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INTRODUCTION

Program Planning for the University of Missouri Extension Division is a
continuous and cooperative process involving clientele and Extension personnel
at various levels. This involvement ofexlientele and Extension personnel
results in (1) identification of p.oblems, (2) establishment of objectives,
(3) development of plans, (4) conduct of activities to reach established
objectives and (5) collection of evidence to evaluate progress toward the
objectives previously established.

Ay

Corsultants for University Extension are charged with the responsibiTity
to study Extension programs and prov1de relevant 1nformat1on and advice to the

total Extension staff on:
a The mission of Extension.
b Overall program balance and Tinkage.
c. Program effectiveness, eff1c1ency and appropriateness.
d

Procedures used in program p1ann1ng, execution and eva]uat1on

~In early 1971, the Show-Me Extension Program Planning Unit was selected as
an area for study of program planning. Consultants working as a task force
designed the study to gather information from Extension personnel, Extension
leaders, and the genera1 public to he]p strengthen programs in the area and

the state.

. Consultants wish to express their gratitude to Wayne Atkins, Mary Nell
Greenwood, Fred J. Culver, Amos Snider, Hugh Keith, Paul Burgess, Marcus Holman,
Gail King, William Knight and Joel Hartmah for assisting with the interviewing.
Special gratitude is extended to Marion Gentry, Show-Me Area Extension Director,

~and to the faculty, leaders and others who part1c1pated in the study. @
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PURPOSE OF THE INVESTIGATION  ©

The purpose of this investigation was to gather information about the
Extension program planning processes. used in the Show-Me Extension Area.

Also, an attempt was made to determine if the move to srecialization of
staff has affected Extension programs in:the area, if there are prob]em :
areas where Extension should devote more attention-than currently is being i
‘ devoted, and the extent to which people in the area are aware of and involved i
in Extension programs
Specifically. answers were sought to the following research quest1ons }
1. What program planning procedures are being used by : F” -
Show-Me Area Extension facu]ty7
2.. To what extent are peop]e aware of and involved in-
Extension programs in, the Show-Me Area?
3. Is there a positive relationship between major prob]ems . ‘} ~
identified by faculty, Exten51on'T§y leaders and the : § T
general public; and further, are problems identified 5
receiving emphasis in the present progiram? = - s c
4. In what ways are people in the Show-Me Extension Area ,
involved in planning the Extension programs conducted }
in the area? !
5. In what/ways has the change to speé1a1fzat1on'of staff ;
affected programs or program planning in the Show- Me - |
Extension Area? Dot
- o .
PROCEDURES |
To collect information dealing with the five questions raised above, three ' §
interview schedules were constructed; one for Extension faculty, one for Extension t
leaders and onhe for the general pub11c (See Appendix 1, 2 and 3). !
The faculty interview schedule was administered to al] Extension faculty
working in the Show-Me Area. The Extension Teader interview schedule was
administered to forty-eight leaders selected in the following manner:
1. Each facu1ty member was asked to submit the names of 30
: people they had involved in development of their Extension
. programs.
2. The names were tnen strat1f1ed by program areas and counties, ; .fﬁél

and a random sample of e1ght names selected from each of the
six program areas.

3. The selected samp]e of Teaders were then interviewed with
) assistance from Area Extension Directors from surrounding
areas. )
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. Prior to the interview with selected EXfénsion leaders,:the Area Director
wrote to each of them indicating they would be.contacted by someone from the =
University and the study was briefly described. '

- The general pub]ig component of the study consisted of a random sample
of thirty-two hoyseholds 9n the. Show-Me Area selected and interviewed to
determine thg}r knowfedge of Extension programs in the area. ' = °

Following completion of the interviews, the Tomments were tabulated question ,
by question and a data bank of information was compiled for use in reporting the ' i;
findings of the study. This complete bank of information is available in the . 7
offices of the Consultants. , ~ '

L

FINDINGS . : . . i
SR NS

RESEARCH QUESTION # 1 o "

"What program pldnning procedures are being used by ShOWaMe“ﬁFea Extension
facul ty?" - N g . , ) '
A.  Program P]énning Process.. & .

‘ ,CMQit faculty member responses indicated that they use a variety .
of planhing processes. The three basic processes which were mentioned A
most often were: » _ s
1. Contact is made with individuals to detérmine their 2 -

: interests. If several mention the same or closely
»related interests, then representative individuals
are brought together to plan and promote the resulting S

. activity or course. . : -
' (j/ ‘2. Programs are largely planned by the faculty member
. _ after-consulting with local peopld,,agency represen-

tatives, and other University personnel.

3. Planning is carried out by 1écal committees. They
go through the process. of deciding needs and then
plan programs to help people reach these nekds. The . Aok
faculty member helps facilitate this process. . '

[

B. Progrém_Eva]uation; ) . : ‘ o ' 2:

-Véry Tittle evidence was found to'ipd%tate that criteria are
developed in written fgrm as a-part of their evaluative methods.

Most of the responses indicated the évaluation of activicies
and not the evaluation of the degree of change in the behavior of .
‘the clients. The .four evaluation techniques most frequently
mentioned were: , ~ o ;

1. Questionnaire at the“end-than\éducatidna1 event,
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2. Comm1ttee meet1ng as a follow-up to an act1V1ty
to discuss its value. .
3. PersonaJ contact - ask\h§§p1e what. they th1nk about S
. *a spécific program and t results are being obtained. '
4.  Observe what people are doing. - 1
! » '
Two " faculty members d1d indicate - the use of- major thorough andvmore formaL :
eva]uat1on techpiques to determ1ne the behavioral changes - -
[ . V N
C. Use of Gu1de11ne§ and Information from PrOJect Leaders and - ¢
Program Directors. P
. {

‘ /} - Al but two area f$cu1ty members indicated that they were
using the gu1de11nes and information. The guidelines and information »
are used in a general way to help determine program priorities and- to‘
help exp1a1n“programs %0 rnew groups.

Also, 1nd1v1dua1 state faculty members were frequent]y mentioned

. in addition to the project-leaders and program directors.as providing
v : ?re1eVant program p1ann1ng gu1de11nes and 1nformat1on
0. Coord1nat1on and L1nkage . | : L

@

The responses 1nd1cate that there is roord1nat1on and 11nkage

. within and betweer program categories., Most of the " facu]ty members
- 3 expressed that they invdTve other area facu]ty members in their pro-
' grams and that other facu]ty members involve them. . - :

- "determination and coordination. Tefaccomplished in aréa faculty ton-

...ferences, the .response was NO. The o/era]] area“facu]ty conferences

commun1cate administrative: dec1s1on However, area.program category

i meet1ng§ anthe1d and coord1nat1on .and 11nkage dgks occur at th1s
N Tevel. v ) ‘
E. @Extens1on Counc1]'s Role. . . S Y a

‘e

<3 ° 7 - ,z,.

The responses “indicated that Extension- Counc11s d6 not represent

all the program categogyies. They are pr1mar11y agricud turally or1ented

4 and do not comprehend: theyobJect1ves of the.fon-traditional programs.-
It was indicated that the Pettis County_Counc11 comes the closest to
~ being a representa “ive group. Lafayette County COunc11 ‘was mentioned:.

as .the most agriculturaily or1ented group‘and least representative of '_
all the program categories.’ However, the councils are.not contributing

Y | very much te program p]ann1ng in any of the program categor1es.
~ The councils were perce1ved as carry1ng out ro1es in programs
Those roles most mentioned were: c ; .

| ~
.

< 1. Ind1v1dua1 council members serve on spec1a1 Enterest
comm1ttees , . .

g The 1eadersh1p for this 11nkage and coord1nat1on ha$_-come from~ ‘
£ - the apea subject matter faculty and has not developed from the: area-
"\ wide total.faculty conferences. For example: whef. asked if program

_ e, et kado ko in n  o s <
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SR . -’2:4' Legitimfver for programs Lo ' . - 1
,(’ ' , " While- there was, some evidence that counciis are giving program - . T :
} S » C wsupport a majority. of the ‘responses indicated that -the council are ’ :
BN - not" ver? supportive.’ This is .especially true of all the non-tradi-
: "y tional programs except Ex@anded Foods and Nutrigion. o
RO ' _ Two of the area facu]ty membeis ‘indicated that they had not
- \ been involved with councils. Ona has never attended a Show-Me _ .
' ] Council meéting and the other ona attended one meeting but was not
| R ' on the program L
- )« ‘j ' ’ . -im .
- o The Extens1on councils were not perce1ved as the overall planning
\ : * committee. _ .
. | . Co o » . . [
__— F. MEMIS and Program’ P]anning .
.
, The fol1oW1ng quote would best descr1be the maJor1ty of the L
. responses received? . /-
' 1”4 . . ',.' . N LT . " S
_ R ‘ "Program planming-is separate and apart from
e N ’. - . MEMIS- zn that one determines what his program
: , —, ' will bé and"then fits his program to MEMIS for B
g L » reporting purposes. " ) .
. /[ -
» - G. - Extension' s Effect1veness in Programming- . ) R i
. . ihen asked what shoutd ke done to improve Extens1onls effectiveness S
. . in programm1ng, the fo]]ow1ng area facu]ty member responses were mo%t ‘ -
g frequent]y received: o . ' "
¢ . >
- Response _ B : ;Number
!Imorove staff. morale . S ' 10 )
Pub11c relations .= . . o . T
Invo1vement of people and be reSpons1ve .
. : . to. the1r concerns and needs - - 12
w y - , ) . _ o .
;: } .- . ot . ‘ . L
> RESEARCH,@JESTION#Z L T
' ? " +"To what extent are peop]e aware of . and 1nvo]ved in Extens10n programs in,
i the” Show- Me Area?'"" 5 € :

: _ Quest1ons 1, 2° and 3 of the genera] pub11c 1ntérv1ew schedu]e were des1gned
P to secure 1n?ormat1on to answer this research quest1on _
Examination’ ofethe data conta1ned91n Table I nd1cates that 19 of the 32
people interviewed (almost 60%) indicated they were aware of .programs conducted
. by University of Missouri Extension.: 15 people 1nd1cated they .knew participants
-in the programs, and 9 of the 32 (over 1/4) indicated they had participated or-
were now participating in programs conducted by Un1Vers1ty of M1ssour1 Extension.




| e ‘' TABLEI - oy
V- ) . oy . N -- . R “’:.. . .:
' o A - AWARENESS OR INVOLVEMENT OF PEOPLE .IN . . v . r
AV Lo ' EXTENS ON PROGRAMS IN THE SHOWmME AREA c o
. . \ o - . ‘ “ o . (N 32) " . , L -". . .
. s B P . el | ,f
- ¥ he \ v ’ O
. Response. G Numbér Percent - )
¥ e ' ' : 4 .
. . Aware of programs “ 19 - . 59:4
N ’ Know participants in d o 1§
' programs - R 46.9. -, .

~Participate-or have - 4 IR o -
"~ participated in programs 9 - 286.1 ~
o o \ D
o ~ Respondents were a]so asked to identify the Extens1on/programs of which they
' were aware, knew peop]e who participated in, or were part1c1pants themselves. o
' Responses to these questions are tabulated.and presented in Table,iI. Since many -
of the respondents were aware of more than one program, the number of . responsgs is
. greater than the number of inhdividuals. The traditional program areas of Extens1on
. (Agriculture, Home Economics and 4- H) accounted. for a large share of the: programs.
“identified by- respondents. For example, examination of the data’ in column 1 ‘of o
“Table II would indicate that the traditional program areas accounted for- a]most 84%
of the programs of which, people were aware. Lo :

- - ~ . Q > :
b.:gf"“" : _5,\ _— v l . ; ¢ .o .
: v TABLE I e - . -
SR EXTENSION PROGRAMS WIT wHICH PEOPLE N, THE - " ‘
" S SHOW-ME AREA INDICATED A‘ARENESS OR INVOLVEMENT ~ '
o '_ i . i ‘ l“ ° . . ©
o Aware of o Know Partici%ﬂntsw . Participate
¢ h o Programs.. in Programs in Programs.
o | - . . - % . - Y
Agriculture = 13 12 T 6
** Home Economics - [ 8 2
A<H T g8 7 s3
Youth 2 2 A -
Extens1on Council 2 . 1 N 0
Quality of Envfkonmeng I BT (I 0
. Community Development 1 : © -0 1
_ .Canngt Remembeyr, : 0 . 3 0 -
" COTOTAL 37 T, - 33 13"
.
| - 2 i Ja - 7 = ;_‘




* RESEARCH QUESTION # 3 : . . o o Coe
. . . ot -‘- ' ) . \ ° . . ' :

"Is there a positive relationship between major problems identified‘by faculty,
: - Extension lay leaders and thgy general public; and further, are problems identified

*,  , receiving emphasis in the present program?" j _ )

uﬂéy leaders, Extension faculty and the -general pubTic were 'asked to identjfy

three problems which they felt were a major cohcern for. people in 'the urea. Responses
to this question were examined and categorized into the major program areds by which
Extension work: is structured. Responses which did not relate to a ;gecific program .,
are 1isted in a category labeled general. The tabulation of respondes is shown in
Table III. - wr .o ' ' : o . . '

|- . Examination of "the data shown in Table III reveals some differences in responses
. from the-three groups of Peop]e interviewed. Lay leaders ‘and the general public _
B identified more problems in the Food & Fiber program area than did the Extension

- faculty. Also, in the Yolth category, the lay leaders-and general publi¢ referrkd

| : to problems with alcohol,|drugs, and to irnespongibi]ity of youth rumerou; times,

| o .-whi]e;the faculty did"not|identify any problems in this;area. _ L

1 T In ‘the Community-Pubjiic, Sector, the greatest difference in problems identified

. _ occurs between the sample/ of Tay leaders and.the Sample of the general public. The

| . general public idehtifieJ about 40% more prob]ems-categoyize? in this area than did
the Extension lay leaders. v \ ' . Ty Y

-

S

The Extension faculty.was more -prone to:ﬁdehtify problems in the area of Continu-

;;9 Educatipn than were either the 1ay‘}e§ders or the general public. ., -

. The lay leaders identified a greater percentage of problems in dua1ity of Envir-
A meent than did either the Extension faculty or the general ‘public.” The same is.also .
: true for thé program area of Business, ‘Industry & Labor, as Extension lay leaders . S
identified 3 higher perﬁentage of problems in this area than~did either the faculty oo
; +  or general public. _ . N R . b o
s < . s.‘ \7 . . 'ﬁ“ 3 -' ) ‘ \:

\ A ) @ 3 ‘ | : . N o . @ . % -.' . . o e ,'
A S S v : . TABLE ITI Ly ! o N -

i

A COMPARISO& OF MAJOR PROBLEMS
; : - © . - IDENTIFIED BY.LAY LEADERS, .
»> T S EXTENSION .FACULTY AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

.

_ Lay Leader ~ Extension Faculty : General Public -
e _ S Responses * . - ‘Responses " Responses t
Problem Category'g _ . (N=142) o (NeBB) . . = (N=84) . =

g-{Genera1 K T o No. * .Percent ~ No. - Percent = No.. Percent

&y

Low income, welfare, and ' ' . S ' !
discrimjnatidn f/r C . 9 ’ _ 11 ‘
High prices - inffation., = - 2 - - ‘ .
Lack of leadership and cooberation = . . ,
with Extension: : .12 | ' 0 = 0
SUB TOTAL 23 e N , 20 13 ° 15

Y . . "1 ) !

T
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% : ’ ,
L} » . ] ™ ) A
| L ; '
. & . .
- . o ' - iy e . & . ’ ¢, o
“« .. L TABLE III (Cont'd.) ,
s o' . . ) : . o . . .
) ) Lay Leader Extension Faculty - General Public K
’ : 4 ( Responses ~ Respanses Responses _ I
Problem Category A (N=142) \ (N=56) . (N=84) . S
’ Bus1ness, quustry & Labor . No. Percent .  No.:. Percent  No. P-erce'nt"-x el
Lack of loyal and- competent ' ' ' o
" . employees. - 6 1 ) 0
Lack of local: b’usmesses to e ‘ oo )
provide services 4 0 ( ' 0 .
o Inab111ty of local business and .- ‘ .
industry to compete . ° ' -2, ) ~ . 3 , ;]
' - Financial problems (recession - o ‘
i " and credit) ' 2 » 0 ‘ - 4 N
SN 'Need hélp in managelfl t . 2 o 0 ‘ -, 6 ® -
" . . & ,W'" .‘SUBTbTAL B I 4 . 7 5 6 -
! x v S ,
. . . . - I -
. Commumty PubHc - , o Lo _ ) , S
'+ Need increased and improved job —b | : ‘- ‘ o
b opportumt1es ~n 16 o 4 16 i
Lack of and high cost of doétons 2 B ' » , S \ i .
. "and.medical cfacilities w d 4. « ; 2~ 2. . -
Need improvement in recreation and | ‘ S oo o : . ;
other public services > . .6 .16 coe
: , Local government needs 1mprovement ' L ' Lo . P
. - . (ptanning and z\omng, nancmg, - N o P
© townships) ' 20 v AU Y ( 8 : : T
o Lack of adequate housing - i 4 <« v i Q ‘2. ¢ g
A Need better community 1eadersh1p co Vg e ’
i " and cooperation _ “ 7 B 7 ' 1 ! ~
g The Vietpam War: - g 0 - ‘* 2 - \s 2 1 -
- o SUB TOTAL . 56 39 28 *L . 50 47. 56 |
s Continuing Education. - - - BN : ,
Need more vocational training = e 5 o 4 R ' . 2 ’ '
i People do not recognize their : : e : v o
; educational needs : S 3 N 2 0 '
Remoteness frof centers of ) * -
] educatwn . . - ‘0 /01 0 .
3 : ) B \ qu_ ) . 4 ° %
_ -~ SUB TOTAL - . 8 6 . 5 -9 2 - 2
ot T . _ [ ‘ . . e ‘
{. Homeé Economics . . o : oo T e ‘ g 3
f " “Breakdown of family life = - (\ ’ 3 7\" 3 2 3 - . E
¢ Consumers need more- mformatwn e .. . .0 o 0 . N
Over- pbpulatwn - ' T v . 0 p P 0 A
' A SUB-TOTAL,.- . 5\; e 2~ 4. . 3 4 S
T : - oL S




»
f ' - ,-,‘;k “Lay Leader - Exten510n Facu]ty Genera1 Pub11c_':
: ' L : Reﬁponses : Responses -+ . Respopses N
Prpb]em Category ' o (N=pa2) . " (N=56) . . (N=84) -» v
Youth LA 'A,*v No. . Percent " No. ‘Percent ~  No. Percent’
Use of a1coho1 and drUgs by - ' " R '_ AR
‘schopl-age. youth . I | N
Irrespondibility'.of youth cnd : o e T N R -
lack of Teadepship @ .43 S T M
. SUB TOTAL 8 6 0 . 0". 3. " 4,
. et T P ' v " a '
Food & F1ber : S R ‘ ;
Low farmincome . R ' 2 .4
It is way ‘too dry- -0 0 T 4
. dProservat1on of prime o) ‘ i
.. agricultural ‘areas 3, 0 /f‘ 0 L
.. Farmers do not understand S o 4;
hanagement . 2 , -k ~. e
SRR . SUBTOTAL.. 13 97" 3 5L 9. m
. jQuaidty,o? Ervironment - i e e B 3 PR
- Dutiping of ‘trash along roads . T3, ) 0 0 ' :
Po]lut1on of the env1ronmeut SR 10 3« VA -
27 . s TOTAL oW o9 o3 - s 2 2"
a\ . ok ., ] S
r\’(‘ L Co o ,..-r\', B

TABLE ILL- (Cont d. )

[ . pa

- o .
- #; Lay 1eaders and the generaA pub11c 1n the Show Me Area were asked to 1dert1ﬁy >
~ whi'ch.

Extension programs had been most' he]pfu] to\people in the area, and the way in, -

which “theyfhad been.of help. bay 1eaders 1dent1f1§d the Food & F1ber programs Mmost
often as those which had been of mo$ L. help Youth and"4-H programs were nexi most
frequent]y ment/oned followed by’ programs dea11ng w1th home economics. ~ '

‘The general pub11g :dent1f1ed 4-H most often and Food & F1ber and Home Ecqnom1cs
- an equal number of t1mes snprograms wh1ch had been most helpful.to peop1e ih their
-area. S nv, R : PR -

New programs W1th wh1ch the Ektens1on 1eaders and general pub]1c were most .l
familiar and favorable toward were: (1) Expanded Food and Nutrition, (2) career
' programs with youth, (a) business and “industrial short courses, and. (4) the environ-
mental heajth program in the area, espec1a11y that part dea11ng with the rec]amat1on
of Strip- m1ned land.~. _ . : :

L Tab]e IV is presented SO- a compar1son zan’ be made of the percentage of prob]ems )
©identified by lay leaders, facu]ty and the general ‘public; and the staff1nd pattern
and percentage of. t1me spent in the various program areas. . . ) A

» - : . .
. . R .
. -/

’.“ -
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The. most striking variations occur in the program areas of Community-Public,
Family & Youth and Food & Fiber. The percentage of problems identified in the |
Community-Public area are much higher than the percent of staff assigned to that
area and the amount of time reported working in that program area. The reverse is
true in the program areas of JFamily & Youth and Food & Fiber, where a relatively
4? ) small percentage of the prob]ems identified were in this category, but a S1zeab1e
portion of the staff and work time were reported in these program areas.

TABLE IV

A COMPARISON OF PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED,
FACULTY POSITIONS, .AND TIME REPORTED
BY PROGRAM AREA

Problems Problems Problems '
Identified Identified . Identified  No. of S
By Lay By By General Extension . % Time
. lLeaders - Faculty Public Positions % of Reported (1) :
Program Area % % - " . F.T.E. Faculty 1970 MEMIS .
‘ Administration a - , ;
and General 16 2 . . 15 1.0 5.5 6.0 g
Business, Industry o ) . - f
and Labor ' 11 T 6 0.6 3.3 2.0 f
¢ Community-Public, 39 50 56 1.0 5.5 12.0 f
Continuing Education .6 9 2 2.0 - 11,0 1.0
Family & Youth .10 4 8 8.25 45.5(2) 51.0
Food & Fiber 9 5 n 5.0 27.5(3) 250
Quality of L | | | (3)
Environment 9 , 5 2 30 1.7 0
- _ ‘
. E
(1) Time reported in first 6 months of'Fiséé1'Year '71 (7-1-70 to 12-31-70).
; {2) Adjustments were made for staff vacancies which ex1sted
5 {3) Quality of enV1ronment was not 1dent1f1ed in Fiscal Year 7Y reports
| T
\\




. RESEARCH QUESTION # 4

s "In what ways are people in the Show-Me Area 1nvo1ved in p]anning the Extension’
Programs conducted in the area. "

Two questions on the faculty interview schedule pertained to this research
question and two on the lay leaders interview schedule. Each of the four questions
will be treated individually in this report.

Faculty questions were:

(1) How[do you involve clientele in program planning?

Method v : “Number " Percent
Individual consultation 16 T 43 !
Special interest committees 1 30
Advisory committee " '3 8
Legitimizer : . « 3 8
* Home Economics Club Council ' 2 5
4-H Club Council | 1 3
‘Evaluation Committee 1 -3
| TOTAL, .37 -

No evidence was obtained 1nd1cat1ng that faculty were using area-W1de program
deve]opment committees.

(2) What characteristics are important in peop]e you involve in
program pianning? y

A wide range,of'characteristics were mentionéd, however, the three major ones
were - {(a) direct interest, (b) leadership and (c) knowledgeable. .

"

Characterjstic§_ // , Number ;' Percent

Direct interest / o 22 25
. Kriowledgeable and objective =~ - 12 14 A

'~ Leadership ability . 0, 12
i % Willingness to serve -;;nclud1ng time 7 .
; E;p // //////' vInterested in other people . ’ 7 ‘ 8

"~ Ability to represent clientele's :
interest : 5 6
Position held - 3 3 p

Geographic representation 3 3
Broad minded ' 3 3
Enthuéiasm_ 3 3
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Characteristics ) Number - Percent
[Innovator .. ' ‘ 3 3 y,
Age consideration 2 2 f )
Cooperativeness * 2 2 (;
AbiTity to express themselves 2 2 f
Civic minded N 1
Optimistic \ -1 1
Successful financially 1 1 ‘
Friendliness 1 1
' Empathy 1 1
Adaptability 1 ]
' TOTAL 90 . . -
" Some faculty members considered it important to secure from other faculty
X members: names of leaders to invelve. New staff members relied heavily on this , ;
| approach. - ' _ . - ./;
| Lay leaders responses: o | , ' Slé
(1) How“are you involved in'he1bihg to determine the Extension programs? ' ) \ ;
) Method - Number Percent L
T Planning committee 17 34
;‘ Extension Council member 6 12
§ Short Course planning 4
§ Consultant | 4 8
i Refer people to Extension office 2 /4
; Advisory Committee 1 J 2
§ “No assistance A 16 32
. : | TOTAL 50 |
: . g ‘
: Faculty suggested lay leaders who they identified a§ helping with program
; determination, however, sixteen leaders interviewed indicated they did not help.
I . : ' T
? (2) Do you think other people in your area feel they have influence
i in helping determine what Extension programs will be? .
. ‘ S -
§ Response _ ’ : Number Percent
i Influence 3 19 35
,f% Little influence’ , v B A |
§ , No influence | 425
% \ : o . .
- 13 - A o R
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- Response Number Percent
Don't know 5 9 .
55 ' ’ _ _

~ TOTAL
3
Some responses speC1f1ca11y mention variations between programs, ‘thus accounting

for' more than forty-eight responses

RESEARCH @Esn'oy#’s

(/// "In what- wa§s has the -change to specialization of staff affected programs or
program planning/in the Show-Me Extens1on Area’” .

o

-

; Faculty question: <.
8 & .
What are your major problems in programm1ng on'a mu1t1 -county bas1s7

- No//ttempt was made to 1ist problems in order of s1gn1f1cance or number of t1mes
mentioned by faculty. Problems, however, fall into these broad categories: _

Distance and time - for both agents and leaders. to. travel to

do planning. |
2. Multi-county as?ﬁgnment and spec1a11zat1on of staff makes . ,
~ program coordinati®n more difficult. ' . L :
3.  All staff members’ -and lay leaders have not accepted “the ‘ :
area concepty thereby stowing down program planning efforts - ' f

Staff moratle and agent turnoVer is affecting Program |
.‘ . r
|

v

’ 1.

4,
planning efforts. e
Harder to get acquainted with key leaders on"ah area basis.
~ Some programs are st11] county or1ented espec1a11y youth ' _ }
programs. : / !
7. It is more d1ff1cu1t to gét news media to cooperate on an !
area basis. ST | ;/
Harder to secure cooperat1on with other agencies s1nde most : ) /
j I

8.
of them are still operating on a county basis. !

Two points staff made indirectly related to program development were: (a) . ‘
peopie do not know staff members intimately outside their headguarters county and '
they do not know about program availability and (b) some sta f members recognized )

the need for area-wide long-range planning.

Lay 1eader responseS' L U , :
What effect has spec1a11zaf~un of staff had on Extension programs : /

in your area? i )

: LeaderS-had some concerns about the present staffing arrangements, however, |

they were satisfied with some of the apparent advantages. - @ /
. b - >

: T |
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Advantages to specfalization as viewed by leaders included:

1. Faculty specialist have been move helf to selected
clientele. )

2. It makes possible better team efforts on some programs
3. Programs are reachlng more urban people.

4. A broader program offering has resulted from staff
specialization.

5. It permits staff member to work on programs in line
: with his training and interests.

6. More profess1ona11sm is evident through a better trained
staff. ;

Some present.concerns of lay leaders are:

1.  Faculty members are not as readily accessible.
2 Less persona1 contacts are being made by faculty.

It w111 take time for the change to specialization of
staff to be accepted

4. The géographic ass1gnment of some faculty members is
too large.

Faeu]ty spends too much time in traveling.
There is rivalry between counties for staff time.
It might be more difficult to secure local finances.

SUMMARY .

In descr1b1ng program planning efforts, Show-Me facu]ty 1nd1cated they used
clientele primarily in planning spec1f1c events. The faculty did not perceive
Extension Councils as playing a major role in program development. Coordination
and linkage within program areas appeared to be good, but the coordination and
linkage between program areas could be strengthened by more administrative atten-
tion. Most .of the efforts in program evaluation were directed to  securing an
informal reaction to the value of a specific event, and there was Tittle evidence
of planned evaluation of the effectiveness o /f'programs Guidelines and information
from project 1eaders, program directors ang state spec1a11sts were helpful.

Almost 60% of a sample of peop]e from househo]ds in thé Show-Me Area were
aware of Extensjon programs. However, only 28% indicated they participated in
the programs. Over 80% of the responses jdentified programs in Home Economics,
Agriculture and 4-H as programs with which they were familiar or involved.

When asked to-identify proBiems of major concern to the area, the sample of
lay leaders and general public identified problems in Food & F1ber and Family &
Youth about twice as frequent]x as did the faculty. A1l three groups of respondents

~

]
]
N3z

Ty




identified probiems of a community-pubiic nature far more often than other types of
probiems. Almost 50% of all the problems identified were classified in the Community-
Public Sector, contrasted with 7% of the Extension faculty and 12% of the faculty -
time reported in that program category.

The Show-Me faculty indicated they invoived clientele in program planning
through individual consultations and use of special interest committees. No evidence
was found of area-wide program development committees. Even though the names of lay
leaders were selected from Tists of people ‘the faculty indicated they had involved

~. in programs, 32% of the “esponses indicated they had given no assistance in program
~ development. Only 36% of the lay leader responses indicated they felt people could
influence the determination of Extension programs.

.\ The change to specialization of staff on a multi-county basis has made program

" development more difficult for Extension faculty because of time and distance
\involved, lack of acceptance of the area concept, difficulty in getting acquainted
%ﬁth people over a larger area and difficulty in cooperating with news media and
other agencies. Lay leaders felt specialization of staff and multi-countyfassignment
had provided broader program offerings and a better trained staff. They wé(%?;on-
cerned about the Toss of personal.contact and accessibility of faculty, the vel
time involved and rivalry between counties. The above may lead to greater difficulty
in securing local finances. . ’
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& b .

% . Area

i ' - Faculty Member ;
| b - | : Date i

ﬂ ; ' Interviewer §

L o INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

1. Briefly descrvbe what you are try1ng to accomplish through your educat1ona1
program. \
45 ‘
'.:\" o
# \\ )
. A ‘
A .
| L e |
’ 2. What program planning process seems to be the most productive for you?
Describe.
of

|
o

E 3. How do you involve the}c]iente]g in program p1ann1ng?;

‘ \‘\ r

'.vé ' 4, | Give examples of program evaluation that y6b~have used.
-~ St . 18




i e

&

b . | !
i ++ Interview Schedule .

’{‘ - i .

' i 5. What characteristics are important in.people you involve in program
: planning?

, ) _ , i
t, kd
f 6. D& you'use‘guide11nes and information from project 1leaders and program
: djrectors in program planning? If yes, how?
.y .
. : (
-
' ’F’l | 5

e : ’ \ » * . e, )

« ' 7. hatother area faculty members do you involve in your planning efforts?
P How? \ .
Y :

h o
§ \‘ N .
% v . : | ) ' \ ‘ . o
¢ \\ \'\ ‘ -
\_. T .
, \ o 4‘\ . é o | _:
8. What other area faculty members involve you in their planning efforts?,

\ How? % ' o ]

§d
\
‘. 4
i, ; :
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Describe or g1ve examples of coordinatign and 11nkage between your program

-3

o

¥
L
\\

Pl

b

to your

:
l

f~

IS program determination-and coordination accomp]1shed in area facu]ty

3

A,

£ 1

T

X

Iriterview Schedule
Y
€. How do you perceive the Extens1on Counc1l s ro]e’as it re1ates
program? ; “
\
\'\
’ 4
10.
¥ and programs of other area faculty members.
\'
\S -
11
: conferences? If so, give an example.
L3
- ) .
: ¢
b
1 s
Y

12, Describe how you relate your program planning prodess to MEMIS.:

&
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e N Inferview Schedule
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14.-;Awh3t are your majpr‘pkob]emé in programming

& : . % }
frd
RN

15.  What should
§ . ;
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13.  What are the three:mdjor brob]ems,that people have in your area?

/3

on a multi-county basis? S

done to improve Extension's effectiveness. in programming?

[
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' "Area

o Date

Interviewer

Key No. S

\

INTEBVIEW.SCHEDULE édk LAY PEQPLE’

What . Extension Programs have been'mést_helpfu1 to

people you know? Why?

¥ - AN -
. * .
v . . .

Y e
3 ’

L) \ : . l‘::‘ - ' -

Give exdmples of ‘how people have been he]pea by the'Extenéion program.

\;Q§ e N
A
R . 4

How are you involved in helping determine: the Extension program in

N - . ‘ -~
. ‘ ' -
3 A : . ' . L. '
Do you think other people in your area feel they hage influence in
helping determine what the Extension Program will bé?':

-2 -




t

;

T

6.

7.

ﬁnferview éébedu]e for Lay People o !

v

O t Lo S
What are the three major problems that people have in your area?

]

N ' . - ~

!
v

Do you think University of M1ssour1 Extens1on can and should help solve
any of these prob]ems? .

B
" If yes, which ones?

L3

What effect has spec1a11zat1on of staff had on Extens1on Programs in
your area? ¥

\

0




; . e . . ‘ \ - Area - N . {

oo Q’ ) Voo ‘0 - v Daté~ ) ST I : )l.?
; ’ NI o S Interviewer = . T
‘&D- ' : - . Key No. - v
: . 'r . ) . . . . \ o .
| | INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR SAMPLE OF GENERAL PUBLIC =~ .
Biographical Data: - . o .
' a. Occupation a A
. A : : N L . A
0 . ' b. Sex o ' - : T ) -
. . /_ . - - ‘
’ c. Age (estimated) Cheek one:. Under 30
- : " 30-50 ‘ |
_Over 50 | .
. [ X . L .
. d. Income (estimated) Check one: Below average
v ; ' Average :
Above average
"e. Residence Check one: Rural = "‘ ' °
' | Urban | ,
. Suburban
/ “ ‘
" 1. Are you aware of any\educat1ona1 programs wh1ch are conducted by Un1vers1ty .
of Missouri Extens1oh? . ) . v
If yes, which ones?
If no, proceed to Question 5.
o,
! .
-23- B&.
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* educational programs? R ~ : ST .

.You,‘

N v
v ’

part1c1pate in any oF these Extension educatfonaI

" . ' N . U
. \' . ’ >

Do - you know pedple who

'programs? '},

If yes, wh1oh programs? -» _i,. C%

*

If no, proceed to. Quest1on 5. . ' - ] e . )
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Are you now part1c1pat1ng or have you,gér;ichated in any of the Extension’

If yes, which prqgrams and whené‘ ) o

Carte 1|
If o, proceed:td Question 4; Others. oL . T 2
. <1 :// H ' .
: § 0 .o
P .
. ‘ ) { @
,5‘—‘_'— )
’ \ 7

i

you or otqers,you,knbw'haveﬁbengiited from Extension

: Co v Ca.
. . )
- .

G1ve examp]es of how
educat1ona1 programs.

P
'

- g e

thersg




r
) %

-1 - 1%
L) : . )
5. What are the three major problems which face peqp]e in your area?
(1)
(2)
g i
o (3)
i
!
6. Do you think University of M1ssour1 Extension can and should help solve f
; any of these probTems? ;
: If yes, wh1ch ones?
i 1
o "
i
o ‘
! ?
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