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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Cooperative Extension Service in Oklahoma is looked to by many 

farmers, ranchers, homeowners, hom~makers, youth, and others, as a 

source of unbiased information. Much of the success of the Oklahoma 

Cooperative Extension Service can be associated with the agents that 

provide the services to the citizens of the state. Extension agents in 

Oklahoma have an important task of helping clientele identify needs, 

then to work at providing the educational opportunities necessary in 

order to help those same clientele reach their goals and meet their 

personal needs. 

The Extension Agent must be dedicated to his/her program 

responsibilities and must be willing to work evenings and week-ends 

frequently in order to serve their clientele. 

At the present time the Cooperative Extension Service in Oklahoma 

has a wide range of experience. as some of the employees have worked 

more than 30 years with others who have worked less than one year. As 

many of the tenured agents retire. much of the work experience will be 

lost. In addition. at the time of this research the Oklahoma 

Cooperative Extension Service was faced with federal budget cuts which 

had prompted a freeze in hiring of new employees. In light of those 

facts it is important to retain cnrrent agents within the profession. 

Several past studies have revealed why agents decide to leave the 
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profession; however, few have been conducted to ascertain why agents 

stay in the organization. The approach this study takes is of a 

positive nature to determine why agents are enticed to remain in the 

profession. Are there certain incentives, rewards, satisfactions. and 

loyalties that come into play? Are there certain factors that are more 

important to agents with fewer years, and of less importance to agents 

who are tenured? If there are indeed certain inducements that can be 

identified, should these be capitalized upon to encourage more agents 

to remain in the profession? 

Statement of the Problem 

"Daily challenges," "opportunities for creativity," "variety," and 

''flexibility to do innovative projects," are all terms that have been 

used to describe the Cooperative Extension Service work in Oklahoma. 

In addition, statements like, "opportunities for growth and 

advancement" are used to describe the extension career, yet a large 

number of people who join the organization choose not to make it a 

career. 

While there have been numerous studies conducted to determine why 

people do not stay in the organization, there has been a need for 

additional study on factors that encourage people to stay in 

Cooperative Extension work as a career. There have been no recent 

studies conducted on this topic in Oklahoma. 

Such research might be helpful in employee recruitment and by 

directing attention to any consistently important factors, employee 

morale might be increased, thus decreasing the attrition rate in the 

organization. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to identify and compare factors that 

motivated or encouraged persons to continue their careers in the 

Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. 

Objectives of the Study 

In order to accomplish the intent of this study the following 

objectives were developed in regard to Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service Employees: 

1. To determine the level of influence selected factors have upon 

the overall population of Cooperative Extension Service cotmty field 

staff, as related to retention in the organization. 

2. To determine the relative importance of selected factors as to 

their influence on agent's decisions to continue in the Cooperative 

Ext~ntion Servie as compared by program areas. 

3. To determine the relative importance of selected factors as to 

their influence on agents' decisions to continue in the Cooperative 

Extension Service as compared by years of service within the program 

area. 

4. To determine the relative importance of selected factors 

influencing the overall population of county field staff to remain in 

the profession as compared by years of service. 

Scope of the Study 

The population of this study was limited to Oklahoma Cooperative 

Extension Service Agents. In the Fall of 1986 there were 215 field 
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staff, this total population was selected for inclusion in the study. 

A quest lonna ire was developeri with the assistance of the author's 

advisor and field tested with the aid of the selected state, district, 

and field staff. After necessary revisions were completed, the same 

questionnaire was mailed to the county field agents within the state. 

Assumptions of the Study 

The following assumptions concerning the validity of the data 

pt·esented in this study were formulated: (1) Agents would respond to 

the survey openly and not try to anticipate desired responses, but 

would reflect their own feelings. (2) The major areas covered in the 

questionnaire included tangible and intangible attributes of the 

profession. (3) A combination of tangible and intangible factors 

influence the decision to remain in the profession. (4) Responses of 

agents between geographic groups, experience levels, and job 

descriptions were representative of the total population of agents in 

Oklahoma. 

Terms and Definitions 

To add clarity and understanding t.o the content presented in this 

study, the following definitions were l'elevant. 

Cooperative Extension Service - Established in 1914, the mission 

is to improve American agriculture and strengthen the Nation's families 

and communities through the dissemination and application of research 

generated knowledge and leadership techniques. 

Cooperative Extension Service Agent - Personnel employed by the 

4 



Cooperative Extension Service to provide educational programs in 

Agriculture, Home Economics, 4-H and youth, or Rural Development. 

Agriculture Agent - Those employees whose major subject matter 

responsibility is in a field of agriculture. All of these agents hold 

a Bachelor of Science degree or higher degree. 

Home Economists - Agents holding a degree in a Home Economics 

field. The agents in this study holding Home Economics degrees were 

all female. All agents hold a Bachelor of Science degree or higher. 

4-H Agent - Those in the 4-H Agent role hold primarily Agriculture 

or Home Economic degrees. The agents who serve in this capacit.y 

generally serve in counties with more than two agents. 

Rural Development - Only one agent in this study listed their role 

as being primarily rural development. For the purpose of comparison 

between groups this one agent was included with the Agriculture Agent 

population as that population best represented his subject matter 

expertise. 

Program Area- (Subject matter area), One of the four specific 

educational programs provided by Oklahoma Cooperative Education Service 

(OCES). 

Tangible Factor - The positive aspecLs of a cooperative extension 

service career that are capable of being measured in "real" terms or 

reflecting observable value, e.g. salary, benefits, in-service 

opportunities,. etc. 

Intangible Factor - The aspects of a job not capable of being 

appraised as to actual worth or reflecting observable value, but which 

are of worth to the individual on a personal basis; clientele 
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interaction, enjoyment of activities, recognition, satisfaction, etc. 

Major areas of influence incorporated in the survey instrument 

contained the following: monetary considerations, facilities and 

equipment, administration and supervision, family and personal 

opportunities, program support, professionalism and advancement and 

security. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The purpose of this chapter is to present an overview of related 

and indirectly related research and literature that identified factors 

relevant to this study. The review was divided into four major areas 

to provide clarity and organization. The areas of the review were, Why 

Agents Leave the Profession, Occupational Choices, Job Satisfaction, 

Similar Studies, and Summary. 

To the knowledge of the author, no other research had been 

conducted in Oklahoma on this topic. Similar studies had been 

conducted regarding Vocational Agriculture teacher retention, but not 

directly related to Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. On the 

other hand, several studies have looked at job satisfaction and reasons 

why agens leave the profession, and occupational choices relating to 

the professions. 

Why Agents Leave the Profession 

Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service has long had very qualified 

staff, for the most part, in all levels of the organization. Many of 

the agents have grown up with extension, with many having been involved 

in 4-H programs as youth or becoming familiar with CES through family 

contacts. Many of the agents who do not remain in the profession seek 

employment in related agriculture occupations. 
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Whitt (1957) alluded to the fact that almost half of the graduates who 

entered vocational agriculture positions upon graduation later changed 

occupations. Whitt (1957) also pointed out that 32 of the 100 

graduates who were first employed as agriculture teachers changed to 

related fields. The former teachers indicated more opportunity for 

advancement, increased salary, better working conditions, and work more 

to their line of interest as major reasons for leaving the profession. 

In a journal article, Worden (1975), listed these reasons 

Extension Home Economists in Colorado most often mentioned for 

resigning: (1) to become a full-time homemaker, (2) retirement, (3) 

moved to another county or state, (4) returning to college, (5) 

occupational change, and (6) marriage. These reasons are typical of 

those listed by Oklahoma home economists according to Netherton (1986). 

Furthermore, Netherton points to the following as primary reasons 

listed by male agents: (1) salary too low in comparison to job 

satisfaction, (2) more opportunity for advancement in other fields, and 

(3) desire to spend more time with family or on a personal life. 

Black (1986) identified three major areas of dissatisfaction among 

Oklahoma 4-H Agents. He found they were most dissatisfied by pressures 

to do things not related to their jobs, salary, and procedures 

used to govern employees. 

Occupational Choice Among Agents 

Unlike those in some other states, Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service agents are required to hold a minimum of a Master's degree in 

either agricultut'e ot· home economics. While this staffing requirement 

has not been tested due to the shot·t period of time that it has been in 
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effect, there is concern by some agents that the degree requirement may 

make agent recruitment more difficult. Due to a high demand for 

college-trained professionals in agriculture there is the potential of 

graduates entering the private work force. which traditionally has paid 

higher salaries than public education. 

Agents, like vocational agriculture teachers, are effective 

recruiters for their alma maters; as well as filling an important role 

of directing life skill development among youth clientele. Telwar 

(1968) indicated that most students enrolled in the College of 

Agriculture at Oklahoma State University indicated previous experiences 

as the major factor that influenced their decision in selecting their 

major. Collins (1985) supported the Telwar study by surveying teens in 

Nebraska regarding life skill development. Responding on a five-point 

degree of influence scale, the respondents said they learned "very 

much" about relationship skills and "much" about communications, 

problem solving, decision making, and inquiry skills. Overall the 

respondents ranked the 4-H leader as second most influential person 

following the teen's mother. 

Frickenschmidt (1978) showed that the local county extension agent 

was the provider of the major influence which caused young agents to 

choose extension as a career. He also found that the major work 

related factors which effected job selected was the work itself. 

Webb (1984) found when surveying other United States Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) agents that all considered extension to be doing an 

overall "good" job in regard to program effectiveness. Webb's study 

further showed that most of the respondents sampled had been directly 
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involved with extension programs, and the majority of these had born 

contacts through 4-H. 

Job Satisfaction Among Agents 

10 

As we consider the fact that the average American will spend from 

30 to 50 years in the work force, it is important to consider what 

makes the work most satisfying. Strong (1943) pointed out in his early 

writings that, "Interests are indicators of what activities bring 

satisfaction" (p. 3). In the same book, he further stated: "The 

criteria of a vocational interest test should be whether or not the 

person will be satisfied in the career to which it directs him, other 

factors than interest disregarded" (p. 384). 

A very large number of studies have been conducted in the area of 

job satisfaction. These attest to the importance of work in American 

society. Roe (1956) pointed out, "In our society there is no single 

situation which is potentially so capable of providing satisfaction at 

all levels of basic needs than one's occupation" (p. 33). 

Lionberger and Cheng (1977) report their findings from a job 

expectation and job satisfaction study which showed job entry 

considerations were mainly humanitarian concerns in contrast to an 

earlier study by Lionberger and Heifner in 1969 in which idealized 

views of an occupation (as seen by high school juniors and seniors) 

were classified as materialistic. Lionberger and Cheng further pointed 

out that extension agents were first and foremost "people-oriented." 

In the same study they found three factors which brought the highest 

levels of satisfaction: first, helping people, second, lack of security 

of tenure, and third, the prospects of advancement. 



Katzell (1964) suggested that job satisfaction effects both the 

extent of participation in a job organization and the amount of 

performance behavior. · 

Studies of job participation by Harding and Bottenberg (1961), 

using choice of entering one occupation or another, job turnover; and 

tenure, and absenteeism generally support Katzell's proposition. The 

tendency of people appears to be choosing jobs concerning their 

expectations to satisfy needs, and to remain employed in jobs they 

report as providing satisfaction. 

11 

Personal achievement has also been suggested to be an important 

factor on job security, however achievement may be of little 

significance to some professionals. This was suggested in a 

Mississippi Cooperative Extension Service study which looked at county 

program leaders. Sappington (1972) reported achievement as the leading 

factor influencing job satisfaction, however in his study there were 

significant differences on the level of achievement needs for various 

educational levels. Achievement was significantly more important to 

persons who did not hold a Master of Science degree than it was to 

those who achieved advanced degrees. Sappington, in the same study, 

also reported agents with degrees in social sciences or education 

listed achievement as less important to job satisfaction than did those 

agents with technical degrees or no degrees. 

In a similar study by Spitzor (1964) it was found that in 

situations where high levels of performance were important for goal 

attainment, the employee would tend to be a high achiever. If, in 

fact, a goal was attained. a high level of job satisfaction was 
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achieved. The mo:re high performance led to goal attainment, the higher 

the positive correlation between satisfaction and performance. 

Inversely. where lower performance was found in other situations, 

negative relationships existed for goal attainment. 

A study among Oklahoma 4-H professionals by Black (1987) revealed 

that of the agents participating, 70 percent stated that they would not 

choose a new career given the opportunity to do so, and of that same 

group 75 percent said they planned to make extension a life-time 

Studies Related to W11y Agents Remain 

. in the Profession 

Much of the research that has been conducted on this topic has 

been related to classroom teachers or to vocational agriculture 

instructors. As the agent in Cooperative Extension has many of the 

same motivations these studies are considered c;losely related. 

White, (1.979) in a study of Oklahoma Vocational Agriculture 

Teachers drew the following conclusions to be true regarding teacher 

retention. (1) intangible factors are of greater influence than 

tangible factors in regard to teacher retention, (2) it makes no 

difference where teachers teach or for how long in regard to influences 

which causes them to remain, (3) student achievement and accomplishment 

inspire teachers to remain, with many career teachers of vocational 

agriculture first becoming inspired or influenced as a result of their 

involvement in Future Farmers of America activities, (4) many teachers 

are influenced by being able to work with livestock projects. White 

also found, (5) teachers like the freedom to plan and conduct year 
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round programs, and (6) community support and achievement. Teachers 

were also encouraged by (7) the "Espirit de Corps" among teachers. 

Other factors of importance were, (8) esteem of self and coworkers, and 

(9) the oppot·tunities to raise their families in rural environments. 

The research of White showed teachers were not highly influenced by 

benefits other than transportation provided; the least influential 

factor was monetary and related benefits. 

Frickenschmidt (1975) reported that male agents in Oklahoma ranked 

''interesting work" as the number one reasons for remaining in 

extension. The same study showed "the work with clientele" as the next 

mof=.t important influence, followed by "job benefits" and "opportunities 

for growth." 

Worden (1975), in a study of home economists in Kansas, found that 

agents with high levels of organizational commitment tended to remain 

in the profession, even though as a group, the female agents were more 

committed to family or personal ambition than to the job. The study 

showed that personal attitudes of the agents who remained in the 

profession were also characterized by high ambition, self

understanding, autonomy, and creativity. 

While the actual reasons for remaining in an organization may vary 

tremendously from actual job satisfaction to simply not being willing 

the risk of seeking another occupation, most researchers tend to agree 

with Herzberg (1966) who describes the satisfied worker as being a more 

flexible, better adjusted person who has come from a superior family 

environment, or who has the capacity to overcome the effects of an 

inferior family situation. Herzberg (1966) also describes the 



dissatisfied worker, in contrast, as being rigid, inflexible, 

unrealistic in goals, and unable to overcome environmental obstacles, 

<1nd is generally unhappy with his job. 

Summary 

14 

This review of literature presented background information in the 

following areas: agents leaving the profession, occupational choices 

among agents, job satisfaction of agents and agriculture educators. and 

agents remaining in the profession. 

Although there have been both fot·mal and informal studies 

conducted concen1ing agents leaving the profession, and the assumption 

has been made that the reasons are similar to those of professionals in 

other similar ·fields, it is difficult to identify any changes which 

have taken place within the organization to deter the resignation 

levels or reasons for resignations. Recent interviews in the Oklahoma 

Cooperative Extension Service along with research indicate that agents 

are resigning for many of the same reasons as were indicated in the 

past. However, it is not known how accurate some of the responses have 

been regarding exits. For example, an agent, who might list the cause 

of resignation as being the desire to enter another occupation, does 

n<)t list specific reasons for that choice. There is a need to assess 

the true reasons why the decision was made to seek that other 

profession. 

It has been shown by researchers concerning occupational choice, 

that agents and leaders play an important role in the occupations that 

their youth clientele seek. Furthermore. it has been shown that many 

of the agents who enter extension work were influenced by their local 
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agents in making that decision. 

With the need and importance of recruitment of young people into 

agriculture careers, the county extension agent plays an important role 

in recruitment of future agents as well as recruits for other 

agricultural career fields. 

In regard to job satisfaction, there seems to be a focus on 

intrinsic factors relating to both the work situation and the work 

itself. Agents list the satisfaction of working with people, the 

ability to be a part of planning their own programs, the enjoyment of 

the variety, and daily challenges as important factors relating to job 

satisfaction. 

The review of literature revealed that personal achievement was 

not the major factor which encouraged agents to remain in the 

profession. rathet· the agent was more satisfied and encouraged by the 

work itself, and seeing clientele achieve goals. The researcher, 

however did find that low salaries were a major dissatisfying factor 

associated with the profession. 

As a result of the review of literature and the lack of 

information dit"ectly relating to cooperative extension agent retention. 

the writer concluded that there are areas that need clarification and 

further research. There remains a need for positive approaches as to 

why agents choose to be career agents. Recent studies have shown that 

there appear to be different factors dependent upon the sex of the 

agent, but there appears to be limited research regarding various job 

descriptions. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN AND PROCEDURE 

This chapter was designed to describe the methodology utilized in 

conducting the study. The procedures were largely prescribed by the 

intent and purpose of the study, which. was to determine the importance 

of selected factors which might influence agents to remain in the 

Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. Specific objectives were 

utilized to provide direction for conducting the investigation. The 

specific objectives of the study were: 

1. To determine the level of influence selected factors have upon 

the overall population of Cooperative Extension Service county field 

staff, as related to retention in the organization. 

2. To determine the relative importance of selected factors as to 

their influence on agent's decisions to continue in the Cooprative 

Extension Service as compared by program areas. 

3. To determine the relative importance of selected factors as to 

their influence on agent's decisions to continue in the Cooperative 

Extension Service as compared by years of service within the program 

area. 

4. To determine the relative imp•.n·tance of selected factors 

influencing the overall population of county field staff to remain in 

the profession as compared by years of service. 
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Population 

The population of this study included Oklahoma Cooperative 

Extension Service employees in the 77 counties of Oklahoma. This 

population included 215 persons, the total number of county staff in 

late November. 1986 when the first questionnaires were mailed. 

A follow-up letter and second questionnaire was mailed to 

non-respondents in January, 1987. A total of 201 questionnaires were 

returned, three were unanswered leaving 198 or 92 percent of the total 

population completing usable questionnaires for the study. The useable 

instruments which ,~ere returned rept;esented the three program areas 

well. with over 90 percent of agents in each program area 

responding. 

The Inst.rument 

17 

The survey instrument was restricted to a ''mail questionnaire" 

which consisted of a closed form document. In composing the 

questionnaire, related studies by White (.1979), Worden (1975) and 

Sappington (1972) were utilized as well as suggestions from committee 

members. A pilot instrument was sent to a group of 15 Oklahoma 

Cooperative Extension service staff members, consisting of county field 

staff, suhuject matter specialists, and program administrators. 

The group was asked to evaluate the instrument, considering the 

general objectives of the study, cleat·ity, and readibility of the 

instrument. The group was also asked to make suggestions for improving 

or enhancing the instrument. 

Major areas of influence incorporated in the survey instrument 
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contained the following: monetary considerations, facilities and 

equipment, administration and supervision, family and personal 

opportunities, program support, professionalism and advancement and 

security. These were divided in three major categories consisting of a 

total of 33 questions. In addition, agent.s were asked to indicate their 

major program area and years of service in the organization. 

Agents were asked to indicate their response on a five-point 

degree of influence scale relating to specific factors which had 

influenced them to remain in the profession. A cover letter 

accompanied the "mail questionnaire" along with a stamped, self-

addressed return. envelope. 

Data Collection 

Data were collected from the "mail questionnaire" delivered to 215 

county field staff that represented three major program areas: 

Agriculture, Home Economics, and 4-H and Youth Development within the 

77 counties of Oklahoma. 

Analysis of Data 

Responses to the questions or factors were assigned a numerical 

value from one to five. To permit a more accurate description and an 

analysis of the data, numerical values were assigned and real limits 

established for each of the 33 factors. 

Numerical Value 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

Range of Real Limit~ 
4.50 - 5.00 
3.50 - 4.49 
2.50 - 3.49 
1. so - 2. 49 
1.00- 1.49 

Degr~~ of Influenc~ 
Very great 
Great 
Moderate 
Some 
None 



Since sampling was not involved in the study and the attempt was 

made to survey the total population of extension field staff, 

descriptive statistics were used to describe the data. 

Although eight percent of the population either failed to respond 

after the second mailing or returned surveys unanswered, it was 

determined that statistical analyses which described the data in terms 

of frequency means and variance would most accurately represent the 

population. Calculations of mean response, and rank order for each 

specific factor by years of service and subject matter area, not only 

reveals average responses but also shows the distribution of agent 

responses. 

Notable differences were used to compare program area groups 

within the population and years of service groups within the program 

areas. To determine notable differences a criteria of .SO was 

established. Notable differences were considered to exist when 

individual mean values for each group had a difference of .50 or 

greater. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The major purpose of this study was to determine the degree of 

influence selected factors played regarding agent's decisions to remain 

in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. 

Data for this study was collected in the winter of 1986 and early 

spring of 1987 and involved the responses of field staff in 77 counties 

of Oklahoma. The objective of this chapter was to present a report of 

reliable information by analysis of data compiled. 

Population 

The population of the study consisted of 215 county or field staff 

in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. The population included 

agents with varying years of service and three subject matter areas. 

Each of the agents was mailed a survey instrument and a self

addressed, stamped envelope. A follow-up reminder letter and 

additional survey and stamped envelope was mailed to non-respondents 

approximately one month after the initial mailing. The mail 

questionnaire was selected as the instrument as it offered both a 

practical and feasible method of data collection, even though eight 

percent of the population did not respond and few additional comments 

or "other" factors were listed. The percentage of responses was 

generally better than normally expected. 
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Findings of the Study 

Data in Table I provide a breakdown of respondents by years of 

service within the total population of 198 field staff. While the 

years of service ranged from less than five to over 36 years, 146 

(73.74 percent) of the respondents indicated that they had been 

employed with the Oklahoma Extension Service for 17 or fewer years. 

Twenty of the 44 4-H agents (45.45 percent) responding had five or 

fewer years. 

The data in Table II revealed the distribution of respon~ents by 

I 
program area. ~1ile 78 Home Economists returned usable survey~, 

reflecting the largest group, the data further indicates that over 90 

percent of the population in each program area responded. 

Table II also reflects that 93.62 percent of the 4-H age~t 

population responded to the survey. This group, while having the 

greatest percentage, returned also represents the smallest part of the 

population. 

Analysis of Data by Overall 

Program Area 

Data in Table III, combine all years of service within program 

area groups and displays by those three program areas, agents' 

responses to factors which have influenced agent retention. The data 

is also ranked by mean value for each of three sections of the survey. 

Table III revedls no single factor was considered to b~ of "very 

great" influence by the total population. 
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TABLE I 

DISTRIBUTION OF FIELD STAFF BY YEARS OF SERVICE 
WITHIN SUBJECT MATTER GROUPS 

Agriculture Home Four-H 
Agents Economists Agents Total 
N % N % N % N % 

0 - 5 16 21.05 21 26.92 20 45.45 57 28.79 

6 - 11 18 23.68 16 20.51 12 27.27 46 23.23 

12 - 17 15 19.74 25 32.05 3 6.82 43 21.72 

18 - 23 9 11.84 5 6.41 5 11.36 19 9.60 

24 - 29 13 17.11 10 12.82 1 2.27 24 12.12 

30 - 35 5 6.58 1 1. 28 2 4.55 8 4.04 

36 + 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 2.27 1 .51 

-- --
Total 76 100.00 78 100.00 44 100.00 198 100.00 
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TABLE II 

SUMMARY OF RESPONDENTS BY PROGRAM AREAS 

Number Number Percent Percent by Program 
Mailed Returned Returned Area of 4~ Returned 

Agriculture 
Agents 84 76 90.84 38.39 

Home 
Economists 84 78 92.86 39.39 

Four-H 
Agents 47 44 93.62 22.22 

Total 215 198* 92.09 100.00 

*Three additional surveys: 2 Agriculture Agents, 1 Home Economist 
were returned unanswered. 



TABLE III 

ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING EXTENSION AGENT 
RETENTION IN THE SYSTEM BY PROGRAM AREA 

Agric. Asttts 
(N• 76) 

Factors Influencing Agent Retentioo 
.IlB RELA1E> FACIDRS 

~ 
~ ~ j 

I. Desire to \oiOrl<: with people I 
2. People with loban associated 3 
3. Service to hunanity 6 

G 4.24 
G 4.03 
G 3.70 

4. WOIIting cooditions 7 
5. Clientele involvenent 4 
6. Clier:tele per::eptioo of Extensioo 5 

M 3.30 
G 3.9S 
G 3.76 

7. Geograp:tic locatiro of county 9 M 
8. Recognition of organizatioo 14 M 
9. Pee<: recognition 13 M 

10. F.iqlloyee I!Drale 18 M 
I I. Aaninistrative leadership 20 M 
12. Quality of supervisioo 17 M 
13. Dispositioo of ~rkers 10 H 

3.22 
2.7:. 
2.83 
2.64 
2.50 
2.71 
3. i3 

'14. PrCJllldaa: opporttni.ties IS M 2.73 
l5. WOIIting cooditiCT.lS .s. surroor'.di.''lgs 8 M 3.26 
16. Opportunity for organizational i.np.Jt: 12 M 2.87 
17. Salary 16 M 2.72 
18. Job prestige I I M 3~04 
19. Wodcing hwrs 19 M 2.SI 
29. Creative job fr~ 2 G 4.22 

]; ..... 
c:nQ 

.63 

.69 

.80 

.89 

.6S 

.67 
1.28 
.97 
.9S 

1.04 
1.08 
1~09 

1.09 
.9S 
.9 I 

1.00 
.87 
.94 

1.10 
.87 

llcJI2 Econcmi.sts 
(N• 78) 

~ t Ia 
/}. 8 :l! 

I G 4.37 
3 G 3.97 
4 G 3.90 

13 ~~ 3.12 
S G 3.82 
6 G 3.67 
7 G 3.56 

17 M 2.90 
12 l-1 3.14 
IS M 2.99 
18 M 2.94 
IS M 2.99 
14 ~: 3.0S 
19 H 2.7S 
I I H 3.18 
10 M 3.26 
9 M 3.36 
8 M 3.42 

20 H 2.71 
2 G 4.32 

l . 
... &'; 
CI>Q 

.70 

.n 

.82 

.87 

.76 

.80 
l. 18 
1.65 
J.;J I 
I .04 

.!12 
1.10 
1.07 
.9S 

1.00 
1.09 
.98 
.88 

1.18 
.80 

4-H Agents 
(N•44) 

i J fa 
"" 8 ~ 
I G 4.23 
3 G 3.95 
S . G 3.61 
9 M 3.32 
4 G 3.84 
7 G 3.55 
5 G 3.61 

17 s 2.39 
13 ~~ :.70 
14 M 2.66 
18 s 2.34 
IS M 2.60 
10 H 3.25 
20 s 2.25 
8 H 3.39 

12 M 3.00 
16 M 2.59 

·II M 3.05 
19 s 2.32 
2 G 4.20 

]. 
B &i 
<llQ 

.60 
.7S 
~92 
.83 
.72 
.90 

1.32 
1.10 
.?9 
.94 
.99 

1.06 
l.IO 
1.06 
.87 
.89 
.9S 
.7S 
1.20 
.82 

i lJ 
I G 
3 G 
S G 
9 M 
4 G 
6 G 
7 M 

17 M 
14 M 
16 M 
18 M 
IS M 
II M 
18 M 
8 M 

12 M 
13 M 
10 M 
20 M 
2 G 

Total Pep. 
(N• 198) 

a 
~ 

4.29 
3.99 
3.76 
3.23 
3.87 
3.68 
3.44 
2.72 
2.92 
2.78 
2.63 
2.79 
3.13 
2.63 
3.26 
3.0S 
2.94 
3.19 
2.SS 
4.26 

] > 
... "' CI>Q 

.66 

.74 

.84 

.?.7 

.71 

.78 
1.26 
1.04 
.96 

1.02 
1.02 
1.09 
1.08 
.99 
.94 

1.02 
.99 
.89 

1.16 
.83 

Real Limits: Very Grcat(VG) • S.oo-4.50, Great(G) -4.4~3.50, ~.oderateU·f) • 3:4~2.50, Scm!(S) ,. 2.49-1;50, Nooe(N) • 1.4~.00 

N 
~ 



TABLE III (Continued) 

.i.e.~ BmaEc;cnanjiU - 4-B ...- 'tocal Pep. 
01•76) 01·78) (H•44) (If· 198) 

FctcES InfluiD::ng Apat letentim l J i i; J i i i· 4 ; i "Si. 4 i i 'V. 

c:s :1! 
... 

~~ 
!II =-

~t! ill :l! ~.! : ~ :! ~~ c:.J ! ~:! 
!mD(AL~ 

I. ()pP:Ittlmi.ty for ~ in bl.llgets 6 M 2.55 1.00 8 H 2.56 1.03 7 . s 2. J4 .95 6 s 2.46 1.01 

2. Puscnaldeve~-(~ 4 H 3.Xl .90 4 G 3.74 .88 5 H 2.86 1.13 4 M 3.37 1.00 

3. Elkll:ai.caal opparonities Ccoll.epJe) 5 M 3.13 1.07 5 G 3.58 1.05 4 M 3.18 1.15 8 M 3~32 1.09 

4. hgimi~ Balmy 8 s 2.26 .81 6 H 2.90 1.06 6 s 2.15 .91 5 s 2.48 1.00 

s. Sabry iDciuAs 7 s 2.38 .92 7 H 2.80 1.08 8 s 1.93 1.15 7 s 2.44 1.09 

6. .lcib benefits 3 G 3.56 .99 2 G 3.86 .77 3 G 3 • .50 1.05 3 G 3.66 .93 

7. lleci.namt benefits I G 4.03 .72 3 G 3.83 .88 2 G 3.72 .83 2 G · 3.88 .82 

a. x- benefits 2 G 3.99 .77 I G 4.10 .75 I G 4.16 .• 64 I G 4.07 .74 

FRDI.Y~ 
I. omer business ~ in - 4 s 2.03 1.25 4 s 2.27 1.46 4 s 1.73 1.09 4 s 2.05 1.31 

2. llndJy fcmi.Dg aperatials 5 s 1.85 1.25 5 s 1.92 1.38 5 s 1.68 1.29 5 s 1.84 • 1.31 

3. 5pJuR' a job . • 3 s 2.08 .33 3 s 2.46 1.51 3 s 2.16 1.45 3 s 2.24 1.44 

4. ladiv. « f;aily muolv. in cxmD. 2 M 2.65 1.23 I H 3.10 1:20 I M 2.i7 1.29 I H 2.86 1.2A 

'5. ec.udty or CXUJtY ties I M 2.79 1.38 2 H 3.08 1.47 2 M 2.60 1.25 I H 2.86 1.40 

leal Limits: Very Gmat(VG) • 5.oo-4 • .50, Gteat(G) -4.49-3 • .50, J:o'.oderate00 • 3:49-2 • .50, SaR(S) • 2.49-1 • .50, Nooe(N) • 1.49-.00 · 

N 
VI 
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presented by the rank order of the overall group. Notable differences 

for each of the categories was.considered. Notable differences were 

represented by means having differences in value of .SO or greater. 

Desire to Work with People 

This factor had the overall greatest mean value of 4.29, this was 

not only the highest ranked Job Related Factor, but also the greatest 

value of the study when considering Personal Opportunities and Family 

Opportunities. Of the three groups the Home Economists placed greatest 

value on this factor at 4.37 followed by the Agriculture Agents at 4.24 

and followed closely by the 4-H group at 4.23 with no notable 

differences present. Each of the three groups rated this factor 

highest, giving the factor the highest overall ranked value. The 

standard deviations of each of the three group means, as well as the 

overall standard deviation showed a high level of consensus among the 

groups with standard deviation of .60 to .70. 

Creative Job Freedom 

The total group considered this factor to be the second most 

important with an overall mean value of 4.26. Again no notable 

differences were reflected by the various responses of the three groups 

with mean values of 4.32, 4.22, and 4.20 listed by the Home Economists, 

Agriculture Agents, and 4-H Agents respectively. Standard deviation 

also revealed a high degree of consensus between the groups with values 

of .80 to .87. This factor was ranked second overall as well as for 

each group. 
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People with Whom Associated 

Agriculture Agents ranked this factor the highest among the three 

groups at 4.03 followed by the Home Economists at 3.97 and 3.95 by the 

4-H Agent group, comprising an overall mean of 3.99. The group each 

ranked this factor third, as did the total population. Standard 

deviations reflected values of .69 to .77. 

Clientele Involvement 

The fourth most important factor overall having a mean value of 

3.87 was ranked highest by the Agriculture Agents at 3.95 and lowest by 

the Home Economists at 3.82. Four-H Agents valued this factor at 3.84. 

The Home Economists ranked this factor fifth, while the other two 

groups as well as the overall group, valued the factor fourth. 

Standard deviations for the group ranged from .65 to .76. 

Service to Humanity 

Home Economists (3.90) placed the greatest value on the factor as 

compared to the other two groups. Agriculture Agents (3.70) and 4-H 

Agents (3.61) also placed values of this factor which were high enough 

to fall within the great category. This, the fifth ranked factor 

overall had a mean value of 3.76 and a standard deviation of .84. The 

Home Economists ranked the factor fourth, 4-H Agents, fifth and the 

Agriculture Agents sixth. 



Importance of Extension as 

Perceived by Clientele 
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This, the sixth ranked factor overall, was the last of job related 

factors falling within the "great" category. The total population 

placed a mean value of 3.68 on this factor with the Agriculture Agents 

placing the greatest value on the factor of the three groups with a 

mean value of 3.76. The Home Economists valued the factor at 3.67 and 

the 4-H Agents at 3.55 placed the least value on the factor of the 

three, however the data reflects no notable differences between the 

groups based upon the criteria of .SO difference for the study. While 

the ranking of this factor ranged from five to seven the standard 

deviation showed the groups were fairly consistantly influenced by this 

factor, having standard deviations of .67 to .90. 

Table III further reveals that all other factors fell within the 

real limits of 2.50 to 3.49 being of moderate value. 

Geographic Location of County 

While no notable differences were established among the three 

groups, the mean values of the groups did fall in differing categories 

with the 4-H Agents valuing geographic location at 3.61 followed by the 

Home Economist group at 3.56. The Agriculture Agents were less 

influenced by location valuing the factor at a moderate level at 3.22. 

The overall mean was 3.44. 

Working Conditions and Surroundings 

All three groups considered this factor to be of moderate value, 



with means 3.39, 3.26, and 3.17 by the 4-H Agents, Agriculture Agents, 

and Home Economists respectively with a mean value of 3.26. 

Working Conditions 

A similar factor to the eighth ranked factor, this factor had an 

overall mean value of 3.29 with category means of 3.32, 3.30, and 3.12 

by 4-H Agents, Agriculture Agents, and Home Economists. 

Job Prestige 

Both Agriculture Agents (3.04) and 4-H Agents (3.05) ranked this 

factor as eleventh, however, the Home Economists ranked this factor as 

eighth (3. 42). 

value of 3.19. 

"Job Prestige" was ranked tenth overall with a mean 

Disposition of Co-Workers 

Four-H Agents (3.25) and Agriculture Agents (3.13) both ranked 

this factor as tenth while the Home Economists (3.05) ranked this 

factor as fourteenth, the factor was valued as eleventh overall with a 

mean value of 3.13. 

Opportunity for Organizational Input 

The twelfth ranked factor overall with a mean value of 3.05, this 

factor was closely ranked by the three groups with means of 3.26 by 

Home Economists and 3.00 by 4-H Agents and 2.87 by Agriculture Agents. 

Salary 

As relating to the job itself, "salary" was ranked near the lower 
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third of the Job Related Factors at thirteenth overall with a mean 

value of 2.94, however, there were notable differences among the groups 

P~rtaining to the factor. 

One of the three groups, the Home Economists, were more greatly 

affected by salary than the Agriculture Agents or 4-H Agents, with the 

three groups ranking salary as ninth, sixteenth, and sixteenth with 

means of 3.36, 2.72, and 2.59 respectively. 

Peer Recognition 

Of the three groups, the Home Economists' group valued this factor 

slightly higher at 3.14 than did the Agriculture Agents at 2.83 or the 

4-H Agents at 2.70. The total group ranked this factor as fourteenth 

overall with a mean value of 2.92. 

Quality of Supervision 

Agents felt that the "quality of supervision" was of only moderate 

influence upon their retention, receiving an overall mean value of 

2.79. Of the three groups the Home Economists valued "quality of 

supervision" slightly higher than did the other groups with a mean 

value of 2.99. The Agriculture Agents group scored this factor at 2.71 

followed by the 4-H Agents at 2.60. 

Employee Morale 

The sixteenth ranked factor, "employee morale" had a mean value of 

2.99 among Home Economists, 2.66 among 4-H Agents, and 2.64 among 

Agriculture Agents. "Employee Morale" had an overall mean value of 2.78. 
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Recognition of Organization 

A notable difference could be recognized among the groups where 

considering the importance of "recognition by the organization". The 

Home Economists ranked this value the highest of the three groups based 

on mean values at 2.90. The 4-H Agents were the lowest of the three 

groups at 2.39 and the Agriculture Agents were in between at 2.74. The 

overall mean value was 2.72. 

Promotional Opportunities 

This factor also had a notable difference between the groups with 

the 4-H Agents considering "promotional opportunities" fairly low with a 

mean of 2.25, placing the factor in the "some" category. Home 

Economists valued the factor at 2.75 and Agriculture Agents were close 

behind at 2.73. 

Arnninistrative Leadership 

This, the sixteenth ranked factor, had more influence on Home 

Economists' (2.94) decisions to remain in the profession than did the 

same factor on Agriculture Agents (2.50) and the 4-H Agents (2.34). 

This factor had an overall mean of 2.63. 

Working Hours 

The least influencing factor on agent retention dealt with the 

"working hours.'' There was a high level of consensus among the 

population with the standard deviation being .16 overall. 

The overall mean value for this factor was 2.55. The Home 



Economists placed a mean value on this factor at 2.71 followed by the 

Agriculture Agents at 2.51 and 4-H Agents at 2.32. 

Personal Opportunities 

The second set of factors dealt with personal opportunities 

afforded the employee by the organization. Agents once again were 

asked to respond to the factors on a scale of one to five with one 

being of no influence and five being of very great influence. 

Agent responses were ranked by mean response and notable 

differences were listed based on mean differences greater than .SO. 

Standard deviations for the top three ranking factors in the Personal 

Opportunities were fairly consistant for the three program areas and 

ranged from . 74 - . 93 overall. The other five factors had overall 

standard deviations greater than 1.00. The findings for the 

personal opportunities were as follows. 

Leave Benefits 

The 4-H Agents (4.16) and Home Economists (4.10) ranked "leave 

benefits" as first among personal opportunities. The Agriculture 

Agents (3.99) ranked this factor second. The overall mean value was 

4.07. 

Retirement Benefits 

The total group placed a mean value of 3.88 on this factor. This 

was the highest ranked item in the category by the Agriculture Agents 

with a mean value of 4.03. The Home Economists group placed a 3.83 

mean value on the factor followed by the 4-H Agents group at 3.72. 
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Job Benefits 

A mean value of 3.66 was placed on "job benefits" by the total 

group, placing this factor along with the two previous factors in the 

"great" category overall. The agent groups placed values on the factor 

as follows: Home Economists-3.86; Agriculture Agents-3.56; and 4-H 

Agents-3.50. 

Personal Development Through 

In-Service 

One of the two factors in the Personal Opportunities category 

receiving a "moderate" value, this factor had a mean value of 3.37. 

The Hom~ Economists group placed the greater value on this factor among 

the three groups with a mean value of 3.74. The Agriculture Agents 

placed a mean value of 3.30 on the "personal development opportunities," 

followed by a mean value of 2.86 by the 4-H Agents. 

Educational Opportunities (College) 

Agents considered opportunities to be involved in advanced 

education to be of "moderate" influence as a retention factor at 3.32. 

Home Economists place a "great" value on the factor with a mean of 

3.58, while 4-H Agents and Agriculture Agents placed lesser values on 

the factor at 3.18 and 3.13 respectively. 

Beginning Salary 

An overall mean value of 2.48 was listed for "beginning salary" 

which placed the factor fifth among Personal Opportunities. The Home 
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Economists considered this factor to be of "moderate" value at 2.90, 

while the Agriculture Agents (2.26) and 4-H Agents (2.15) placed "some" 

value on the factor. 

Opportunity for Input in Budgets 

"Some" value was placed on this factor at 2.46. The 4-H Agents 

group placed the least value on this factor among the three groups at 

2.14, while the Home Economists and Agriculture Agents placed 

"moderate" values on the factor at 2.56 and 2.55 respectively. 

Salary Increases 

"Salary increases" were of "moderate" value to the Home Economists 

group at 2.80, while being of "some" importance to the Agriculture 

Agents at 2.38 and 4-H Agents at 1.93. The factor had an overall mean 

value of 2.44, which placed the factor at the bottom of the rank order 

of significant factors which had influenced agents decisions to remain 

in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. 

Family Opportunities 

The final set of factors which agents were asked to respond to 

dealt with family opportunities which might have affected retention. 

Agents responded on the same scale as for the previous factor in the 

study. The findings of the study showed that the agents generally 

placed lower values on these factors than had been placed on other 

factors in the study. Among the Family Opportunities, standard 

deviations were all greater than 1. 24 for overall population, with 
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standard deviations of 1.20 or greater existing for each of the program 

area groups~ 

An analysis of the individual Family Opportunities factors is as 

follows. 

Community or County Ties 

The agents felt that this factor was·of "moderate" influence with 

a mean value of 2.86, with the Home Economists listing the factor 

higher more often than the other groups with a mean value of 3.08. The 

Agriculture Agents had a mean of 2.79 and 4-H Agents had a mean value 

of 2.60, all falling in the "moderate" range. 

Individual £! Family Involvement 

in the Community 

This factor also had a mean value of 2.86 being of equal influence 

with "community or family ties." Home Economists likewise revealed a 

higher mean score for the factor at 3.10 than did the other groups at 

2.77 and 2.65 by 4-H Agents and Agriculture Agents respectively. 

Spouse's Job 

With a mean value of 2.24 this factor was of "some" influence, and 

was ranked as third in order of importance by all three groups. With 

this factor, as with the remaining factors the Home Economists had a 

higher mean value at 2.46 followed by 4-H Agents at 2.16 and 

AgricultHre Agents at 2.08. 
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Other Business Interest in the Area 

The fourth ranked item was of "some" influence with a mean value 

of 2.05. Individual group means were: Home Economists (2.27), 

Agriculture Agents (2.03), and 4-H Agents (1.09). 

Nearby Farming Interests 

Related to the fourth ranked item, this factor related to what the 

author felt might be the most frequent "other" enterprise engaged in by 

agents or their spouses. This factor was of "some" influence at 1.84 

being represented by the various groups, who all ranked the item as 

fifth, with mean values at 1.92, 1.85, and 1.68 for Home Economists, 

Agriculture Agents, and 4-H Agents respectively. 

Analysis of Data by Years of Service 

with Program Areas 

The second objective of the study was to compare the relative 

importance of selected factors on agent retention by program areas. 

Data are presented for Agriculture Agents, Home Economists, and 4-H 

agents, respectively. 

Agriculture Agents 

The data for the first program area group, Agriculture Agents, is 

presented in Table IV. The data is presented by years of service 

within the group and for the total Agriculture Agent group. The data 

was recorded for six years of service groups. The first group 

consisted of 16 agents with zero to five years of service, group two 



TABLE IV 

ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLu~NCING AGRICULTURE AGENTS' DECISIONS 
TO REMAIN IN THE SYSTEM BY YEARS OF SERVICE 

(o-5 years) (6-11 -,ears) ( 12-17 years) ( 18-23 yurs) (311-29 yun) 
(M-16) (H-18) (M-15) (&-9) <B-IJ} 

Factors Influenc.q ~ Retentim ll i· Jl 1· ll i· JJ 1 . i 1· 
.llB RElAlBl FIClll!S I ~~ J ~! J ~~ j ~& Jtj J ~! 
I • Desire to ~ with people I G 4.19 .66 I G 4.11 .62 I G 4.27 .70 2 G 4.00 .10 z G 4.46 .52 
2. People with VxJII associated 3 G 4.06 .n 3 G 3.89 .47 3 G 4.13 ~74 S G 3.56 1.01 1 G 4.38 .51 . 
3. Service to hulatity 6 G 3.56 .73 4 G 3.78 .88 4 G 4.00 .76 9 M 2.89 .78 s G 4.00 .58 
4. W~cmditims 8 M 3.25 .n 7 M 3.17 1.15 8 M 3.33 .72 6 K 3.11 .78 8 G 3.n .93 
5. Clientele involVBII!llt 2 G 4.07 .68 4 G 3.78 .65 S G 3.87 .64 3 G :S.89 .78 o4 G 4.31 .48 
6. Clientele perceptial of Extension 5 G 3.69 .48 6 G 3.67 .69 6 G 3.8) .94 3 G 3.89 .60 5 G 4.00 .58 
7. Gecgr"':iiic locatim of COllll:y 7 M 3.38 1 • .54 7 K 3.17 1.33 10 M 3.13 1.13 9 K 2.89 1.27 II G 3.54 1.27 
8. Recqpdtim of orgmization 12 G 2.81 .98 18 s 2.32 .81 19 s 2.40 .99 12 M 2.56 .73 9 G 3.70 .75 
9. Peer recogni.ticn 10 G 2.88 .89 16 s 2.39 .78 13 M 2.81 .94 16 s 2.44 1.24 II G 3 • .54 .78 

10. ~loyee uorale 16 G 2.75 1.06 20 s 2.11 1.02 14 M 2.73 1.03 12 M 2.56 1.01 18 M 3.15 .90 
fl. hbinistrative leadership 19 s 2.44 1.21 19 s 2.17 .79 19 s 2.40 1.18 19 s 2.33 1.22 18 M 3.15 .99 
12. Quality of ~rvi.sim : 16 H 2.75 1.18 13 M 2.61 1.0'+ 7 s 2.47 1.06 16 s 2.44 ).X) 7 G 3.84 1.12 
13. Disposition of CI:MiOrlcers 10 K 2.88 1.09 9 M 3.11 1.~ 9 K 3.27 .88 12 M 2.56 .88 II G 3 • .54 1.45 . 
14. PrtiiDtimal opportulities 18 H 2.57 .89 14 M 2.59 .• 87 15 M 2.60 .91 15 M 2.55 1.24 IS M 3.46 .78 
IS. Working cxn:liticns & surTOlni~ 9 M 3.19 1.11 9 M 3.11 ~ 7 M 3.47 .74 6 M 3.11 .93 10 G 3.62 .87 
16. Opportmity for cxga~izational input 12 H 2.81 .91 12 H 2.78 .88 12 H 2.87 1.06 20 s 2.25 1.0\ 15 H 3.46 .97 
17. Samy 12 M 2.81 .75 17 s 2.33 .97 IS H 2.60 .83 6 H 3.11 .78 17 H 3.23 .83 
18. Job pn.cige 12 M 2.81 .83 II H 2.94 .88 II M 3.06 .96 9 H 2.89 1.27 II G 3 • .54 1.05 
19. ~ cxn:liti.olw 20 s 2.38 1.26 15 H 2:56 .86 17 K 2.53 .74 16 s 2.44 1.33 20 H 3.~ 1.32 
3) Crutiw Job n.taa 4 G 3.75 .78 2 G 4.11 1.0& I G 4.27 .96 I G 2.44 .53 I VG 4.70 .63 

Real Liaits: Very Grut(\IC) • 5.1XK .SO, Great.( G)• 4 .49-3.SO, HoderateOO • 3.49-2.SO, Scm!(S) • 2.49-I.SO, Noae(B) • 1.49-.00 

(»-35 years) 
(H-5) 

~~ I i· 
~& 

I G 4,40 .55 
3 G 4.00 .00 
4 G 3.60. .55 

10 M 3.00 .71 
6 G 3.60 .55 
7 M . 3.40 .55 

10 M 3.00 1.00 
9 M 3.20 .45 
8 M 3.25 .so 

16 M 2.75 .!IIi 
13 M 2.9J .84 
18 s 2.40 .55 
4 G 3.60 .55 

17 H 2.60 .89 
13 M 2.9J .84 
13 H 2.8) ).X) 

19 s 2.20 .45 
10 M 3.00 .00 
20 N 1.40 .55 

I G 4.40 .55 

w 
"-.1 



TABLE IV (Continued) 

(~5 yurs) (&-II ,ears) ( ll- 17 years) ( 18-23 years) (:illo-29 ~s) 
( .. 16) (N-18) (N-15) (3-9) (N-13) 

Factors Influ!nci.ng Agent Retention Jf l· Jf JJ 
~ i j I 1 . li 1· Jl j 1· j 1· ~~ «~ :! ~~ ~~ J " «8 

l't:li9:NAL Cl'1'alimiTIES 
I. Opportlmi.ty for iqtt in budgets · 8 s 2.25 1.13 6 M 2.65 .93 6 K 2.60 .83 6 s 2.44 1.24 6 K 2.92 I.Oit 
2. Peraooal dellelop!III!Dt ( in-setvice) 3 G 3.56 .81 S M 3.12 .93 4 K 3.33 .82 5 M 3.22 1.09 4 II 3.38 .96 
3. r.o..r..tialal opportlmities ( colle&P ) 4 H 3.38 1.15 4 M 3.47 I.Oit 5 K 3.13 1.87 4 M 2.56 1.13 5 II 3.00 .12 
4. ~Aluy 7 s 2.44 .81 8 s 2.12 .86 8 s 2.29 .83 8 s 1.78 .67 8 K 2.70 .63 
5. Salary iD::teuu 6 M 3.23 .72 7 s 2.38 .89 7 s 2.40 .91 9 s 2.22 1.48 7 II 2.85 .69 
6. Jab benefits 4 M 3.38 .89 3 G 3.59 1.18 3 K 3.47 .74 3 II 3.33 I. 12 3 G 4.0) .86 
7. llet i.r1!lll!llt benefitl 2 G 3.68 .62 I G 4.18 .81 I G 3.87 .64 I G 3.89 .60 J"iC 4.50 .67 

8. t:.e.w benefits I G 3.94 .68 2 G 4.00 .87 2 G 3.73 .70 2 G 3.67 .87 l"iC 4.50 .52 

FI!MILY ommuflTIES 
I. Other business inte-rests in area 5 s 2.13 1.41 4 s 2.35 1.27 3 s 2.33 1.40 5 s 1.56 .73 3 s 1.85 1.21 
2. Mearb1 ~ op!!ratioos 4 s 2.19 1.52 5 s 2.12 1.32 5 s 1.87 1.36 4 s 1.67 1.00 5 s 1.54 .97 
3. Spou&e'. job 3 s 2.31 1.45 3 s 2.47 1.46 4 s 2.13 1.41 3 s 2.11 1.45 4 s 1.62 .87 
4. ll¥f.iv. cr .f.-ily imlolv. in c:a1111. Ill 2.56 1.26 2 M 2.82 1.13 2 II 2.71 1.20 I S 2.33 1.32 2 II 2.n 1.42 
5. ec-m.ty cr catty tlu I II 2.56 1.50 Ill 3.18 1.43 I H 2.73 1.39 I S 2.33 1.22 I II 2.92 1.32 

leal LDII.t•: Ye17 Gna(\'C) • 5.00-4.50 Gniii.(G)- 4.49-3 SO • • • HodentaOO • 3.4.._2.50, ~S) • 2.49-1 • .50, llaae(N) • 1.49-.00 

( »-35 ,ears) 
(N-5) 

Jl j 1 . 
~~ 

6 s 2.20 .84 
4 M 2.Bl .84 
5 M 2.60 .89 
8 s 1.8> .14 
6 s 2.20 ... 
3 II 3AO 1.)1. 
I G 4.40 .55 
2 G 4.25 .96 

3 N 1.00 .00 
3 N 1.00 .00 
3 N 1.00 .00 
2 s 2.40 1.34 
I M 2.8> 1.48 

w 
00 



was agents with six to 11 years of service followed by nine agents in 

the 18 to 23 years of service group. In the fifth category were the 

agents with 24 to 29 years of service, 13 agents fell within these 

parameters. The final five agents had 30 to 35 years of service. 

Notable differences were considered to exist within the 

Agriculture Agents group when mean values reflected a .SO or greater 

difference between any of the years of service groups. Within the Job 
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Related Factors notable differences were present among the groups on 18 

of the 20 factors. Agents generally agreed on the top ranked factor 

for the total Agriculture Agents group, that being "the desire to work 

with people." The total group also revealed no notable differences 

among the third ranked factor for the group, "the people with whom 

associated." 

However, on the factor which ranked second for the overall group, 

"creative job freedom" was notably more important to the 24 to 29 year 

group, being ranked first with a mean value of 4.70 while the zero to 

five year group only ranked the same factor as fourth with a mean value 

of 3.75. 

At the bottom end of the ranked values was the "working hours" 

factor. Agriculture Agents in the six to 11, 12 to 15, and 18 to 23, 

ranked this factor fifteenth, seventeenth, and sixteenth respectively 

while the other three groups all ranked the value as twentieth. 

Upon considering the three factors which reflected notable 

differences among the three program area groups, similar differences 

were revealed among the Agriculture Agents group. The "salary" factor 

ranked fairly high among 18 to 23 years of service group members at 

sixth, while agents in the 30 to 35 year group ranked the factor at 



nineteenth. 

"Recognition of the organization" ranked nineteenth by the 12 to 

15 years of service group was ninth by the 24 to 29 year group and by 

the 30 to 35 year group. 

The third factor which had notable differences among the three 

program areas was the "promotional opportunities" factor. This factor 

ranked fourteenth with the six to 11 yeat· groups and eighteenth with 

the zero to five group, however, the greatest mean differences were 

between the zero to five year group (2.57) and the 24 to 29 year group 

(3.46). 
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Among the Personal Opportunities, notable differences among means 

existed among all groups on each factor. However, all groups ranked 

"retirement benefits" first with the exception of the zerb to five 

group. which ranked the factor second. The same pattern existed on the 

bottom end of the ranking with all groups ranking "beginning salary" 

eighth with the exception of the zero to five years group which ranked 

the factor seventh. 

Notable differences were also detected among years of service 

groups for factors relating to Family Opportunities, with the exception 

of "individual or family involvement in the community." This factor 

was one of the top ranked factors in the family opportunities factors, 

based upon overall means. The other nwnber one ranked factor was the 

"•::ommunity or county ties factor". 

Home Economists 

Data in Table V reveals comparisons among years of service groups 



~· 

TABLE V 

ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLL~NCING HOME ECONOMISTS' DECISIONS 
TO RE~~IN IN THE SYSTEM BY YEARS OF SERVICE 

co-s JUr&> (6-11 years) ( 12-17 :yurs) ( •23 ,.ura) (24-29 yun) 
(~21) (~16) (Ni<25) (M-5) (M-10) 

e- t' 

~~ 1· JJ 1· ! I I 1· FEtors Influencing Agent R.etencion ~ t i i· ~ ~ j i· I i 
~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~A ~~ :! ~~ ~~ 

.Ill RElAl'ID F~ 
I • Desire to 100rk with people I \\:; 4.76 .75 3 G 4.13 .62 2 G 4.36 .76 I G 4.40 .55 I \l; 4.5o ;71 2. People with \ban associated 3 G 4.10 .62 5 G 3.75 .n 6 G 3.9.1 .91 2 G 4.00 .00 2 G 4.40 .70 

3. Service to l:umnity 6 G 3.52 .93 4 G 3.81 .75 3 G 4.00 .81 2 G 4.00 .00 3 G 4.20 .63 
4. Wodt~ conditims 13 M 2.80 .75 .9 ~~ 3.25 .93 17 H 3.12 .97 13 H 3.00 .71 10 G 3.60 .70 
5. Clientele involveamt 4 G 3.90 .83 7 G 3.67 .• 72 4 G 3.92 ..• 81 5 G 3.60 .55 8 G 3.70 .67 
6. Clientele perception of Extl!!lllliao 5 G 3.67 .86 I G 4.44 .73 S G 3.84 .80 7 H 3.40 .89 8 G 3.70 .82 
7. Geogrlqilic location of CQ.Ilty 6 G 3.52 1.33 5 G 3.75 .93 7 G 3.72 1.17 8 M 3.20 1.~ 11 M 3.10 1.29 
8. Recognition of organization 16 M 2.67 1.11 14 M 3.00 .• 93 20 M 2.88 1.09 18 M 2.9.1 1.10 14 M 3.~ 1.06 
9. Peer nc:ognition II M 2.90 1;00 17M 2.80 · .86 . II M 3.40 I .or. 13 !-1 3.00 1.22 10 G 3.60 .97 10. &.ployee acrall! - 18 H 2.52 .G7 16 ~~ 2.81 .75 14 H 3.32 1.11 8 M 3.20 1.48 14 M 3.~ 1.16 

l'l. Athinistratiw ludership 13 !;{ 2.00 .90 18 •1 2.69 .79 17 ~ 3.12 .97 13 M 3.00 1.22 17 M 3. 10 .99 -
12. Quality of supervisi<Xt 13 M 2.00 1.15 19 M 2.67 .'18 12 M 3.36 I. I I 20 M 2.75 1.26 17 M 3.10 .99 
)3 . .Disposition of ~rs 19 ~~ 2 • .50 1.00 12 H 3.06 .93 15 M 3.211 I. 13 13 H 3.00 1.22 5 G 3.80 .79 14. PrmDtional opportmities - 17 M 2.57 .75 15 M 2.88 .89 8 M 3.64 1.00 13 tl 3.00 1.22 t6 r-t 3.22 .97 
15. \lodting conditims & surrnni~ I I M 2.~ .911 10 M 3.13 I. 19 • 15 M 3.211 .88 8 M 3.20 1.~ 5 G 3.9.1 .79 
16. Oppartmity for orgmi.zatialal ~ 10 M 3.04 I. 12 8 M 3.38 .96 12 M 3.36 1.19 8 M 3.20 1.~ 13 G~ 3.50 .• 7l 
17. Salary 9 M 3. 14 1.06 

I 

10 G 3.60 .97 10 M 3,13 .89 10 G 3.52 .1.05 4 G 3.9.1 .45 
~·. Job prestige 8 M 3.33 .73 12 M 3.06 .85 8 G 3.64 .91 8 14 3.20 1.~ 5 G 3.fK> .79 19. Wo..."'king conditjons .20 s 2.43 1.16 20M 2.53 .92 19 M 3.00 1.29 18 M 2.9.1 1.10 .20 M 3.00 1.25 

20 Creative Job freedan 2 G 4.43 .68 2 G 4.110 .63 I G 4.45 .78 5 G 3.60 .89 3 G 4.20 .92 

Real'Limits: Very Great(VG) • 5.CX>-4.50, Great.(G)- 4.49-3.50, Moderate(M) • 3.49-2 . .50, Sale(S)" 2.49-1 • .50, Na!e(N) • 1.49-.00 

(:J>-35 ,.an) 
{lpl) 

~~~ 1· ~A 

1 \\:; s.oo .m 
I VG 5.00 .00 
I VG 5.00 .00 
7 H 3.00 .00 
4 c 4'.oo .oo 
4 G 4.00 .00 
4 G 4.00 .00 
7 H 3.00 .00 
7 M 3.00 .00 
7 M 3.00 .00 
7 M 3.00 .00 

14 M 2.00 .00 
14 . s 2.00 .00 
14 s 2.00 .00 
14 s 2.00 .00 
19 N 1.00 .00 
7 M 2.00 .00 
7 M 2.00 .00 

19 H 1.00 .00 
14 s 2.00 .00 

~ ...... 



TABLE V (Continued) 

co-s,_.) (6-11 yura) (~17~ t•23,_.) (lft-29 ,.ara) 
(N-21) (N-16) . (N!r25) (N-5} (N-10) 

J f j i:' ~ t' ;... 

Fccars Infh-ring Aglllt lletcim 1· .. i i· ~~ I 1· 
:> i . a i . j !I a J! i 

!"fllSlW. OPRmUNI1'ttS 
a:& ~~ ~& .. ~! l ~& ~ :! ~& 

I. Opportmi.ty for inJU: in bulgeta 8 M 2.48 1.33 7 M 2.50 ~97 . 8 M 2.67 .76 8 s 2.40 .89 8 M 2.88 1.26 

2. I'ersonal dtM:iopellent ( in-setVice} 2 G 3.00 .87 4 G 3.75 .58 4 G 3.68 1.03 2 G 3.60 .89 4 G 4.00 .87 

3. ~imal opportmi.ties (collegp) 4 G 3.57 1.08 4 G 3.73 .88 5 G 3.52 1.19 5 M 3.20 .84 5 G 3.89 .93 

4. Begiming salary 6 M 3.00 1.10 6 M 2.56 1.03 7 M 2.11> 1.12 5 M 3.20 .84 7 G 3.50 .93 

5. Salary irlcrease5 7 M 2.67 1.28 8 s 2.38 .96 6 M 2.92 .• 97 7 K 3.00 .71 6 G 3.56 1.01 

6. Jclb 'beue.fiu "3 G 3.67 .!K> 2 G 4.00 .73 3 G 3.88 .83 2 G 3.60 .89 I G 4.11 .60 

7. lleti.nla!Dt beDe.fi.u 5 K 3.48 1.03 3 G 3.88 .72 2 G 3.96 .84 I G 3.S> 1.10 I G 4.11 .60 

B. Leave beDe.fiu I G 3.90 .83 I G 4.13 .72 I G 4.32 .69 2 G 3.60 .89 I G 4.11 .60 

FR-!ILY Cll'REI'IMTIES 
I. Other busine.u inteiests in - 4 s 2.11 1.41 5 s 2.13 1.41 4 s 2.21 1.47 4 M 2.20 1.10 I M 3.22 1.72 

2. Nea:rb1 £mmill& operaticas 5 s 1.80 1.51 4 s 2.31 1.44 5 s 1.68 1.31 5 M 2.00 1.00 5 s 2.22 1.48 

3. Spou!ll! I ~ jclb 3 s 2.33 1.53' 3 M 2.63 1.41 3 s 2.36 1.60 3 M 2.80 1.43 4 M 2.67 1.66 

4. Indiv. or t..ily involv. in c:ama. I M 3.10 1.30 I G 3.56 ·1.15 2 M 2.S> 1.25 I M 3.00 1.22 I M 3.22 .83 

5. · CamuU.ty ar CtUity tiei"' 2 M 2.86 I .56 2 G 3.50 1.41 I M 3.00 1 • .58 I M 3.00 1.22 3 M ·3.11 1.36 

llUl..Limits: Very Great(VG) • 5.00-4 .SO, Great( G)- 4 .49-3.50, Moderate~ • 3.49-2.SO, Saae(S} ~ 2.49-1.50, Nooe(N) • 'J .49-.00 

(~35 ,_.,) 
(N-J) 

~ 

JlJ l· 
~c~ 

8 N 1.00 .00 
4 s 2.00 .00 
4 s 2.00 .00 
4 s 2.00 .00 
4 s 2.00 .00 
3 G 4.00 .00 
I~ 5.00 .00 
I ~ 5.00 .00 

3 N 1.00 .00 
3 N 1.00 .00 
3 N 1.00 .00 
I M 3.00 .00 
I M 3.00 .00 

~ 
N 
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within the Home Economists population. Six years of service categories 

represented the Home Economists group. The first group of 21 Home 

Economists fell within the zero to five years of service group, the 

second group of 16 agents had six to 11 years of service. 

The third group of Home Economists were those with 12 to 17 years 

of service, 25 agents comprised this group. Five additional agents had 

18 to 33 years. 

Within the 24 to 29 years of service group, ten agents were 

represented, and in the final group, one agent had 30 to 35 years of 

service. 

When considering notable differences between the Home Economists 

groups at a .50 difference we discover that no differences existed in 

regard to two factors. Home Economists generally agreed on the 

"clientele involvement" and "administrative leadership" factors. 

Upon noticing rankings of the factors the data reveals that the 

"desire to work with people" was generally the first ranked factor, 

with the six to 11 year group ranking the factor third and the 12 to 17 

year group ranking the factor second, all other groups in the Home 

Economists population ranked this factor first. 

When considering the differences among the groups of Home 

Economists on the three factors which had notable differences among the 

three program area groups, it is noted that in regard to "recognition 

from the organization" only a difference of .63 existed between the 

high and low means, while on the "promotional opportunities" factor, 

the difference between means was 1. 64, and a . 80 difference of the 

''salary" factor. 

Among the Personal Opportunities, the Home Economists group had 



notable differences among their total population on each of the eight 

factors. 
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In the final category of factors, those relating to Family 

Opportunities, the data revealed notable differences for each factor, 

however, rankings were generally similar with the exception of "other 

business interests in the area" factor where Home Economists in the 24 

to 29 year group ranked the factor first, while the other five groups 

ranked the same value, based upon mean values, at three to five in rank 

order. 

4-H Agents 

Data in Table VI reveals comparisons between seven groups of 4-H 

Agents, on three categories of factors. While over 60 percent of the 

4-H Agents had 11 or fewer years of service, one agent had 36 or more 

years, two agents were within the 30 to 35 year group, one within the 

24 to 29 year group, five agents had 18 to 23 years of service, 12 had 

six to 11 years, and the largest group of 20 agents had zero to five 

years of service. 

The data in Table VI further reveals notable differences among 

mean values for each of the groups of 4-H Agents. In some cases there 

are extreme differences due to group sizes, which are revealed in 

ranked values for factors, however mean values for many of the factors 

are more similar than are ranked values within the population. 

As in the other program area groups, primary attention was paid to 

the three factors which had notable differences among the total 

extension population between program area groups. 



TABLE VI 

ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING 4-H AGENTS' DECISIONS 
TO REMAIN IN THE SYSTEM BY YEARS OF SERVICE 

(()o-5 ,_.) (6-11 ,..:s) (1~17 ,am) CI&-Z3 ,_.) ( :ar.-29 }UI:S) 
(»a :!I) (5-12) (5-3) (NoS) (N-1) 

e- e- "' ~ 11 1 t i 1· oil i 1; ~~ l; 5 1 . i i & ! t' i 
ij ! ~! J~ ~ ~,! l" il! ~& :! ~& :3 :! ~c! 

Fct:ors Influpocj .. Age!~£ Becentim 

JOB m.AlEl F#Cl"ORS 
I . Desil-e to t.10rk with people 2 G 4.10 .64 I G 4.~ .51 2 \C 4.67 .58 2 ·1,C 4.60 .55 I . \C 5.00 .00 
2. People with man associated 3 G 3.95 .52 4 G 3.58 .79 2 \C 4.67 .58 3 G 4.:!1 1.10 I \C 5.00 .00 
3. Servia! to l1l.mmi.ty 6 M 3.35 .75 7 M 3.17 .83 4 G 4.33 1.15 I \C 4.00 .45 I \C 5.00 • 00 
4. Wmiting c::nW:ials 8 M 3.:!1 .95 6 M 3.42 .67 II M 3.00 1.00 9 G 3.60 .89 13 M 3.00 .00 
5. Clientele involvemac 4 G 3.68 .48. 5 G 3.58 .90 4 G 4.33 .58 3 G 4 .:!1 .84 I \C 5.00 .00 
6. Cl.ielll:ele percepci.an of Fzeosi.an 5 G 3.55 .83 9 M 3.00 ~95 8 G 3.67 .58 5 G 4.00 .71 6 G 4.00 .00 
7. GeogmpU.c l.oc.ll:i.an of CDJil'l:f II M 3.05 1.36 3 s 3.92 1.31 I \C 5.00 .00 7 G 3.00 .84 13 M 3.00 .00 
8. Recognidm of org1Di.z3cim 19 s 2.10 .79 18 s 2.~ .79 14 s 2.33 1.53 14 M 2.00 I ;48 6 G 4.00 .00 
9. Peer recqpliti.an 14 M 2.60 .75 14 s 2.42 .67 10 M 3.33 1.15 14 M 2.00 .84 6 G 4.00 .00 

10. Eqlloyee DDral.e 13 M 2.70 .8) 16 s 2.25 1.06 II M 3.00 1.00 12 M 3.00 1.41 13 M 3.00 .00 
I'L. Adalinistrati.ve l.e.adenhip 17 s 2.35 1.09 19 s 2.00 .74 :!) s 1.67 .58 18 M 2.60 .55 13 M 3.00 .00 
12. Quality of superviaim 15 M 2.55 .911 17 s 2.17 1.93 14 s 2.33 .58 14 M 2.80 .84 6 G 4.00 .00 
13. Dispositim of co-wrlten 9 M 3.15 1.09 10 M 2.92 1.16 14 s 2.33 1.53 7 G 3.00 1.10 6 G 4.00 .00 
14. Prtattiocal oppoEtulitiea - 18 s 2.:D 1.22 :!) s 1.83 .83 19 s 2.00 .00 20 s 2.:!1 .84 6 G 4.00 .00 
15. WoriW!g c:ondi.ticna & IUmU'IdiDgs 7 M 3.25 .85 7 M 3.17 .83 8 G 3.67 1.15 9 G 3.60 .55 13 M 3.00 .00 
16. Opporamity fDr Oiplizatimal inpJC 9 M 3.15 .93 13 M 2.58 .67 14 s 2.33 .58 12 M 3.00 .71 6 G 4.00 .00 
17. Sala%y IS M 2.55 .83 14 s 2.42 1.~ II M 3.00 1.00 14 M 2.00 1.48 13 M 3.00 .00 
18. Job prestige 12 M 2.85 .67 10 M 2.92 .67 7 G 4.00 1.00 II M 3.40 .89 13 M 3.00 .00 
19. Working c:ondi.tiona :!) s 2.00 1.~ 12 M 2.83 1.27 14 s 2.33 1.53 19 s 2.40 1.14 20 M 1.00 .00 
20 C:reat:i ve Job freedcal I G 4.25 .85 2 G 4.00 .74 4 G 4.33 .58 5 G 4.00 1.22 I VG 5.00 .00 

Real Limits: 
VeryGreac(VG) • 5.00-4.50, Great.(C)• 4.49-3.50, ModerateOO • 3.49-2.50, Saiii!(S). 2.49-1.50, Nale(M) • 1.49-.00 

(»-35 ,_..) (36+ years) 
(N-2) (»a!) 

-e-

~~ 1 J i ~- j 1 > 
~ :! ~J ~t! 

6 ~ 4.50 .71 I G 4.00 .00 
9 G 4.00 1.41 . I G 4.00 .00 
9 G 4.00 .oo I G 4.00 .00 
9 G 4.00 .00 i I M 3.00 .00 
6 \C 4.50 .70 I G 4.00 .00 
I \C 5.00 .00 I G 4.00 .00 
I \'G 5.00 .00 I G 4.00 .00 
I VG 5.00 .00 II M 3.00 .00 

15 G 3.50 .71 II M 3.00 .00 
18 M 3.00 .00 II M 3.00 .00 
9 G 4.00 1.41 II M 3.00 .00 
6 VG 4.50 .71 II M 3.00 .00 
9 G 4.00 .00 ·1 G 4.00 .00 

15 G 3.50 .71 II M 3.00 .00 
I \C 5.00 .00 I G 4.00 .00 
9 G 4.00 .00 I G 4.00 .00 

19 M 2.50 .71 II M 3.00 .00 
15 G 3.50 .71 II M 3.00 .00 
19 M 2.50 2.12 Ji M 3.00 .00 
I VG 5.00 .00 I G 4.00 .00 

.p. 
V1 



TABLE VI (Continued) 

(()-5,..., (6-11 ,_.) (12-17,..., (1&-Z! ,_a) C»-29 yurs) 
(~20) (~12) . 0~3) (~5). (~I) 

~ i i 

i:' ~ ~ i" 

Fcozs hfh-n. 11fJt4 Jererrim 'Si. -!II ~ li 1 > 1:: ll l; J J i 1· • > l .. li j J :! al& .!J:3 :! ~.! ~ ·i ~& ~.! J ~ ~~ 
l'!3SttW. IJl'lUQl.l'lJ.IIES 
I. Oppamcicy for illput in bld@eU 7 s 2.00 .79 6 s 1.92 .90 8 s 1.67' 1.15 6 I-1 2.80 l.~ 4 M 3.00 .00 .. Persmal deloe ·, '11"""'= ( in-service) 5 s 2.49 1.02 5 M 2.50 1.00 2 G 4.00 1.00 4 G 4.00 1.00 4 M 3.00 .00 "-• 
3. Uiucatimal ~ (col.legt' ) ·4 M 3.15 1.27 4 M 2.75 1.14 2 G 4.00 1.00 5 G 3.60 .55 4 M 3.00 .00 
4. Be~ salary 6 s 2.45 1.00 7 s 1.58 .67 7 s 2.00 1.00 8 'M 2.40 .55 7 N 1.00 .00 
5. ~izx::ules 7 s 2.00 1.21 8 N 1.25 .45 6 s 2.33 1.15 6 M 2.80 1.64 8 N 1.00 .00 
li. Jab beDefits 3 M 3.~ !.08 2 M 3.33 1.15 5 G 3.67 .58 3 G 4.40 .89 2 G 4.00 .00 
7. Reti:rBmt 1llm.fiu 2 G 3.58 .69 2 M 3.33 .89 2 G 4.00 1.00 I ~A; 4 .60 · .55 I ~A; 5.00 .00 
a. I.-e bm!fia I G 4.15 .59 I G 4.00 .74 I G 4.33 .58 I ~A; 4.60 .89 2 G 4.00 .00 

Fw.ILY unuulll~ 
J. Other busim.ss ;........,.. in - 4 s 1.70 .98 4 s 2.00 1.35 4 N 1.33 .58 4 N 1.40 .89 2 N 1.00 .00 
2. NE..ub1 ~ '"4'""'C:12'1 3 s 1.75 1.45 5 s 1.83 1.40 5 N 1.00 .00 . 4 N 1.40 .55 2 N 1.00 .00 
3. Spau~~e' I jab 

. 5 s 1.68 1.29 3 s 2.33 1.61 3 K 3.00 2.00 3 s 2.40 1.34 I M 3.00 .00 
4. ID:iiv. 01.' t.ily iutalv .in c:r:ma. I M 2.00 1.36 I S 2.42 1.24 2 M 3.33 .58 I G 3.80 1.09 2 N 1.00 .00 
s. Caamity or a::uJtf tiel 2 M 2.55 1.36 I S 2.42 1.31 I G 3.67 .58 2 M 2.11) 1.~ 2 N 1.00 .00 

llul Lillits: Vfi%7 Gm~~:(\Cl• S.oo-4.50, Gr5t.{G).. 4.49-3.50, Moclerate(M) • 3.49-2.50, Saa!(S) • 2•49-I.SO, Hane(N) • 1•4s-.oo 

(3)-35 ,._..) 
(~2) 

eo 
J ~ li cl :il 

l; 
~t8 

6 K 3.00 1.41 
5 G 3.50 .71 
I G 4.00 1.41 
7 M 2.50 .71 
7 K 2.50 .71 
I G 4.00 .00 
I G 4.00 .00 
I G 4.00 .00 

4 N 1.00 .00 
4 N 1.00 .00 
I M 2.50 2.12 
3 s 2.00 1.41 
I M 2.50 .71 

(J6t. vurs} 
(~I) 

! I ~ J :il 
1· 
~8 

4 M 3.00 .00 
I G 4.00 .00 
4 M 3.00 .00 
4 M 3.00 .00 
4 M 3.00 .00 
4 M 3.00 .00 
I G 4.00 .00 
I G 4.00 .00 

I G 4.00 .oo 
I G 4.00 .00 
I G 4.00 .00 

4 M 3.00 .00 
4 M 3.00 .00 

+"' 
0\ 
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In regard to the "recognition of the organization" factor, means 

ranged from 5.00 from the 30 to 35 year group to 2.08 from the six to 

11 and 18 to 23 year groups. The "promotional opportunities" factor 

had values ranging from 4.00 from the 24 to 29 year group to 1.83 for 

the six to 11 year group. The "salary" factor had mean values of 2.42 

from the six to 11 year group and 3.00 from the 12 to 17, 24 to 29, and 

36 plus groups. 

Comparison of Agents by Years 

of Service 

The third objective of the study was to determine the relative 

importance of selected factors influencing agents to remain in the 

profession as compared by years of service. 

Data presented in Table VII reveals ranked mean values and 

category along with standard deviations for each factor for the total 

population of agents combining program areas, and separating the 

population in seven groups based upon years of service categories. 

The largest group of agents were those 57 in the zero to five 

years of service group. The next group, those having six to 11 years 

represented 46 agents. The third largest group was also the third 

service group, 12 to 17 years. Forty-three agents had 12 to 17 years 

of service. 

Nineteen agents had worked 18 to 23 years and 24 agents has 24 to 

29 years. In the sixth category of years, 30 to 35, eight agents were 

represented and in the final category, one agent had 36 years or more 

years of service. 
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TABLE VII 

ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
AGENTS TO REMAIN IN THE SYSTEM BY YEARS OF SERVICE 

(G-3 ~) (6-11 yurs) ( 12-17 ,._.) ( 1~23 :yars) (~29 ,ears) (:»-35 ,..w (36+ J'lE s) ' 
(N-57) (N-46) (N-43) (N-19) (N-24) (N-8) (No.I) 

e- t' 

~~ 
e- "" ~ J e ~ 0 • 1· jl· 1 t j . -si • ~ ~ li 1· li !i ~~ I 1· ~ ~ e l · . J ~ ~! ~ ~ :! ~! ~ tit& '; it ... i'i IX tj :! ~8 ~! 

"' tJ ... 
me u rn c 

I G 4.26 .70 2 G 4.13 .58 2·G 4.35 .72 I G 4.26 .65 I \U 4.50 .59 I '/.; 4.50 .53 I G 4.00 .00 
3 G 4.04 .63 3 G 3.76 .67 ·4 G 3.98 .86 4 G 3.84 .90 3 G 4.42 .58 3 G 4.13 .64 I G 4.00 .00 
6 M 3.47 .80 5 G 3.63 .85 ·3 G 4.07 .80 6 G 3.68 1.00 4 G 4.13 .61 4 G 3.88 .64 I G 4.00 .00 
9 M 3.07 .84 8 M 3.26 .95. II M 3.19 .88 8 M 3.21 .79 7 G 3.67 .82 II M 3.25 .71 il M 3.00 .CO 
4 G 3.88 .69 4 G 3.69 .73 5 G 3.93 .74 3 G 3.89 .74 5 G 4.08 .65 4 G 3.88 .64 I G 4.00 .00 
5 G 3.63 .75 7 M 3.41 .00 6 G 3.81 .82 5 G 3.79 .71 6 G 3.88 .68 4 G 3.88 .83 I G 4.00 .00 
7 M 3.32 1.40 6 G 3.57 1.22 7 G 3.60 1.20 8 M 3.21 1.18 16 H 3.33 1.24 7 G 3.63 .19 I G 4.00 .00 

18 }1 2.50 1.00 18 s 2.44 .92 19 M 2.67 1.08 IS M 2.68 1.00 12 G 3.54 .88 7 G 3.63 .97 II M 3.00 .00 
14 M 2.79 .88 15 M 2.53 .79 II M 3.19 1.03 IS M 2.68 I. II II G 3.58 .83 10 M 3.29 .49 II M 3.00 .00 
16 M 2.65 .90 19 s 2.39 .98 IS M 3.09 1.09 13 M 2.84 1.21 18 M 3.21 .98 17 M 2.86 .70 II M 3.00 .00 
17 M 2.53 1.06 20 s 2.:J> .81 18 M 2.77 1.11 19: M 2.58 1.07 19 ~I 3.13 .95 13 M 3.13 .99 II M 3.00 .00 
IS M 2.70 1.07 16 M 2.51 1.06 16 M 2.98 1.14 17 M 2.61 1.04 17 M 3.29 1.04 IS l4 2.88 1.26 11 M 3.00 .00 
12 M 2.84 1.07 10 M 3.04 1.03 10 M 3.26 1.05 12 M 3.00 1.06 7 G 3.67 1.17 9 G 3.50 .76 I G 4.00 .00 
19 s 2.47 .97 17 s 2.49 .94 20 H 2.58 .98 IS M 2.59 1.21 14 M 3.40 .84 18 M 2.75 .89 11 M 3.00 .00 
8 M 3.10 .96 9 ~~ 3.13 .97 9 M 3.35 .84 7 L1 3.26 .93 7 G 3.67 .82 II M 3.25 1.28 I G 4.00 .00 

16. 0pportuU.ty for organizational input 10 M 3.01 .99 12 M 2.93 .90 14 !·1 3.12 1.14 14 M 2.72 1.07 13 G 3.50 .83 IS M 2.88 1.46 I G 4.00 .00 
13 l-1 2.63 17. Sal.aJ:y 12 M 2.84 .92 1.02 13 u 3.16 1.04 8 M 3.21 .98 IS M 3.38 .88 19 M 2.38 .52 II M 3.00 .00 

18. Job prestige 10 M 3.01 .77 II M 2.98 .80 8 !4 3.47 .96 II l1 3.11 1.15 10 G 3.63 .92 13 M 3.13 .36 II M 3.00 .00 
19. Working conditions 20 s 2.26 I. 16 14 M 2.62. .98 17 H 2.79 1.15 20M 2.53 1.17 20 H 2.96 1.30 20 s 1.63 I .06 II M 3 .00 .00 

20 Creative Job freedcm 2 G 4.18 .80 I G 4.18 .86 I G 4.38 .82 2 G 4.11 .88 I \U 4.50 .78 2 G 4.25 1.04 I G 4.00 .00 

Real Lillits: Very Grea{VG) • 5.~.50, Great.(G}• 4.49-3.50, Moderace(M) • 3.49-2.50, Salle(S) • 2.49-1.50, None(N) • 1•49-.00 

.p-
00 
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I. Opportu:lity tor :U~pE m bud!!ets 8 s 2.25 1.11 6 s 2.40 .96 7 K 2.57 .83 7 K 2.53 1.12 7 M 2.91 1.02 6 s 2.25 1.04 4- K 3.00 .00 

2. Persenal devei.opa811: (.in-service) S K 3.29 1.07 5 K 3.18 .96 4 G 3.58 .96 4 M 3.53 1.02 4 G 3.61 .94 4 K 2.88 .83 I G 4.00 .00 

3. Eeu:atimal opparanities (a~llep) ·4 K 3.37 1.16 4 M 3.36 1.06 5 K 3.42 1.18 S M 3.00 1.00 S K 3.35 .93 4 K 2.88 1.13 4 M 3.00 .00 

4. Bef.in:Wig alary 6 K 2.65 1.01 7 s 2.13 .94 7 M 2.57 1.04 8 s 3.32 .89 7 M 2.91 .92 8 s 2.00 .76 4 K 3.00 .00 

5. ~izx:eues 7 s 2.28 1.15 8 s 2.07 .95 6 K 2.69 .98 6 M 2.58 1.35 6 K 3.04 .98 6 M 2.25 ~71 4 K 3.00 .00 

'· Job blaefi.t& 3 K 3.46 .93 3 G 3.66 1.04 2 G 3.72 .Ill 3 G 3.68 1.05 3 G 4.09 .73 3 G 3.63 1.06 4 M 3.00 .00 

7. lee~ 1IIIDefiU 2 G 3.55 .81 2 G 3.84 .85 3 G 3.93 .n I G 4.05 · .78 I G 4.36 .66 I G 4.38 .52 I G 4.00 .00 

a. Luw bl!llefiu I G 4.00 .71 I G 4.04 .n I G 4.12 .73 2 G 3.89 .94 2 G 4.32 .57 2 G 4.29 .76 I G 4.00 .00 

rw.ILY OfR!Q1JI!TlES 
. I. Ocher business .iDtel:eiU .in mea 4 s 1.96 1.26 4 s 2.18 1.32 4 s 2.19 1.40 4 s 1.68 ~89 3 S 2.35 1.56 4 N 1.00 .00 I G 4.00 .00 

1. lle.azb1 fBmiDg apernirm 5 s 1.89 1.47 5 s 2.11 1.37 5 s 1.70 1.28. • s 1.68 .89 5 s 1.78 1.20 4 N 1.00 .00 I C 4.00 .00 
;s. Spaua'• .jab • 3 s 2.09 1.43 3 s 2.49 1.46 3 s 2.33 1.54 3M 2.37 1.38 4 s 2.09 1.31 3 N 1.37 1.06 I G 4.00 .oo· 
4. Indiv. ar t.ily imolv.m c:aaD. I G 2.84 ·1.31 2 K 2.98 1.23 2 M 2.81 1.20 IK 2.89 1.33 2 K 2.87 1.25 2 s 2.38 1.88 4 K 3.00 .oo 
5. CanuW:y ar r:tU£'1 ties 2 M 2.67 1.46 I M 3.09 1.43 I M 2.95 IA6 2M 2.63 1.21 I M 2.91 1.35 I M 2.75 1.16 4 M 3.00 .oo 

leal.Lillil:s: Vmy G1111tC11Gl• S.oo-4 • .50, GJ:UL{G). 4.49-3.SO,ItadenteCK) • 3.49-2 • .50, SaR(S) • 2.4!H..50, ._R) • 1.49-.00 

.J:'
\0 



50 

When considering notable differences among six categories of years 

of service it can be found that differences do in fact exist in regard 

to most of the Job Related Factors. The exception is found in regard 

to the fourth ranked factor. It can be seen that no notable 

differences were found regarding "clientele involvement," with means 

ranging from 3.69 to 4.08. 

Two other factors were found to have differences of only .SO. 

These were factors ranked one and two respectively by the total 

population. The "dE~sire to work with people" had mean values ranging 

from 4.00 to 4.50, the second ranked factor by the population, 

"creative job freedom" also had mean values of 4.00 to 4.50. 

Other factors which did not reflect notable differences wet·e 

"leave benefits" in the Personal Opportunities category, which ranked 

first in the category with means of 3.89 to 4.32. 

In the Family Opportunities category, "conununity or· county ties" 

also ranked first in the category had means of 2.63 to 3.09. 

Twelve factors had differences which were greater than 1.00. 

These 12 factors are listed as follows by rank, with the first having 

the greatest difference (3.00) and the 12th having a difference of 

1.00. The factors are: "other business interest in the area," "nearby 

farming operations." spouses job," "working hours," "beginning 

salary," "opportunity for organizational input," "recognition of the 

organization," "disposition of co-workers," "personal development 

through in-service," "job benefits," "peer recognition," and "salary." 

While notable differences, based upon the .50 criteria, did exist 

among agents for most of the factors, the rankings by years of service 



groups was generally consistent with those ratlkings for individual 

program area groups. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter was to present a summary of the study 

pt·oblem, methodology, and major findings. Conclusions and 

recommendations were presented based upon sturunarization, analysis of 

data collected and interpretation resulting from the design and 

procedures utilized in conducting the study. 

Summary of the Study 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to identify and compare factors that 

motivated or encouraged county staff to continue their careers in the 

Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. 

The population of this study consisted of all county field staff 

who were currently employed by the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service. 

Objectives of the Study 

In order to accomplish the intent of this study the following 

objectives were developed in regard to Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service employees: 

1. To determine the level of influence selected factors have upon 

the overall population of Cooperative Extension Service county field 
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staff, as related to retention in the organization. 

2. To determine the relative importance of selected factors as to 

their influence on agent's decisions to continue in the Cooperative 

Extension Service as compared by program areas. 

3. To determine the relative importance of selected factors as to 

their influence on agent's decisions to continue in the Cooperative 

Extension Service as compared by years of service· within the program 

area. 

4. To determine the relative importance of selected factors 

influencing the overall population of county field staff to remain in 

the profession as compared by years of service. 

Rationale of the Study 

The current freeze in hiring, potential of "early-out" 

retirements, and considerations of county consolidation point to a need 

to retain current employees in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service. The importance of selected variables associated with personal 

goals, ambitions of agents, and job satisfactions have relevant 

implications for agent retention. Professional pride and firm 

convictions concerning the importance of the Cooperative Extension 

Service to cli0ntele seem to be factors which affect the decisions of 

agents to remain in the profession. 

The satisfaction of seeing people reach their goals as a result of 

extension programs helps provide the agent with added motivation, and 

as the resulting accomplishment by clientele makes them recognize the 

value of the organization. 
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Identifying the importance of selected variables associated with 

advantages, benefits and rewards of extension work should help agents 

reflect on personal goals, define expectations and affirm their 

decisions to remain in the profession. Agents committed to the 

profession, and to helping people themselves, provide the "spirit" of 

Cooperative Extension. As a result of agent satisfaction, clientele 

should also receive benefits in the form of quality extension programs. 

In addition to providing a benefit to the agent and clientele, 

identifying pertinent factors relevant to agent retention, the value of 

specific variables should assist administrators and supervisors in 

developing effective supervisory procedures as well as providing 

adjustments or enticements for staff. 

Design and Procedures 

Following a review of literature related to the problem and 

determination of need, the major tasks in the design of the study were: 

(1) determination of the population for the study, (2) development of 

the survey instrument, (3) collection of the data, and (4) analysis of 

the data. 

The population of the study consisted of 215 persons, the total 

number of field staff employed by the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service in November, 1986. Mail questionnaires were utilized to secure 

agent responses to selected factors. Of those agents receiving the 

survey 92 percent of the total population completed and returned usable 

surveys. 

Survey items and areas of consideration were determined through A 

review of related literature and by input from a group of 15 agents 
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selected to review and offer input on the instrument. 

Upon collection of the data, descriptive statistics were utilized 

to analyze and describe the information. Notable differences among 

responses were noted using category values as well as mean response 

values. A criteria for determining levels of notable differences was 

established with a value of .50 being selected. Chapter IV presents 

the findings of that data shown in the tables. 

Major Findings of the Study 

The focus of this study was to determine the importance of 

selected factors influencing agents to remain in the Cooperative 

Extension Service. Objectives of the study were utilized as a basis 

for the organization of major findings, these findings are presented as 

follows. 

Profile of the Respondents 

The total population of the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service 

was surveyed so no actual sampling was applied to this study. The data 

represents a significant portion of the total population with over 92 

percent of the population being represented in the findings. The 

population was similar as to distribution by years of service with the 

exception of t:he "36 plus years" group, which had only one member. 

The 4-H Agents group had the highest percentage of surveys 

returned with 93.62 percent responding, however, this group only 

comprised 22.22 percent of the total population or agents responding. 

The Home Economists group comprised the largest group responding with 
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79 agents. This group represented 92.86 percent of the Home Economists 

population. The population was very similar as to distribution of 

years of service, with 28 percent of the group having been employed for 

five or fewer years, the next largest group had served six to 11 years 

with nearly 74 percent having 17 or fewer years of service. 

Job Related Factors 

While no factor in the study received an overall 

"very great" influence ranking several factors were ranked as "great." 

"Great" values had real limits of 3.50 to 4.49. Those Job Related 

Factors with overall mean values in this range were: "Desire to work 

with people," (4.29), "Creative job freedom," (4.26), "People with whom 

associated," (3.99), "Clientele involvement," (3.87), "Service to 

humanity," (3.76), and "Importance of extension as perceived by 

clientele," (3.68). 

All three groups ranked the "desire to work with people," 

"creative job freedom," and "people with whom associated" as the top 

three factors respectively. There was very little deviation among the 

program area groups on the top three factors, as reflected py the 

"overall" standard deviations for the three factors ranked one through 

three. The standard deviations for the factors were: .66, .83, and .74 

respectively. 

The "salary" factor reflected a notable difference among agents, 

with the Home Economists group ranking this factor as ninth in order of 

importance while the other two groups listed the factor as sixteenth. 

"Promotional opportunities" was ranked higher by Agriculture Agents at 

fifteenth than by the other groups with those giving the same factor 
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'·" · · values of nineteenth by Home Economists and twentieth by 4-H Agents,·· 

reflecting a notable difference. The only other factors where notable 

differences existed was "recognition of the organization" being ranked 

fourteenth by Agriculture Agents and seventeenth by the Home Economists 

and 4-H Agents and seventeenth overall. 

With the exception of the top six ranked factors all other job 

related factors were listed as being of "moderate" value falling within 

the real limits of 2.50-3.49. 

Personal Opportunities 

Personal opportunities generally ranked lower than did job 

related factors. "Leave benefits" (4.07),"retirement benefits" (3.88). 

and "job benefits" (3.66) all fell within the "great" value ranging 

having real limit values of 3.50 to 4.49. 

"Personal development" through in-service (3. 37) and "educational 

opportunities" (3.32) were considered to be of "moderate" value having 

overall mean values of 2.50 to 3.49. The other personal opportunities 

were listed as having only some value. There were no notable 

differences between the rankings of the various program area groups. 

Family Opportunities 

Family opportunities generally were values lower in the 

survey. "Individual or family involvement in the community" and 

"community or county ties" both were values at 2.86, or as being of 

''moderate'' value. "Nearby farming operations" were ranked the lowest 

having an overall mean value of 1.84. 
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Overall Ranking of Factors 

While the major emphasis of this study was to consider the 

importance of factors in three major areas, Job Related Factors, 

Personal Oppotunities, and Family Opportunities, it was of interest to 

see how factors ranked overall. Date in Table VIII presents a summary 

of rankings for the total 33 factors considered in the study. The data 

was presented for each of the program area groups, in addition, years 

of service categories were considered. 

The data in Table VIII reveals that the top ten factors, for not 

only the overall population, but also for each of the various groups, 

wc·re fait·ly consistent. 

The top ranked factor in the study was "the desire to work with 

people," followed closely by "creative job freedom." The third most 

important factor overall was from the Personal Opportunities category. 

This factor, "leave benefits" was slightly more important to agents in 

the 18 to 23 and 24 to 29 years of service categories. 

"People with whom associated" was ranked fourth by the overall 

group,. followed by "retirement benefits," "clientele involvement." 

"service to humanity," and "clientele perception of extension." The 

ninth and tenth ranked factors were: "job benefits" and "geographic 

location of county." The tenth ranked factor was less important to the 

24-29 years of service than to any of the other groups, ranking 21st 

with this group. The same factor seemed to be more important to 4-H 

Agents. being ranked at seventh. 



TABLE VIII 

SUMMARY OF OVERALL RANKINGS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING COOPERATIVE 
EXTENSION SERVICE AGENTS TO REMAIN IN THE SYSTEM 

Factors Influencing Retention 

(0-5) 

1, Desire to work with people 1 -2, People with whom associated 3 
3, Service to humanity 8 
4. Working conditions 14 s. Clientele involvement 5 
6. Clientele perception of Extension 6 
'1,, Geographic location of county 11 
8, Recognition of organization 26 
9. Peer recognition 20 

10. Employee morale 23 
11. Administrative leadership 25 
12. Quality of supervision 21 
13. Disposition of co-workers 17 
14. Promotional opportunitie6 27 
15. Working conditions & &urroundings 13 
16 • ·Opportunity for organization input 15 
17. Salary 17 . 
18. Job prestige 15 
19. Working conditions 29 
20. Creative ~ob freedom 2 
21. Opportunity for input in budgets 30 
22. Personal developement (in-service) 12 
23. Educational opprotunities (college) 10 
24. Beginning salary 23 
25. Salary increases 28 
26. Job benefits 9 
27, Retirement benefits 7 
28. Leave benefits .. 4 
29. Other business interests in area 32 
30. Nearby far.ning operations 33 
31. Spouse's job 31 
32. lndiv. or family. involv. in comm. 17 
33, Community or county ties i 22 

BY YEARS OF SERVICE AND PROGRAM AREAS 

(6-11) 

2 
5 
8 

12 
6 

10 
9 

26 
22 
28 
29 
23 
16 
24 
14 
19 
20 
17 
21 
1 

27 
13 
11 
31 
33 
7 
4 
3 

30 
32 
24 
17 
15 

·.!.!!!!. !!f Service 

(12-17) 1 (18-23) 

2 1 
5 6 
4 8 

16 13 
6 4 
8 7 

10 13 
27 22 
16 22 
20 20 
25 27 
21 25 
15 17 
28 26 
14 12 
19 21 
18 13 
12 16 
24 28 
1 _2 
29 28 
11 10 
13 17 
:!9 11 
26 28 
9 8 
6 3 
3 4 

32 32 
33 32 
31 31 
23 19 

.-22 24 

(24-29) (3D-35) (35 +) 

1 1 1 
3 5 1 
6 6 1 

10 14 18 
8 6 1 
9 6 1 

21 9 1 
16 9 18 
15 13 18 
23 22 18 
24 .16 18 
22 18 18 
10 12 1 
18 23 18 
10 14 1 
17 18 1 
19 25 18. 
13 16 18 
26 30 18 
1 4 1 

27 27 1 
14 18 28 
20 18 1 
27 29 1 
25 27 1 
7 9 1 
4 2 28 
5 3 28 

31 32 28 
33 32 28 
32 31 28 
30 25 1 
27 23 1 

Pro~~;ram ~ Group_• 

Ag. Agents · Home Ec, 4:':H Agents 

1 1 1 
3 4 4 
8 5 7 

10 18 12 
6 8 5 
7 10 9 

13 12 7 
20 25 24 
18 17 19 
25 22 20 
28 24 25 
23 22 21 
14 21 13 
21 28 27 
12 16 11 
17 15 16 
22 14 23 
16 13 15 
27 29 26 

2 2 .2 
26 30 30 
10 9 17 
14 11 14 
30 25 29 
29 27 31 
9 6 10 
3 7 (, 

5 3 .3 
32 32 32 
33 33 33 
31 31 28 
24 19 18 
19 20 21 

OVerall 

1 
4 
7 

14 
6 
8 

10 
24 
19 
23 
25 
22 
16 
25 
13 
17 
18 
15 
27 
-2 
29 
11 
12 
28 
30 
9 
5 
3 

32 
33 
31 
20 
20 \J1 

\0 



Conclusions 

The interpretations and major findings presented in the study 

provide a basis for the following conclusions. 
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1. Slightly over 73 percent of the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service work force has been employed for 17 or fewer years, indicating 

a fairly young work force. 

2. Agents were most greatly influenced by factors which related 

to serving people or the methods of providing that service. The most 

important retention factor of the study was the "desire to work with 

people." These findings are strongly supported by White (1.979) where 

vocational agriculture teachers indicated intangible factors were 

significantly more important than were tangible factors in regat·d to 

retention. 

3. Among Job Related Factors, agents were least influenced by 

"working hours." Most agents are aware of the working hours when 

joining the organization and possibly the working hours are of little 

importance to agents in light of their service to humanity. 

4. Three of the top ten factors, when considering the three 

categories together, dealt with benefits provided to the agents through 

the job such as leave and retirement. 

5. The population did not consider family or community factors to 

be great retention influences. This might logically be associated with 

the fact that many of the agents with zero to five years of service are 

single and also with 73 percent of the group having 17 or fewer years, 

most of the population likely has not established strong community 

ties. 
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6. Agriculture Agents and Home Economists were generally more 

greatly influenced by promotional opportunities than were 4-H Agents. 

This could be associated with the fact that most of the 4-H Agents 

likely have not attempted to be promoted, as traditionally those agents. 

have not served in administrative roles in counties where the 4-H Agent 

position has existed. 

7. Home Economists were notably more influenced by "recognition 

by the organization" than were the 4-H Agents and slightly more than 

the Agriculture Agents. 

8. The "salary" factor was notably more influencing to the Home 

Economist than was the same factor to either the 4-H Agent or the 

Agriculture Agents. 

Recommendations 

As a result of the major findings and conclusions, the following 

reconunendations were made. 

1. Administrators of the Oklahoma Cooperative Ext.ension Service 

should closely consider those factors which have most greatly 

influenced agents to remain in the organization. Having identified 

those most significant factors, efforts should be made to recognize 

those organization strengths and utilize those strengths as 

motivational factors, possibly improving morale which ranked fairly low 

in the study. 

2. Recognizing that the factors with the greatest influence on 

agent retention pt:imarily dealt with service and programming, these 

strengths of the extension program should be emphasized when seeking 

new employees. Furthermore, character strengths which would indicate 



that candidates are able to work closely with people should be 

considered when hiring new employees. 
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3. If we can assume that factors which did not encourage 

retention were ranked as such as a result of agent dissatisfaction, 

attempts should be made to improve the conditions which might make some 

factors less appealing to agents. 

4. Recognizing that three of the top ten factors of the overall 

study dealt with benefits of the job, emphasis should be placed on 

these factors when listing strengths of the organization. Agents 

considered "leave benefits," "retirement benefits," and "job benefits" 

as third, fifth, and nineth respectively. 

5. Assuming the findings of the Black (1987) study do in fact 

accurately reflect the career goals of Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 

Service employees, by reporting 75 percent of the agents surveyed would 

like to make extension a life-time career; we could expect a cyclic 

work force. Currently. 73 percent of the agents have 17 or fewer years 

of service, one could anticipate a very large group of agents to retire 

in 20 to 30 year. 

6. Administrators should also consider that based upon the 

current work force and their career goals, the personnel costs will be 

increasing significantly over the next 20 to 30 years if salary 

adjustments are made based upon years of service. 

7. Attempts should be made to determine the actual causes for 

notable differences among the three groups in regard to "promotional 

opportunities," "recognition of the organization," and "salary." 



Recommendations for Additional Research 

The following recommendations are made based on the findings of 

this study and are the personal judgments of the author. 

1. Further research with extension agents aimed at identifying 

agent concerns or dissatisfactions should be considered. 
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2. Studies which attempt to measure factors dealing with family 

involvement should also seek information regarding marital status. By 

determining marital status, populations could be separated by status to 

determine the true influence of family opportunities. 

3. A study of agents who have left the profession to identify 

factors which influenced their leaving the Oklahoma Cooperative 

Extension Service should be given high priority. 

4. Utilizing the findings of this study, comparing the three 

program areas, a study might be conducted more deeply investigating 

those factors with notable differences. 
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COOPERATIVE 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Dear Fello"" Ex.tenRfon A~ent, 

EXTENSION SERVICE 

t . ' DIVIIIIDN DF AGRICULTURE 

191 J!1 EA•t Oklahoaa St, 
lluthrie. or. 73046 
July 7, 1986 

J em eurr~ntly workinrz towl'lrd en 11dvancE>d dertreeo Rnd need your helrl 

Enclosed you will f!nd 11 draft tn!!ltrumP.nt that J h:wf.' dt'f::Jr.m•cl to be U!=>ed 

with all county !ltllff. I would lf~l! for yo11 to pl~nr:;e ta .... P a f~w wdntUl"!'; 

to look over the infltrumf!nt, than mnt-.e any commeonts or adrlJ tfons that you 

feel •1ght be needed to make the tool rnore useful! or Mote eastly understood. 

The Wlojor objective• that I will be attempting to fulfill with the uoe of 

thl• instru•ent are es follow•: 

1. To detenolne the importance of •elected factor• which in-

fluence agents to continue in the profession. 

2. To deteroolne the relative i10portance of oelected factor• in-

fluendnK a1enu to remain in the profeodon •• e""'rored by 

J. To deter•ine the relative importanc@ of eelected f•ctore ~~~ 

to their influence on acenta' declatona to continue in the 

Cooperative Ex tendon Servie, aa cooopared by poilltion deocrlption. 

I alncerely appreeiate your wllllnKneoo to take a fev •1nuteo of your 

U•e to ahare your ideaa, !our connento vlll be Jlteatly appreciated and will 

voluable in tha aucceoo of thb atudy, 

Sincerely, 

Charle• B. Cox 

GDUNT ... DO .......... ,DUf 11• eOUPI" .. Al'INO 
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 

DK~HDNA OTAT& UNOYEOOO~ t DOYOOODN o• -OOCULTUOE 

215 Fairgrounds Rd. 
Guthrie, OK 73044 
October I, 1986 

~ear Fellow Extension Agent, 

During the past several years 1 have heard much discussion regarding the 
retention of ·good agents in our profession. You are aware of the contribution 
that you and others like you make in the lives of thousands of Oklahomans each 
year through the Cooperative Extension Service programs that you provide, and 
you are also aware of the need for stability and continuity in the programs we 
provide. Oklahoma Extension programs have long been looked upon as being highly 
successful, and this reflects on the good job that you do as professionals. 

You are to be commended for the hard work and dedication that you provide to 
the profession that has helped so many Oklahomans reach their goals as indivi
duals and families. 

Retaining good agents like yourself in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 
Service is a must if we are to continue to provide the quality service that we 
have become known for. The Cooperative Extension Service Administrative Staff, 
Agriculture Education Department and I have decided that one of the best ways 
to encourage agents to remain in the profession is to first discover what major 
factors encourage job satisfaction. Once these factors have been identified, 
compared and conclusions have been made, we can then utilize this information 
in employee recruitment and most importantly to encourage agents to remain in 
the profession. I have decided to conduct such as study to determine why agents 
remain in the profession. 

Your assistance in this study provides a positive approach in identifying 
factors that influence agents such as yourself to remain in the profession. 
Your input will be useful to persons considering the Cooperative Extension 
Service as a possible career and to assist administrators and supervisors in 
asking opportunities and inducements available to entice experienced staff to 
remain in the profession. 

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to contribute your 
opinions and feelings as to why agents remain in the profession. Please complete 
and return the attached questionaire in the self-addressed envelope provided. 

~~ 
Agriculture Agent, CED 
Logan County 
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 

~ OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVIER81TY DIVISION OF" AIIRICULTURIE 

January, 1987 

Dear Fellow Extension Agent, 

Several weeks ago you should have received from me a short questionnaire 
regarding the degree of influence which various factors has had upon your deci
sions to remain in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service. If you have 
not completed your survey please take a few minutes of your valuable time to do 
so. 

This information is being used as the basis of my graduate study and I am 
attempting to as closely as possible survey every county staff member. 

I .have enclosed a second survey form and return envelope for your convenience. 
Again thank you for your time and assistance regarding this matter. 

Si~ffly~/ZJ' 
(~~1if· 
Extension Agric. Agent & CED 
Logan County 
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1. Please check the one item that best describes your area of pf09raM responsibility: 
( ) Agri. Agent ( ) Home Economist ( ) 4-tf Agent ( ) R.D. Agent 

2. Please check the number of years of Extension experience that you have completed 
to date: 
( ) 0-5 ( ) 6-11 ( ) 12-17 ( ) 18-23 ( ) 24-29 . ( ) 30-35 ( ) 36+ 

3. Please circle the response that best represents the degree of influence that each of 
the following has had on your decision to remain in the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension 
Service. 

1. Job Related Factors: Very 
Great 

a. Desire to work with people .••••• "' ....... 5 
b. People with whom associated .•..•••..•.••• 
c. Service to humanity .................... .. 
d. Working conditions ....................... 5 
e. Clientele involvement .................... 5 
f. Importance of Extension as perceived 

by clientele ............................. 5 
g. Geographic location of county •••••••••••• 5 
h. Recognition by the organization •••••••••• 5 
i. Peer recognition ......................... 5 
j. Employee morale ....... · ................... 5 
k. Administrative leadership ••••••••••••••.• 5 
1. Quality of supervision ................... 5 
m. Disposition of co-workers ................ 5 
n. Promotional opportunities ................ 5 
o. Working conditions and surroundings ••••• 5 
p. Opportunity for organizational input •••• 5 
q. Salary ................................... 5 
r. Job Prestige ............................. 5 
s. Working hours ............................ 5 
t. Creative job freedom ..................... 5 
u. Other'(Please specify) 

--------------5 __________________________ 5 

-------------------------------5 _______________ 5 

Great Moderate Some None 
4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 

4 3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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Very 
2. Personal Opportunities: Great Great Moderate Some None 

a. Opportunity for input in budgets •••••••• 5 4 3 2 

b. Personal developement through in-service 5 4 3 2 

c. Educational opportunities (College) •.••• 5 4 3 2 

d. Beginning salary ........................ 5 4 3 2 
e, Salary increases ........................ 5 4 3 

f. Job Benefits ••••• ~ • " •• < •• 0 •• ., c •••• ¢ • " •• 5 4 3 2 
g, Retirement Benefits,, •• ,.,,., •••.••••••• 5 4 3 2 

h. leave Benefits ••••••••••••.•••••••••.••• 5 4 3 2 

i ' Other (Please Specify) 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

3. Family Opportunity or Community Involvement: 
a. Other business interest in the area ••••• 5 4 3 2 

b. Nearby farming operation ................ 5 4 3 2 

c. Spouses job ............................. 5 4 3 2 

d. Your individual or family involvement 
in the conmunity (church, civic, etc) ... 5 4 3 2 

e. Community of County ties ( aopreciation 
for the area, home county, etc:.) ........ 5 4 3 2 

f. Other (Please Specify) 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

Thank you for your input in this study, please feel free to make any additional 
conments which might be related to this study, then return this form in the stamped 
envelope provided, 
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