
Escosded
Swlbd
Pacoeied

116  Budget request to county officials is based on an assessment of support needed
for Extension programs.

117  Staff are involved in putting together annual CES budget request.

118  Secures adequate finances to conduct Extension effort in county.

19 Monitors budget to insure proper management of finances throughout the fiscal i
year.

120  Allocates budget monies so that all staff have reasonable support to carry out
programs.

121  Maintains financial records as required.

122 Has financial ds audited llv by an auditor independent of Extension

123

124

operations. !
Seeks financial support in addition to county appropriated fu: is to develop/
expand Extension programs.

Follows prescribed procedures for county and CES business matters.




169

C. Office Organiation and Operation

Secures sufficient space and insures adequate layout to house Extension staff
and equipment.

Insures businesslike office appearance.

Insures congenial office atmasphere.

Office is adequately staffed.

Office is adequately equipped.

gB|B|5|E| B

Office is efficiently operated.

D. Personnel Mansgement

131

Observes agent staff assigned to the county conducting programs at Jeast twice
each year.

132

Provides objective input into performance sppraisal for staff.

133

Assists agent staff in appraising secretaries and other support staff.

134

Guides the development of staff members as Extension employees.

135

Takes leadership for local orientation of new staff.

138

Manages problem relationships amoog staff.

E. Program Management

Is knowledgeable of general direction and main thrusts of the program areas at
state/regional level.

Provides leadership in assessment of county needs for total Extension effort in
county.

Implements cross-program cooperation within county Extension programs.

Coordinstes and implements short and long term county program goals.

141

Expresses short and long term county program goals in Plan of Work.

142

Assures that agent Key Objectives are properly written in terms of an Agent’s
overall program.

/Nt

Folled to Moot
Don’t Kne
Applicable

Palled to Moot
Partially Mot
Fully Mot
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143 Assures that all reports from staff in county are submitted on time. |
164  Coordinates with staff the development of overall plan for working with ad- 1
visory groups.
145  Develops and utilizes an overall county Extension advisory board. i
148  Fosters programs and staff cooperation between county Extension offices. |
3 !%1
F. Public Relations ] ¥
: eylh
147  Koeps . . . local officials
state and federal legislators
. .
clientele groups & organizations [ . of statewid
media and local Extension goals.
other appropriate agencies &
organizations
general public
148 Keeps . . . local officials
state and federal legislators :
clientele groups & organizations . . . informed of local i
media ? Extension programs &
other appropriate agencies & accomplishments.
organizations \
general public ]
149  Establishes and develops rapport with . . . local officials
state & federal legislators .
clientele groups & organizations Lo
media v
other appropriste agencies & |
organizations [
general public 1
150  Coordinates with staff the development of a CES county public relations program. l

151

Informs regional Extension supervisor about concerns clientele have.
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INSTRUCTIONS: PART 4

Supervisory Standards

WHO COMPLETES THIS FORM
Board-appointed field staff members who supervise one ar more
MWMMM&SWSMM@M

own performances.

Further, county directors will complete the Supervisory Stan-
Mh-&mmﬁhunﬁmbﬁwhom
vises one or more paid emplovees in the county.

Part 4 is for summarizing supervisory performance. When you have completed all of the supervisory
This part is to be used only by county directors and standards:

by agents who have assigned official supervisory re- —If you are a county director or have adminis-

spousibilities for one or more paid staff members. mulpondbihba.modwthendmm-
The procedure for reviewing and recording per- istrative standards

hmmfmm(hﬂahulb&nfwm2 —lfywnnnotnCEDordouothw.dmm-

istrative responsibilities, check your Agent's

! Annual Progress Report and your responses to

The columns for response are: the standards to be certain each is completed

— Failed to meet performance standard. properly. If you are a county. multicounty or

— Partially performance standard. area agent, submit a copy dmmmm

met port and your responses to the standards to

~ Fully met performance standard your county director for review and discussion.

— Exceeded performance standard. If you are a district-regional agent. submit a

—s tially Jod perk dard. copyofywrpropennpmmdyuurre:

sponses
= Don’t know/not applicable. pervisor for review and discussion.
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NAME

COUNTY REGION PERSON COMPLETING FORM

A. Supervisory Performance

Ths section includes stenderds for summerizing the supercisory performance of
agents who heve official responsibility for supervising other employees.

Falled to Moot
Partially Mot
Fully Mot

Esxcooded

Don't Know,

Is available to talk with staff no matter how small the details.

Explains to staff why resources aren’t available instead of simply saying “NO”.

Allows time for discussion of plans and accomplishments.

Resolves staff complaints.

Helps coordinate work with secretary.

Has adequate resources for a basic program.

Reports programs and activities to staff when asked.

Provides lete and ingful instractions to staff.

¥

Gives staff ideas a fair trial

HEIEIEIE R RIS

Discusses problems with office staff who could have insight for solving
the problem.

101

Makes time to give direct supervision to less experienced or less capable staff.

Holds office conferences to coordinate activities of all staff.

108

Updates staff on programs and events as the need requires.

104

Delegates work to staff as appropriate.

105

Helps staff get equipment and r ded

108

Secretarial work load is planned sufficiently in advance.

107

Assesses needs of individual staff workers in office.

108

Provides feedback regarding staff performance on a continuing basis.
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ES

COOPERATIVE
EXTENSION

SERVICE
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY « U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE & COUNTIES COOPERATING
KENT COUNTY EXTENSION OFFICE * 838 FULLER AVENUE, NE. * GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49503 © (816) 7743285

April 1, 1983

Dear County Extension Director:

As @ part of my doctorate program, |'m conducting & current analysis
of the County Extension Director's administrative role in Michigan. The
need for effective administrative decision making by those most in touch
with county-level concerns has been and remains critical. The expectations
of others and the expectations of themselves are important to the County
Extension Directors' performance ~¢ their administrative roles.

You have been selected to examine the items presented and to indicate
whether or not these items represent the administrative role of the County
Extension Director. Please take a short break from your busy schedule to
express your opinion. You will find instructions within each section of
the enclosed questionnaire, and it should not require more than 25 minutes
to complete.

The successful completion of this study depends on your reply. All
responses will be treated on a confidential basis. A pre-addressed, stamped
envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you for your immediate attention and cooperation in returning
this information by April 18, 1983.

Sincerely,

L lllhons 2 Fortonme

William A. Harrison
County Extension Director

WAH:alb
Enc.
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE INFORMATION AND PROGRAMS ARE AVALLABLE TO ALL WITHOUT REGARD TO @
RACE, COLOR, NATIONAL OMIGIN OR SEX.
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ES

COOPERATIVE
EXTENSION

SERVICE
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY « U.S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE & COUNTIES COOPERATING
KENT COUNTY EXTENSION OFFICE * 838 FULLER AVENUE. N.E. ¢ GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49503 © (816) 774-3285

April 1, 1983

Dear State Extension Administrator:

As @ part of my doctorate program, I'm conducting a8 current analysis
of the County Extension Director's administrative role in Michigan. The
need for effective administrative decision making by those most in touch
with county-leve! concerns has biui and remains critical. The expectations
of others and the expectations of themselves are important to the County
Extension Directors' performance of their administrative roles.

You have been selected to examine the items presented and to indicate
whether or not these items represent the administrative role of the County
Extension Director. Please take a short break from your busy schedule to
express your opinion. You will find instructions within each section of
the enclosed questionnaire, and it should not require more than 25 minutes
to complete.

The successful completion of this study depends on your reply. All
responses will be treated on a confidential basis. A pre-addressed, stamped
envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you for your prompt attention and cooperation in returning this
information by April 18, 1983

Lolblen: B Firicame

William A, Harrison
County Extension Director

WAH:alb
Enc.
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE INFORMATION AND PROGRAMS ARE AVAILABLE TO ALL WITHOUT REGARD TO @
RACE. COLOR, NATIONAL ORIGIN OR SEX.
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ES

COOPERATIVE
EXTENSION
SERVICE

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY - U.S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE & COUNTIES COOPERATING
KENT COUNTY EXTENSION OFFICE ¢ 838 FULLER AVENUE, N.E. * GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 40503 « (816) 774-3265

April 1, 1983

Dear Selected County Extension Agent:

As a part of my doctorate program, |'m conducting a current analysis
of the County Extension Director's administrative role in Michigan. The
need for effective administrative decision making by those most in touch
with county-level concerns has been and remains critical. The expectations
of others and the expectations of themselves are important to the County
Extension Directors' performance of their administrative roles.

You have been randomly selected to examine the items presented and to
indicate whether or not these items represent the administrative role of
the County Extension Director. Please take a short break from your busy
schedule to express your opinion. You will find instructions within each
section of the enclosed questionnaire, and it should not require more than
25 minutes to complete.

The successful completion of this study depends on your reply. All
responses will be treated on a confidential basis. A pre-addressed, stamped
envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you for your prompt attention and cooperation in returning this
information by April 18, 1983.

Sincerely,

Lo Hlons . Flirassr

William A. Harrison
County Extension Director

WAH:alb
Enc.

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE INFORMATION AND PROGRAMS ARE AVAILABLE TO ALL WITHOUT REGARD TO @
RACE, COLOR. NATIONAL ORIGIN OR SEX.
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ES

COOPERATIVE
ION

EXTENS
SERVICE
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY - U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE & COUNTIES COOPERATING
KENT COUNTY EXTENSION OFFICE * 836 FULLER AVENUE, N.E. * GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49503 « (816)774-3265

April 1, 1983

County Government Cooperative Extension Service Contact Person:

As part of my doctorate program, |'m conducting a current analysis
of the County Extension Director's administrative role in Michigan. The
need for effective administrative decision making by those most in touch
with county-leve!l concerns has been and remains critical. The expectations
of others and the expectations of themselves are important to the County
Extension Directors' performance of their administrative roles.

You have been selected by your County Extension Director as a person
possessing a knowledge and understanding of the Cooperative Extension
Service. Please examine the items presented and indicate whether or not
these items represent the administrative role of the County Extension
Director. You will find instructions within each section of the enclosed
questionnalre, and it should not require more than 25 minutes to complete.
Find enclosed a packet for a cup of coffee. So, take a short break from
your busy schedule to express your opinion.

The successful completion of this study depends on your reply. All
responses will be treated on a confidential basis. A pre-addressed,
stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you for your prompt attention and cooperation in returning
this information by April 25, 1983.

Sincerely, .

William A. Harrison
County Extension Director

WAH:alb
Enc.

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE INFORMATION AND PROGRAMS ARE AVAILABLE TO ALL WITHOUT REGARD TO @
RACE, COLOR, NATIONAL ORIGIN OR SEX.
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ES

COOPERATIVE
EXTENSION

SERVICE
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY + U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE & COUNTIES COOPERATING

KENT COUNTY EXTENSION OFFICE ¢ 838 FULLER AVENUE, N.E. * GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49503 ¢ (816)774-3265

Dear County Extension Director:

In eddition to your response, this study seeks the responses of county
government Cooperative Extension Service contact persons.

Each county has & preferred manner in which the Cooperative Extension
Service interfeces with the county government structure. In some counties,
this interface is achieved primarily through the county controller, while in
other counties, the county commissioners are dealt with directly.

You are asked to identify your conract person for administrative matters
st the county government level. More specific criteria for the selection of
this person would include an affirmative answer to @ majority of the following
items:

1) 1s normally contacted about county Cooperative Extension Service
personnel matters.

2) 1s the county govermment individual responsible for the county
Cooperative Extension Service budget.

3) 1I1s consulted about county Cooperative Extension Service office
management concerns.

4) Receives reports of Cooperative Extension Service programs being
planned and conducted for the county.

Once you have selected the individual who best fulfills the criteria
mentioned above, plesse address and forward the enclosed packet to your county
government Cooperative Extension Service contact person. Please complete
and return to me the enclosed County Government Representative Informstion
Card.

Sincerely,
Zebtlons . Rartoan

William A. Harrison
County Extension Director

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE INFORMATION AND PROGRAMS ARE AVAILABLE TO ALL WITHOUT REGARD TO

RACE, COLOR, NATIONAL ORIGIN OR SEX. @
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INFORMATION CARD

NAME PHONE

COUNTY GOVT. TITLE

ADDRESS

Street City

DESCRIPTiON OF CES RELATIONSHIP TO THIS PERSON:

Zip Code

CED SIGNATURE DATE

COUNTY
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ES

COOPERATIV
EXTENSION

SERVICE MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY - U S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE & COUNTIES COOPERATING
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR - EAST LANSING. MICHIGAN 48824-1039

April 8, 1903

TC: belectea County Extension Directors and
Faxtencsion Agents
e
FROM: J. Rey Gillecsrie, Assgciate Directnr/®rucrems
v
F=: Biil Harrison's Survey or CED Administrative Role

Althouah 1 freguently attempt to kecp svrveyr from ycur
cah, this is not the cuse with this one. Bill's studv

happens Lo address a very importnnt topic in our organi-

zation and your respeonses are critical to a useful outcone.

Such & stucy has not veen macde in Michigar since 19bf. Much
change hac occured in tnhnsc 23 years since. This role is
100% nore Frominent i Lhe cozanirat:ion than it was 10 yeavs
aco. It is vital that w2 gain & xnewledse 0f these percep-
tions from you ana seiected collcamies. Uleaze f£ind tne time
to give Bill your best rezancice in & timely way. In this
cas2 ycv'll not only k: helping Lii) nut the whole organiza-
tion. Thanks for & quick responee.

1b
cc: Rogionz2) Suncruiscrs
William Havmiison

MSU 1s @ A¥.rmatve Achon /Equat ODDOTU LY INShiutor
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Deer

The position you represent is an important one. Your
exgectations of the County Extension Director's administrative
role in Michigan is valuable «and is needed In order to obtain
an accurate analysis of ‘the GED position.

| have not received your completed survey questionnaire.

If you have already returned this information to me, thanks
for your cooperation. |f you have yet to complete this
Information, please do it now. Your input Is appreclated.
Sincerely,

Willlam A. Harrison
County Extension Director



BIBL IOGRAPHY

187



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Books

Acz, Donald; Jacobs, Lucz C.; and Razavich, Asghar. Introduction to

Research in Education. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
InC.n ]972.

Bates, Frederick L., and Harvey, Clyde C. The Structure of Social
Systems. New York: Garner Press, 1975.

Boone, Edgar J. Handbook of Adult Education. New York: Macmillan
Publishing Co., 1970.

Browne, C. G., and Cohn, Thomas S. The Study of Leadership.
Danville, I1l.: The Interstate Printers & Publishers, Inc.,
1958.

Campbell, Roald F.; Bridges, Edward M.; Corbally, John E., Jr.;
Nystrand, Raphael O.; and Ramseyer, John A. Introduction to
Educational Administration. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1971.

Davis, Kingsley. Human Society. New York: The Macmillan Co..,
1948.

Eifnstein, Albert; and Infeld, Leopold. IThe Evolution of Physics.
New York: Simon & Schuster, 1938.

Follett, Mary Parker. Creative Experience. London: Longmans &
Green, 1924.

Gerth, H. N., and Mills, C. Wright, eds. From Max Weber: Essays in
Sociglogy. New York: Oxford University Press, 1946.

Griffiths, Danfel E. Behavioral Science and Educational Adminis-
tration. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964.

s Clark, David L.; Wynn, D. Richard; and Iannacone,

Lawrence. Qrganizing Schools for Effective Education.
Danville, I11.: Interstate, 1962.

Gross, Neal; Mason, Ward S.; and McEachern, Alexander W. Explorations

mmwmummmmmmm
New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1958.

188



189

Gulick, Luther, and Urwick, Luther, eds. Papers on the Science of
Administration. New York: Columbfa University Press, 1937.

Halpin, Andrew W. Administrative Theory in Education. Chicago:
Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1958.

Hare, A. Paul; Borgatta, Edgar F.; and Boles, Robert F., eds. Small
Groups. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1955.

Harris, Ben M. Supervisory Behavior in Education. Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975.

Holden, Paul E.; Fisk, Lounsbury S.; and Smith, Hubert L. ITop

Organization and Control. New York: McGraw-H111,
1951.

Hoy, Wayne K., and Miskel, Cecil G. Educational Administration. New
York: Random House, 1982.

Katz, Daniel, and Kahn, Robert L. JThe Social Psychology of Organiza-
tions. New York: John Wiley, 1966.

Kerlinger, Fred N. Foundations of Behavior Research. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1964.

Likert, Rensis. IThe Human Organization. New York: McGraw-Hil1,
1967.

Linton, Ralph. The Cultural Background of Personality. New York:
D. Appleton-Century Co., 1945.

- . Ihe Study of Man. New York: D. Appleton-Century Co.,
1936.

March, J. G., and Simon, H. A. QOrganizations. New York: Wiley,
1958.

Mayo, Elton. The Human Problems of an Industrial Civilization.
Boston: Harvard University, 1946.

McGregor, Douglas. IThe Human Side of Enterprise. New York:
McGraw-Hi11, 1960.

Merton, Robert K. Social Theory and Social Structure. New York:
The Free Press, 1968.

Newcomb, Theodore M.; Turner, Ralph H.; and Converse, Philip E.
Social Psychology. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston,
Inc., 1965.



190

Newman, William H. Administrative Action: The Jechniques of Organi-
zation and Management. New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1952.

Niles, Mary Cushing. The Essence of Management. New York: Harper
& Brothers, 1958.

Oliva, Peter F. Supervision for Joday's Schools. New York:
Harper & Row, Publishers, 1976.

Parsons, Talcott, and Shels, Edward, eds. Joward a General Theory of
Action. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1952.

Rohrer, John, and Sherif, Muzafer, eds. Social Psychology at the
Crossroads. New York: Harper & Brothers, 1951.

Schein, E. H. Organizational Psychology. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1965.

Simon, H. A. Administrative Behavior. New York: Macmillan, 1957.

Taylor, Frederick W. Scientific Manageament. New York: Harper,
1947.

Terry, George R. Principles of Management. Homewood, Il1.:
Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1964.

Wenrich, Ralph C., and Wenrich, J. William. Leadership in Adminis-

Xration of Yocational and Technical Education. Columbus, Ohio:
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1974.

Wiersma, William. Research Methods in Education. Itasca, I11.:
F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1975.

Jhe World Book Dictionary. Chicago: Field Enterprises Educational
COI"P-p 1974.

Periodicals

Bakalis, Michael J. "American Education and the Meaning of Scarcity."
Phi Delta Kappan (September 1981).

—+ "Power and Purpose in American Education."™ Phi Delta
Kappan (September 1983).

Barnard, Chester I. "Comments on the Job of the Executive." Harvard
Business Review 18 (1940).

Bennis, Warren C. ™Organic Populism.™ Psychology Joday 3 (February
1970).



191

Frigl, Herbert. "Principles and Problems of Theory Construction in
Psychology."™ Current Trends in Psychological Theory (1951).

Getzels, Jacob W., and Guba, Egon G. "Social Behavior and the Admin-
i{strative Process.™ School Review 65 (1957).

Goldberg, Milton, and Harvey, James. "A Nation at Risk: The Report
of the National Commission on Excellence in Education.™ Phi

Delta Kappan (September 1983).

Hemph111, John K. ™Job Descriptions for Executives." Harvard Business
Review (September-October 1959).

Long, Sandra M. "An American Profile: Trends and Issues in the 80's."

Educational Leadership--Journal of the Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development (March 1982).

Moser, Robert F. "The Leadership Patterns of School Superintendents

and School Principals."™ Administrators Notebook 6 (September
1957).

Peabody, Robert L. "Perceptions of Organizational Authority: A

Comparative Analysis." Administrative Science Quarterly 6
(March 1962).

Weick, K. E. "™Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled Systems."™
Administrative Science Quarterly 21 (March 1976).

Published Documents and Reports

Brumbach, Gary B.; Hahn, Clifford P.; and Edwards, Dorothy S.
"Reaching and Teaching People: A Nationwide Job Analysis of County
Extension Agent's Work."™ A document prepared for the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture by the American Institute for Research,
Washington, D. C., June 1978,

Hahn, Clifford P.; Brumbach, Gary B.; and Edwards, Dorothy S.
"Development of a Performance Evaluation System." A document
prepared for the U.S. Department of Agriculture by the American
Institute for Research, Washington, D. C., May 1979.

Michigan State University, Cooperative Extension Service. "Administra-
tive Standards." An instrument used to evaluate a County
Director's Administrative Performance, 1982.



192

Unpublished Material

Abdullah, Fawz{i M. "Analysis of the Admninistrative Role of the County
Extension Director in California." Ph.D. dissertation, The Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, 1964.

Black, Delbert 0. "Perceptions and Expectations of the Leadership
Behavior of County Extension Directors in Oklahoma." Ed.D.
thesis, Oklahoma State University, 1969.

Caul, Denfo A. "Perceptions of the County Extension Director's Admin-
istrative Role in Michigan." Ph.D. dissertation, The University
of Wisconsin, 1960.

Jones, Howard E. "A Study of the Expectations Held by Five Selected
Job Groups for the Administrative Role of the County Extension
Chairman Job Group in the North Carolina Agricultural Extension
Service."™ Ed.D. thesis, North Carolina State University at
Raleigh, 1969.

Little, Kenneth. "Leadership as Viewed by a Psychologist.™ Unpub-
1ished paper, n.d.

McNabb, Coy G. "The Administrative Role of the County Extension
Director in Missouri."™ Ph.D. dissertation, The Ohio State
University, 1964.

Michigan State University, Cooperative Extension Service. "County
Extension Director Attributes That Determine Success or Failure."
A document 1isting 1deas generated in Management Training Semi-
nars, 1979.

. "Definitions and Needs Stated by Cooperative Extension
Directors.™ A document describing the outcomes of an Extension
School Workshop, December 1978.

. "Recommendations for Clarifying the Administrative Role
of the County Extensfon Director."™ A position paper submitted
by a conmittee of County Extension Directors, June 1980.

Peabody, Fred. "Initfal Draft of the Expectations of the Michigan
County Extensfon Director's Role."™ Cooperative Extension
Service, Michigan State University, November 1979.

. "Letter to County Extensfon Director Role Committee."
Office of Director, Cooperative Extension Service, Michigan
State University, January 1980.



193

Rodgers, Thomas F. "Competencies Critical to the Administrative Role
of the County Extension Director.™ North Carolina State Univer-
sity at Raleigh, 1977.

Wheaton, Ernest R. "An Administrative Role Study of the County
Extension Director Job Group in the Florida Cooperative Exten-
sion Service." Ed.D. thesis, North Carolina State University at
Raleigh, 1971.

Interviews

Artabasy, James. Extension Program Leader, Compensation, Michigan
State University. Personal interview, April 1982.

Forrest, LaVerne. Extension Program Development and Evaluation,
University of Wisconsin. Telephone interview, May 1982.

House, Al. Professor of State and Local Government, Michigan State
Unfversity. Telephone interview, May 1982.

Moore, Samuel. Professor of Administration and Curriculum, Michigan
State University. Personal interview, January 1984.

Olstrom, Efner. Historian, Cooperative Extension Service, Michigan
State University. Telephone interview, May 1982.

Peabody, Fred. Professor of Extension, Michigan State University.
Personal interview, April 1982.



i




i




