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CHAPTER T
THE PROBLEM

Data relating to personmel performance rating in the cooperative
extension services are practically nonexistent. Furthermore; there is
a paucity of pertinent data in the fields of education and industry that
one can directly apply to the rating of county agricultural extensien
agents, This study determines what has been and is being done in the
varioue states regarding performance rating, its relation to tenure, to
advanced degrees, and to professional improvement in the cooperative
extension services. I examines the varicus forms and rating systems
currently in use, Also, it explores the opinions of extenaion service
admninistrators and indicates how this information will serve as the

basis for developing a more adequate rating procedure.



CHAPTER IT
METHOD OF STUDY

The guestiomnaire, which vag constructed té securé ﬁhé necessary
information for this study, containg twenty-one queaiibﬂa,‘ciaésified
in three parts. Part I obtains information on’what.ﬁhe s%atés are
doing in the area of formal evaluation. Part II ascertains precisely
how states make their evaluations vhen they o not have formsl systewms.
Part TII determines the relative weighte that states place on performnce
and other factors in walkdus prowmoilons and salsry adjustments and in the
tobal evaluvation of county agricultural extension agents.

The questionnaire was mailed 4o all agriculbursl exbension direckors
in the United States and Puerto Rico, excluding Oklahoma. Foriy-seven
states and Puerto Rico sent replies, with forty-five states and Puerto
Rico reburning the questionnalre, Thirty-three questionnaires were
fully completed; four bad only one unansvered question; two had only
two unanswered guestions; %we had only three unansvered guestions; and
two had only four unanswered guestions. One questionnaire ansvered only
wwo questions. Two stabtes sent formal replies but retained the questicn«
naire. Every answer on the completed questionnaires is included in the

analysis.



Part I

This section was used by only those states which had a formal
evaluation system for county agents. The word "formal" indicates the
use of forms listing specific guestions and items of informastion which
provide a bagis for evaluation.

The questions in Part I of the guestionnaire and the ansuers are
as Tollows:

1. Do you have a formal system for evaluating your county agri-
cultural agents and their work?

Number States
- Reporting

States answering YeS. « « o v o o s 5 o s o s s s ¢ ¢+ s v o Ab

States ansvering N0 ¢ s o « s o 2 0 @ v o & o 5 o« » » 3 s © » 32
2. How many years has the present evaluabtlon system been in
operation?

Ruwber States
Reporting

States veporting less than ong yoar 4 « o s 2 # o s » » 2 & » L

States reporting ONe YeATr o« o « 5 s s 5 s 32 s s @ a3 0 0 s o o &

States reporting two yea8rSe s » o o 2 0 5 5 2 5 8 2 3 2 & 2 » 2
States reporting four years » o o o » s & » 5 2 » » » a o o & 1
States reporting Len J2arSe o » » 2 o o s s « o o a o e s s o L
States reporting fourteen Yea¥s 2 « o 2 » s o 2 2 s o 2 » s » 1
States reporting fifteen yearss « o o o o o 2 o o s 2 o ¢ 2 s 2

States not glving number Of FEATE o o o o o o s s 2 o 2 o o s 2



3. Do you have a committee to supervise the evaluation program?

Number States

Reporting
States aNSWETiNG YESe o o o o o o v s o s s = ¢ 5 o s ¢ s ¢ s O
States QNSWETING NC o o o o o s o o ¢ 6 0 o 8 o o s o s e o o b
L, Vho actually makes the evaluationt® (Please check one or wore
of the following, )

Thumber States
Repqrting

THPrecTOTs o o o 2 o o 6 o o a2 o 5 6 6 9 o« o v 6 & o o« o s o o 5
Assistant DIirectore o ¢ ¢« = o o s o ¢ 8 ¢ @ o s o o o s » 2 5
Dietrict Agents, Mee o o o o o o o s s o o o 0 o 0 o o o » o 13
Digtrict Agento, WONSI. o o « v 5 o o s v & ¢ 2 o o v« & o o =« T
SPecialisSts o o o o o 2 o o o = o s o o 0 6 o 0 2 e o e v o s A
AZeNTBe o ¢ ¢ 5 o o 6 o 8 o o o 0 v o ¢ & o 8 s b e 8 6 o 2 o 5
Others (Specify)

Co-ptalf ChairMabe « o o o o o o ¢ o 2 ¢ 5 0 6 ¢« o o s o

Coumty et Ieallle o o o o o o 2 o + o & 2 o & ¢« o o o

Asgociate Agricultural Extension IeadeTe o o o s o o o o

Sta te L?ader L] L] L L2 L] R J ® ® L * * L) « * * L * L2 * > * R d

e S R

c@unty ExtEHSiDn COHnCil‘S. 8 @ 8 @ B & B e 3 e e B s e a
5. How frequently do you make evaluations? (Please check.)

Nunbey States

Six months * " . L] * L] » -4 o » L] L] L] L] Ld - L] L L * . * * L] » - l
One year. L 3 L] . * L] * - * L] L - L . K * ® L] o L] L] L] L L L] L4 * 9

TWD years Ll ® L] L] * & L] » L] L . L 3 . L] L) » * . . L4 . - * * * L] 2

ot

Tme e years . * L ] L] L k4 * . . . L ] . L ] . . ’ L] L] L L] L] L] L] L]
Bome other (Specify)
No regular intervals « ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ s « o o ¢ ¢« ¢ o o« &« 1

Nelg a ge nt s Dxlly o L] L L . L L] ® . . ® * . . . L] » L] ® * L] 3



Te

8.

9.

Do you make the evaluation in conference with the

each item with him?

Btataaminéyes...-.....-.....

States answering NO « o o » o o o o ¢ » s s s o »

Does the evaluation include a questionnaire which

States mrins YeBs o o o o s o 5 o o o
States anwerins BD 5 4 5 8 » 8 » &% & »
By some other methode ¢ ¢ o ¢ « ¢ s ¢ & »

Do you inform the employee of his rating?

States BNSWEring YeB. o o« & 5 ¢ o & » 4 »
Statﬁs mﬁng m L L] Ll L] L] - L] - L] . L
How long after an evaluation is it before

score? Check one applicable.

Immediately following the evaluation. . .
One month « « o o ¢ ¢ s ¢ ¢ o ¢ 6 0 0 ¢ @
TWO MONthBs o o o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 6 0 4 » &
Three monthse o « o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o
Some other time (Specify)

As soon as supervisor can visit. . .

-

employee, discussing

Number States

. @ @ & * @ 10

" % 9 8 = @ h

the employee completes?

Number States
. » & & & & 5
" & ® & = & 9
- . . L] - . 0
Number States
LI I I L 9
*« s s 0 0 5

employee learns of his

L]

When salary change is made . « o « s = s o« o

In general at time or following District Agent review. .

Do not give employee evaluation SCOre. « « « o o o o s »

L] L] L . L .

.- S R L



10.

i1,

If the employee 1s dissatisfied with his evaluation, may he appeal

to a hoard or commitice?

States ansvering Y85 o o « « o o o o v ¢ o ¢ & . oo
Staten ansWering NO ¢ o o o © o o o o o 5 o o ¢ o = o
States not ansueringe « o » o 0 o v ¢ 5 0 0 5 o8 o2 e
If the answer to the preceding question is yes, which
are representatives of the appeal board or committes?

check mark.)

AdministratioNe o ¢ « o o s o 2 2 e ¢ o o« o s o o s »

SUPEYVISIOI o o o o o o s s ¢ v # s o o s 5 o ¢ o o ¢

County Agenis . + » I

Speclalisbs « o o o ¢ o o o e e e e e e e e e
Any others (Specify)

Dean of faculty after adwministration . . « « « &

tate personnel OFTICE o « o o o o o o o o o « o

What uses do you make of the information you secure

{Check one or more of the following if applicable.)

For salary adjustiieNtSe o o » ¢ s o o o » s ¢ s & & @
fis a guide for making promotioNSe » o o o o o o o « o

As

a guide to the best use of supervisors' Hime . o .

Tunmber States

Rgportinn

-.ove.'?
no.c,l!'

L L L[ 3 3
of the feollowing

(Show by

Number States

Checking
c e no O
e o 0o s 5
o e s e Q
T
S
e oo« 1

in the evaluation?

ljumber States

As a guide for establishing in-service training programs.

. To encourage professional improvement « « o o o o o o o o

To encourage self improvement « o« o « o o » s o s » + o =

For some other purpose (Specify)e o o o o o o o o o o o o

10
11

13



13.

Are you presently congidering rvevising your evaluation forms?

Number States
- Reporting

States answeril’lg yego * & & 5 & & & & 6 & e s 0 .» « & & & 5 e 10

States answering 10 « ¢ o o o o o o o 5 ¢ s s ¢ 0 o o ¢ v s o b
Part II

Thisg section was used by the states not having a formal evalustion

systen in operation at the time they coupleted the guestionnaire. States

ansvering Part I 4did not £ill out Part II.

The questions in Part II of ihe questionnaire and the ansvers are

ag follove:

1.

Have you ever had a formal evaluation system in your state?

Number States

States answering y88. o o o o o « ¢ o s ¢ ¢ = o o s o s » o 4 )
States ansvering NO o o o o o o « o o s s s s o o o o o o o+ 28
If the answer is yes, please indicate why you dropped it. |

Numher States
- Checking

Caused frustration and anyiety among WOrkeI'Se o« o o « o o o o 3
The material was UunUIEd « o ¢ o » o o » o o o o o o » 6 « » o« 1
The system was inadeqpate‘to meet the needs . .>. v s v o e s 3
Some other reason (Specify) o« o o o « « o ... .o ... e e O
Are you developing a formal e&aluation system;af ﬁhis tine?

States ANEWEring F€8e « « o o o o o o o s o o o v o s o ; . 11
States ansvwering 0 « o ¢ o » s ¢ o o .>. o s e e s .'.‘. . s 8

States answering with the statement, hoping toscor o o ¢ o« o 2



3. Assuming no formal evaluation system is in operation, who evaluates
county agricultural agents? Please check one or more of the
following:

Number States

Checking
DireChOre o o o o o o o o o s v s s s o o o o o s o o o o o o 2k
Associnbe DITECtOTr. o o o o ¢ ¢ s o ¢ ¢ 2 3 ¢« ¢« 5 ¢ o s s o+ 20
Assistant DIrector. o o « o 5 o o o o o o o ¢« ¢ o s o o o o o 11
SUPETVISOTE o o o o » 2 s o » s ¢ o s s o o v o s s s o 0 0 o 27
SpecifliStsS o o o o o o o o 4 s o s v s e s e s s b o e e e s B
Others (Specify)
Bome Demonstration Ieader. « o o o o o o 6 o o ¢ o s o & 2
BuH T2Q0ET o v o o o o o o ¢ 5 ¢ s o s o o s 2 ¢ % o v s 2
County Agent IeadeI'e o o o o s ¢ o o s s o o s o o s s v &
Asgociate 4eH 12adeT « o o o o o 6 o o ¢ s o o o o o o o 1
State Agents and State Ieaders v o« ¢ o o o 4 o 2 ¢ ¢ o o 2
State Home Demonstration Azeit « o ¢ o ¢ o o o % o o o o 1l
Program SUPErvisor o+ « o o ¢ o 6 5 2 6 2 s 2 0 6 s 0 0 0 2
AZENUE o o 5 o o o s o 3 8 o s 0 8 s s % 0 8 s e o s s s
CGounty Extension Chairimafa. o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o
CommIitione o o o o o o % o o s o o s 8 o s o 6 5 s o o o
Number indicating only the SUPErvisorSB. « o o ¢ o o ¢ o o o

Number indicating only the director « o ¢ o « o o o o o & o o

1 T ¥ = = R =

Number not checking thies sectione % ¢ o ¢ ¢ « ¢ o s o « ¢ o o
Mumber checking this question showing involvement of the

state staff in making evaluabion. o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o 28



Part IIX

Part IIT applies to all states, with the questions in the question-
naire and the answers being as follows:
1. VUhiech of the following criteria do you employ in making salary
adjustments and promotions? (Please check one or more of the
following.) Forty-four states replied ag follows:

Number States

Checking

TEIULEe o + o o o o s o o s o s o o s s s o v s o s s ¢ o « o 30
PErTOTMATICE o o « o o « s o o s o o o o o o o o o o o oo+ b2
Advanced ABEYSESe o o o » o« o 5 » a o 2 o o « o » 2 o o o o « 3T
Professional Improvement (workshops, special courses, sﬁmﬁer
SChO018, €6Ce)e ¢ ¢« o o o o o« 5 s s s o o s o ¢« s o s 0o 0 ¢ 3

2. What relative percentage weight do you give each of the following
four factors vwhen evaluating a person for promotion? (The four
percentages should add to 100 percent.) |

Tenure as a factor for promotion

Thirty-two states gave the following percentages.

fumber States
Reporting

5% o o o s o 8 5 o 5 s s s 6 8 s s s s s n s s s s e e e b
1O% o o 4 o o o o o« o o s s o o v s o s a8 s 2 o v o e o s s 13
20% 2 o o o 8 5 o 8 o s & 8 w0 s 8 s s e e s e e e 0 e 0 e G

30%0 * & 6 e ® & 6 5 & ¥ ® 0 & S e & O w 6 I ¥ & F & & © = e l
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Performance as a factor for promotion

Thirty-eight states gave the following percentages.

Humber States
Reportingv

ff .
ho?g [ N J » . . - L] - L * - L » * L * L 2 - . L] L - * -* . L 4 L » L]

5
Q
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.
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&
L2
( ]
®
L]
[ ]
[ ]
L[]
L]
L
L ]
L]
.
[ ]
[ ]
-
[ ]
L)
L J
-
£ ]
T N7 TR VR CE

90% * * * L] ? * L] * . * L2 L . * L L] L * L) L L . L L L L4 - * L]

n

100% L J L * L - L L o L] * L] L] L] * * * - L4 L ® L . - L L . ® L

Advanced degrees as a factor for promotion

Thirty-three states gave the following percentages.

Humber States

Reporting
G[:{) ® * & & * * * * . L] L] ® L] . * * L d & ® * . ® * * - L d * L] . * 7

10% * L - * * L] L] . L. L] * . * * L * L * . - ® * * L * - - L . 13

l 5% L R d . L L] Ll L] L] * . L L] » 4 L * * » L * L] L L4 * L 4 * . L) L ] 6

30% L] L [ - L L ® L * L ® - - * - ? o . * L » L3 L * L L J L . L] 2
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Professional Improvement as & factor for promotion

Thirty~five states gave the following percentages.

Number States

Reporting
5% LJ L] » L d L L3 L L] L . » * L] L] L d . * » » * » L] » L] * L > L ] - * 8

lo% L . [ ] L4 » L] L L] » - L] - * L] » L] - » L3 L4 . L] * . * L L] L 4 » l,'l'

\15% L] * L » - . L] L] » > * L] » L . L] [ ] * L] L] L] . L] * [ ] K J L4 L] L

25% * * L 3 » L * * L4 - L L L > L4 L] . L] » L] LJ L L2 L * L] L L] L] L]

b
20% o s s ¢ 4 0 s s s 0 e a e s s e e e s e e e e o0 T
1
1

30% o o o s 5 6 s s 6 6 s s s e s e s s e s s e s s e e e e

In terms of 100%, what value do you give each of the following four
factors in determining salary adjustments? (Make the four weights
add to 100%.)

Tenure as a factor for gsalary adjustment

Twenty-nine states gave the following percentages.

Kumber States
Reporting

5%. L * L] L] L] L L L L L - L] L L] L . L L L L L * L] L] L L L L L] 2
lo% L * L] Ld L] » . L L L » L] L4 L) L] L . * * * L Ld L] o L L » L L 13
15% L] o [ ] L L] L] * L L L] L] L] L] * L L L 4 * * * L ® L] L » L L . L

20% L] L] L o L L] L - L . L] L4 » L &* L[ ] L * L L] L L L . L * . L ] o

25%

L
L 2
L]
[}
-
»
L]
.
L]
(]
L
[
L]
[
[
L]
.
.
L]
L]
L]
L]
L3
[
L]
L]
L]
»
L]

[ S (B ¥



Performance as a factor for salary adjustment

Thirty-six states gave the following percentages.

85‘. .

100%. .

Advanced dggeea as

a &5 = A4 & 8 6 & 5 % B & B S 9 B

a factor for salary adjustment

Twenty-eight states

gave the following percentages.

5*. ® & & & & & 8 & * & 4 2 8 ¢ S+ & ° B8 P800

l%. @ & & & & ¥ & & 2 % B 4 2 S 5 8 4T 8" 8o

ls* ® & 9 & & & & % " 8 B 4 2 888 B e

5

W HF W O D O D &

Number States

o w 6 F

R S Tl SR Sl TR eDRR

Professional Improvement as a factor for salary adjustment

Thirty-one states gave the following percentages.

Number States

5*. 2 & & ® & & 2 & & & & B * B " B BB W S & 8 " s 8 80w 8

m L] L] L] L L L] . Ll L - - L - - L] L L L] L] - . L] L ] L] L L] L L] L lo

155 * & & & & 5 5 4 8 & 4 & S " & B s P B4 B a8 5
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Professional Improvement as a factor for salary ad justment (continued)

20% o o o 4 4 o 2 o 2 s s s 8 o s 6 e s e e e e s e e s e 5
25% o o o o o 4 o 4 o s 2 6 s o 5 s s 8 s e s e s 0 e a s e 3
Should a formal evaluation system include a section for evaluating
perscnal qualifications ineluding hdbita, interesats, and attitudes
desirable to the profession? (Yes or No.)

States answering YEH. o o ¢ o o o s o o ¢ 2 o s ¢ 5 s o ¢ o o 32
States answering N0 o « » o ¢ o o o o s o » ¢ o s ¢ 0 ¢ o o o 2
In establishing an evaluation system, how do you rate the following
in order of their importance? (Rate them 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 order.
If you think two or more criteria are equally important, give each
the same number. )

Program development and projection

Thirty-seven states gave the following ratings.

Tunber States
" Rating

Rating of ONC o o o o 5 o o o o o o o o o o o ¢ o o 2 o o o o 18
Rating OF TWO o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o ¢ o v o o & 16
Rating of ThYEE 4 o o o o o o o s o o 4« o 5 o o 2 o s s s ¢ o 1
Rating of TOUre o o o o o 0 s 2 5 o o o & 3 2 © 6 o o o a o o« 2

Program execution

Thirty-seven states gave the following ratings.

Humber States
Rating

Rating on ) OINE o o o # o o o o 4 ¢ 0 & o & o o o o © & & + o o 2)'}
Rating Of t’t\?@ L J L *» o 9 LS LI I o‘ ¢ o 8 e » *« 9 . 9
Rating Of three - . s @ L) * o o @ & e. & e © 9 ¢ A ¢ & o e . 3

Eating Of foljr » L4 - L4 * » L] * » . L] L . » L] L] L L4 L @ Ld * a L] l



Working relationships (Staff and Agency)

Thirty-gseven states

Rating of one .
Rating of two .
Rating of three

Rating of four.

Personal qualifications

zave the following ratings.

Thirty-seven states

Rating of one .
Rating of two .
Rating of three
Rating of four.

Rating of five.

Public relstions

Thirty-seven states

Rating of one . +
Rating of two . .
Rating of three . .
Rating of four. . .

Rating of five. ., .

gave the following ratings.

gave the following ratings.

Mumber States

O
e = o 11
« o« 15
e oo L

BNumber States

o o« 2
s » s 11
¢« oo kb
e o o 10
« o« JO

Number States

Rating

i
6

13



CHAPTER III
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

In part I of the questionnaire dealing with those stales now using
a formal evaluation system, the term "forwal" signifies the use of
prepared forms listing key questions which provide a basis for evaluation.
Fourteen states nov using a formal system in evaluating county agricultural
extension agents, have been doing so for fifteen years or less. However,
ten of them are presently considering revising their evaluation forms.

Wine wake annusl evaluations; five make evaluations every six months to
three years. Ten of the fourteen states make evaluations in conference
with the employee,

Male district agents either make or asgist in making evaluations in
each of the fourteen states, whereas female district agents assist in
seven, specialists assist in four, and county agents assist with evaluations
in five states, Five stales use a questionnaire vhich the county agents
nmust complete and eight states employ a coumitice to supervise the
evaluation program.

Six states provide an appeal board comprised of repregentatives
from the administration and supervisory staff. ‘All states completing
this gection give equal weight to the information they secure in

evaluating the county agents.

15
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Only those states not having a formal evaluation system completed
part II of the questiomnaire. Thirty-two are using the informal systenm,
of which, four at one time used the formal system. The four states dis-
continued the formal system becausc the material was unused, the system
wag inadequate, and it created frustration and anxiety among the workers.

Eleven of the thirty-two states are now developing a formal system.
In twenty-eight states, the state stalf participates in the evaluations; in
three, only the supervisors participate and in one state, the director
makes the evaluations.

Even though each state was lnstructed to complete part III of the
- questionnaire, only thirty-three answered all phases. Eleven others
submitted partially completed forms. Part III deals with temure,
performance, professional training and improvement, and advanced degrees
in relation to promotion and sslary adjustment.

Practically all states consider four factors«-tenure, performance;7
advanced degrees, and professional improvemente-in determining salary
ladjustments and promoticns. Of the four factors, performance is by fa;
the most important in makiﬁg promotions, counting sixty-six percent of
all factors in'the thirty-eight states reporting on this point (Part III,
Question 2). OFf the remaining three factors bearing on the promotion of
county agents, tenure and advanced degrees, each, counts thirteen percent,
followed by professional iwprovement, vhich counts only twelve percent.

Alseo, performance is the wost gignificant factor in deciding salary
ad justments. For example, thirty—six states report that this item
counts sixty-nine percent in deciding salary adjustmenits. Of the three

remaining factors, benure has the greatest weight, amounting to sixteen
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percent. Then comes professional improvement, counting twelve percent
and advanced degrees, counting only ten percent.

Consequently, performance is the wmost importaht of the four factors
in determining both promolions and salary adjustments of county agenta.
Tenure, advanced degrees, and professional lmprovement are of lesser

importance, each carrying approximately the same weight.



CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIUNS

This sﬁudy hag shown that the county agent's performance in the
field is by far the most ilmportant factor relating to the effectivea
‘ness of extension work. Tenure, advanced degrees, and professional
improvement are important but only insofar as they tend to prowmote
better performance. Temure, advanced degrees, and professionsl improve-
ment play supporting and complementary roles, and apparently are conduciveJ
1o better performance.

Although thie’study did not secure exhaustive data on this subject,
it did ipdicate a definite need for improved evaluation methods which
impel a higher quality of extension work. A careful study of the
evaluation forws which the various states use indicates those which have
developed forms based on some guiding principles, or "basic concepts”,
appear Lo have a better basis upon which to establish and maintain an
effective evaluation program. Basic principles or concepis, which have
been developed from standards of performance and job descriptions seen
to be more conducive to understanding and acceptance. Guiding principles
thoroughly understcood and accepted by those being evaluated should con-
tribute to a more objective type svaluation,

Evidently wost states attempt to evaluate without first preparing
standards of performance and job descriptions, Without standards, it

is impossible for cne to devise adequate, concise forms for personal

18
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evaluation. In the absence of such forms, evaluation becomes
merely the personal opinion of the evaluator, being based upon personal
gttitudes and opinicns toward the ecmployee. 'Hence, this type of
evaluation is grossly unfair--unfair to the evaluator and unfair to
the person evaluated.

In conclusion, basic concepis and cavefully prepared evaluation
forms obviously ave necegsary fovr fair, accurate evwaluations of

county agents.



ADDENDUM

FORMS NOW BEING USED BY THE STATES AND PUERTO RICO AND FORMS BEING
PREPARED FOR USE BY OTHER STATES IN MAKING AN EVALUATION

At the end of this report is a summary of the areas vwhich states
consider in msking evaluations. These are the areas which states are
using and consider to be most important., These data are included as
supporting evidence, Tabulations of the forms, along with summaries
of the study, will be sent to all states contributing materials for

this report.
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MAJOR AREAS OF THE EVALUATION FORMS OF TWELVE STATES AND PUERTO RICO DOINCG FORMAL EVALUATION

Number Pointe
State ~ Areas Covered Puestions Where Used Rating or Otherwise
Arkansas 1. DPersonal qualifications 15 Bach item was rated either
2, Working relationships 20 excellent, very good, good,
3. The county program and None fair or poor.
results 16 Present system has been used
14 years and is being con-
sidered for revision,.
Colorado 1. Working relationg 6 Uses comments only.
2. Program development 9 Kone Are considering revising.
3. Personal qualifications 9 Pregent system has been used
15 years.
Hawaili 1. Personality 1 Each area was rated either
2. Teaching effectiveness i superior, very good, good,
3. Work habits , i fair, poor, or very poor.
Y, Training for the job 1 None
5. Organizing ability 1
6. Profecesional attitudes 1
T. Community service 1 Are counsidering revising.
8. Cooperativeness 1 length of time used was not
9. Reporting habits 1 given.
Illinois l. Conception of the job T Each item wag rated either
2. Program plamning procedures 4 excellent; very good, good,
3. Carrying out the program 7 None fair or unable to rate,
k., Working relations 5
5., Professional improvement b
6. Office management ‘ Lo Are considering revising.
T« Results 6 Pregent system has been uged

two years.
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Womber _ points
State . Aveap Covered ___Suestions  Where Used Rating to Otherwise

Michigan 1. Conception of the job 6 Amount of iwmprovement needed.
2. Advisory groups, related
Extension committees and

other leaderghip 5 Each iten was rated either very
3. Plamning and developing much, much, considerable, soume,
the program & None little, or none.
L, Carrying out the program 9
5. Working relationships T A performance profile completed
6. Public relaticns 6 after each evaluation, ‘
7. Professional improvement 8 ‘
8. Office mansgewent and Present system has been used
reporting L 4 years and is being considered
5. Por County chairmsn only Q for revision,
Missouri 1. Conception of tke Job 5
C 2. Ieadership development 6
3. Planmming and developing
the program L
Lk, Carrying out the program 11 Yone Comments only.
5. EBvaluating and reporting
results L
6. Working relations 7
Te Public relations T :
8. Self improvement T System used 1960 for first
9. Office wanagement 11 time, '
Hebraska 1. Working relationships 5
2., Human relationships 9
3. Public relations 5 1. Ranks in top one-fourth
4, Extension orgenization 9 None 2. Ranks in middle one-half
5., County office management 3 3. Ranks in lov ohe~fourth
6. Extension tcaching methods 3 0. Insufficient information
7. Extension reports b available or does not
8. Extension evaluation 3 apply
9. County Extension progran
B develQQmen% i Are considering reviseing.
%ﬂ' %&ﬁﬁg}ﬁﬁgﬁiﬂgfogram.content b Bresent system has been used
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Tumber Points
State Areas Covered Questions Where Used Rating or Otherwise
New Hampshire 1. Efficiency 3 10
2. Organizational ability 9
3. @etting along with people 3 15
k, Committee work 1 8
5. Support of council 1 15 Total points.
6. Professional improvement 5
T+« Interest and enthusiasm 1 9
8. Appearance (personal) 1 5
9. Conduct and language 5 Present system has been used
10. Initiative 1 10 2 years and is being considered
11, Subject matter 3 9 for revision.
New Jersey 1. Concept of the profession 6
2. Program development and
execution 9
3. Ability to organize 5 Rated as to additional training,
» Communications skills b supervision and opportunity
5. Counseling techniques 5 needed.,
6. Leadership development b None
7. Evaluation 2 Little sh) , Some 33) » Consider-
8. Ability to work with people 6 able (2), Much (1).
9. Administration 12
10. Helpful attributes 8
1l. Personal qualifications 8 Present system has been used
12, Technical subject matter 5 1 year. ;
competency.
Ohio 1. Program development 16 Rated by number as Fair (1-2),
2. Working relations 12 None Good (3-4), Excellent (5-6).
3. Personal qualifications 8 Present system has been used

15 years and is being considered
for revision.
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Tumber Points
State Arcas Covered Quegtions Where Used Rating or Othervise
Puerto Rico i Office organization and
managemnent 9 5
2. TPField organization 5 2
3. Attitudes and relationships 9 5
L. Relationships with friendly,
gooperative and understandingT 5 Rated A, B, C, D.
5, Program planning 8 15
6. Program execution 16 20
T. Profesgional inberests T 10
and participation Iength of time used was not
8. Effectivencss of Extension given and is being considered
program. , 6 25 for reviasion,
Virginia 1. Areas of understanding of 6 :
the job of Extension Agent Rated by number as Poor (1-2),
2. Extension orgsnization, Fair (3-4), Good (5-6), Very
committees and leadership 5 good (7-8), Excellent (9-10).
3. Planning the program 5 Hone :
L. Carrying out the program T Present gystem has been used
5. Working rclationships 5 1 year.
6. Public relations 5
T. Professional improvement 5
8., Office management and
reporting 9
Washinghon General comments only Rated 1, 2, 3, &, 5.

Pregent gysiem has been used
15 years.




MAJOR AREAS BEING CONSIDERED BY OTHER STATES AND THE STATES' COMMENTS A8 10 THEIR USE

Tomber
State Areas Covered ~ Questions Rating or Otherwise
Connecticut L. Problem anzlysis 11 This form is in the process of developuent.
&2. Progrsu developuent ik
3. Execution of progrean 10
I, Program accomplishments and
uge 7
5. Reletionships 8
6, Office organization L
Te For County Adwlnistrators
only 13
Maine ‘1. Gonception of the Job ik Rated as the amount of improvement needed.
2. County Executive, community Very much (1), Mach (2), Considerable (3),
and related Extension commit- Some (&), Little or None (5) - (Comments).
‘tees and other leadership T
3. Analyzing the county situstion 5 Considered & preliwminary form being tested
L, Planning and developing the at the present tiume.
program 3
5, Carrying cuit the program 11
6. Vorking relationships 8
7. Public relations )
8. Professional improvemsnt &
9. Office management end reportingll




February 22, 1960

Re: Methods Used in
Evaluating Extension
Agents

Dear
We know that you can appreclate the need for establishing adequate

methods of evaluating Extension personnel. In Oklahoma, we are im the
process of revising our present system used in evaluating Exﬁension

A()en G

¥We have access to information from surveys made several years ago,
however, there is additional informstion ve need,

A questionnaire wmade up in three parts is attached to aid you in
supplying the information needed. Please observe questions listed
on the back of each page. We will appreciate your giving us your
best Judgment in answering the questions.

If you would like to receive a copy of the material after it has been
tabulated, sign your neme snd address on the back page of Part III,

A self-addressed envelope is enclosed ior your uege in returning the
completed questicnnaire,

Thanking you for your cooperabtion,

Yours truly,

H. E. Chambers
District Agent

HEC : by

Enclosures



A STUDY OF METHCDS USED BY STATE AGRICULTURE EXTENSION

SERVICES IN EVALUATING COUNTY AGRICULTURAL AGENTS
Part I

1. Do you have a formal system for evaluating your county

agricultural agents and their work? . + o« + ¢« » ¢« o o » o ¥Yes__ No
IF THE ANSWER TO NO. 1 IS "NO," DISREGARD QUESTIONS 2 THROUGH 13.
2. How wany years has present evaluation system been in

OperationTe o « o o o ¢ » o+ o ¢ a o 4 5 5 o 2 5 o 6 a1 o o
3. Do you have a committee that supervises the evaluation

Prografile o o « o o o s o 5 v o s o o s o s o s o s oo o Yo No_
L, Who actually makes the evaluation? Please check one or more

of the following:

DIireclor o o ¢ o o o o o o o o ¢ ¢ 6 06 ¢ o % ¢ o »

Assistant Director o« « o v ¢ ¢« ¢ = ¢ o a o ¢ o » = &

District Agents (Men). .

.
*
.
L
.
.
-
-
L]
-
.
*
.
*

District Agents (Women)e s o o o o o o o o o o o o o
Sp@cialists * » L L ] . L * . * L 4 [ ] - * L * * * [ 2 * * *
%@ﬂts - L] L 3 L] L] L] L L 3 L] L] L] . L ] * L] * L] L] * * L] * *

Others (Specify)

5. How freguently do you make evaluations? Please check.
Sin Monthﬂ L] L] L] L . E ] L'} [ ] L] o L] » * * L] L] L2 - L] * . .
One Yeg r » L ] . L] . * * * L] L] - * - L] * L] * . L] * * L]

TY’?O Y@ars e o & o a O 2 e B e N ® & & & o 2 o o ©° o o

H

Thiee YEOTXSe « o o« o « 6 o » o o o« o 6 o o 5 o o o @

Some other (Specify)

6. Do yvow make the evaluation in conference with the .
employee, discussing each item with him?, + ¢« « ¢ ¢ « « « Yes HNo

27
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Does the evaluation include a questionnaire which the

eﬁl’_plﬂyee CompleteS? L] L] » ] * * L 4 » * » L] .. » ® s & - -

By some other method (Specify)

Do you inform the employee of his rating?. o « ¢« ¢ o« « &

How long after an evaluation is it before the euwployee

learns of his score? Check one applicable.

Immediately following the evaluation . . .

One Mon‘t’}l » » L ] L ) [ ] L] - * L L 2 » E ] - - » L ] [
Tuo MONERS « o o o o « o o o o o o o s o o
Three Months ¢ £ ] - E ] L] [ 3 L] L] L 2 L L] * L] L Y

Some other time (Specify)

If the ewmployee is dissatisfied with his evalustion,

may he appeal $0 a board or committee?. « « o .
If the answer to the preceding question is yes,
the following are representatives of the appeal
comaittee? Ehow by check mark.
Administration + o « o« o 2 ¢ o o« s ¢ ¢ s »
Bupervicion.: o« « « ¢ o s ¢ v ¢ o & 4 s 0 o

CO\J.nty Aﬁ‘;entﬁ 4 & & & D @ B o 8 B & e ¢ e 9

Speciali‘;tsl L] . -* L * * L4 L4 » » . L] ® L] - R

Any others (Specify)

L ] » >
which

board
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1Z. tVhat uees do you make of the inforwation you secure in
evaluation? Check one or more of the Tollowing if
applicable.
For sglary adJustmenis « « ¢« o o o o 5 o s » o =
As 8 guide Tor making promotions « « o o o o o o
As o guide to the best use of supervisor's time.

As a guide for establishing in-service training
Progrﬂms * - . . * - L] > [ ] * - * L . L] » . * - -

To encourage professional improvement. « + « o o

To encourage self improvement., . . . c e o o
_(appearancc, attitudes, hablte, etc, )

For some other purpese (Specify)
13. Are you presently considering revising your evaluation

fOr'('ElS?. © 6 6 & & 6 8 e 8 ® 5 6 & e e & @& 6 & e o » »

Part II

L4 o

Yes o

i o

If you have no formal evaluation system in operation in your state

at this time, please answer the following:
1. Have you ever had a formal evaluation system in your

State ? e e e e 4 @ o + e e & » e o @ o o B - & 3 * ° o

If the answer is yes, please indicate why you dyropped i

Caused Trustration among WOXKErsS o o o o « o o o
The material was unuUSed. « o o o o o ¢ o » o o o
The sgystem vas inadequate to meet the needs. . .

Some other reason (Specify)

2. Are you developing a formal evaluation system at this

time ? ® @€ ¥ & e ® e * & & e @ @@ e » © *» o © s o & o o



3. Assuming no formal evaluation system is in operation, who

dogs the svaluating? Please check one or more of the

following:

Dire c t or - L] : ] L . . * * - E

Asgociate Director « + +
Asgistant Director  « » .
SupervisorsS. « » o o o o
Specialists. « o » o o ¢ &

Others (Specify)

11

Part

. Which of the following criteria

IiI

do you employ in meking

salary adjustmenis and promotions? Please check one or

more of the following:
TEIUYE o & o o » » s o o »
Performancee. « o o o o o »
Advanced Deg¥ees « « o o

Professional Improvement .

L - . - L) . - L * L L) ®

* & @ % e & & s+ & o ¢ w

(Workshops, special courses, summer school, etc.)

2. Vhat relative percentage weight

do you give each of the

following four factors vhen evaluating a person for

promoticn? (The four percentages should add to 100%.)

TEDULES o« ¢ o o » v » o o o
Performance. « o« s o « o
Advanced Degrees « o « » o

Profesgionsl Improvement .

1]

1]



3. In terms of 100 percent, vwhat value do you give each of
the following four factore in determining salary adjust-
ments? (Make the 4 weights add to 100.)

TEOUXe 4 o o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o o s s s s o ¢ s s s
PerfOTmANCE . o « o o o s o 6 o ¢ o o s s o » o » o«
Advanced Degrees o« v o o s o a o o 6 o & s ¢ o & o o
Professional Ioprovemelt o ¢ o « ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o o s o
b, Should a formal evaluation system include a section for

evaluating personal gqualifications, including habits,

o

interests, and attitudes desirable Yo the profession? . . Yes No
5. In establishing an evaluation system, how do you raté

he following in order of their importance? Rabte them

1, 2, 3, &, 5 order. If you think two or more criteria

are egually important, give each the same nuuber.

Program Developuent and Projection « o+ o+ o o o o o =«

i

Program Bxeculion. ¢ v o o+ o 4 ¢ o o o o ¢ o o o ¢ o

Working Relationships (staff and agency) « o o o o »

l

Personal Guallficationd. « « ¢« v « o o o v ¢ o « o o

Pljt)lic Rela tions L * Ld »* L4 L) L * - - L » L4 L d * L . L3

If you have a form or forms which you now use in your evaluation
systen, please include a copy of each along with completed copies

of this questiconnaire.
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