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This paper begins with a disclaimer. The procedures described herein should be
considered work in progress rather than a definitive description of procedures to use.
While the ideas presented are theoretically sound, and have been applied in an actual
extension setting, not all the questions associated with the procedure have been
answered, or even addressed. In keeping with this constraint, the tone of this paper is
less formal than that of many learned papers,

The remainder of the paper begins with an overview of the context lez ding to the appli-
cation of the priority-setting procedure, describing the need for a procedure and the
constraints affecting any proposed procedure. This is followed by a brief retrospective
description of earlier attempts at priority-setting, then an examination of the various
optional procedures available. Following that, the procedure employed is described,
and its advantages and disadvantages are discussed. Next comes 2. description of how
management practice was influenced by the priority-setting procedure. The conclusion
examines other situations and environments where a similar procesdure could probably
be applied. The appendix holds instruments and sample results from a recent applica-
tion of the procedure at the Division of Extension and Community Relations (DECR),
University of Saskatchewan.

The Priority-setting Environment

It is safe to assume that resources required at universities to do every kind of extension
programming possible or desirable are simply not available, even in affluent times. In
times when budgets are static, or even reduced, the critical nature of a priority-setting
process is even more evident. At the same time, in most university extension environ-
ments— even in these financially constrained times— there is some discretionary
funding available to develop new thrusts in extension programming. Even after needs
are identified and analyzed, it is likely that there will be more worthwhile program-
ming to be done than there will be funding avatilable to do it; it is also likely that it will
be difficult to identify clear "winners" of the competition for funds. Some method of
prioritizing the possible and desirable programming thrusts is therefore required.

Program priority-setting is making deciziuns about the allocation of resources to
various program possibilities, based on the relattve importance as perceived by the
stakeholders. The objective of the exercise described here 1s to assign both staff and
budget to the h.ighest priority program areas. A program area is deflned as including the
subject matter, the cllentéle, and the kinds of outcomes expected.

The priority-setting exercise can be conceptualized as having the following stages:
Describe possible program areas.

Identify a set of criteria to be used in making judgements.

Make judgements about each program area.

Assign indexes of relative importarice to program areas.

pUW W e
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Sctting Priorities in Extenafon 2

5. Assign resources to program areas.
6. Commit to action.
Much of the Division's priority-setting exercise described here is focused on Stage 4,

The major outcome is the pooling of individual Judgsmenis so that the relative
importance, as percetved by the staff, can be displayed and used in decision making.

The milieu in which the priority-setting process described in this paper was developed
was undoubtedly a factor determining the procedures used. Two aspects, the budget-
setting process used at the University, and the Division's history of involving program-
mers in priority-setting, are worthy of special mention.

the University of Saskatchewan, the budget-setting process includes a probe/add -
bat:k exercise. This entails the head of a budgetary unit (such as the Division) proposing
to the President's Advisory Committee the ways in which the unit's budget would be
reduced by a certain percentage. (In 1987-88, the proposal required a 4% probe.) At the
same time, several proposals are presented for a range of percentage add-backs (typical-
ly 1%, 3%, 5%, and 7%).

Theoretically at least, the process allows for shifting resources from low priority areas
to high priority areas— both within the unit and among the units across the entire
University. In practical terms, the degree of flexibility is less than what the process
cught tn aLaw for. Pgasnns fgr this ineludc the ::c:mlmtment to stude:;ts to cnmplete

another, and the necsssity cf aculeﬁng t@ L-IIliGII ::czn.erac:fs; Sﬂll. Tesources can be and
are shifted through the use of the probe/add-back process, and priorities must be taken
into account in the shift.

At a more micro level, an explicit list of priorities can assist decision-making on non-
credit programs, and shifts in resources from one program area to another can be
expedited and justified.

Staff Involvement in Priority-setting

All extension units set priorities, but there are probably as many ways of doing this as
there are units. Some of the methods used are elaborate and others are stmple; some are
well definec while others defy description. However, in all cases there is priority-
setting talcing place. Frequently, priority decisions are made "top down", with the chief
administrator(s) for the unit setting priorities, then explicating them to staff, DECR
has, for the past number of years, been grappling with a process of priority-setting that
mcnﬁaarates ﬂiE views c:f staff, 'I'his sacﬁfm deals with a brief description of various
Over the past 20 years the Division staff have been involved in six two- or three-day
staff rgmzats away from the ::ampus Sg:ge of ﬂlegt: were ﬁutside Saskagmn. nthers
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setting at every retreat— some were more direcly related to orgganization and structure—
inevitably information was exchanged at thost retreats that $xfluenced progran
priorities. The first retreats were devoted primarily to informxation sharing about
programs and organizational matters. Tt e alocation of resorarces to program areas
was then detgmﬁgd ’b’_y’ ma::agement {i. e., the "chp dawn" mode] was used) ley at the

j;lvnlvgms:nt Ln pri@rlty*s:tting.

Following the first three meetings, there was 1 growing feelingg among staff that they
warited more input to decision-making in the Division regarcdiing program priorites.
One outcome was a committee of faculty struckto developa set of criteria to assistin
making decisions about the appropriateness o certain kinds ©f programs to be deliv-
ered by the Division. These criteria were ratified &y the entire ==taff circa 1978 and were
subsequently used as guidelines by individualsto make decisions to proceed ornot
proceed with pr@jeetsi

settmg E:ammitte\‘ tﬂ pmvide sdvice ta mmiagement mgardmg the assigmnent of
resources to various program areas. Experdence to this point hvaad been that the consen-
sus model—where the underlying premise wasthat once all st==ff had the same Informa-
tion, they would come to be of a single mind—simply would not produce the expected
unanimity, given the heterogeneity of staff backgrounds, ideal=s, and aspirations, Some
more objective method of assessing and averagng the wishes off the group had tobe
found. The committee subsequenily developedthe procedures «lescribed in this paper.

The First Application of the Procedure

The first phase of the current process was developed and implexmenced in 1982. The
procedure was to have each programmer descrbe in writing the= program area he or she
was involved in, or was interested in pursuing After circulaticon of the written descrip-
tions, a group session was held to answer questions about the y»rogram areas described
and to make any necessary elaborationt:. Eachstaff member tkaen was asked tocom-
Plete a matched pair, forced choice exervise (se:Appendix, p. A— 1 for a sample page),
using thc  : of criteria that had been developed earlier as a basse. Each programarea
(e.g., Agriculture Production and Marketing, Women's Studies, FIuman Relations
Education, etc.) was paired with every other program area, and each programmer had to
respond to each pair with an answer to the question "If the Un#wversity could provide
non-credit programs in only one of the following pairs of areas . which should it be?
The results of the exercise were used to constructt a Thurstone se=ale (Torgerson, 1958, pp.
155-179). The programs were then characterizd as high prior&ty, medium priory, and
low priority, depending where on the Thurstone scale they fell (=see Appendix, p.A%).
The procedures used and the results of the firstattempt at prox-ity-setting were pre-
sented as part of a workshop conducted by Bob Brack and Glen ¥3ass at the April 1113,
1884 Western CAUCE meeting in Saskatoon,

Unfortunately, as the results were applied to duision-making csver the couple of years
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following theetr e -3y, & was found tt=aat there was some =ambiguity possible in
the inferpresiistion 24 the - éagb sbtained. Theee Thurstone scale di==l not give any
guidance a5t “ha 2oinn . amolesiit of resources= to assign to any gtve==n area, for example-—-
it simply fiderits, >d the ,&ptgvic priority of eac=h area. The relatlva pasitinn ofa
progumwss petier kutswin Ly Ehis procedure t=Than by a simple ra ng, to be sure. but
still questlon:s rematzied. [ waas not clear wh=ether a higher priorE=ty meant more
resourcess 5izre calisd fof, “het—her there shoullc bea shifting of resssources from one
(lower pric ity pragras:: 23¢a) a=rea to the othemxr, or whether the apmpropriate amount of
resourtes were barTy agiplied, Jtwas po&sﬂale “to conceive of a situ=ation where a program
areawoude. ha e a veryy high psriority but’ requ—zire little financial a—d/or personnel
nvestmerst ;0 iitain, Even 4f those questicmms were addressed, #there would still be a
questin #s tc svhetfver the Tescources allocatecR should be dollars oz=x people.

In light of these shortcomings, ~the entire proce=ss wasre-examined by staff at a subse-
quentretreat dealing with pricerity-setting, anmd a number of altermnative methods for
arrivin at the destred end werwe considered,

Othe:- Approachees Considered
Ad ho priority decision-rnakiryg
Underan ad hoe priority decfsiion-making moc=%el, the manager wommald assign resources

based on the information at hamnd at the time t=3he decision had to be= made. There is
reallyno system. However, prosgram priorities— are often set under —ithese circumstances,

With the history of concern gbwout staff involves=ment in decision-mmaking, and the
sustained effort by staff to articculate and expEEAcate criteria for appssropriateness of
extension projects, there was li=ttle to recomme=mnd the adoption of t=his strategy.

Priorities set by management (t=he 'i'op down' mrnodel)

Althouh some staff members felt that it was r=aot onlya manager’s  right, but his or her
responsibility, to set priorities sand communic==te them to staff, otE=1ers felt strongly that
a moreegalitarian approach wosuld be appropr—iate fora university context. Given that
the Program Priority Committtes was establish=ed largely as a react=ion to having

progrm priorities set by managgement, this alsemative was not de—emed practical.

Generl staff disct n (the comnsensus; modelr®

This sprobably the most often used system of= priority-setting. Fo=llowing the discus-
sion, the program manager would interpret the= discussion and tramnslate it into
managment decisions of staff sallocation and Mbudgel appropriatiossy. The difficulty
with this process is that all stafif are not likely t=o have the same inp=at. Those who are
eloquent and persistent are like=ly to have thelza opinions 1nore hea—wily weighted than
thosevwho are less likely to spealsup. This proc=edure s dependent v_apon the manager
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being able to adequately size up the Siscussion.

As indicated earlier, there was histomical reason to believe that the heterogeneity of the
group would not lead to consensus, —This belief was reinforced by the discussion {and
lack of conclusion) on priority-settingss that took place at the most recent retreat, and
the discussion/consensus model wa==s discarded as being impractical and insufficiently
objective,

Ranlc order priority , \

In this method, all staff would simplss” place each program area in rank order of
importance. The program with the h=Sghest average rank order would then be perceived
as the most important and the one wsith the lowest, of least importance. The manager
would then assign resources accordic—gly.

Thjs meﬂmd nbvh:usly suﬁ‘ets Erc:t):l t=he same shnﬁcammg in mterpretabmty as the

élreaﬂy ﬁs&di Lna'smueh as a Thurstc:me scale pi‘avides neaﬂy mtcrval mfarmauan.
while the rank order msthod provide=s only ordinal infermation, a point elaborated
upon later in this paper. o

For these reasons, it too was discardessed, and the decision was made to build on the
approach already in use, attempting teso shore up the weak aspects.

The A_pproach Taken

Any prioritizing activity must take comgnizance of both existing prog am areas and
potential new program areas. For ine=dtviduals to offer an informed opinion on the
educational worth of an area (be it exElisting or new) requires some knowledge of the area.
Inasmuch as programmers tend to kn=ow their own program areas much better than
they kmow other programmers’ areas, some device was required to establish a common
knowledge base, insofar as possible.

In the firstinstance, a brainstorming session was held in which staff identified areas
which they thought the university sshould be progr: ng, but wasn't. Individuals
suggesﬂ.ﬁg new program areas were re=quested to prcvide a bﬂef rationale for thar
programm area. Page-long written destmﬂptimjs for each area were produced and circula-
tzd to all staff.
Several weeks later, DECR programme=rs used a day-long retreat to try to estzhlish this
common ground. Removed from the wework-place (and therefore away from phones and
visitors), staffl members concentrated on making 15-minute presentations on the areas
in which they currently programsed.  The thrust of the presentations was information
sharing. with descriptions of what was== now being done, as well as what needed to be
done ir1 addition to or instead of what wexas now being done. Where i was reasonable to
do so, staifreated sub-categories of tliheir program areas as distinct units, particularly
in the cases where they themselves thesought that a shift in emphasis in their progiam-

-
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ming was required. For example, in agriculture, agricultural producticsi was treated as
an entity distinct from social and human concerns related to agriculture,

For those program areas that were new, one or more staff members (usually those whose
idea it was at the brain-storming session) were identified to champion the cause, and
present an argurnent on behalf of the new program area.

Because of the length of time required to cover all program areas, the next step was done
as a "take-home" exercise during the following week, but could have been done (time
permitting) immediately at the conclusion of the description session. That step invol-
ved asking all staff to do a forced choice consideration of each palr of program areas
discussed. Tiie instructions were: For each of the following pairs of program areas
identifled {a the retreat where the areas were described) indicate which you feel should
have the highest priority. Mark efther a '1' or a '2' in each blank. Do not spend too much
time thinking about any question; record your first reaction. In order for your input to
be useable at all requires that you answer every question. You must choose either'1’ or
'2'=ties are not allowed,

What followed the instructions was the list of all possitle pairs of the 10 program areas
discussed, some 55 combinations. In order to minimize any possible effect caused by
the order in which the pairs were presented, the advice of Ross (1934) was followed in
setting up the sequence of the pairs. Ross's advice also mandates that a particular
strategy be followed with respect to which of the pair of items is presented first (Le.. it
distinguishes between the pair A-B and the pair B-A). The complete instrument is
located on pages A-3 and A-4 of the Appendix.

The anonymous responses were tabulated and a Thurstone scale was constructed
according to the proredures outlined by Torgerson (1958, pp. 170-179).

The most significant benefit of using a Thurstone scale, and no small one at that, is that
the points generated on the scale form almost an interval scale. That is, distances
among points on the scale are meaningful. To illustrate, knowing that points A, B, C,
and D fall in the rank order ACDB is not “:early as rich in meaning as the following:

A C D B
| _ _ I _ _ L

High Low

On the graphic scale above (which resembles a Thurstone scale), one can see that both A
and C are considerably higher than either D and B, and that D is really about mid-

range. That richness of information is just not available in the ranking ACDB. This
additional information afforded by the Thurstone scale is useful for assisting decision-
making,

On the negative side, a Thurstone scale has an arbitrary zero point, which sometimes

Too, a Thurstone scale has no way of displaying variance, so it is difficult to determine
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to what degree various respondents agree with respect to the location of a point cn the
scale. For example, the following scale, which fllustrates an average location of a scale
point

High e M 7~

could be the result of the pooled opinion of five different respondents whose individual
responses might be

Higlf;

On the other hand, the value X, on the first scale might just as eastly represent the
average of the following five responses:

H\
P

Xi X3 X5
| |

X3 i {4

Clearly, there is considerably less agreement among respondents with respect to the
appropriate location of the point in the fiist case than there is in the second case. In
other words, there is more variance in the first situation than in the second; yet simply
knowing the average scale point location Xg as in the top-most scale, hides that infor-
mation from us.

This problem of masked variance translates upward to comparisons among mean
scores of priority for different program areas, as well. For example, four different
pregram areas might have priority scores (means) and distributions as shown below.
Note that if one attends to only the mean scores (M;...My), and not the distributions, one
misses the potentially valuable information that there is a great deal more agreement
amongst respondents with respect to the priority of program 2 than there is with respect
to program 1, even though their priority scores are similar.
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Attemrnipting to deal wit38h the Thurstone scale's lack of information about variance,
coupoled with the diffie=ulties of interpretation experienced in the earlier priority-setting
attecapt vis-a-vis allsce=ation of resources, led to the addition of another step in the
polli-ng process. That s=step involved providing all staff with the results of the Thurstone
scale=, and asking theme = to assign what they thought to be (a) the appropriate amount of
fund®ing subsidy, and (@) the appropriate proportion of programmer's time to each
pProg—xam area (see Appe=ndix, p. A-5 and A-6).

Funcling subsidy was Gefined for staff as the difference (in dollars) between what the
progex-am area generatesss (in fees) and what it uses (expenses), expressed as a percentage,
To a=ssist staff in makiemg this determination, figures corresponding to each program
area (that existed thenl® for the previous year were provided. The information provided
inclamded both the numBlber of dollars used in subsidy and the percentage of total subsidy,
to ghere as complete a plmmcture as possible.

In 2 =simlilar way, staff w=were asked to specify what proportion of a programmer's time
they -thought should be- - devoted to each program area. Again, the percentage of full-time
equicralent (FTE) prograsamme:s' iime spent on each (then-existing) area in the previous
year -was provided as immnformation.

In bwth cases, staff wermme asked to make their determinations to the nearest 1%, and
were  reminied that thelilir numbers had to total 100%. The question was stated thus: In
acco—dance with my pemerception of what the Division's priorities should be, I would
assig_mn the following per==centages of funding subsidy and number of FTE's to the pro-
graneaming areas listed.

Analysis of Data

It wasss thus possible to e=xpress both subs!dy (dollars) and FTE's (personnel) in under-
stan@able terms, giving both the means and variance for both. Operationzlly, the
resuliits were plotted in twmwo ways (see p. A-7 and A-8 of the Appendix): as circle graphs,
and = aformat similar - to some stock market summaries, with the mean and one
standard deviation abose and below it marked with lines, to give a visual represent-
ation. of variability,

Thus_. ataglance, one c==an see from the circle graphs on p. A-7 that the Humanitles

10
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programming area commanded approximately the same proportion of percentage of
subsidy and percentage of FTE, but Human Resources Development was, according to
the pooled opinions of all staff, entitled to only about half the percentage of subsidy
that it was the percentage of FTE.

More importantly, it was obvious from the plots on p. A-8 that there was a high degree
of unanimity regarding the allocation of dollars to Women's Studies, but considerable
variability regarding the allocation of FTE. By contrast, Agricultural Science showed
considerable variability on both dimensiens, while Adult Education showed consider-
able unanimity on both dimensions. ’

The combination of the Thurstone scale, the circle graphs, and the variance plots could
provide the necessary information to guide decision-making.

The Role of Management
Collegial priority-setting, regardless of the method, is usually implemented to provide
staff with opportunities to influence the adjustment of intermediate-range organ-
izational goals. Within universities, intermediate-range goals are expected to translate
into effects which are felt over a two- to five-year period. Assuming that prierities can
be established in such a way that both staff and management have a high degree of
confidence in the validity of the exercise, it is management's responsibility to optimize
the relationship between internally agreed-upon priorities and external constraints
imposed by the university as a whole or by the university's external environment.

The priority-setting exercise described was based on assumptions related to confidence
in the process and on the need to optimize between the ideal established internally and
the real external environment. The process was highly dependent upon how staff
processed critical information, and the degree to which they understood and accepted
what had been agreed to. Consequently, the impact of priority-setting on management
is best addressed within the context of three phases in the priority-setting exercise,
Those phases are referred to here as the search for staff agreement, the reflection of
staff opinion, and the fmplementation of staff priorities.

The Search for Staff Agreement

As discussed earlier, the search for staff agreement began as staff attempted to define
the boundaries of existing program categories and to develop and define the boundaries
of potential categories which heretofore had not exist=d. Prevalent throughout the
exercise was the issue of category exclustveness— that is, the attempt to define program-
ming categories which were unique, with little or no overlap or commonality with
other programs. The need to develop a uniqueness in program identity, purpose,
resource base, and clientéle was driven by the ultimate need for staff to make choices
and to prioritize program categories. At the same time, staff sometimes experienced

11
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difficulty with the somewhat artifictal nature of arbitrary program categories with
mutually exclusive definitions and boundaries,

Further, in the search for staff agreement, the development of an in-depth under-
standing of program areas or categories was paramount. Staff experienced difficulty in
Jjustilying the energy and time required both to provide and to assimilate information
essential for priority-setting. The information exchange in some instances led to the
adjustment of a program to ensure support fivm staff who would otherwise not have
been supportive. However, perhaps the most difficult aspect related to building confi-
dence in the process was the adversarial nature of the search for agreement. The
providers of the critical infermation were those who controlled the program categories.
Yet to attain a sufficient level of confidence in the precess, those same individuals had
to strive for objectivity, and ultimately to detach themselves from their vested interests
in particular programs.

Thus, the challenge of management through the search for staff agreement phase is one
of

» facilitating the process

* enhancing staff confidence in a process that attempts to set vested interests aside
* ensuring that the program categories are sufficiently real, and

* ensuring that the information exchanged is adequate.

The Reflection of Staff Opinion ,
Management has an important role in bridging between data analysis and staff ratifi-
cation in the priority-setting process, by ensuring that the data are displayed in such a
way as to lead to collective priority decisions in which staff have an acceptable level of
confidence. In the case under discussion, management, in conjunction with the
Priority-setting Committee, transformed the data slightly to reflect in a different way
the degree of staff agreement or consensus for each program category (see p. A-9 of the
Appendix). Using the variance data, the program areas or categories were ranked from
those program areas with most agreement (least variance) to those program areas with
least agreement (most variance). Criteria were then establishad to separzte the program
areas into three categories: those with agreement (agreement on both budget and staff
allocation), those with mixed agreement (agreement on budget or staff allocation), and
those with no agreement. To do the categorizing, it was necessary to establish
arbitrarily a minimum level of variance acceptzable to assume agreement.
Management's role in the operational definition of agreement is important. It might be
expected that the level of variance required for agreement is likely to change from year
to year as opinions among staff change and available resources vary. For the purpose of
priority-setting, budget and staff resources were treated as a closed system, without
consideration for extraordinary external funding or staffing support beyond base
budget. In a closed system model, adding resources to a particular program area
requires removing corresponding resources from somewhere else within the system.
Consequently, for the exercise to be in tune with reality, it is important that manage-

12
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ment be involved in the arbitrary selection of the level of variance which operationally
definex stafil agreement or consensus in the priority-setting exercise. The respon-
sibility of management is thus to ensure that a definition of agreement is established
which is likely to lead to an outcome that is realistic and possible to implement.

Implementation of Btaff Priorities

Once staff are able to ratify a priority statement with an acceptable level of confidence,
it is management's responsibility to take the advice seriously and reflect on staff
priority opinion as opportunities occur during the budget allocation and workload
assignment periods. Regardless of how informed staff are during the priority-setting
statement, conditions related to budget and personnel may have changed significantly.
Indeed, it is reasonable to expect  _ontinuosus shifting of conditions at the untversity
level and beyond, which are external but relevant to a university extension unit.
Management is in a position to track and anticipate environmental shifts and to look
for opportunities such as staff retirements, sabbatical leaves, and other leaves to
stimulate organizational change. At the same time, mamagement mist keep in mind
that "snap-shot in time" of staff opinion as to what might be ideal siifts in program-
ming priorities.

agreement and the degree of confldence staff have in the priority-setting exercise is
adequate. At the same time, management must decide how tc deal with the program
areas or categories about which staff canmnot agree. Clearly the latter program areas
cannot be ignored. Management is left to establish information-gathering procedures
which are ancillary to the priority-seiting exercise, and to re-shape the no agreement
program areas without the benefit of staff participation in an internal priority
statement.

Conclusion

which has ylelded promising results. The procedure is bullt around the need for
intensive information exchange among staff, with a resultant quantification of both
staff opinion related to staff and budget subsidy allocations and the extent of staff
quantification of staff opinion related to changes in intermmediate-range program
objectives, and it addresses both budget and staff assignments.

Perhaps the most serious challenge to those interested in implementing similar
acceptable definition of program categories, staff divestiture of vested interest, and the

commitment of time and effort required by programmers to fully understand the
options avallable to themn. Most likely the greatest payoff lies in the observation that

13
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before it can work, staff must be prepared to share information, give up some individua!
freedom, and search for both a collective will and a collective opinion- both essential
to organizational development.

References
Ross, R. T. (1934). Optimum orders for the presentation of pairs in the method of paired
comparisons. The Journal of Educational Psychology, 25, 375-382.
Torgerson, W. 8. {1958). Theory and methods of scaling. New York: Wiley.

14




Setting Prioritizs in Extension 13

Appendix

Portion of matched pair, forced-choice questionnaive used in first application..........A-1
Thurstone scale resulting from first application of procedure.........ooovevveeeoeeoeeeeoon A2

Complete matched pair, forced-choice questionnaire used in second application.......A-3




If the University could provide non-credit programe in only ane of the

following mairs of areas, vhich should it be?

Small Businexs Bducation
Preventive Medicine

Fine & Performing Arts
Computers & Their Effects
Politics & Public Issues
Agriculture Production & Marketing
Non~credif Adult BEducation
Pre-retirement Education
Human Relations Bducation
Rural Develoopment Education
Multicu“tural & Ethnic Studies
Org. leadership & Development
Energy Conservation

Consumer Studies
Pre-retirement Zducation

Small Business Education
Wemen's Stndies

Preventive Medicine

Fine & Performing Arts
Conputers & Their Effects
Politics & Public Issues
Agriculture Production & Marketing
Nan—-criadit Adult Education
Rural Development Education
Multicultural & Ethnic studies
Org. Leadership & Development
Energy Conservation

Consumer Studies
Pre-retirement Education
Non—credit Adult Education
Smll Business Education

Human Relations Bducation
Women's Studies

Preventive Medicine

Fine & Performing Arts
Computers & Their Effects

[1]

[2]

{31

(4]

(5]

[6]

|

[8}

(91

[10]
[11]
[12]
[13]
(14]
[15]
[16]
[17]
[18]
(19]
[20]
(21}
[22]
[23]
{24]
[25]
[26]
[27]
(28]
[29]
{30]
[31]
[32]
(33]
[34]
[35]
[36]

Women's Studies

Human Relations Bducation

Rural Development Education

Multicultural & Ethnic Studies
Org. Leadership & Develocpment

Energy Conservation

Consumer Studies

Small Business Bducation

Wamen's Studies
Preventive Medicine
Fine & Performing Arts
Computers & Their Effects
Politics & Public Issues
Agriculture Production & Marketing
Non—credit Adult Education
Buman Relations Education
Rural Development Education
Multicultural & Ethnic Studies
Org. leadership & Development
Energy Conservation
Consumer Studies
Pre-retirement Education
Smll Business Education
Human Relations Bducation
Women's Studies
Preventive Medicine
Fine & Performing Arts
Computers & Their Effects
Politics & Public Issues
Agriculture Production & Marketing
Rural Development Education
Malticultural & Ethnic Studies
Org. Leadership & Development
Energy Conservation

Consumer 5t§éi&s
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HIGH =

Women's Studies
Agriculture Production and Marketing

Fine and Performing Arts

- Computers and Their Effects
- Adult Education

Politiecs and Public Issues

Preventive Medicine

- Rural Development Education

- Organizational Leadership and Development

Pre-Retirement Education

= Small Business Education

- Human Relations Educatien

Multicultural and Ethnic Studies
Energy Conservation

- Consumer Studies
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A-3

Priority—Setting ‘86
Instructions: For each of the following pairs of prograrmm areas
identified on September 4, indicate which you feel should have the
highest priority. Mark élther a 'l or a ‘2' in each blank. Do not
spend too much time thinking about any question; record your first
reaction.

In order for your input to be useable at all requires that you
answer every question. You must choose either '1' or '2'—ties
are not allowed.

(1) Agricultural Science - (2) Rural Devel. Education............____
(1) Language Instruction - (2) Women's Studies. .... e
(1) Religious Studies - (2) Human Resources Devel...............
(1) Humanities - (2) Science & Technology................. e —
(1) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed - (2) Seniors' Programs............. e
(1) Fine & Performing Arts - (2) Agricultural Science..........._____
(1) Women's Studies - (2) Rural Devel. Education...............
(1) Human Resources Devel. - (2) Language Instructiarz, e —
(1) Science & Technology - (2) Religious Studies. . e
(1) Seniors' Programs - (2) Humanitles...i.i..!........ e —
(1) Fine & Performing Arts - (2) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed..........._____
(1) Agricultural Science - (2) Women's Studies. . e —
(1) Rural Devel. Education - (2) Human Resources Deve;lg e
(1) Language Instruction - (2) Science & Technology.............—___
(1) Religious Studies - (2) Seniors' Programs......................___
(1) Humanities - (2) Fine & Performing Arts......... e —
(1) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed - (2) Agricultural Science.............._____
(1) Human Resources Devel. - (2) Women's Studies.............. I
(1) Science & Technology - (2) Rural Devel. Education........... _
(1) Seniors' Programs - (2) Language Instruction...... e
(1) Fine & Performing Arts - (2) Religious Studies.......... e ——
(1) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed - (2) Humanities............. e
(1) Agricultural Science - (2) Human Resources Devel..........._____
(1) Women's Studies - (2) Science & Technology.................—__
(1) Rural Devel. Education - (2) Senfors’ Programs..............
(1) Language Instruction - (2) Fine & Performing Arts.........._____
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(1) Religious Studies - (2) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed. .. e ——
(1) Humanities - (2) Agricultural Sclem:e%
(1) Science & Technology - (2) Human Kesources Devel...... . .. —
(1) Serilors' Programs - (2) Women's Studles..................... __
(1) Fine & Performing Arts - (2) Rural Devel, Education...... . ____
(1) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed - (2) Language Instruction. e —
(1) Humanities - (2) Religious Studiesﬁ
(1) Agricultural Science - (2) Science & Technolc Y
(1) Human Resources Deve]. - (2) Seniors' Programs. e
(1) Women's Studies - (2) Fine & Performing Arts....... ... ... __

(1) Language Instruction - 2) Humanitlesﬁ
(1) Religious Studies - (2) Agricultural Science..... ... e
(1) Seniors’ Programs - (2) science & Technology............... .
(1) Fine & Performing Arts - (2) Human Resources Devel...... ____
(1) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed - (2) Women'. Studies.................___
(1) Humanities - (2) Rural Devel. Education......................___
(1) Religious Studies — (2) Language Instruction. .. .. e
(1) Agricultural Science - (2) seniors' Programs.................___
(1) Science & Technology - (2) Fine & Performing Arts.........
(1) Human Resources Deve] — (2) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed........
(1) Women's Studies - (2) Humanltiesig
(1) Rural Devel. Education - (2) Religious Studies. . .. e
(1) Language Instruction - (2> Agricultuvral Science. ... . e
(1) Seniors' Programs - (2) Fine & Performing Arts......... ...
(1) Science & Technology - (2) Teaching Skills/Ad Ed...........
(1) Human Resources Deve]. ~ (2) Humanities................... . __
(1) Women's Studies - (2) Religious Studies.......................___
(1) Rural Devel. Education - (2) Language Instruction..........
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PRIORITY

- Women's Studies
~ Science & Technology

Fine & Performing Arts

Humanities

— Agricultural Science

~ Seniors' Programs

= Teaching Skills/Ad E4

~ Religious Studies

= Human Resources Devel.

~ Languiage Instruction

20
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In acordance with my perception of what the Division's priorities should be, I would
assign the following percentages of funding subsidy and number of FTE's to the
programming arcas listed:

Percentage Percentage
of subsidy of FTE's

budget (to (to nearest
nearest 1%) 1%)

Science & Technology. ............. ... .. .. ____ —

Fine & Performing Arts........... .. . .. ___ .

Rural Devel. Education..... ........ . e
Teaching Skills/ad E4.. .. . . ——
Religious Studies...................... . ___ —

Human Resources Devel... ... . ... ... —_

Language Instruction.. .., e —

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




% Subsidy
) Hum Res Dev (4.8) [0]
oA

Religious Studies (.1) [0]

Teaching/Ad Ed (3.0) |

Women's Studies (21.5) [23]

Rural Dev Ed (10.2) [16] »

Seniors' (8.3) [10] s :

——— Sc & Technology (7.50) [0]

Ag Science (17.7) [27] "Fine & Perf Ats (16.8) [24]

Humanities (10.1) [0]

% FTE

Hum Res Dev (9.3) [18]

Religious Studies (.4) [0] ——p» T Women's Studies (16.8) [13]
Teaching/Ad Ed (5.8) [1]

Rural Dev Ed (8.8) [13]

o Sc & Technology (12) [13]

Seniors' (5.8) [5] 0

Fine & Perf Arts (11.9) [11]

Ag Science (20.8) [26]
Humanities (8.3) [0]

NOTE: This year's percentages are shown in parentheses ( );
last year's percentages are shown in brackets [ ].

AV
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A-8

% of Subsidy (showing variabiiity)

EREREEEE

T T 1T 1 T 1 T T 1 T ]
WS FPA AgS3C RurDev.. ReligSt Language
Sc&Tech Human  Senfors AdEduc Hum Res...

&% FTE (showing variablity)

T T T T T 1 |
WS FPA AgSC RurDev.. ReligSt Language

Sc & Tech Human Senfors AdEduc Hum Res...



Prior.sat.rank by agresmant
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FACULTY Y OPINION F RE: PEHCENTAGE suasmv

TO PROGRAM AREAS

PROGRAM AREA _

% OF TGTAI. SUEEIDV BUDGET

RECOM, CHANGE | I

EASE|DECREASE]  AGREEMENT

o586 Alloe,

Faculty Allac

[ % suBsioy | Rank

(sor)1 St Dev.

RELIGIOUS STUDIES|

oW

%

%7

o

TEACHING AD. ED,

"

R

o

HUM. RES, DEV.

%

5%

5%

o

WOMEN'S STUDIES |

2%

2%

U ]

SCIENCE AND TECH,

0%

8%

7%

HUMANITIES

0%

o

. __10_% .

10%

RURAL DEV, ED.

16%

-6%

1%

SENIORS & GERONT,

_10%

2%

1%

FINE & PERF. ARTS

W

%

|r~..:-_n-m5

17%

AGRIC. SCIENCE

o

1o

| el

19%
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nggr__lqﬂ T0 PROGRAM AREAS

PROGRAM AREA__

% FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT FACULTY |RE

HECDM _CHANGE

DECREAEE AGREEMENT

85-86_Allocation

Faculty Alloc,

% FTE

ank__|(+or-]1 St Dev,

RELIGIOUS STUDIES|

0%

o

0%

TEACHING AD. ED.

1%

5%

HUM, RES, DEV.

8%

%%

|

AMANTES | w

0%

8%

&%

SENIORS & GERONT,

§%|

6%

RURAL DEV, ED,

1

0%

L

FINE & PERF. ARTS

%

o

12%

SCIENCE AND TECH

13%

_12%

i 1m

WOMEN'S STUDIES

13%

17

7%

AGRIC. SCIENCE

26%|

21%)

T

| f |
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