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Area agent staffing in Extension may result in profes- CONTENTS SR
sional workers bemg more satisfied with-their jobs and . S >
- ‘feeling more meaningfully involved in the organizational ‘ . )
heirarchy. The role conflict that might be expected when Introduction........... e .3
~ a new role is introduced may not occur. . < .
Of the-two major area staffing patterns in use in-the . _— N
United States: the better rated was the pattern that . éat}}erlng Preliminary L
included three separate levels of workers—county, area, Information .... j AR ARRR RS 3 .
| and state. The lower rated pattern involved workers at A ’
: two levels multi-county and state. Status of Area Stafflng __________ g4 @
L~ The gbunty-only pattern was not rated poorly. In -
" . severalMways'it Was rated by ¢lientele as better than ‘ “n
3 Y Y Orgamzatm'nal Analysm e w7

gither area staffing pattern. County-only.staffing pattern
3 . clientele were more satisfied with programming proc-
3 esses, with'Speed of response to requests for information .
* andwith the helpfulness of themformanon they recetved
from Extension.
These findings summanze ‘the primary results of a
_three year project which was funded by Extension
Service, United States Department of Agriculture, gnd

of The Ohlo State Umversxty

carried out by, the Ohio Cooperanve Extension Service’

Se

Analysw of Strengths and
Weaknesses of Staffing’

Patterns ................. Ve t12.
_Clientele Appraisal’.:..,/.......,'15
Retommendations ......... ... 20
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+To conduct a study on th@ relative ad- -
vantages and disadvantages of area agent
staffing co,mpared with tragitional staffing
by county units.”

N ‘< N 1/'\'1
RGNS

. ©

Mr :,‘:_“‘)

This bulletin is the final report of a three ygar
project, begui in July, 1971 to carry out the ab(;ve

purpose. Requested and funded by the Extensign .,

<,

» chronological order since tHe project.was designed

Service, United States Department of Agrncultyr.e

" (ES-USDA), the project was conducted by the CO—

-

we - L

operative Extenslon Servnce of The Qhip State Umo
..verslty
" The need for the pyoject was expressed in 1970 by
members of the Extension Committee on Organizaz
tion and Policy (ECOP), a committee composed
primarily of state Extenslon directors, that prowdes;
nationwide guidance for Extension programs. The
followmg were identified by ECOP as factors’fead-
mg to the need for this study.
. The .complexity and rapidity of .economic,
.social and technological changes.

2. Both individual county and multi-county or
area staffing patterns were beingutilized by
most state Extension services. R

3. The multi-county or area staffing pattern was
“relatively new to the state Extension services.

4. Sfate Extension services .were concerned about
their staffing patterns in relation to the

°

-

Surveying related research, literature and other
sources of mformatlon is a first step in the conduct
of most studies. This one was no exception. This was
accomplished through a number of techniques.
First, a computer sgarch of ERIC was conducted.
The ES-USDA listing “Recently Noted Extension

Research Titles oh.Area. District, Regional Exten- °
sion Work” was reviewed and copies of relevant - -

L e e IN'inoDUc;rlciN' R

~ instruments and.

_ GATHERING PRELIMINARY INFORMATION

studies svere r'equested Moore visited the ES-USDA

repository to review studies and to make notes.

A letter, sent to all state Extension directors, re-
quested information or materials relevant to area
staffing. Of the 45 who respotided, 32 sent an assort-
ment of material. mcludmg organizational charts,
area agent programs, financial arrangements, sfate-
ments of administrative_and supervisory respons-
ibilities. job descriptions of area agents, copies of
speeches, dissertations. theses and other studies.

An annotated bibliography, listing books. articles,
speeches, dissertations, theses and other matenals
related to aréa staffing was prepared. The materials
were evgluated, and the 59 retained for the bjbliog-
raphy were“classified into the following categorles.

te
¢

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

4

effnt:nendya and effectiveness of their operations - -

in extending the fesources of the Land- Grant
- Universities to their clientele. '

5. Research.- and operational = data were not
ad'equately\'avallable to provide a basis for
ob)ectxve staffing pattern decisions. . ‘7

Thls report will, in general be ‘presented ‘in

to have. each phase build upon preceding phases.
Three major. studies,
Pittman,® were augmented by additional efforts by

those researchers and othersa .

by Moore,' Warner,2 and ,.

The reader will note that in all phasgs of this ~ °

project ‘respondents werg neither asked to recall
past situations’nor to compace their situations with
others. g he researchers ‘decided to ask respondents
to describe their
comparisons between staffing patterns, states, or
other variables would be made by the Tésearchers.

In the course of ‘these studies, a number of scales,”
rocedures were-developed. Where
these were found tobe particularly reliable and use-
ful, special attenition will.be given to recommendmg
their use by ‘others ntex.'estgd irt similar research.
Copies of the instrumgnts may be obtained by con-
tacting ‘the researchers, :‘; from the source
documents. ° ) o

. N

o5

N "
1. Area, versus tradxtronal county staffing. ad-
vantages and disadvantages.
. 2. Traditional county to area staffmg the tranSt-

. £ tion process. . .
3. Public acceptance image, public relatlons .
4. Area stgffing: status, area studies, evalua-

uonz
5. Funding. et
6. Personnel training. . i
7. Area development. ) co

8. Programs: effectiveness, methods

9. Personnel., roles, satisfaction, human rela-
_tions, conﬂlcts o

10. General. . '

Several “mini- proposals" [hrlef p{hblem stite-
ments with suggested methodology) were prepared
as a result qf the activities described gbove. and~
" during the conduct of the Moore study, a summary
qf which follows. These mmi‘»proposals provided,’
suggestions for ubsequent work on the project and
as a preliminary basis for recommendatlons for,

e further study. ; . -

b

resent knowledge or feelings, ;

+ e - -~
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. ;.-—thelr state had moved to area staffmg {from

.~ STATUS OF AREA STAFFING" -

One of the most obvrous shoptcgmings. in regard
to planning a study of Extensiod sfaffing was that no
information was available

leviate that lack.

4 d . ©

Objectives

Moore’s study,! the first of the three ‘major ones
included in thrs _project, included the following ob-
jectives.

1. To 1dent1fy. within the Cooperative Extensnon
. Service, the numbers and types of staffing pat-

! terns in. .the. program ,areas of, agriculture,
home economics, community resource devel-
opment and 4-H youth work::

2. To describe selected characteristics of those
"states possessing varlous staffing patterns in
the four pro%fam areas.

His “study also compared functions of area and
county Extensron/agents but the space necessary to
eéxplain the lengthy- and complex nature of the
analysis of those findings precludes its appearance

here. The interested reader is referred to “the
original study. A

¢ -
. : MethodO‘logy .

A Survey questlonnarre was sent to each of the 50
state Extension directors in July, 1972. They were
asked to respond to one portion; in addition. they
were asked to. route addltlonal parts to state pro-

Ed
-

describe staffing
.arrangements in Exfension across the country.~It.
was apparent that there was an early need to al- .

> ST - Findings

. Instrument Recommendation

Directors refsponded to two straightforward
questions concerning: {1} the extent to which

“notat all” to,"by fourths, “completely*), and
(2) their rating (categorized in five degrees) of
their satisfaction with area staffing.

This procedure resulted 1n 100% response :
from state Extension directors, The responses
were very easy fo tabulate dnd,’ analyze.

Procedure Recommendatton

The procedure of asking directors to route
portlons of .the Moore questionnaire to ‘the
. approprlate program  leaders was cleafly
understood and complied with. It servéd two
- purposes: (1) responses came Arom the most
knowledgeable peoplé, "and (2) directors were
made aware_of the kind of information being

. songht. v

M

gram Ieaders in each of the .four major program

areas. All 50 directors responded while 77 percent

of the potennal 200 program leadets responded.’
L e &

In 1964 states reported 407 professronals assrgned
“on an area basis; by 1972 this number had increased
to 1,708, or more than a four fold mcrease 4

« A

[ .
- _Extent of Area Staffing

Forty of the 50 state Extension directors reported
using same type of area staffing. Directors in™ 15
states said that they had 'moved at least half-way
toward complete area staffmg Table .1 shows the
extent of use of area staffing in all 50 staes.

R -

" TABLE1 '

EXTENT OF USE OF AREA STAFFING AS INDICATED
BY EXTENSION DIRECTORS IN 1972

k2

The leaders of the four major program areas (agri-
culture, home economics, 4-H youth and community
resource development) in each of the 50 states were
, asKed to indicate, for each of their respective pro-
‘ gram areas, the number of counties using eagh of
~several staffmg patterns. In mest cases, each re:
ported one :}affmg arrangement within a statg, but
in'some instences they described more than one. The
following are descriptions of the patterns from "

‘which the program leaders made their selections.

1. County agents specialize in certam subject mat- _
ter fields and trade services with agents in
nearby counties who specialize in other sub-

.-,
14
'u.
A

Extent of Movement Toward Number P
Area Staffing of Statés
None : 10
Have begun (approxrmalely ) 25
Substantial (approximately ) . . 4
Mostly (approximately %) ‘ 2 2
"~ Completely e 9
. TOTAL : T 0.
Staffing Patterns Described o

jects. Back-up support is provi ed by state -

specialists.

Area agents (specialists in a subject matter .
field) work out of an office which is usually
centrally located in a multi-county (but not
statewide) area. They have back-up support
from state specialists. There are no county
agents, .

5 -
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-+ 3.-Copnty agen? (programming specialists in

-

agriguliyre, ome . .economics, community
.resource develppment or 4:H work) work out
of each countyoffice. They afe supported by a
number of specialized persons who work out of
an office which,is usually centrally located in

agents Have access to state specialist support. | .
One to three (or,tmore) county agents (program-
- ming» speciafists -in agriculture, home- eco-
"nomics, .community resource development or
4-H) work out of each county office. They are
supported by state specialists. There are né
‘area agents. - ) .
County agents (programming specialists_in
agriculture, home economics,” community Te-
source development or 4-H) work out of each
county office. They are supported by a number
.of specializé¥ persons (area agents) who are
_also located in the county office, and work in,
several counties. (Same _as pattern 3 with the
exception of office location).
Combinatidns of the abpve mentioned area ap-
proaches (1, 2, 3, and 5).- i oot
7. State staff only.

Table 2 represents a summary of the frequencies
of the responses of program leaders as to the typé of
pattern_being used 1n their program areas. It can be
noted that 61.5 percent reporteqd using one of the
types of area staffing. Of the area approaches the
combination of county, and area personne] working
out of separate offices was shown to be the most
widely used. It 1s also noteworthy that there was
vanation in the use of area staffing by \program

5

6

-a-multi-county area. Both the area and county- - -

1

s

" and the facilitation of toré cooperation among pro-

.
AN

culture and community rescurce development
around 75 percent were using area staffing. The
agriculture program area madée widest use of ‘trad-
ing specialities. among counties. Community re-
source ,development, on the other hand, often had
area staff without county-level personnel.

tot

Strengths and Weaknesses of Area,‘S'tafﬁn‘g

. . F

The program leaders of each state were asked to
-Lst,-in their opinion, the strengths and weaknessés
of area staffing as compared to the county ap-
.proack. Table 3 lists the strengths of area staffing as
perceived by state program leaders. .

The most frequently mentioned advantage (or
strength) of area staffing concerned the provision'of
increased specialization in closer proximity to
tlientele. Specialization was mentjoned in the.con-
text of meeting clientele needs and in the sense of
better preparation of the professional workers. The
development of stronger, more in-depth prgérams

fessional staff were also mentioned frequently.

The four most, frequently mentioned weaknesses
of area staffing were the fjlowing: area staff are
spréad too thin, too large of a geographical area,

* inadequate funding and too much trave] time and

area. Approxirhately 50 percent of the program °

leaders 1n home economics and 4-H reported con-

-

tinued use of the county approach, whereas in agri-  Table 4.

P S

t -

»

STAFFING PATTERNS USED IN THE PROGRAM AREAS OF THE FIFTY STATES
. AS REPORTED BY STATE PROGRAM LEADERS ’

w\tgn o - . | ,

expense.;It can be noted that three of the four most
frequently stated weaknesses (or disadvaritages) of
area staffing were related te the size of the
geographical area of responsibility of the area
worker. He is spread too thin, he covers too large of’
_a geographical area, and he has to travel too much,
The complete list of weaknesses of area staffing
according to state program leaders can be seen in

PEY A A
» -

TABLE 2 ' .o ' NPT

’

Y
. * Agriculture

Staffing P'attern

-~ Home Ec.

CRD, 4-H" .

A Taqtal E

Number Percent Number Perfent Number Percent Ngmbax: Percent Number Percent

. RS Mulgi-cm'mty. ::oumy office 12 220 . 5 los 8 14.0 8 138 34 . 154
“'2, Area only. area office, ‘ 5 85 " «5 b ,;3:6 12 201~ 5. - 86 27 122 ’
" 3. Area and county. separje,ofﬁces 1}_ " 288 ) 6 ,;z.a 17+ 29.8. - 14 24.1 54 | 244,
.4, County only . 15 " 254 25 532 18 01 " 28 - 483 - 84 © 380
- 5. Area and counly:. county ;ffice_ ) 4 6.8 5 } 10.6' 2 35 2 . 34 %13 . 5.9
e,'Oth‘e:r,combir{ations of area staffing 57 "85 1 21 1 " 18 17 1.71‘ ‘8 87
7. State staiff only ‘ — - - - - 1 1.8 - - "1 0.5 .
- . = , el A )
TOTAL o, 59. 1000 = 47 1000 + 57 1000 58  100.0 .. 221 1000

»




Satisfaction with Area Staffing

‘ Table 5°reports the responses of state Extension *
directors as to the extent of-use and sdtisfaction with
s« area staffing. In the 40 states that had begun some
form of area staffing, 35 of the directors (88 percent)
said-that they were satisfied with the staffing ar-
rangement. Furthermore, of the nine states that had
_completely adopted area staffing, eight directors
reported that they were highly satisfied with it.’
Thus, fonthe most part, it appeared that Extension
directors throughout the United States, were pleased °
with area staffing. -

- ", Other Findings .

]
Except for the Northcentral region of the United
States, thé county-only staffing pattern was the most
predominant. The area and cotnty, separate-offices ~ -
- ] - L]

. - e 6

. ’ - N . t X ; . ; t, . .
" A 7"“" LY ! & l‘ ’ * ' & ot “ *
\ _ . * “TABLE3 '« e P T TABLEW ,
- . s » . ‘ f i . . . .
STRENGTHS OF AREA STAFFING AS INDICATED ; WEAKNESSES OF AREA STAFFING AS INDICATED-
. BY STATE PROGRAM LEADERS IN 1872 S . - BY STATE PROGRAM_ LEADERS
ACCORDING TO FREQUENCY MENTIONED ~ - ACCORDING TO FREQUENCY MENT]ONEDO
' - - - - - ) '- v oo . . . L - B & *
Strengths . ~ Agr. H,Ec. CRD 4.H: Total ., Weakngsses * Agr. H. Ec. CRD 4-H Total
v - . -
1. More localized specialized A 1. Area stdff spread too thin 6, .2 6 — 14
assistance S 12 7 11 7 37 . ' "
. . 2. Too large of @ geographical
2. Allows a werker 16 become - ) area_ . Lo T3 72 22 6 13 °
+ » more specialized 15 5 9 3 32 . ¢ i T S .
AR . 3. Inadequate funding - "5 2 3 2 12
3./Stronger,'more in-depth ) . -7 . S I :
programs . 2 6. 2 5 . 15 4. Too much travel time .
w . . . N and expense - * 4 3 +% 1 12
43 Facilitates cooperation ) e .. Tt e . Lt
among staff 4 5 3, 4 3 15 - 5. Resistance of staff 3 3 1 1 8
’ - * = -
5. More efficient use 6. Role conflict and duplication 4 4 - = 8
p
of personnel _ _ | +3 2 1 2 8 - v .
. ] ST . 7. Lack of communication 3 2 2 1 -8
. 6. Ingreased compétency of - . .. )
-professiopal staff v 3 2 1 2 8 ‘.8 Supegvision problems L3 - .~ 1 4
7. Meets clientele_né.e;i's — ¢ 6 1 - = 7 . , 9 Less program"flexibiii_ty ’ 2 1T = 1 4
8. More time for o . *10. Lack contact with ” . )
an(:irtealg;ﬁngr p;?grammm% Y3 .2 1 1 7 local clienteje 2 - 2 - 4
* . .. > ) ‘ Lo ‘
- a’ " leadersh * :11. Loyaltyto hofne county - . ,
- y:;:rptz g;if:ty‘.’al, ershp . 1 1 - 4 6 over other countieg T - - 2 3
10. !;e'tter Wes 1b university ) . LN b "12. Lack of public adcept’an\ce 1 2 - = 3
‘. . 1 _ ‘ . .
dfzpartme’nts and specialists 2 . ¢ ; & 13._Harder to maintain expertise .
11. Attracts competeqt-agents 1 - 4 — 5 over a period of time 3 == A 3 .
12. H h miorale. i . . J4. Othets (none mentioned . . ‘e
an'ﬁ r:g;:li;o;:'rgshge . 4 - - ' 4 more than twice) 5 -2 417 1 9 .
13. Reduces need for TOTAL *46 23 21 16 106
state contacts 1 1 r - % 3 =
14, Others (none mentioned - . .
more than twide) 7.2 11 1 , ~ TABLES , e
' * BXTENT OF USE AND SATISFACTION WITH AREA STAFFING
TOTAL , 64 3 38 28 164

’ AS RESPONDED TO BY EXTENSION DIRECTORS
. _

IN 1972
z 1Y
) + T Highly
Movement Highly ~ ¢ o Dis- Dis- Does.
, Toward Area -Satis- Satig- Neu- salis- salis- Not
Staffing fied fied ‘. tral fied fied Apply
k3 d ." 2 Py
None " — -, = - - 10
- . ¥ s -
Have begun .. )
(approximately v} 4 17 3 1 - -
Su'bstanh'al . .- .
{approximately %) 2 * 2 - - - - .
Mostly -
(approximately %} « 1 1 — - - -
Completely 8 ‘- - - "1 -
© ,TOTAL 15, 20 3 1 1 10 -




r X . . . . .
p@tterﬁ was the predominant one in the Nocth-
central region.” . o
The ‘most frequent titles
agents were -referred were “area, agent” or “area
-specialist”” with “area agent” ’being rnentioned

by which area Extension

»

. nearly twice as often as “area 3pectalist”. ,Count§
Extension agents were most - frequently titled.
“county Extension agent” or “Extension agent.”

. LI - -
°

A Transitional Stat_eme;li |

*

: Staffing patterns‘m the 50 states were found to be
- so varied and complex that a simple description was

P

Warner? conducted the second major study of the
research project: It focused on the organizational
aspects of staffing. This part of the overall project
attempted to provide answers to some of the many
questions concerning the advantages and disad-
vantages of the different staffing patterns from an
orgamzational perspective. Does a change in the

the Extension organization in" sgrving -clientele?

“How do such changes affect the individual worker
within the organization? Are employees more
satisfied with thess new staffing arrangements?
Does the organization become more comPplex? Does
more ‘conflict result? Is_the level of job satisfaction
of the individual related to the degree of complexity
of the organizational structure?

analysis was selected for this study. It focused on .
the structure and performancé of,the organization,
the satisfaction of the individual worker within the
organization and the interaction patterns among
employees. .

Objectives -

The purpose of this phase of the project was to
analyz€ the organization, the Cooperative Extension
Service, in terms of four different approaches as

. operationalized in the variables organizatjonal
_structure, organizational effectiveness, employee
job satisfaction and role conflict as each rélates to
the different staffing patterns.

The empirical objectives of the research were:

. 2. To analyze the relationship-between organiza-
tional effectiveness and the- type gf ‘staffing
pattern. T

3, To analyze the relationship between job satis-
faction of personnel and the type. of staffing
pattern. s

"t tween” agents in heig
*~cases, were being vform‘alized, causing, as an

.- 'ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS * .
. staffing arrangement increase the effectiveness of -

A combination of four methods of organizatjonal

1. To - investigate the relationship between
selectdd measures df complexity of organiza-
tional Structure d the type of. staffing
patterir .

npt possible. In many states, patterns varied within
a single program area. Informal arrangements be-
oring counties, in ‘some

example., “areas” for, one agriculfural commodity
to overlap “areas” for Andther commodity.

In grder to continue, to search for differences be-
tween patterns and for advantages and disad-
vantages of various patterns, the researchers felt
compelled to* identify and describe as small a num-
ber as possible of the most common 'patterns and
then to selectstates in which each of those patterfis
predominated. This process is described in the fol-

€

lowinhg sections. . . -

s

7\

4. To identify and compare the degree of role
coniflict within the roles of the county agent,
area agent and state specialist positions as they
relate to the type of staffing pattern. }

. To investigate the relationship between the
variables (organizational structure, organiza-
tional_ effectiveness, job satisfaction and role
conflict) and the following characteristics of
the respondents: N

a.

L]

Job graup {county, area, state specialist or
state administrator)
Program area
Tenure in Extension
Age

Level of educdtion
Sex . L

- 80 o

Methodology

Three patterns of staffing were selected for this
_ in-depth comparative study. They were:

. 1. County staff with area.responsibilities—County
agents specialize 4in certain. subject matter
fields and trade services with agents in nearby
counties who specialize in other subjects. Back-
.up support is provided by:state specialists.

2."Area and county staff—County agents work out
of each county office. They are supported by a
number of specialized persons who work in a
multi-county area. Both the area and county
agents have access to state specialist support.
(No distinction is made as to whether the area
agent is officed separately from or within a
county Extension office. ’

3. CGounty-only—County agents work out of each:

-

county office. They are supported by state’

specialists. There are no area agents.

Subsequent to the implementation of the Warner °

and Pittman studies, the researchers chose to
standardize terms and abbreviations to describe
these three distinct patterns. -,

» &
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The description, “county staff with area respons-
‘ibilities”, was changéd to “multj-county and state”
and was abbreviated MCS. e o

“Area and county staff” was termed .“cbunty,
multi-Gounty-and state” and was abbreviated CMCS.,

“Courity-only” became “county .and state”” and
was abbreviated CS. | T .

The abbfeviations were utilized to prevent cum-
bersome reading, particularly to avoid a compound-
ing of the-conjunction “and”. '

,"Stateé” was’ included in each identification to
remind the reader that state;level personnel were
included in each staffing pattern. =~ ‘

Seven states wefle selectéd to represent the three
staffing arrangéments. They wert New Jersey and
Indiana {MCS), Minnesota, Idaho and Ohio {CMCS),
and Tennessee and New Mexico (CS).

. A .number of criteria served. as fhe. basis for |

selecting the seven states to represent the three
patterns of staffing. These were:! ., ™

1. The type of staffing pattern‘the staté employed.

2. The use of a;single staffing pattern throughout
nearly-all of the state. ' "~

¢« °3. The use of a single pattern throughout, as

. nearly as possible, the four programming areas

(dgriculture, home economics, youth and com-

munity resource development). )
- 4. Thae geographical location of the state such that

%

r 1 .
. . «

R . y !

@ rd

- > . . L] 3

¢ N ¢ .
, lionnaire allowed respondents to, express their
feelings as to the strengths and weaknesses.of their
present staffing arrangement and tq suggest any
changes that, "in. their opinion, would increase its
effectiveness. oo . : ‘
".. Statistical procedures included apalysis of

variance, the Sheffe’ Test, Kendall's Coefficient of

Contordance, Pearson Product Moment Correla-
tions and item analysis.” : L e
~ o e Y > i fae T ..
’ ’ N\ ‘I. ' ‘ ‘ : Ny
-+ Findings ¢,

Organizational Effectiveness

~ -

i P
' Organizational effectiveness can be measuifed by
how well an orgdnization is “doing its job", or in
nigre-precise terms, the degree to which its goals are
being realized. Organizational goals can be-viewed

., as providing the standards for assessment of

r

not all states representing a single pattern

. would be from the same geographical region of
-the United States. . )
5. The relative’size of the Extension staff.

Information was collected by a visit to each state
to interview the administrative staff, an investiga-
tion of official documents of each’state's organiza-
tion, and a mailed questionnaire; the ‘prilmary
instrument for data collection was the mailed ques-
tionnaire. ’ .

“
<
’

N . . ‘ -

Th'e‘aquestionnaire,was sent in April, 1973 to a
sample of 753 out of a total of 2,346 professional
workers in the seven states. The sample represented
all-job groups in each state organization. Of those
sampled, 675, or' 90 percent, responded. The sample
was selected as a stratified random, sample from
within the job groups of each state. Larger portions

of certain job groups were sampled to jhsure an

ddequate number of respondents from each

.The questionnaire consisted of six major parts.
The first section asked for background information
about thé respondents. The second part consisted
of the 35 Extension Management Information Sys-

- tem purpose statements. Asa measure of effective-

ness, the respondents indicated how well they felt
each purpoge was being attained.ini their state. The’
third part of the questionnaifé fonsisted of 18 items
of the Brayfield-Rothe indeX of overall job satis-

faction. A fourth segtion conttined a list of 36 items
- concerning organizafional complexity. .A fifth part’
contained 24 task statements’ concerning role -per-
ception. A final open-ended section of the ques-

organizational. success. The subjéct of concern is

whether effectiveness ;af the organization is related _

o the type of staffing pattern. Respondents ap-
praised organizational effectiveness by ingdicating
the extent to which they felt their state was accom-

- plishing each of.35 national purposes as-defined by

e &

ES-USDA. - ’ :
The effectiveness. instrument allowed a ossible
range of response scores from 35 to 175, with i mid-

point of 105. The megn scere for all respondents was )

114.67, or slightly above the midpoint of the scale. ,
1. No stdtistically significant differénces were
found among ‘the three staffing patterns-with
respect to the effectiveness as-perceived by the
employees of the orgarization "itself. However,

. the mean scores, ds reported in Table 6, were

relatively higher for the two area patterns; than ;
for the county ®attern. Penerally.‘ all of.thef '

a
-
-
»

. !
.

'TABLE &

. LR Y
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS, ORGANIZATIONAL
COMPLEXITY AND JQB SATISFACTION BY

T . STAFFING PATTERN . .
. . s Lw
- L4 -
. Mean- , Mean - Mean
Y Effectiveness Complexity job Satis-
Pattern Score ¢ Score = factjon Score
- s - - L] ~
“" ' Possible Rll‘lg" Possible Range  Pospible nge; ¢
, . 35175 15.78 47 T
N Midpoing Mldp"anl Midpoint
7 . 105 45 42
Muhi-Cou'ntg' T . o
and State (MCS)_ "¢ 115.02 211.71 61.65
‘ Cc;unly. Muit‘i-Gounty L N, . .

' and State (CMCS) 115.21 32.22- 60.49
Cour;ty and State . - ‘ ' o i
(Cs) ,113.49 33.81 " 59.69
] ¥ 1

114.67 . 32.53 60.55

" Overall Mean

-
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three staffing arrangements. were seen as
relatively effective. This firding supposts the
statement made by an administrator in one
state that “almost any staffing pattern can be
“y effeetive 1f the workers.want to make it work”™.

2. Significant differenges. jn effectiveness were”
' found among the seven states studied. The two
% “states \with. the :highest mean effectiveness
. scores were-from one area pattern and the

. county pattern. Therefore, it must be con-

‘cluded that differences that are reflected by
the states .finq their source in factors other than.
the staffing pattern.., L :

3. Though an inverse-relationship was hypothes-
ized, the size’of an organization was found to
be positively related to its effectiveness. This
finding may be a 'reflection of increased spe-
cialization.and division of labors or simply of
increased activity, in a larger organization.

~ €

’

+

.~

’

The ‘possible range of scores’on the organizationalt
complexity scale was from 15 to 75, with a midpoint
of 45. The mean complexity, store ds‘reported by the
respondents, ‘as seen in Table 6, was 32.53. This -is

3ll_below the midpoint of the scale. It, therefore,
must be conclutled that Extension employees in the
seven states surveyed, in general, viewed their
ofganizations as heing at a low level of cgmglexity.

. 1. There was;a statistically significant difference
among the complexity scores reported by the
threg staffing patterns. The workers in state
organizations utilizing CMCS programming
indicated more of a feeling of involvement in
the decision-making process; that is, they
scored lower on the complexity scale than C$S
pattern respondents. Those in the CS pattern,
on the other hand, expfessed more of a feel-
ing of isolation from the sources of power
within the organization. Staffing arrange-

~ 4, There were no significant differences in ergan- %4¢  ment is a’Structural dimension that seemed tq

- izhtional effectiveness with respect to the job f“ ¥ be related to staff members’ perception of

. * group of.the respopdent. Job vgroups wete: *¥ % authority distriBution. CMCS staifing may be

 county, area, state.specialist, state adminis- viewed as a method of degentralizing authar-

- trator. .« ° - e - . ity among the hierarchjal levels of the
5.:No significant differences were found in the organization. With area staff located in close |

* perception -of organizational effectiveness with _ -

respect to"the program area of the respondent. -
6. There proved to be no significant differences in
+ perceived organizational effectiveness acéord-
ing to the edueational level of the respondent.
7. There were no significant differences.in pee-
ception of organiZational effectiveness with
respect to the age of the respondent.” -+
8. No. significant differences were found in thé
.. .. organizational effectiveness.. scores with
" respett to the tenure of the respondent.
9. No significant differences weré found in the
level of .organizational effegtiveness indicated
by male and female respondents. :

‘

.

»

Complexity of Organizational Structure
PR ,

Structure is a fact of any orgarnization and is of
particular ‘canceri when cqnsidering staffing ar-
" rangements. The structure of an organization'is
* analyzed to indicate the effect structural changes
‘have on the behavior of the organization and its
members. The question explored in this study was
whether there gxisted a, relationship between the
staffing pattetnj and the degree of stractural com-’
plexity. ' ‘ ]
In-past research, structural complexity has gen-
_erally been characterized by numerdus sub-dimen-
"sions.s Of the many used, four wete selected for use
in this study; they were: Lienarchial authority, rules
and regulations, roatinization and impersonality. ,
These four components were included in a 15-item,
. 'complexity scale ‘which relfected the ?)?ganizatioqal
member’s perception of the distribution of power
within the brganization. ‘

&

IToxt Provided by ERI
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proximity to county staff, they can be seen as
providing a link, in the communication chain
that reduces the feeling of .isolatien at the
county level, With the présence of *‘drea
workers, county staff ‘may gonsider that they
now have the necessary expertise ‘at their dis-
posal, and they no longer need to choose be-
.tween “going it along” or “cajling on the spe-
cialist" who may be relatively inaccessible.
Respondents working in the area staffing
pattern ih which county staff also have area
responsibilities~ to neighboring counties-
(MCS) showed thé lowest mean” complexity,
score (see Table 6). This could result from
the fact that both the county and area roles
are embodied in the same ir{div'iduaf,. thus
decreasing the possibility for problems’in
communication and coordination while jin-
creasing the- confidence placed in the worl{er
by clientele, " v

’
©

’

- »

’
.

.v\‘ "j ;,""‘:- 2 l‘ A .
. There wpgg_«gignificant differences among the
seven states with regard to organizational
complexity. In a paired comparison of states,

significant differences were, found between

-

states of the same staffing pattern. Therefare,

since differences were found-bétween staffing
_patterns and between some states within the’

same pattern, it must be corcluded that vari-

ables other than the pattern of staffing’

_ affected the perception of complexity of the,
. organization.

-

3.

’ .

The complexity ,of an organization was shown
to be .inversely related to thé organizdtion's
effectiveness. It has been suggested that
when employees feel that they are removed

[

-

from the sources of power and do not have an

10 .
[ ~
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impact ‘on the decision*making, process, the
overall’ organizational effectiveness, .is per-
ceived as lower. :, -
. The size of an{ani’zation was shown to be
positively relat¥d to its level of ‘complexity. "
Noté the apparent inconsistency among three
‘findings—this_one, second, the negative rela-
vtlonshlp between complexity and effective-
ness (3 above), ‘and third, the positive rela-
tionship between size and effectiveness y
: (finding 3 on page 9).
With respect to ]ob group in the organlzatlon
: higher complexity scores were reported by
respondents at lower levels of the organlza-
tion.
6..Workers in the program areas of youth and
home economics viewed the organization as
most .complex, whereas those in community
resource- developme'nt 4nd administration
and supervision saw it as least complex.
7. Thé level 6f education of the respondent was
found to be inversely related to his complexity .
. score concerning the organization_ in which he
worked. Workers with more eg_-uoatlon saw
their ‘orginization as less complex than did
workers wnth less education. - °
. 8. An inverse relationship was found between
the age of“the respondent and his indication
of organizational complexity. Younger re- |
spondents tended to rate the organization as -,
more complex than did older ones. .
™. The*number of years of tenure in Extension of
the respondent” was ipversely, related to his _
_perception of orgahizational complexity.
“Relatively new employees of the organlzatlon .
perceived it as most complex.
10. There was a significant difference in percep-
tion' of organizational complexity according
_ to the sex,of the respondent. Females viewed
. » °, the organization as being much more complex.
t .Jhan did males. .

P F
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Job Satisfaction

P~

o Job satisfaction refers 'to the degree of favorable-

ness an individual has of his work role.. Job satis-
. faction was measured by means of a scale in which
workers were asked o state the degree to which
they liked or disliked their jobs. Therefore, each,per-.
son's“response was his perceptigon of how well his
motives were being gratified. - N,
Job satisfaction of the individual employee is
important because of its suggested effect on.per-
formance, and, as a result, the overall effectlveness
' of the ofganization.f As Barpett{ and Lotiderback
point " out, administrators are interested both in,
meeting clientele needs and .in mamtalnlng a high
level of morale’among their employees. Any innova-
tion that decreases  net satisfaction among em-
ployees, even though it may increase drganizational
effectiveness, will be viewed with contempt by the .
workers 7

a

-

.

An adaptation of the Brayfleld Rothe lndex of
general job satisfaction was chosen for use in ttus

study. The scalé consisted of 14.items with a.range

of possible scores from 14 to 70, with a midpoint of
42., The mean respondent score proved to be 60.55.
It, therefore, can be concluded that, generally speak-
ing, Extension workers were hlghly sat|s£|ed wnth
their )obs .

. lnstrument Recommendahon :

The 14-item fob Satlsfactlon Scale, as adapted,
developed and analyzed by Warner, showed a
sphit-half reliability correlatioh of .87. It should
be a valuable instrumént to use with Extension «
professlonal workers. . k

“
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"1, Siénificant differences.were found among the '

+ » three methods of staffing, the means of which
are reported’in Table 6. Those states utilizing
the .MCS pattern demonstrated the highest
level of job satisfaction, the CMCS pattern

had a slightly lower level, and the CS pattern -

exhibited the lowest level. Both area staffing
patterns reported higher levels of job satis-
faétionithan did the county pattern.

Higher levels of- satisfaction were antic-
ipated in area staffing arrangements because
of increased opportunity for specialization

. among area agents and the complementary
- support provided county and'state specnallst
staff. It has alsq been suggested that the satis-

faction of area staff increases as the result of _

more. confidence being placed in them by
clientele groups.® This should be tested as a
part ‘of future studies. ¢.&

An inverse relationship between organiza-.

tional complexity and job satisfaction is
shown~in Table 6. Respondents in the MCS.

pattern indicated the highest level of job
satisfaction and the lowest degree: of com-
plexity, whereas the CS-pattern registered a
high level of r(:omplexnty and loy'satisfaction.

This flndmg*«wa,s supported at the individual
level'of analysis. Those persons who viewed.
‘the organization™ as complex indicated a low
level of job satisfaction, and conversely, those
"who-felt that the %rgamzatlonal structure was

less complex exhibited a higher level pf satis-

factlon in their work-role. .

2, Slgntflcant differences in employee job satis-
faction were found among the seyen states

studied. States that represented the same .

staffing pattern exhibitdd both high and low
levels of job satisfaction, so.it mugt be con-
cluded that variables other than jyst staffing

» pattern were influencing, the level* of job
satisfaction, '

y : .10 - , .
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3. The level of employée satisfaction was shown
to be positively related to the effectiveness of - .
the organization. An employee with a high ' - The perception of organizational members as to
level of job satisfaction tended to percéive the what an _individual’'s behavior within the group -
organization as more effective than an in-  should,6r should not, be is role expectation. When
dividual with a low level of job satisfaction. the expectations concerning a specific role are in-
' . congruous, = conflict results. "Disagreement among
workers within Extension as to the tasks that should
be associated with different roles'within the organ-

. Role' Conflict

4. Organizational *complexity «was found to be ' .

v “inversely related to employee job satisfaction.

As complexity of the organization increases,
one might expect satisfaction of workers to
decrease. e ’

. E

’
-

. 2
. A negative relatiosship was found between

organjzational size and job satisfaction, but
it was not at a statistically significant level.
There were no significant differences be-
tween large ahd small organizations with .
respect to thé level of employee job satis-
faction: ' )

. There were significant differences in level of

employee job satisfgctiori when compared by
job groups. Employees at the state level
indicated = higher level of job satisfaction
than those at the county .and area’levels.
Satisfaction ‘increased as personnel attained
higher positions in the hierarchy of the
qrganizat‘lon.

‘ization is an indication of such conflict.

Role perception is important because, as Kalm
et.al. conclude, “Orgafizations consist ultimately of
the patterned and concerted activity of their mem-

* bers."”? An analysis of role expectations-and conflict

. within the organization is concerned with the impact

of an organization and its mermbers upon the in-
dividual; and as a result, the effect of the individual
performer and: his behavior on the organization's
effectiveness. Respondents were asked to’indicate
the level of priority they would associate with
specific tasks that are included in program planning,
implementation *and evaluation for the roles of
county agents, area agents and state specialjsts.

~. With the introduction of a new role, such as the
area agent in Extension, within an existing organ-

- ization, it would be expected that there would be a

lack - of role-consensus concerning the expectations
of the new position for a period of time until the
meimbers of the organization adjust to the presence
of this new role: The results of this study showed
that no significant level of role¢”conflict was ident-
ified in any of the three staffing patterns. There .

7 {\ige?%rf"f'lo an;a?i;fffsgfizzeswﬁirereiouer:;(tj :g :l}:e proved to be less consensus with respect to the tagks
Jf t th dent %h b ‘i assigned to the area position, but it was not great
g::tgi;?:?al?reas(i) nifi%ar:fpo:merllo&eescugf ?}? enough, to be considered.conflict in a statistically
a4 rograym argeé'expre'ssed ‘t)h'e Towest leveei significant sense. It waé‘eoncll_lded thi.lt the degree
© of ‘; faction with their jobs, and state ad- of role conflict was not associated with organiza-
of satisiaction wi le}l1r ]h bast €8d-  tional staffing pattern. Since the_ presence of gon-
ministrative personnel the highest. flict' was a basic assumption of the analysis and since
. . ' ‘ none was found, it was not feasible to analyze role

8. The leVel ofﬂeducation of. the respond‘eni,“ 'fff);ﬁﬂiCt‘. in relation to the other variables.

proved to be positively related to his level of,
job satisfaction. Workers with higher levels of "

tion, while the reverse was true for those with
lower-levels of educational attainment.

» «

. The level of job satisfaction was found to be

positively related to the age of the respon-

dent. The younger employees tended- to be .

less satisfied with ‘their jobs, and the older

level of employee job s&'ltis.factio_n between
rhale and female respondents.

.education enjoyed % high level'of job satisfac- .,

11

.~ Tables 7, 8 and 9 sumnmarize, the statistical tteat-
ment of the major findings of Warher's study.
r ’ ) .

£ -

’ .
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3 TABLE 7 .

" DIFFERENCES*.BETWEEN STAFFING PATTERNS.

“ N RELATION TO ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES, AS
_PERCEIVED BY EXTENSION PROFESSIONALS

_ IN SEVEN STATES (N = 675)

. . ~, . 'y
" were mote highly satisfied. Hl . ' ’
. . T ‘ ‘ -
o cek L Variable ©  * Staffing Pattéen Diff *  F-Rati
10. No significant differences ‘were found in the ariable ) ':'% a"‘f“ ! :"e"ce atio
level of employee job satisfaction with respect Complexity cs'«g‘«r}.‘a@f CS%'CMS‘?Q 4.28
to the number of years of tenute of the B N ,
respondent. . » Job Satisfaction Md$>ds v Y 4.25
. ; . : “?“\'\' En L ke o
. e diff . ot S
11, No significant differences. were found in the + Sigaiticant at 05 level, < | 1

»
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"+ ‘. ‘CORRELATIONS (UPPER nounnsl AND 'rm-: LEVELS OF

THEIR STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE [LOWER FIGURES)
' BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES AS PERCEIVED BY
EXTENSION PROFESSIONALS IN SBVE_fN STATES (N < 675)

- TABLEB .

STATYST!CAL SlGNlFlCANCE LEVELS FROM
A,NALYSES 'OF VARIANCE ON ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES
. .AS PERCEIVED BY EXTENSION PROFESSIONALS :
T IN‘SEVEN STATES (N = 675)

ANAL-YSIS OF

N . o

%~ . .pajtérn in your statg”. Responses . o that statement
weére fiot andlyzed by Warner«In addition, it became

rojest. was enf"-mg that a clzar~cut statement of

_— advantages and’ disadvéntages -of various staffing
+ * patterns, had rot yet resulted, Tor did future plans
. “appeat as if they would’result it™uch’a"statement. .

. .’ "o by.profesgionals working thhm each pattern.
" 2..Ta clarify and sintplify a summary ‘of staffing
T -patterns that predommate in the severa] states,
< 7, 8..To elicit froig gtaté Extension directors rtheir
. s .,o«perCep ion oriy engths and - weaknesses of
4 the staffing; patterns '.predominantly used

w¥
Py - within their tates. 0
3. . e?. . - .
- "The Words. strengths and weaknuse . were Jsed rather th,en
“advanta anl'ﬂ‘ glsadvant‘nges The lor?er lgerms gemed ,to the
, resm-chers to seek out a,description:of a sftudtion while theJatter terrs |
~ scemed t6 be comparative in nature. The Warner study.design qalledqfor .

ducﬁpllonrather !hen comparlson . o R - ,
. ’ . . ) et « Cr e

. AR}
¢ W . .
" Inpluded in the Warner questionnaire” was the
- “statément, “Please state your opihion(s) ag|to the
. strengths ard weakenésses* of th; présent_dtaffing

= igaparent at"about the time- that this phase of the -

e " An effort to resolve bot® of the-gbove deficienties
was made by Brooks-and Young. W‘* -
" 7‘5 ¥ . ..}. , »4,1:,’ . ..
N Ob]ectlves NI
' * The ob]ectlves of thxs effor{ wege: ,
P ¥ Te summarize. the strengths dnd weaknesses of
) _ three Extension staffing patterns-as perceived

" ing pétttemé was predon}{ﬁlant for each’ program

- (" ’ f . , . ;3 ;f’ O l' . A
- v ) .‘, b~ T — " s - " ) - ¥ . ke N - .
‘. “, e N ]'ob N ! : . o { t ~ ., ‘ J lﬂb N L .
c iy . Sg!'fsfacl'ioz_l Complexity . Tenuie Age 'S Effectiveness Satisfeclion‘ Complexity
. N e e o4 . e et . . ’ .
- Effecliveness, - 352 « e - g% _.050 . -.029 Job Group . .oty . s
'a’ . 777N C.0001% 0001%  .196 . ‘«545 (Co. Area, v :
° g by : . Specialist, ’ 254 .006* ..0005%
Z ]ob Sahsfg tion- 7 ¢ : -528 054 .101 Adminjstralor) . Admin. lighest Admm lo
g TR g S do1* .60 ' .oogt * . R
. o LY P - ws Program Ared ¢ 054 064 0001‘”
: Corgplexity TN . Y- 100 - 2112 (Agr.. H. c..'4-H, Agril % HEc. Admin.highest 4-H highest - '.
< . . . o e % = -009% , .004* . CRD, Admim) highest ‘. 0 3
’ N, Lo ¥R ees ) M -E 2. ,CRD lowes;. r : :
. Tenure =« ‘ . 759, Lo ‘o .
SO S . N " -40001* .+ Edacation . ..186 ..-020* 024*
- Sl . T ¢ e : - - " ‘Dr. highest - Dr. lowest
© Lo ! - s P . 7 - 4 & i . -y . - . .
- &, ‘ o ': K f‘.’ . }?” Y. N . f R g N , Sex- - ” 586 743 001* l. -
‘o 'thmp.pant[%t .05 leul 2 o , - v . - Females higher
’ )" ’ n d - . LR
. . . , . j . > . - - f e - ¢
. "4 ’ s * Significant at .05 levep ;- ) »
-y Py % ;. » v P . » . B ¢
2z, ’s je A L ) - . . 9* . ’

$TRENGTHS AND WEAKNES?ES OF ﬁ‘
.- STAFFING PATTERNS B

N

,.4. To G are perceptlons of directors w1th per-
ceptions)of professionals- regarding strengths .

~ and weaknesses of three [Extension- staffing
. patterns. . N o
A Methodology S

The Warner questlonmnres were reviewed in
grder to_identify and tabulate thede,strengths and ~ . .
'weaknesSes of their .staffing. patterns. as mentioned |

y't Extengign grofessxbnals. Table;"m shows the !
.extent of this rev1ew el ’ s

\ 1nt any effort to summarxze open-ended responses,
1udgments nged fo-be made- -as categories-are estab-
lished, and -as : responses “are placed in those A_
categorxes The primary, criterion used by the re- ~

‘searchers wag to mamtaln e mMmeaning of each
individual  tesponse while attempting, to' develop

. categary'statements that would be comparable. The
five strengths and fiye weaknesses that were men-' ‘\
tfoned most frequently by respondents’in each -
pattern were utilizel in preparing a‘surfiey form for -
response frem state Extension directors: = - L

" The restlting instrument was mailed to,each state, "+

Extensxpn directqrin January, 1974. .Each respon;:

dent' was asked to. indicate which of the three staff-

_dreg*in his state. He 'was ‘then, asked to respond to
_the’ dist, “of st:‘engths"hnd weaknesses for his state’s

Jat e
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TABLE 12

NUMBER OF STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IDENTIFIED
BY EXTENSION PERSONNEL IN SEVEN STATES

.

+ N . h = ”

utilizing it more than dld‘agrlculture or community
resource development ‘The MCS pattern (patterns
1.and 2 in Table 2J-was the least used, and com-

. e s . ‘ + » munity resource development was the primary..pro-

N M a -
oo < . N

. Number of *
Staffingul’attem Reepondents

. n
v L2 .
- » 7

Strengths l'Welakneuesl

_ County&State(CS) 186 58 65 ,
N 1} tL R R - . ) .
Multi-county & . .. Lo . .
State (MCS) 189 ., 64 67- 131
. County, M.ultl-county ;e 8:", .
& State (CMCS) "B37 o0 9 Taer 161 © 250
TOTALS . 682, 211 203+ 50%.

o ’ \

[N .

gram area that used it. The:*CMCS pattern [patterns

ban by any other program area.' .
PTables 12, 13 and 14 show the rankings of

Strengths and weaknesses as seén both by profes-,

sional personnel (from_ Warner’s questionnaite}, and
" by directors in states that- utilize each of the three
staffmg patterns._

. .
< *. TABLE 12

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES, OF COUNTY AND STATE
STAFFING PATTERN (CS) AS RANKED BY A SAMPLE OF
EXTENSION PERSONNEL IN TWO STATES AND BY

pattgrn(s) onIy He was asked to rank the listed- . - . 33 EXTENSION DIRECTORS -
strengths and“thé weakneS;es as he perceived them. . Vot s .
He was encouraged to add other strengths or weak-. = ; - *
nesses that ‘he cansidered mare important than | - Rank by
those prov1ded, Afew of these were suggested, but - Personinel Directoé
there was not enough commonality to create a need
. to add to or change those listed. Strengths of the County and-State Pattern .
. y

Survey ImS.Were 1ét‘.!d and returned by.48 Pm\udes for close contact with chéntele 1 - 1

state Exten 1on-d|recto' . ° i
v - . Provxdes for close workmg , 4
P ) relationship between county and :
/ o Fmdmgs\ . specrahst personnel 2. 3
! 1 ‘ i -
+ Table 11 summarizes d1rectors responses to the . Encg“';aset“ ctle‘" lmgsfdh : .
! request for bategorlz‘atlon of their states’ staffing zo;’n'l‘lﬁl'c‘;t’l‘(’:;a" ec 'f“’a 3 o
pat rns. 7 . , . . v * .
s M . ‘ %ows Hexibility and lx:ee om to e *

“ IS S * . . , solve problems and plan e;)rog ams | < ' -

. ¥ .e - TABLE 1,1 ey that are applicable to th * . .
. - - > ~. individua] worker's orga}i iza- * . ~ < Lt
DIRECTORS': mmc;mons OF STAFFING Pa'r'rr-:ms " tiongl staffms Rosition~ 3} ) ; : ™ 2t

. 4 .+ 'BY PROGRAM AREAS IN 1974 - - ‘e : ¢
. 3 * - Allows an agent io concenttate in . s
_ . . L y atea of experhse ) " 25 5
< . " . .- * - s
¢ ) County & "Multi-county &- County, - Weaknesyes of thé Counfy gnd State Pattern
- .<-. State ¢ ,State ° Multiicounty & . | - v,
Program Are Pettern - Pattern o' State Pattern.  Results in too few county, multi- : :
— - - couhty and’sfate staff _ ‘1 L2
4-H ¥ 9 3 . .14 M .
.- . 2 . < v Allows for too great a geogl'aphlcal R
Agricult\;re 20 5 23 - distance between specialist B
" L . o 3\ stat‘t' and chentele R T2 ¢ 1
Home E ics "30 - 3 14 - ’ . ‘
. Tome Ecopgre .. -, Is assocxated with a specxalist staff . B T
_Community Regource . - , v ) ! lackifig in field oxpenence' L G N v 4 A
) Development 14 15 . - 18 i . -
; l’e op -en R . _ — Makes it more difficult to establish*- . te, L
TO'?‘{\LS Lo 93 27. 69 - cleat‘l tes of commumcahon . & a3,
.., " -~ . AN . -~ hel 5 T

”

“ow

-
-

-

L)

-
v

L~

L

A cursqry comparlson “of Ta»ble 11 wnth Table 2
(page 5) shows genergl greement between the

directors’ respongses in }an.uary, 1974 and program
nses in August, 1972, The CS pattern.

leaders’ re
" (pattern 4?

-

Table 2). was most predominant, with,
+ the pro’gram areas of -home economlcs and 4H

ot 13

) [ -
3 . .

. A
s . . L TR

fand- 5 in Table 2) was used more. by agriculture < -

“Table 12" shows that there Was a _great deal of + - B

agreement between E tensnon personnel and Exfen:
sion directors as fo t strengths and weakngsses o
the CS staffing pattern. Both groups agreed that the
most important gfrengt th of this staffing pattern was
that 1t provrdes for clode contaqt ‘with cllentele The °

} v . e
. .
.. { ’ ) .
» v » ~ . ~ -
" - .- ¥ y N » FLEN
" . 1d H e, *
.« . .- .4 4 -
R ¢ .
'/._ M L4
L3 e T v D A "
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AND BY 18 EXTENSION DIRECTORS . .  .to the weaknesses of the MCS pattern.. Both groups
. - . - .agreed that the number one weakness of this pattern _
. - — T Rank by - was that it makes’it mbregdifficult to establish clear
P " Personnel m,/g,o,s linés, of communication. The other weaknesses of
. c _ this patteérn were ranked similarly by bdth groups,
- Strengths of the Mulu-County and State ) o, Table ,14 “shows differences between Extensxon )
. Staffing Pattern : £ personnel and " direct6£3 ~as to the strengths a‘nd
I N e T weaknesses of the CMCS staffing pattern. In states’
R Ag‘r’eﬁsﬁliﬁii’«‘i;z concen’(t‘al'e in Va4 e g ut:lxzmgtthls staffing pattern, the Extension person- .
.o S nel inditated that ‘the major strength was_ that it
Provides for close working relatignship - allows flexibility and freedom to_solve problems and
between county and specialist _ .- . . plan programs that are applicable to-the individuyal
, 'Persgnnel .2 -2 * worker's grganizational staffirig position. Extensnon
Allow;ﬂexubumy‘and'frgedom 10 s(}‘)g ] R - direcfors ‘ranked this strength last out of a group of
problems and plan programs that , . five strer}ghts ‘Dirgctors felt that the major strength
> are applicable.to the individiial . ' L A .
» worker's organizational * . ) . . > - -~ -
“staffing patiern L 3 . 3 - * 27 , ==
v , . s . R o . S v -
E;ncof)rag'e:‘;clear lines of . . \ ot i TABLE 14 ‘ / Lo ) :
administfative and technical . ' - g N y e
Communication - . a4, P  STRENGTHS AND wmknesses OF COUNTY, .- .
- - P _- MULTI:GOUNTY AND STATE STAFFING PATTERN {cMcs)
Allows supbrvisor to be closé to i &+ AS RANKED BY A SAMPLE QF EXTENSION PERSONNEL
O personnel-being supervised : PR IN THREE STATES AND ENSION nmmm)ns s
‘ +  Weaknesses of the Mulu-Count - T NN e, S P
o N L y > » ~ -
- ) and State Staffing Pattern * . T ‘ PR e - -Rank by .. -
’ S, . . ‘O o Personnel .Du’ectora
) Makes it more difficult {o es(abhsh T hJ - x
, clear lifies of communication 1 1 5”’“8‘118 of the County, Multi-Coun‘ly R . .
N . - an& S'tatoS(anlng Pattern . o
Is assoma(ed with a lack of A ! N —
adminjstrative superwsmn P"' ‘. , .- Allows flenbsll(y and TrQedon;.to sotve 7
- (he boun(y level . g .2 e /problems'and plan programs that ate - .‘ .
LAY T . . applicable to the individual worker's . * L N
‘o Resuﬂsln 100 few county, ;I . - Lees . orgamzatlonal s(affmg posmon . ISR R 2o
ulti-count dtt taff, ere .* 3 C .5 2 . e
o meieotn laq saes N L . Prowde‘s for close contact w,nh cllentele T2 « 3
". Multi-couniy agen(s°‘iend to spend, -, " . v f L e
- most of their time in their "~ -~ -~ . 2 - Encourages elear lmes of admmls(rauve - AN .
homs coun(les (T 4 v 2a. . and techmcal commumca(mn . 3 o v
. . r‘. . e s ) - : e ; ) :/ |
 Results in Joss’of personal comact et . ~ Provides f close workmg relallonshlp/ s a "
. Wlih cliehtele = ¢ T B, L3 . between county and'specmhst s(nf Nk .,
) . - . PR NN v " "‘/, ’ yet - -
- N ) “ L . Allows anagenmaqmﬁexﬁraté in, =~ . fﬂri Y AP
neo . g ‘3 ] . - area. of expértise, - (- s / “ . BT S
- - . - R I -~ o r ) e "’," o . v -
. ‘e - AL £ : Wetkilesses of the Guunty, Multi~ . - -
Counl and Stat Stemn Psmem - .. A
. ,other strengths were- also ranked very suyﬂarly‘ y ¢ 8 ) PO
... 'Tablé 12 also shoins that/E'xtensxon personel and. ,, \Resuhs 1n 100 féw coumy, muhl coumy S T
-Extension directors wefe inclose agreement regard- ~ > and Slale staff - IR VAR § )
AN . - - > ca ¥ 4 . *
= ing’ the. weaknesses of the CS. stdffing pat’t;rn. 'I;lhe Enmurages-(og mény Extension. . I
two “mgst 1mportant weaknesses were that this | | admm,smu,rs at the s(ale l,ml L CENe B
;.=  pattern Tesults in tnofew staff at all levels and that - =~. DR A
, _ it allows for too ‘great a geographical distance be-.  Makes it mpre dxfﬁcnit to esiaBT’sjh_/f PR .
. tweep specialist§ and clientele. . 7. s 3 clear lines of °°'ﬁm““’°“”}{"“ R CANCIEES B
- e, ~ s e & -
AN Tablé 13+shows that Extenslon ‘personnel"an.d Ex Does po t'lend itself fo adequalé - \ | LA .
.. _,dension direcfors agreed as, to the strengths qf the N nu,,,be,s of staff in urban mas , S g,
- MCS staffing pattern. Both groups agre d-thdt.the 2 . RN I
most impgrtant strength of 'the pattem as that it . Momﬂ'kely,w encourﬂs& “hew pro am” o T g 7
-‘allows. An-.agent to_ contentfate in, his, drea of - Withoutwdgquatesta i'.‘g LV AOBTCLN R
v experhSe Both_groups aIso agréed that vthe least : -ty v, £ - ~ -
’i A . 'a 7.:""’; ) . - ‘:n‘::,", A ¥ ‘1’"7 g -" - v ,: R T . j 1'- * :v \l
- \)‘ . . - 'e' '-\’.l S~ ’ .‘t:‘ ‘ . ‘Y ,“?‘:’; N b3 }'v: ¥ kw N a .. * * -f;
E MC L | .‘: ‘ 3 : '-7-.._..,'- ‘e‘\;_.:\‘ . . < X e e ' 1 g . . -
Yo P S AR WL S L v VO Teem e, TR

t '~  TABLE13 e
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF MULTI-COUNTY AND
STATE STAFFING PATTERN (MCS) AS RANKED BY A

SAMPLE OF EXTENGION PERSONNEL IN TWO STATES. .

unportant of the strengths was that it'allows’ super-

visors to be close to personne[lbemg supervised.
.Table 13 shows .that Extension personnel and

Extension.directors were also in close agreement as
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of this staffmg pattern was that 1;1 provldes for close
contact with clientele. Extensror& ‘personnel ranked
this gfengghsecond
Extension personnel mdlcated that the major
_weakn ‘of the CMCS pattern was that it results in
tqo Téw staff members at all Te\,ekg within the organ-
1zation. Directors felt that the mdjor weakness was
that 1t{does npt lend itself to adequate numbers of
gtaff membér$ in drban areas.
" From the results of this part oféhg project itis very
dﬁf}cult to demonstrate any.pattegn of differences in
. strengths and/or weakness of"es”/arlous Extension

é‘LlENTELE

The third- -major study in the research project was
‘conducted by Pittman. Its purpg s‘é was to compare
the three most common Ext 1on pattern§ as
percejved by. Extensron cllentele,

Ob]ectrves;

The following were the ob;ecgui,es of the cllentele
__appraisal study:

>~ 1, To determme chientele. evéft:ratnon of program
effectlveness as measured by goal attainment
(organlzatlonal) under thrg common staffing
patterns.

2. To evaluate clientele satisfa etlon with the Ex-
tension  Service's pragrg mming processes
prider three common staffing patterss.

"\t&“’ﬁ?ﬁw

LI

v

3.,To investigate the relationship among the vari-

‘ables, satisfaction with pi-'ogrammmg proces-
ses, .program effectlvenesé, armd the following
: respondent characterlstlcs
~ar Age
" b. Level of ‘education
.Cs Level of income
d Program ared with whléhlassoelated

’ -~

i

¥

P

Methodojogy 3
. P

e ’I’hree of. the ‘seven states. utllJZ;ﬁ in-tHe Warner
~~study-.were: selectéed for this Study, Thex were Téen-
. nessed, representing the CS' pattem.,lndlana. repre-
senting the MCS pdttern; and Ohio‘:repre;ntmg the
CMCS pattem A stratified random sample of the
counties in the three $tates was dra!‘/m Stradl‘{matron
., was by,,supervnsory areas or drsti:lcts and’ also by.
$ progt‘am drea - (agriculture, homea ecanomics, - 4:H
otith;-"and <‘community, resouice development]
‘en counties w‘ere seleo{ed"per State-and “per pro-
gr’am area. Thi gave a pofential fof 40 counties per
sfate or’a 'total. poténtial . f 1205 s¢ounties, and 2,
potential of 30 counties pér program area.
Appropriate staff in thege,counties were asked to
fsuhmrt a list of 50, clientéle for. their partxcular
progrdm area. ‘A fandom sample of 15 nameg wére
drawn from eac.h ‘of these lrs s. This gavea potentxal

"%

W .
)
LR
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s
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A 15
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staffmg patterns ‘as perCeI,ved by Exiensron per-
sonnel and by state Exté¢msion directors, Applying
the s_to the punpose of the overall p¥oject,
no clear-cut adva -»M&g_d_y_a,mages were
shown t6 exist when compartng some form of area
staffing with traditional county unit staffing.,

'When comparing Extension frsonnel.perceptions
of strengths and weaknesses with thesperceptions of
state directors, no, subgtantial differences were
observed regarding #the CS or the MCS pattern.
Some differences were shown to exist in their per-
ceptlons of the CMCS pattern

t
-
»

&

APPRAISAL

~,sample of 1,800 clientele or 450 clredtele per pro-
gram area.

A five section questnonnalre Was developed to col-
lect information, The first' section ‘asked the
respondents to indicate the ten most lmportant ob-

. jectives for' Extension to be * Workmg on”. (Find-
ings associated with the fifst 'sectionn are not dis-
cussed in this summary report). The second section
_consisted-of descriptors of the appropriate national
purposes and the resppndents were asked to rate the
effectiveness of the Extensign Servicevin carrying
them out." The third section consisted of a-list of
severteen descriptors of - th%program development
processes qf, planning, con cting,-and evaluating,
as well as maintaining a. pl;\bllc image. The fourth
section consisted of three“guestions on satisfaction
with present staffmg“*pattern response, speed of
response to reguests,”ang hélpfulness of information

» provided. An open-end question asking for sug-
-gestions for improving the Extension Service was
also included. The fifth secfion gsked.for personal
information ‘about the.réspo dénts.

MuIt:ple regredsion, Ftesty and item analysns weére
used in analyzing the-data sfagstlcally

The findings are summarized- 1n§relatlon to each of
the ‘depepdent «variables. %Findings ‘were at a .

statistically sngn;f:cant Ievelnnless noted otherw:se
A

Y
Y

«Findi‘ﬁ'gs .

Table 15 summamzes th&staﬂstrcally srgmflcant,,t
findings from the Pittman 3tudy That, table docu-
ments most of the dnscu,ssmn in this sectlon of the
report. ‘

P :,g a
Y

- <

£

o o .

Ri ’
Program Effeotlveness o

.

~ a2, L

Chentele evaluated Exter;sxen program effective-
. ness’ by rating the extent t ‘which they Telt Exten-
sion was attaining those jectives appto‘prlate to
their program area. Thht {s, agricultural clientele
. rated agnc,ulturally relateti objectives, home eco-

46
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. nomics* cltentele rated home economws related ’ Agrlculture '
ob]ectlves and so on, A procedure was used so that ) 1. No significant dlfferences by staffxng pattern
the clientele responses couId be “folded over” to _ were found among the mean scores of the agri-

: an ctives as utilized inthe ~ culfure pu except for the safety prupose. .
Managemgnt Informafion System~Briel —~—2For the salety ;urpose. the CS,staffing paftern

tltles for these purposes are used in the discussion .« . Was percelvea' s being more effective than the

. of the program effectlveness fxnﬁxngs T + - MCS staffing paftern. o .
R ' . ) ‘- PABLE 15 . . ";~-~~~~~,,,_’_h g B e
. N R - SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF ‘CLIENTELE DATA, R S (‘ﬁ -~
» T . SEVERAL DEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH THE INDEPENDENT VABIABLES . -, v
STAFFING PATTERN, AGE, EDUCATION AND INCOME L w v
. : < (ngmfxcance Level is .05 Unless Noted Otherwise} ) . .o T : .
) . - ., R 3 ' . - -~ e , é -
o .- ) ’ - Percedt Qf . ..* . . Percent OF Variance :
ey . . + Pétent +  Variance ) > " ° ExplainédBy - . .-
* - " .OfTatal . Explained By * ¢ + + Other Independent *© * .
- f Variance -« Staffing Staffing Pattern " Variables .. "'
. Dapcndent Variable - . Explained  Pattern ~ Differences Age -Education’ Intome - - .
M . LI - . . .
) Purposa Effectiveness ¥ .- L . ’ .
Agncultural Clientele kesponqlems . s . o ] e . .- ) L
(73 01 External Factors | - .- TMNS 8 b ‘b b . b 1.2(-J
pz"°" ‘Farm & Business Managemient . . B8 o . ' . . 5,1"('-
48  Safety . ) - TMNS - 2.8 CS>MCS . cox . e
48 - Emergency Preparedness .. o . TMNS . . T 25(-] St’
. . 4 . AR . . . .
< Home Economxcs Chentele Respondents ’ e . T Yo o- '
L 48  Safety i TMNS 13 CMCs>Mes . % - UL
88  Clothing c -+ TMNS T T e 2 :
67  Inter-Personal Relationships: " TMNS 21 CMCS>CS | 21 . "« -
71 Health L - . TMNS 31 . Cs>MCS . - ¢ : :
. T - R . CMCS>MCS & - - . o
75 Community Facilities & Serviges . . 5.8~ . 39 * CS>MCS : X
. < . -  CMCS>MCs & . DL L
4-H Clientele Respondents, . , . ~ Y .
57 Leadership . - . LT, ) TM@- . . 28
CRD Clientele Respon&ents ) e - o - : .
71 Health : ‘8.8 . . 4.5*
75 Commumty Facilities & Seryices 9.0* .18 Cs>MCs  » | 7.2* '
76  Community Growth . .TMNS . . 2.8
77  Employment Skills . ™. . ‘ "TMNS 24 GMCS>MCS .~ . .
81--* Improve Environment * TMNS =~ .37 CS>MCS ) .
"85 . Publiclssygs .. [ . . . TMNS .20 CMCS>MCS | -+~
. . .~ - o= - . ¢ ~ .
N Sntishctlnn With Prognm Dcvalopmant Proceam g . L. ¢ .
. ‘Planning . Ly » TMNS 05, . CSOMCS + "o, ., o ° .
Conducting . 2.8 Te. S22 Cs>Mcs: . v gt o T,
R Y . i e CS»CMCS . %" : DR
-” Evaluation - - ! 5 . 24 0.8 CS>CMCS;, .7 . ’ .
. T - . T Cs>MCSs Ve, 45, - &
Public Inage . ! ‘ : TMNS 0.5 cs>MEs | . Tt
General Satisfaction Withe Programmmg : . ’ .- e -
Processes .t -3.9* , | 23" 2CS>MCS; L S
: . - ) . o ) T ;- CS>CMCs - o.8(-)~’ . ;
.- Satisfaction Witb Staffing.Pattern . T 34 . 22 + CS>MCS; . ’
” ) . . : . . P . . L4 ) E _CS>CMCS“ R . o 8(')' L4 Y - .
" . Response Speed T, - 3.5, .28 CS>MCS; - A
. ’ ot AR - * - -y LS>CMCS; . 0.4(-)‘i v LT
Helpfulness Of Information : 21 - 194 CS>CMCS;* e T
. o 7 ) . . Lo ’ < ; 1CS>MQS B ) . - . - ":
, o Tar . LN R - - 3
» \ - - M I 3 - b e P
[ . . - A I . - .~ - ‘. A . . L] s s, -
, 2 fotal model nt signifizant; ; A A e e, T T :
¥, b Einpty cells denolg‘:an,ltgnmcant nlattonshlp}. P R T -, , —_— . .
" {-] Negative reJationship. = x S P :
. *** probability less than .01 : ) e
. . EWkere more than one difference i iﬁown. the ﬁreaten dllfcrenca is shuwn—ﬂrsl. BT o N
- J A " . o . L. e 3 L _ ’16 N i ] . ‘-J-- ;; PR
EMC P B T T I A A Lo . F L LA S
;».j' Y P - -_.:. ‘.' A 1 . P . »:‘, s - ',-.’3,\-"—"! - .-b:,».":.- e o __" - ~;-‘. g..-_:_ LI — . e
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Home Economics

. » ficant in.explaining the varxance in scores.

v respondents

v =,

Commumty Resource Development

3 For the variables dge, educauon, and ‘income,
only income was significant in ekplaining the
variance in the scores for the extérnal factors,
the farm and business management, and the

. emergen;:y1 "preparedness purposes, In each
case as_income of the respondents increased,
their perceptlon-of effectiveness decreased.

[4

-
~

# -

13 No significant dlfferences by staffing ‘pattern .
.were found among the mean scores \pf the
'nutrltloﬁ famxly resourcé management or
hausing and clothing purposes.

- 2a For the safety, health, and community facfhhes

and services purposes the CMCS staffing pat-
tern, was perceived as being more effecti ive
than the MCS staffing pattern. -~
3. For the inter-personal relationship purpose the

. CMCS staffing.patjern was perceived as being *
more effective. than was the, CS stafflng
pattern.” . Ve

For the health dnd communlty facxlltles and
services purposes, the (6] ,stafflng pattern was .
perceived as .being- fnore effectrve than the |
MCS étaf@ngxpattern

When age, education, and income were cort-..
sidered in the analysis, only two relaglonships
were 3reat enough to be statlstlcaly gigni--

,. -

For.
the quthlng purpose, incomé was significant, ..
as income of tlie; respondents increased their -

. - perception of efﬁk};uveness increased. For the
inter-personal relationship purpose, age was: ..
. significant,

as age-_of the -respondents in-
_creased their _ perception of effectiveness. in-
creased . % . w o r

% R}
- . ]
3
-

" “aH Youth s B .
- 1. No significant dtfferences by s‘taffmg pattern

were found for any of the 4-H youth purposes.

’ 2 Age,. education, and income were’ not signi-

flcant in ‘explaining d.fferences in the sceres
_except that education.was. significant for the
. ‘leadership purpose. As ‘the education’ of the.,
increased, their- perceptlon -of,
pffectheness decreased.

¢!' \

b >

1. Significant differences were -found dmong the
mean_ scoses of the commumty resource devel-
opment pugposes by stafflng pattern only -on.
the facxhtles .and services, employment skills,
improve epvironment and pubhc lssues par-

poses. -

2, ’I‘he CS staffmg pattern was.percelved as beings %

mora effective than the MCS stafflng «pattern.

. on the faclhtles and services and, the 1mprove .

environment purposes. ‘o

3. The CMGS staffing patterh was perceiVed as '/

being more -effective than the MCS staffing /
. pattern’ «on the gmsloyment sk'ﬂs gnd public .

issyes purposes:

. ——

4. Age, income, and education 'Wwere not signi.-

ficant in explaining the variance in scores
exgept for the health practices and facilities,
facilities and services, and community growth~

purposes. For all three of.these purposes, age .

, was significant. As age of the respondents /in-
creased, thexr perceptlon of effectiveness also
; mcreased . ’
Satisfaction with Program _ *
Development Processes. »

1, Overall the respondents were “satisfied” with
* the proéram development processés used by .

the Extensiod Services. The overall mean
score was 4.01 of a possible 5.0.

2. The respondents from the CS staffing pattern
were significantly mofe satisfied with their
Extensl program development processes
than therespondents from the other two staff-

 ing patteris. The difference between CMCS
and MCS was not statistically significant. _

3. Regatding the plapning process, the CS stagfmg
resgondents, were significantly more.
ied than the respondents from the MCS

The difference between

and MCS was, not statistically signi-

neither  was the difference between

L CMCS and CS.

)

4. In thé conducting process, "the CS staffing pat-
“tern | resppndents
satx.j:d than the respondents from either of

the other two patterns. The difference between -

‘CM
ficant.
5. Ih r gard fo the evaluating process. the find-
-ings; were similar to those for the conducti
pro ss—the CS pattern respondents. showing
|significantly greater satisfaction than respon-
den s from either area pattern. No difference
wa found between the two area patterns .,

1 “n

and MCS w;!s not. statlstxcally signi-

-.
oy . . Y .- .
- . »

3 "o - . .

.93, Reliability of individua} items ranged rom N

/ sufing conducting resulted in 285 reliability,

s, —_ p——

Y R — —
. % i Instrumerit Recommendation
hy [ -t
1/item anaiysxs of the 17_item scale used to
ure clientele sdtisfaction with Extension

prpgram development “processes resulted in a
der-Richardson coefficient of reliabilit

7 10 .70. When analyzed as ‘three sub-scales, ' |,
he five items measuring the planning process : |.
showed a reliability bY .81, the six itemg mea-

,«4

and the.four item evaluation étale maimtained

:a pommenddple relability.of .77. Thus, each
syb-scale could be used with confxdence to
measure each of the three components of p pro-
gram development m_dxvxdually

_.,._ -

‘!

were significantly’’ more &



tern,

1 . >

€

8. For maintaining a public image, the CS staffing

.pattern respondents were more satisfied than
were the respondents from the MCS staffing
pattern. Theré was no statistically significant

- difference between CMCS ard khe other two.’

staffmg p'ettems. . - ';'-it

Sahsfacnon mth Staffmg Pa,ttetn, .
Speed of Response, and Helpfu!hes‘s

1 When asked to rate their satlsfa‘ctlon thh their

.~ staffing pattern, the CS staffing pattern re- -
spondents were mofe sati sf d with their staff- "

ing: pattern‘ than were the respondents from

the other two.staffing patterns. The difference

between CMCS -and MCS was not statlstlcaﬂ‘y
) sxgmflcant g

2. In rating response 3peed, the C$ staffing pat-
“tern respondents considered their staffing pat-
tern as being more ‘quickly responsive than the
respondents from . the~ other
cansidered theirs. "The _difference” between
MCS and CMCS was nét statistically signi-
- ficant.

3 The CS staffmg _pattem respondents consndered
the 1information provided by that staffing
pattern as being more helpful than the respon-
dents from the other two patterns did«the
information provided them.- The : difference
between CMCS and MCS ‘was not statlstlcally
sngnifxcant

A Supplemental Statistical Analysis

As the researchers worked through the preceding .
. planned-for analysis of this study’'s data, they were
.dlscouraged by .the small proportion of the total

variance in- effectiveness scores that was explained
by the selected independent variables—staffing pat-
age, income and educational level. They

two patterns .

wondered whether any of the additional data they
had collected might be associated with effectiveness
scores, and speculated that clientele satisfaction |
with programming processes, mlght be the most
.-closely associated variable. . |

.To test for these relatlonshps a series of multlple
regressmn -analyses were run .using, as. the de-
pendent variable, each person's rating of program
effectzveness as measured by perception of goal
“attainment.- The. mdependent’ variables were those,
identified in Table 16.. -

Though, the details in Table 16 will not be dis-
‘cusded here, it is readily apparent that there was a
h:gh cerrelation between satisfaction with program-
ming processes and perception’ of Extension goal
attainment. The, relationship was great enough to
suggest that the two indicators may have been
.measuring the same variable—a general sat’xsfactlon,
with Extensnon s efforts.

Suggestmns on Improving Extension -

-

" The clientele respondents were asked to list sug-

+ gestions for improving their state’s Extension Ser-

vice. The only comment that seemed to be related .

to a staffing ‘pattern was that of several people in

the MCS pattern who suggested “going back to the”

old system and “agents should be assigned only to

one county”. '
General comments included:

. 1. Extension needs to devise ways of making the,
public more aware of its services.
“ 2. Extension needs to reach a broader clientele.
3. Extension needs’to change its image from agri-.
*  culture to all people.
4. Extension agents are doing an excellent job.
5. Extension needs to build better lidison with

L

". clienfele to involve them more in program

,' development.
. More personnel are needed in Extemsion.
7 . Additional fundé are needed by Extensnon

>

-
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T . SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF CLIENTELE DATA. ’ ‘ T
.. 'DEPENDENT VARIABLES—EFFECTIVENESS OF EXTENSION IN T, .
. . ATTAINING NATIONAL PURPOSES—WITH SEVERAL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES B
-" f ” ‘ - ) - : ) 3 ) =
. ". . , . - - . . N - . =
1 . ~ 2 Percent Explained By Each Independent Variable '
Percent "+ Satisfaction 2 . . ’ Satisfaction
2 .Of Total . ' With - : . With
"y v Variance Staffing Programming - Response - Staffing

’ ¢ Naﬁonali’urppsea _Explained Pattern ,Processes Age Edncation Incpme Speed Helpfulness Pattern .
¢ - 4 * . .

L 4 .
. #

5 7 » - -

Responded Fo By Agricultural . -~ Vot
Clientele . __— : e -
01 External Factors 23.0° a 19.5* ra a- 1.3(-}) a a a
/02 Farm & Business Mgt. 40.0° o~ 240" . 6.4(-) ' .
L 03 Power-Structures 26.6* .20.9* 1.4(-) ’ 2.1
/ 04 Anjmal Managenient 26.2° 21.7* ) .
- 05 Crep Management 39.2° . "34.2¢ . s ) 1.8
- ~19 Individual & Group Mkig. 20.7* . 17.2* . ~
20 Marketing Systems . 206° | 14.3"
22 Ekpandjng Markets 19.0° . 14.2* T . -y
23 New Products-Processes "23.7% § ¢ 2L7° { .
*46 ‘Safety 22.6° . ' 15.5° * 2.3[-) .
48 Emergency Preparedness 26.7* x 21.8* . ©2.7) ) - M -
80 Watershed 20.0* ) 13.9* . . 4.3
Responded To By Honte ’ . ‘ . - -
Economics Clientele - . . - .
48 Safety 21.9* - ) 15.9% . e ’
62 Nutrition 30.1° . 21.6% . 1.9 ) , 4.5
63 Family Resource Mgt. © o 22.3 ¢ 19.4° . re 7 .
65 Housing, T 215t 18.2* - -
66 Clothing o 23.3* ‘ 17.4* : . 4.0~ .
67 Inter-Personal - . . * 4
¢ * Relationshrps 18.9* - 14.0* ., :
. 71 Heglth ’ - 255 203 ,
75 Gommunity Facilities : : »
and Services vt . 258° 1.1 b 20.7* -
Responded To By CRD Clientele . L h * .
71 Health 20:5* 11.7* " 4,2 . 18
73 Volunteer Leadership £37.3* 30.5* 1.6 T , 1.8 |
74 Community Action and . o
Organization 23.5* . -
75 Community Facilities and ’ : . '
.+ Services * 29.5* . 21.2°  ° 55 .
76 Community Growth ~ 23.1* . 18.6* *2.1 -
7% . Employment Skills 18,9* 14.8° »*° : . : .o
80" Soil and Water Priffects ' . 10.77 - 8.3* - )
81 Improve Environment 21.8* 18.0* - \ -
82 Pollution 18.9* 17.5* N 4 -
85 Public Issues . 249 14 € 22.0* " . .
Responded To By 4-H Clientele . - .
54 Science and Technology -~ - 22.9* _ o 20.2* . . T 14 -
- 55 Personal Growth,and , ’
Development 28.1* 28.0° . -
56 Citizenship_ ’ 27.5* . . 24.3* . e -
57 Leader_shig' 30.1 - 248" 1.98(-}) gm T -
. ; P ey .
! g Empty cells denote non-significant relationships. - . Zz° .,
‘CS MCS and CMCS MCS - ~ e
€ CMCS MCS St . - . b
* Probability less than .01 . : .. -

“{-} Negative relationship..
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Making recommendations for the findings of non-
experimental research designs is always somewhat ~
perilous. Those made from the results of the studies
included’in this project are subject to the problems
of ad hoc research designs. .

The problem of_delineating clear-cut staffing pat-°
terns to compare has already been discussed. The
subsequent problem of identifying states to repre-
sent those distinct patterns has also been pointed
out. In view of these concerns, the researchers felt
that the prpject design was as well planned and ex-
ecuted as possible within the limjts of cost, time and
personnel. “

In consideration of the’ above limitations, the re-
searchers made the following recommendations.

1+ Regardless of the pattern chosen, at leasf one
county Extension agent should be assigned -
specifically to each county. Clientele react
negatively to “losing their county agent.”—;

2. An administrator or a committee, .in a state

* where a change in staffing pattern is contem-
plated, probably should expect the following to
occur as a result of the change: - .

- T T T

- ,‘,A,-«,}w”ﬂtﬁ“’ [y

a. greater job satisfaction on the part of pro-

fessional workers. ]
b. a feeling of more meaningful involvement
in the organizational hierarchy on the part of
professional workers. o
c. less role conflict than might be expected.

3. In contrast to the desirable ,changes listed in
2, there are some hoped-for esults that prob-
ably will not occur as a resur of ‘changing to a
form of area staffing for a state Extension
‘Service. One might expect:

a. no improvement in perception by bgth pro-

fesstonals and clients of orgamzatmnal ,80al
- attainment. -

b. no increasg {and possibly a d'ecrease] in
clientele satisfaction with Extension pro-
gramming processes.

c. a pereeption of no faster (perhaps slower)
response to their requests by clientele.

d. informatipn to be viewed by clientele as no
more helg’fql (possibly less helpful).

e. probably no expression of great $atisfaction
with the new stafﬁng pattern by clientele.

4. Where differences were found between staffing
.patterns, the one that fared poorest was most
frequently the multi-county pattern in which
county agents were assigned to work in more
specialized “programs across ‘'several counties
(MCS). The researchers felt that this probably

. was related to Recommendatlon 1. The recom-
mendation, then, is where a change to area
staffing is contemplatéd, to consider the

-

. REGOMMENDATIONS .

3

‘ -
county. mulii. county and state [CMCS) pattern
as a desirable alternative.. -

.5. The research designs utilized in this’ pro;ect—
partlcularly those of the Warner and Pittman
studies—were found to be effective,
signs could be used in other situativns.

6. Inclided in this report are recommendations +
for further utilization of some of the specific ,
instruments jused in the project. Two in particu-
lar warrant special recommendation. They
are: .

a. the Warner job sétisfaction sca]e

b. -the Pittman satisfaction with'program devel-
ment processes scale—and its sub-scales o
planning, conducting and, evaluation..

o Ty

" 7.In the course. of this project addltlonal ques-

-tions were raised.

a. Is there a better measure of program ef-~
fectivengss than- measuring perception of.
goal attainment?

b. What are the measurable outputs of Exten-
sion programs? With what aspects of Ex-
tension efforts are Extensnon ¢lieptele satls-
fied? g)

c. What,. precisely, was ¥ Warner's * mglexnty

scale measuring? He felt it was medsuring

the professional’s perception o éps involve-
ment in the Extensnon orgamz ifional heir-
archy,

d. What ‘better methods can be devnsed to mea-
sure role confli¢t?

e. What are the sources of job satisfaction for
Extension workers? Could the Herzberg
techhiques be incorporated in studyihg the
-effects of staffing pattern changes? \

. What roles should area agents play to opti-
mize the effectiveness of Extension efforts?

g. What should be ‘the role of the area (or dis-

tricf) supervisof in various patterns?

Similar d’é;,?,g.‘,

h. Why do women. view their organization-as .

- more complex than men do? Should that be
corrected? If so, how? -~

i. How can effictency be measured? Will the
implementation of Version III of EMIS pro-
vide capability to measure cost- effectlve-;

ness more easily? . .

.
t
.

8. Though all questions under the preceding item
would be the basis for further study, some more
general recommendations for futu;e explora-
tion were identified. - .
a. One of the reasons expounded‘bﬁhose .mov-

ing toward area staffing haggbeen that “it
A will bring specialized help cigser to where
it is needed and used Thls perhaps could

~r
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. .
be measured.in ¢ difference in miles the
client must travel before and after changing
patterns. But do clientele who have the

- greatest need for “specialized help” (Defin-
ing )hat term is a concern in -itself.) feel -
that’ help is “closer® to them as a result of

, arex-staffing? )

b. Whete a state.contemplates a move toward
area staffing, they should be encouraged to
défine their rationale for making the change,
gather bench-mark data before the change,
keep records of successes and failures as the
change process goes on, and gather post-
change data for comparison with the bench-

_ mark data, .

c. Related to (b) above, but worth special men-
- tiop, is a recommendatiori for more longi-
fudinal studies of staffing patterirchanges.

4. Because staffing needs and roles yary con-
-siderably according to Extension{ program

ared, studies need to identify program area

- as ope variable. .

e. Popylations for future studies ‘might in-
clude. {1) the general population, (2] legis-
lators, and (3) personnel if*cooperating

-

e

agencies.
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f. The researchers recommend the following as
possible  variables to consider in future
studies: ’ ’

(1) seurces and methods of funding.
(2) efficiency 'in terms of cost-benefit
analysis. - -
' {3) travel time and cosfs.. J
(4) extent to which modern communica-
tion techniques are used. ’ o
(5) support facilities necessary and/or
used: . )
*(8) size and density of clientele population.
-(7) geographical size of state, area and
. counties. O
(8) criteria upon which areas were estab-
lished. ) -
- {8} job titles.
(10) criteria for selection
area positions.
(11) training neéds and methods
staff. =~ --- .
(12). extent to which staff and
involved as
made.

S
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of personnel for - 3

for area-
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staffing changes were

-

Y

W ko




4 -
- " » ¢ - -
‘. . = .
4 - ‘
' . ! . / i . P
.
. 1 3 . »*
. . - - L4
€ 4
‘ ‘o
b 4 ’
v )
} - I '] * * - ‘ ' s t
. .
. . rd A \
/n > ’ - 5y . ¢
- . 3 .
- 4
: . Footnotes .
e I I - -
e » 4 ¥ »
. . P .

Philip B, Moore. “Staffing Patterns in the Cooperative Exten-’

sion Service” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, The Ohjo
State University, 1973). g : L ¢

. . £

*Paul D Warner. “A Compasatiie Study-\'of Three Patierns of

1 Staffing Within the Cooperative Extgnsion Organization and
. " Their Association With Organizational Structure, Organiza-
Y tion Effectiveness. Job Satisfaction'and Role Conflict” {un-

- \‘1
ERI

published Ph.D. dissertation, The Ohio_ State University,
. 19733, ’

- - 7 .

*Joe D Pittman, “Effectiveness of Extension Service Programs
in Selected Staffing Patterns as Percetved by Clientele”
{unpublished Ph.D." dissertation, The Ohio State University,
1974). ) . .

v - .
. LIRS

‘Extension Management Infdrmation,System, Extension Service,
United States Department of Agricultdre, Washingtop, D.C.
1964 and. 1972. .2 ;

*Richard H Hall, “An Empirical Study of Bureaucratic Dimen-
sions and Their Relation to Other Orgahizational Charac-

teristics” (unpublished Ph.D dissertation. The Ohio State
University, 1961). | o £ .

I3

LI ) .
rd -
. . “©
- - .
. ,
L b4 -
* . v
4 s
* L4
N 3
.
- N .
. .
H
E . ¢ .
. w ¢
[N
= £
1
‘.
. L .2
’ ’ [
- T * A}
o, .
- ’-'
.

*Rensis Likert, New Patterns of Monagement (l}iewf York:

.+ McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1961).

3
~ »

“Randall Barnett and Logan, Lodderback, “When Organizations
Change...." Journol of Extension, "IX {Summer, 1971}
pp. 9-15. . ., . .

~ ¢
.

3Buel Lam;ﬁ.xer et al.. “Area Agent Study: A Report of the Re-
-view of Multi-County Area Agents Operations in Thirteen,
States,” Federal Extension Service, United States Departy,
ment of Agriculture, Washifigton, D.C., 1965, pp. 31-32.

g , - .

sRobert L. Kahn gt ol.. Orgonizotional Stress: Studjes 1n Role

Conflict ond Ambiguity {New York. john Wiley and Sons,
1964} p. 34" - * T

>

>
"Henry M. Brooks and Richard E. Young, "‘Strengths gnd Weak- -
nesses of Three Extension Staffing Patterns,” Cooperative
Extension Service, The Ohio State University, Apri, i874

*

(Mimeographed.) ’

- N . ¥
,

-
- P - ’
¢
. -
* » A
. * - ¥
» >
> ’
:
- ’
A
¢
.
.
¢
’td
. (A -~
P ~ -
- - . *
.
~ - 3 B .
- - L ‘
ya - « ]
1 r . -
] . .
- st
B ,
b k4 ¢
3 #
- -
R . [N *
' B B H
; ’
- . M
. 4
*
s 14
-
.
s
i
. " o
. .
- s -
. -
'
. Ld
-
o ¢
.
.
.
. »
. ,
-
» ' - y
. ’
- -
— -
. »
. '’y
¢ - . ‘
- ’
¢ .
. +*
. 1]
¥, - .
- - b
. -
? 2 1
. Flad
* . *
o x




