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PREFACE

I have observed that in the relatively short period of ten years

the goals or objectives as set by my employing organization, Utah State

University Extension Services, and similar organizations have required

extensive revisions while staff members were attempting to satisfy the

presumed expectations and apparent needs of people in a rapidly changing

world. The changes in purpose which have been accomplished by the

organizations have not been nearly so numerous as the proposals for

change and need for change as expressed by interested people both within

and outside of the organizations. While I recognize that change for the

sake of change has questionable value, change for the purpose of meeting

present and future challenges is imperative in adult education organiza-

tions which are expected to provide leadership for cultural evolvement.

Anticipating and confronting environmental trends requires creative

abilities in individuals and innovative capacities in organizations.

Some extension service organizations seem to have been endowed with the

necessary innovative capacities while others are bound by traditional

patterns of operation and are hampered in their attempts at developing

programs which are contemporary with current technical and sociological

trends. There are probably numerous factors which relate to the innovative

capacities of these organizations, but the factors which are of most

interest to me are the type of administrative characteristics in an adult

education organization which may be associated with a capacity to innovate

-71

in the development of programs.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Scientific and technological developments are important factors in

the fcrmation of a contemporary society distinguished by continuing

change, a society unlike the one originally transmitted to the present

generation of mature adults; and as the cultural patterns persist in

change, the educational organizations serving the adult population must

be ready to meet new challenges or face the threat of obsolescence or

dissolution; innovativeness in the development of educational programs

may be the means of avoiding the latter alternatives.

The belief that the formal learning role and the producing role

should occupy separate periods in the life span of an individual appears

not to be compatible with the challenges presented by today's rapidly

changing social system. It has been observed that educational institu-

tions, graduates and programs can all become inadequate in meeting

contemporary needs and such development may be comparable to the gradual

obsolescence of industrial facilities, production methods, machinery,

and production workers. An industrial concern must adjust to changing

conditions or it will decline in value and cease to function as an organ-

ization; leaders of educational institutions must also recognize that

the value of their organizational output is measured by how well an

individual's educational needs are not only met initially but maintained

throughout life. It seems that the concept of continuing one's educa-

tion throughout life must be widely accepted and supported if we are to

1
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overcome the problem of human obsolescence. Changes in concepts concern-

ing continuing education, not only in the thinking and administrative

policies of some educational leaders but also in the attitude of the

general public, are necessary if current educational problems of our

dynamic social system are to be resolved. In his education message to

the Congress in 1965 the President of the United States stressed the

need for drawing upon the unique resources of "our great universities"

in an attempt to solve urgent and pressing problems of modern society,

but he also observed that many of these universities are not now ready

for the demanding assignment which he proposed.

Griffith
1
in his study of adult education institutions recognized

problems associated with the acceptance of change by the membership of

an organization and presented some conclusions based upon the literature

on organizational growth and development, He observes that as time

passes the rate of growth in an organization decelerates until a point

of stability is reached and organizational leaders lose their willingness

to adjust to change.

With the routine practice of their functions the personnel

in each segment of the institution became habituated to one

tanner of working, lost their vision and spontaneity, increased

their efficiency and specialization, and became less capable of

coping with unanticipated environmental changes.'

The lag of educational institutions in adjusting to contemporary needs

has been noted by many educational leaders, and theories have been

posited, but the problem persists with little progress being made toward

a solution. The demands placed upon adult education organizations today

'William S. Griffith, "A Growth Model of Institutions of Adult

Education' (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education,

University of Chicago, 1963), p. 301.
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for providing leadership in the solution of urgent social issues seem

to the writer to be adequate justification for intensive study on the

problem of organizational adaptation and change.

The ability of adult education institutions to anticipate the

needed educational programs as interpreted from the situation in the

loc.11, state and national community appears to vary widely. There

are probably many factors which impede or facilitate the development

of programs, but it seems to the writer that the organizational admin-

istrative climate would have important relationships to the program

output. One might be asked the question as to whether the members of

an adult education organization are inadvertently or intentionally

encouraged to adhere to a prescribed pattern of action or whether

they are encouraged to be innovative and to feel free to explore and

test new approaches to problems while recognizing the increased prob-

abilities of errors inherent in their activities. The writer feels

that the administrative climate of organizations as perceived by

organizational membership varies between two extremes and that the

variation can be described through the use of a theory of organization

called "bureaucracy."

Definition of Variables and the
Problem to be Studied

Brief definitions of bureaucracy, bureaucratic character and inno-

vativeness in program development are essential if one is to understand

the hypothesized relationship between these variables. In defining

bureaucracy, Etzioni uses the term synonymously with organization suggest-

ing his belief that some form of bureaucracy pervades organizations in



general.
1

Max Weber, the German sociologist who first introduced the

concept, defines bureaucratic administration as "fundamentally the

exercise of control on the basis of knowledge.
.2 Bureaucracy, in essence

and for the purposes of this discussion, is defined as a pattern of

organizational structure designed for handling complex administrative

tasks and through which numerous functions are rationally controlled.

The concept of bureaucracy was introduced by Max Weber as an ideal

type of organizational administration or government, and later writers

have enlarged upon the concept and have proposed a model of bureaucratic

administration which may be associated in a functional way with the

innovativeness of an organization. This concept provides for a type of

administration which is characterized by efficiency in output, relia-

bility, repetitiveness, and equality in interpersonal relations, which,

when rigorously interpreted and applied, may act as a deterrent to

innovation. The characteristics of the bureaucratic model are thought

to vary in the way they are applied by organizational leaders between

the extremes of rigidity and flexibility. The theoretical framework for

the study is based upon the bureaucratic model for organizational

administration.

The characteristics of bureaucracy which are conceived as differing

in the way in which they are administered and which are felt to be related

to innovativeness in program development are the hierarchy of authority,

which may vary in relation to organizational structure and function; the

lAmitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:

Prentice Hall Inc., 1964), p. 3.

2
Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, trans.

A. M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons (New York: Oxford University Press,

1947), p. 339.
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division of labor., which may also vary in structure and function; the

rules and procedures, which govern the activities of organizational

members and which may differ in the way they are established, interpreted

and practiced; differential rewards of office, which may be administered

and interpreted quite differently from one organization to another; and

impersonality in inter-personal relations, which may vary in formal and

informal interpretation among staff members and between staff and

clientele. The definitions of each of these characteristics are amplified

in Chapter II according to the theories of writers on bureaucracy, and

literature on organization is cited in support of the widespread belief

that bureaucratic administration when strictly applied does suppress

innovation in organizations.

Even though an organization may be termed as "bureaucratic," it

need not be administered in the same way as another bureaucratic organi-

zation. Rather, bureaucratic organizations are thought to vary widely

in the characteristics of their administration, and it is this difference

in administering organizations which establishes in part the working

climate of organizational members. The writer would like to determine

how these differences in the bureaucratic characteristics of adult educa-

tion organizations !,,fluence the memberships' ability to produce innova-

tive program offerings.

Operational definitions of bureaucratic character and innovativeness

in program development will be presented in this chapter to clarify the

problem being studied, and further elaboration on the definitions will

be given in subsequent chapters as the need arises.

Bureaucratic character encompasses both organizational form and

management procedures and varies in application between the extremes of
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rigidity and flexibility. Rigidity is the strict interpretation of bu-

reaucratic characteristics and flexibility is the loose interpretation,

Since organizational members do not always agree in their observations

and assumptions on the degree of permissiveness or the bureaucratic

character of their organization and since an individual's rational behav-

ior is thought to be based upon his understanding of a situation, whether

or not his understanding is correct, the investigator believes that the

administrative climate as perceived by the organizational member is a

better determiner of his behavior than is the information which can be

obtained from policy handbooks and rules and procedures manuals. The

bureaucratic character of an organization can be influenced by any person

holding a position in the administrative or supervisory hierarchy; it is

more than the idiosyncratic expression of one man's personality.

Innovativeness in program development is not interpreted as a uni-

vereal good; however, a limited amount of innovation is needed to develop

programs in a stable environment, and when the situation is changing

rapidly, innovation may be a necessity for organizational survival. For

the purposes of this study the interpretation of the term "innovation"

is not to be restricted to the first known application of an Idea or

practice but rather is to be interpreted in terms of the reference groups

of the organizational innovators which are to include all sister organi-

zations performing similar functions. After thorough consideration of

the possible alternatives, an individual may produce an innovation in

program development by implementing a new idea or practice which either

had its origin in the mind of the innovator or in a situation other than

that of the circumstances to which it is to be applied.
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The problem to be studied is the relationships which may exist

between the bureaucratic character of the administration as perceived

by the organizational members and the demonstrated innovativeness of

an organization in program development.

Basic Assum tions Relative to the Stud

Certain assumptions have been necessary in order to proceed with

the study. First, it was assumed that the rate and frequency of tech-

nological and social changes in the nation today has brought about new

challenges for adult education organizations in terms of their program

offerings and has presented problems which can not be solved solely by

relying on traditional methods of operation. A significant change in

the environment of organizational membership is assumed to require some

adaptation, adjustment or change within the organization, and if the

organizational members are to provide leadership for change, they must

be able to invent or innovate.

Second, it is assumed that all normal people have the capacity to

innovate in varying degrees and that this capacity is utilized under

different or varied circumstances by each individual. When one has the

desire to be innovative, it may be achieved in a single phase of a per-

son's total activity, or it may be manifest in a variety of situations.

Third, it is assumed that the stability of the variables being studied

will be such that reliable measures may be taken, and that relationships

between the variables will remain relatively constant over the period

designated for the study. Since leadership is a factor influencing the

degree of bureaucratization, changes in leadership may relate to the way

personnel perceive the administrative characteristics of an organization

and may also bring about change in the level or amount of innovativeness
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in an organization, particularly if the changes involve the appointment

of administrators from sources outside of the organization.

Background of the Problem

The renewal of organizational goals, the organizational process of

adapting to changing environmental conditions, and the anticipation of

environmental conditions requiring innovation and adjustment are problems

which have not been well explored in the development and testing of

organizational theory. Educational institutions are known to lag behind

the mainstream of the social system in recognizing and adjusting to

changing conditions. The potential contribution which could be made by

institutions of adult education in preventing educational obsolescence

in the people .they claim to serve is far greater than that which is

currently observed. One might ask why educational organizations tend

to resist change, and one conclusion might be reached that educational

organizations, as with many other types of organizations, have built-in

factors in their structure and functions which serve as natural deterrents

to change.

Innovation in educational programs requires that the leaders be

willing and able to explore new areas, be ready to assume the risk of

erring in their judgment, and be free to make decisions in situations

where the probability of failure is relatively high. Innovations are

therefore not always beneficial or supportive in relation to the goals

of an organization. There are many theories on how innovation develops

and is nurtured in organizations, but most of them remain untested

empirically.

Some theories on innovation, as presented in Chapter II, are based

upon the assumption that innovation requires the proper climatic or
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environmental conditions just as does the propagation of living things.

In the context of organization the internal climatic conditions involve

the structure and functions of the whole as set by the administration

or management. Thus various patterns or styles of administration are

thought to be associated with the presence or absence of innovation in

organizations.

General Hypothesis

A general hypothesis is that in the adult education organizations

identified as possessing a relatively high degree of innovativeness in

their program development, staff members will perceive the bureaucratic

characteristics as tending to be pliable or ductile in application; and

conversely, in the organizations identified as being low on innovative-

nese in program, staff members will perceive the bureaucratic charac-

teristics as tending to be precise or exacting. Five specific hypoth-

eses, which are derived from the preceding general hypothesis, are

presented in Chapter II following a review of the literature and an

analysis of the theory relevant to the problem being studied.

Population and Sample

It was necessary to decide between a population representing a vari-

ety of adult education organizations which would have permitted broader

generalizations and a population which allowed for better control of

certain variables both internal to and external to the organizations

being studied. Organizations were needed which have a relatively large

number of full time staff members whose work tasks have some similarities.

The proportion of professional staff members in each organization was

felt to be a variable which should be controlled if possible. Organiza-
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tions are thought to go through an early stage of growth and development

characterized by search and experimentation, while organizations in the

later, mature stage of development tend to support a static structure,

and functions of staff members are performed routinely.
1

Confounding

variables may have been introduced if all of the organizations to be

studied had not progressed to the mature stage of development.

Since data on administrative characteristics are in part dependent

upon the perceptions of organizational paLticipants and their perceptions

will be based upon experiences in their own organizations and observa-

tions of the form and functions of other organizations, the investigat9r

felt that more informative data could be obtained from individuals who

have an opportunity to observe a variety of bureaucratic administrative

patterns. For the above reasons the Cooperative Extension Service

organizations were selected as the population for this study.

The Smith-Lever Act of 1914 provided for the eetablishment of the

Cooperative Extension Service in Land Grant Universities for the purpose

of providing informal, practical education to farm families in agricul-

ture and home economics. The Cooperative Extension Service in each state

is part of a larger system which places some unique and conflicting role

expectations upon its administrators. It has a memorandum of agreement

with the Federal Extension Service, a bureau of the United States Depart-

ment of Agriculture, in which certain specifications are made fur program

development. It is also under the direction of the president of the

state Land Grant University of which it is a part. Financial support for

Cooperative Extension Service is generally derived from three sources,

'Griffith, op. cit.
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federal, state and county governments. The extension organization is

accountable in part to those who provide financial support, and the

expectations for program objectives at these various levels of govern-

ment are not always compatible; thus, extension administrators may

find it necessary to serve in a mediating role.

The extension organizations in each state are composed of a state

staff which is usually located on the university campus and an area or

county staff which has offices in various locations throughout the

state. The state staff is made up of administrators, supervisors,

subject matter specialists and auxiliary personnel assigned in supporting

roles such as editors, newswriter, television directors, and accountants.

The subject matter specialists and supervisors serving in the state

staff organizations were selected to provide the data needed for this

study. The auxiliary personnel were combined in the sample with the

subject matter specialists because their assignments and roles are

similar in nature and because it was not always possible to distinguish

between the two. County personnel were not included in the sample

because of the geographic dispersion of county offices and the limited

opportunities provided for interaction with the state staff as a group.

Organization of the Remaining Text

The balance of this report is organized in about the same way that

the various phases of the study were initiated. The process of develop-

ing an instrument which could be used to measure the perceptions of

statf members in adult education organizations relative to the applica-

tion of bureaucratic characteristics is presented in Chapter III.

The next phase of the study which is presented in Chapter IV involved

the problem of establishing a rank order of the states on the basis of
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their innovativeness in program development, the dependent variable.

The procedures used in collecting data on the bureaucratic profile of

the organizations, the independent variables, are also reported in

Chapter IV.

The data were analyzed by utilizing a simple correlation matrix

to determine possible relationships and the polarity of these relation-

ships. The strength of the independent variables as predictors of

innovation was tested by multiple regression analysis and the signifi-

cance of the relationships between each independent variable or co-

variate and the dependent variable was tested by using chi-square.

These analyses are presented in Chapter V.

The investigator's interpretation of the results of the analyses,

the conclusions, generalizations and observations on the limitations

of the study along with suggestions for further research are presented

in Chapter VI.



CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM BEING INVESTIGATED

The personnel in many adult education organizations appear to

become accustomed to set patterns of action in performing their assigned

roles, and these patterns remain relatively unchanged over extended

periods of time. If the organizational objectives embrace predictability

and performance efficiency, then the formation of non-changing habitual

patterns of action is recognized as a desirable trait, but if there is

a need for the membership of such an organization to synchronize their

functions with a rapidly changing external environment and even anticipate

necessary adjustments, these habit patterns or the possible accompanying

resistance to change may be detrimental.

Synchronizing the functions of an adult education organization with

its external environment requires among other things an ability to

innovate. There are several possible theories to explain the presence

or absence in an organization of the capacity to innovate. One theory

which will be considered in this chapter and which appears to be relevant

to the problem is developed around the idea that a highly bureaucratized

organization provides a poor working climate for the innovator. An

attempt will be made to present the bureaucratic theory along with

other pertinent research and concepts which relate to the innovative

organization.

13
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Or anizational Resistance to Change

The process by which organizations adapt to a changing environment

is probably one of the least developed concepts of organizational

theory.
1

Organization is defined as an order of social relationships among

people arranged for the purposes of achieving some specified or assumed

goal. Historical and case study evidence indicates that the leaders of

some organizations have been able to adapt the organizational goals to

the demands of a changing environment and others have not.
2

Sills cites

a number of examples of organizations which have made extensive adjust-

ments in their goals to meet changing conditions in the social system

and also identifies other organizations which have persistently adhered

to founding principles that no longer served a useful and necessary

purpose for the majority of participants, thus resulting in eventual

dissolution.
3 Tead argues that "practically, all programs get crys-

"4
tallized and rigid, and the need for re-evaluation is perennial.

Gardner states that there is a challenge in organizing for renewal

of goals that has not been adequately considered in the literature on

management even though well informed administrators are aware of it. He

sees the challenge as one of determining "how to combat the almost

1
James Q. Wilson, "Innovation in Organization; Notes Toward a

Theory," Approaches to Organizational Design, ed. James D. Thompson

(Pittsburg: University of Pittsburg Press, 1966), p. 195.

2
Howard M. Vollmer, "Member Commitment and Organizational Competence

in Religious Orders," Berkeley Journal of Sociology, III (Spring, 1957),

21.

3
David L. Sills, The Volunteers (Glencoe, Illinois: Free Press,

1957), pp. 256-264.

4
Ordway Tead, Creative Management, the Relation of Aims to AdMin-

istration (New York: Association Press, 1935), p. 39.



15

inevitable movement of an organization toward elaborate rigidity and

massiveness and away from simplicity, flexibility and manageable size."
1

Tyler feels that members of organizations tend to devote too much energy

to the problem of surmounting obstacles and making adjustments within

the organizational structure and consequently, have less energy to

expend on the formulation and achievement of purported goals.
2

Empiri-

cal data are needed to explain why some organizations remain highly

adaptable to change while others become rigid, inflexible, and fall short

of maintaining optimum output in relation to the intended clientele.

Social scientists have argued that educational organizations have

a tendency to lag behind other segments of the culture in making use of

new knowledge for the improvement of programs,
3
and adult education

organizations are definitely included in this observation. In an evalu-

ation of the Ohio State University Cooperative Extension Service, an

adult education organization, researchers reported that "there is a

tendency for long established activities to be continued beyond the

point where they are really needed" and went on to say that the organiza-

tion had failed to recognize new areas to which activities might be

more profitably directed.
4

In his study of liberal arts colleges, Davis

'John W. Gardner, Self-Renewal: The Individual and the Innovative
Society (New York: Harper & Row, 1961), p. 80.

2
Ralph W. Tyler, "The Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral

Sciences: An Experiment," The Creative Organization, ed. Gary A. Steiner
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), p. 154.

3
Paul R. Mort, "Studies in Educational Innovation from the Institute

of Administrative Research: An Overview," Innovation in Education, ed.
Matthew B. Miles (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964),
p. 325.

4
W. L. Fishel, G. W. Collings, and O. Wilhelmy, Jr., An Objective

Evaluation of the Present and Potential Structure and Functions of the
Ohio Cooperative Extension Service (Columbus, Ohio: Battele Memorial
Institute, 1964), p. 1.
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cited three attributes which could be characteristic of loose bureau-

cratic administration in an adult education organization and reported

that they were positively correlated with the ability of an institution

to initiate change. Davis indicated that the top administration

resisted the establishment of normative expectations, kept channels of

communication open, and delegated decision-making authority throughout

the staff.
1

This administrative climate appeared to facilitate and

nurture innovative activity.

Innovation in Organization

The term "innovative organization" has been used by some theorists

to designate an organization which demonstrates capabilities of adapting

to.the present and anticipated requirements of the social system of

which it is a part. Such an organization may be adaptive without being

very innovative. An innovative organization is adaptive when it puts

new ideas to useful purposes, but an adaptive organization may not be

innovative because it does not conceive of many new ideas. The argument

might be posited that it requires a certain amount of innovativeness

for an organization to be adaptive, but it should also be recognized

that the source of innovative ideas or practices need not be from within

the adaptive organization.

Innovation in an organization is thought to occur in three stages:

the conception of a new idea, the communication of the new idea, and the

acceptance or implementation of the new idea.
2 "

New idea" is meant to

1
Richard H. Davis, "Personal and Organizational Variables Related

to the Adoption of Educational Innovations in a Liberal Arts College"
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education, University of
Chicago, 1965), p. 120.

2
Wilson, op. cit., p. 198.
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include novel combinations of the elements in previously applied ideas

or practices as well as ideas not previously put to use by a class of

organizations which belong to a particular reference group. Not all

new ideas are perceived or proven to be workable or acceptable by the

participants or supporters of an organization; therefore, some innova-

tions are nonadaptive and if adhibited may contravene the purposes of

the organization. Hence, innovation may be either supportive of or

detrimental to the objectives of an organization.

Theorists have attempted to explain why some organizations are

innovative and others are not, but little has been done empirically to

test the theories. Guetzkow cites three factors in organizational

functioning which he believes to be important in determining whether

or not the internal environment of an organization is conducive to inno-

vation:

(1) The way the organization handles its distribution of authority.

(2) How the organization's slack is used for error absorption.

(3) The manner in which the organization's communication facilities
serve the diffusion of innovative ideas.'

He believes that centralization of author!ty allows very little

latitude for making decisions in subordinate positions and restricts the

opportunities for the non-conforming innovative act.

Three elements are reported to be related to the rate of program

change in a study of sixteen organizations covering a period of five

years.

Specifically, a high degree of participation in agency-wide
decisions, a low degree of job codification, and a high degree

1
Harold Guetzkow, "The Creative Person in Organization," in The

Creative Organization, p. 37.
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of job satisfaction are found to be most highly associated with

a high rate of program change. Measures of staff attitude toward
change are found to be only weakly and inversely related to the
rate of innovation of new programs and techniques.1

Ross considers satisfactory working conditions to be a factor

influencing inventiveness and adaptability in organizations.

Many factors determine whether working conditions are satisfactory

and conducive to inventions. Encouragement and support from the
school administration are extremely important. Inventors need

a feeling of security and a feeling of belonging to a happy and

harmonious group. A democratic atmosphere which provides dynamic
leadership, good human relations, and freedom for iatiative to
flourish is the most important determinant of satisfactory
working conditions for potential inventors.2

In a study of innovations in the public schools, Brickell reports

that the administration is the key to innovation in the school. The

administrator is powerful because he commands the authority in the

organizational hierarchy; he provides the leadership and can precipitate

a decision, but he is frequently not the original source of interest in

a proposed innovation. Unless the administrative characteristics are

such that a proposal is given early attention and actively supported,

"it will not come into being.
n3

It is possible that a pattern of administration which lies at some

interval between the extremes of strict or rigid and loose or flexible

control would provide the most favorable climate for innovation. The

suggestion has been made that a completely free and flexible admin-

istrative structure may not provide the proper atmosphere for achieving

1
Jerald Hage and Michael Aiken, "Program Change and Organizational

Froperties: A Comparative Analysis," American journal of Sociology,

LXXII, No. 2 (March, 1967), 503.

2
D. H. Ross, ed., Administration for Adaptability, II (New York

Teachers College, Columbia University, 1951), 5.

3
Henry M. Brickell, "The Dynamics of Educational Change," Theory

Into Practice, I, No. 2 (April, 1962), 82.
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acceptance and implementation of innovation in a complex organization.
1

It is also possible that innovation is more prevalent in an organization

with administrative patterns which shift from rigidity to comparative

flexibility as the needs of the situation require; these patterns are

exemplified by some special military units and the differences in

administration which exist between the training situation and combat.

Innovation is not predictable and as a result is not amenable to external

controls.

Innovation involves risks both to the organization and to the

individual because an innovator moves into unexplored areas where the

probability of error increases. Peers and superiors may regard the

innovator's proposals as impractical. The adoption of innovations has

been found to be positively influenced by extensive collegial relation-

ships among physicians. Adoption of innovation was enhanced when the

norms of the group applying the innovation favored such action.
2

In

times of mild stress when there is likely to be an increased need for

the innovative contribution, organizational leaders are motivated to

avoid risks and do so by placing restrictions on subordinates' alter-

natives.
3

A shift of the focus of administrative concern from the

external situation (clientele) to the internal situation (matters of

organizational structure and authority relationships) may be a sign of

stress, if the reasons for the shift in emphasis are not related to the

1
Jerald Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory of Organization," AdMinistrative

Science Quarterly, X (December, 1965), 289-320.

2
Herbert Menzel, "Innovation, Integration, and Marginality, A

Survey of Physicians," American Sociological Review, XXV (1960), 707-
713.

3
A crisis situation, however, may bring about many types of experi-

mentation and innovation when the survival of an organization is threatened.
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expansion of facilities or the addition and reassignment of personnel

as would be expected in a rapidly growing organization. Under stress

conditions channels of communication and staff time may be occupied

with paper work, reports, memoranda and administrative trivia to the

extent that little time is left for innovation; freedom of action is

thus curtailed and tighter administrative controls based upon precedent

tend to prevail.
1

Bower suggests that new ideas are not put to use because of intertia

in mentioning them, fear of criticism if they are made known, a feeling

of doubt about an idea being accepted or implemented and failure to

give the idea early attention.2 Each one of Bower's reasons why new

ideas are not used could be constraining factors resulting directly

from a bureaucratic type of administration.

Innovation and Change in Organizations
of Adult Education

Apel studied the problem of predicting adult educator's attitudes

toward institutional change and found that the anticipated effects of

organizational change on personal interests appeared to influence

respondents' attitudes toward changes more than did logical relation-

ships of these changes to organizational goals.
3

Large permanent staffs of specialists might tend to rigid-
ify or fossilize an institution into continuing along program
lines favored by specialists. Specialist orientation may

1
Victor A. Thompson, "Bureaucracy and Innovation," Achinistrative

Science QuarterZy, X (June, 1965), 8-9.

2
Marvin Bower, "Nurturing Innovation in an Organization," in The

Creative Organization, pp. 170-173.

3
John Dale Apel, "Prediction ot Adult Educators' Attitudes Toward

Institutional Changes" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of
Education, University of Chicago, 1966), p. 130.
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explain why some university extension divisions tend to resist
broadening subject matter offerings or changing audiences,
even though specialists are reputed to be extremely innovative
and flexible within their areas of specialization. Promoting
specialists who do not become generalists to administrative
positions may likewise tend to rigidify or fossilize adult
education institutions and programs.

If a broad based adult education institution is inter-

ested in maximum programming flexibility, then the organiza-
tional structure, it seems, would ideally be arranged to
include a broadly oriented core staff with flexibility in
specialist staffing to execute various programs.'

Apel appears to the writer to be advocating pliability in the divi-

sion of labor and flexibility as a desirable quality in administrative

leadership when there is a need within organizations to bring about

changes in program. Program innovations require changes, but changes

do not always depend upon innovation.

Trew used Merton's concept of cosmopolitanism in an attempt to find

a predictor of the county agents' willingness to accept innovative

activities in Cooperative Extension work.
2

Total cosmopolitanism score for neither agents nor leaders
was significantly related to disposition toward change score
at the .05 level of probability, as indicated by correlation
coefficients.3

Trew did find that "sociability" or the "network of personal rela-

tions" was not correlated with the leader's disposition toward accepting

technological innovations. He also found that the age of the agents and

volunteer leaders was not related to their disposition toward change.

His study agreed with other studies in finding that professional

'Ibid., pp. 134-135.

2
Ernest Marion Trew, Jr., "The Disposition Toward Change of County

Extension Leaders" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. Department of Educa-
tion, University of Chicago, 1965).

3Ibid., p. 141.
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workers are more inclined to accept change than are non-professional

workers.
1

Netherton investigated the relationship between educational .iartic-

ipation and innovativeness of county extension agents and found that

the most innovative agents were younger than the average and that there

was, however, no relationship between tenure in extension work and

innovativeness.
2

He rejected his principal hypothesis that there

would be a positive and linear relationship between levels of educe-

tional participation and levels of innovation
0 and went on to say that:

The direct implications of the findings from this research
point up the need to understand what factors or behavioral
traits are most likely to contribute to the implementation
of change and improvement for adult education programs.4

Averill investigated the relationship between participation of

adults in educational activities and their receptivity to new ideas and

practices. The central finding of his study was that the person who

participates in a variety of forms of educational actiities is the one

who is also open to new ideas and practices. Averill questions the

ability of Cooperative Extension Service staff and clientele to adapt to

new approaches because of the "specialized narrowly technical nature of

extension education.
n5

pp. 139, 156-157.

2
James D. Netheln, "The Relationship Between Educational Participa-

tion and the Innovativeness of County Extension Agents" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, Department of Education, University of Chicago, 1967), p. 12.

p. 80.

4/bid., p. 125.

5
Thomas B. Averill, "Openness to New Ideas and Practices and Educa-

tional Participation" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation abstract, Department

of Education, University of Chicago, 1964), pp. 17:-18.
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Apel and Averill both indicated that specialization may have a

detrimental influence on innovation in an extension organization. Trew

found the level of sociability not to be related to a person's disposi-

tion toward accepting change, and Netherton felt that there was a need

to understand the factors or behavioral traits which would be most

likely to contribute to the implementation of change in organizations

of adult education. It seems that these findings only partially

explain the presence or absence of innovation in adult education organi-

zations. It should also be recognized that the ability to adapt or

change may not represent the same factors as the ability to innovate.

Many of the inhibiters of innovation which have been noted appear to

have something in common with the writers who argue for the concept that

strict or precise bureaucratic type of administration suppresses the

innovative tendencies of subordinate personnel in an organization. Theo-

retical relationships of bureaucracy to innovation will now be considered.

Bureaucracy and Innovation

Several writers have used or proposed the use of the character-

istics of a bureaucratic model as a means of analysis in studying and

theorizing about the innovative organization.
1 -

It has been commonplace

among behavioral scientists that the bureaucratic form of organization

is characterized by high productive efficiency but low innovative

capacity."2 "Bureaucratic structure exerts a constant pressure upon

1
Peter M. Blau and Richard W. Scott, Formal Organizations, A Com-

parative Approach (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co., 1964),
p. 34. Robert K. Merton, "Bureaucratic Structure and Personality,"
Joseph A. Litterer, Organizations - Structure & Behavior (New York:
John Wiley & Sons Inc., 1963), p. 375. Thompson, boc. cit., pp. 1-20.
Wilson, op. cit., pp. 195-218.

2
Thompson, Loc. cit., p. 1.
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the official to be methodical, prudent, and disciplined,"
1
character-

istics which act in opposition to innovation. The pressure to conform

to rules may be felt to the extreme by organizational members, thus

causing them to withhold novel approaches to problems. "In short, the

bureaucracy is the most efficient organizational structure if you want

reliability and repetitiveness, by definition almost the opposite of

"2
innovation.'

Bureaucratic rules permit some employees to work without being

emotionally committed to their tasks.
3

Because those who formulate the

rules and procedures are unable to anticipate all problems, the rules

which are designed for efficiency may actually contribute to ihe in-

efficiency of an organization and to its inability to adapt or innovate.

Strict conformity to bureaucratic rules may be associated with timidity,

conservatism, technicism and preciseness, and conversely, the striving

for innovation rather than rigorousness has a restraining effect on

bureaucratic tendencies.
4

It is often said that the creation of a new unit is the
only way to secure innovation that is not excessively bound
and hampered by tradition and precedent. Similarly, it is
often claimed that the personality traits required of top exec-
utives during such an innovating phase are different from the
traits required during the subsequent program-execution stage.
The differences are in the obvious direction "idea man" versus
orderly bureaucrat.5

1
Merton, loc. cit.

2
Selwin W. Becker, The Innovative Organization, Selected Papers No.

14, University of Chicago (Chicago: Graduate School of Business, 1964),
7.

3
Alvin W. Gouldner, "About the Function of Bureaucratic Rules," in

Joseph A. Litterer, Organizations: Structure & Behavior, p. 394.

4
Blau and Scott, loc. cit.

5
James G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organizations (New York: John

Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 187.
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Theoreticians on organization have observed that the proclivity

for innovation in an organization can be related to the administrative

environment in which the organizational membership functions. They

also indicate that certain extreme interpretations of bureaucratic

control on the part of organizational administrators have a tendency to

discourage innovative inclinations in subordinates. "The more an

organization is Lureaucratized the more the conforming behavior of

people in the organization will tend to be perceived as imposed upon

them by the rules, rather than as voluntary.
ul

Furthermore, the characteristics of bureaucracy in organization

are conceived as varying along a continuum from rigidity to flexibility

in terms of their application in any given setting. Gouldner, Burns

and Stalker have suggested that the bureaucratic concept be used in

this dimensional manner, and Hall, Burns and Stalker have used this

approach in studying organizations; hence, it should be appropriate to

develop a theoretical framework based on these concepts.
2

Although

there are an infinite number of ways to study organizations, this

approach, using a dimensional concept of bureaucracy, was chosen because

it provides a systematic means of looking at what seems to be some of

the most important factors relating to organizational innovation.

Theoretical Framework for the Study

Weber, Merton, Litwak, Friedrick, Parsons, Udy, Heady and Berger,

1
Alvin W. Gouldner, "Organizational Analysis," eds. R. K. Merton,

L. Broom, and L. S. Cottrell, Sociology Today (New York: Basic Books,

1958, pp. 425-426.

2
rin

.

d. Richard H. Hall, "Intraorganizational Structure Variation:

Application of the Bureaucratic Model," Administrative Science Quarterly,

VII (1962-63), 298. T. Burns and G. M. Stalker, The Management of

Innovation (Chicago: Quadrangel Books, 1961), p. 122.
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eight progenitors of bureaucratic discourse, collectively have delin-

eated the following eleven bureaucratic characteristics: "hierarchy

of authority," "division of labor," "technically competent participants,"

11procedural devices for work situations," "rules governing behavior

of members," "limited authority of office," "differential rewards of

office," "impersonality of personal contact," "administration separate

from ownership," emphasis on written communication" and "rational

discipline and control.
"1

Five of the most commonly recognized char-

acteristics appear to have relevance to the study of the innovative

organization: (1) hierarchy of authority, (2) division of labor, (3)

ruZes governing behavior of members, (4) differentiaZ rewards of office,

and (5) impersonaZity in personaZ contact.

Two of the eleven characteristics, "procedural devices for work

situations" and "emphasis on written communication," are considered to

be relevant to the focus of this study but are to be given attention as

factors in the five selected characteristics. "Procedural devices" are

being considered as part of the rules governing behavior of members.

"Communication" is felt to be a factor in those characteristics chosen

for the study because it is inherent in them and thus not nearly so

exclusive a characteristic as are the selected five. The characteristic

of "technically competent participants" would be more or less relevant

depending upon what segments of an organizational group are being studied.

Where a stratified sample is taken entirely from specialists or profes-

sionals, this characteristic would seem to be inapplicable. "Administra-

tion separate from ownership," "rational discipline and control," and

"limited authority of office" seem to lack relevance for this study and

1
Hall, Zoc. cit.
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are not supported in the literature by theoretical argumentation vi8-21-

Vi8 organizational innovativeness.

A discussion of the five characteristics which have been proposed

for use in the study will reveal some of the factors of these charac-

teristics that are believed to influence innovativeness in program

development.

Hierarchy of Authority and Decision Making

The hierarchy of authority means that a lower position is under

the control and supervision of a higher one, and no position is left

without control.
1

"A hierarchy is a system of roles - the roles of sub-

ordination and superordination. A role is an organized pattern of

behavior in accordance with the expectations of others,
"2

thus roles

are learned cultural patterns of behavior.

For maximum efficiency a hierarchy or delimitation of jobs

should be based on merit. Setting up a hierarchy based on
merit is a relatively simple matter when dealing with one

uniform event. However, if the event is relatively unique,
it is difficult for any one hierarchy to suffice for all
tasks in the organization. Yet this is the assumption which

must be made in all cases where Weber's specifications are
applied to organizations dealing with the non-unifrm.3

If provisions are to be made for unique events, and innovations are

unique events, it may be necessary to permit each individual to have some

discretionary authority vis-a-vis decision-making on the job, and this

concession is a step in the direction of collegial or professional rather

1
From Max Weber: Essays in Socioiogy, trans. H. H. Gorth and C.

Wright Mills (New York: Oxford University Press, 1946), p. 197.

2
Victor A. Thompson, "Hierarchy, Specialization, and Organizational

Conflict," AdMinistrative Science Quarteriy, V (1960-61), 486.

3
Eugene Litwak, "Models of Bureaucracy Which Permit Conflict,"

American Journa ofSociaogy, LXVII (1961), 178.
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than hierarchical relationships. Litterer writes that "in times of

business crisis it is not uncommon to find decision-making powers being

pulled up the hierarchy," but he applies this statement in an abnormal

crisis situation where rapid environmental changes make the revision of

organizational goals or policy mandatory. Organizational policy is

normally formulated and sanctioned by the upper levels of the admin-

istrative hierarchy regardless of the organization, and policy-making

is only one of numerous functions of the organizational membership where

decision-making occurs.

Human relation specialists argue that decentralization of decision-

making authority increases job satisfaction and reduces resistance to

change.
2

Hage and Aiken in their study of program change conclude that

given a high rate of program change, "there is likely to be relatively

decentralized decision-making because of the necessity for discussions

n3
about the problems of change. The hierarchy of authority and delega-

tion of decision-making powers seems to be closely related to organiza-

tional change, and innovation may take place as organizations attempt to

change.

Innovative ideas are most likely to occur to persons who

have some familiarity with the situation to which the ideas

would apply. Hence most novel ideas are likely to be generated

at some distance from the power center of the organization.
Since new ideas are disturbances, they are efficiently screened
out of the stream of upward communication. But because power

1Joseph A. Litterer, The AnaZysis of Organizations (New York: John

Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1965), p. 316.

2
Lester Coch and John French, Jr., "Overcoming Resistance to Change,"

Human ReZations, I (1948), 512-532.

3
Hage and Aiken, Zoe. cit., p. 517.
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is centralized at the top, top support for an idea is almost
a necessity if it is to move toward becoming an innovation.'

Innovations affecting more than one unit of the organization would

require approval at a hierarchical level where authority exists over

the units involved, and therefore, obtaining approval is an increasingly

complex matter.
2

Division of Labor and the Conception,
Communication and Implementation

of New Ideas

A systematic division of labor specifying rights, boundaries of

activities, specialties or competencies is an essential bureaucratic

characteristic. To assure predictability and accountability of each

office holder and to prevent duplication or overlap in work roles, each

person's duties and jurisdictions are carefully defined as in job de-

scriptions. Problems which go beyond the jurisdiction of a particular

role incumbent are referred to a higher level of authority.
3

Within

this pattern of organization, strong sub-units develop with goals

peculiar to each unit, and interest in what other sub-units are doing

diminishes as attention of the sub-unit membership is fixed increasingly

upon intramural activities.

There are certain required contacts a job holder must make with
other people. The number of people with whom he comes into
contact and the frequency and duration of the contacts is
drastically influenced by the way work is divided. In brief,

the more specialized work becomes, the fewer, less frequent,
and the shorter become required interpersonal contacts.4

1
Herbert A. Shepard, "Innovation-Resisting and Innovation-Producing

Organizations," Journal of Business, XL (October, 1967), 471.

2
Thompson, "Bureaucracy and Innovation," loc. cit .3 p. 6.

3
From Max Weber, p. 196.

4
Litterer, The Analysis of Organizations, p. 193.
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A narrow division of specialized assignments between the sub-units

is justified as a means of focusing on each individual's responsibility

but is thought to encourage irresponsibility as fa: ...a new ideas are

concerned. Staff members are deprived of the diversity of inputs so

important in the conception of new ideas and may draw on only a small

portion of the resources which might be used in developing innovative

outputs. The division of labor serves to segment and isolate\the

resources of the organization which ideally would be readily available

for innovative program development, and if the division of labor is

rigidly applied, it may act as a communication barrier in the diffusion

and acceptance of new ideas within the organization.
1

Rules and Procedures Governing Behavior
of Organizational Members

Official functions of members of bureaucratic organizations are

bound by rules. The system of rules or regulations delimits the scope

of individual behavior and facilitates standardization and equality in

relationships with clientele and fellow workers; it also reduces the .

amount of effort needed in performing recurring specific tasks because

the rules obviate the need for deriving new solutions to each separate

problem.
2

Rules serve as an aid to the administrator in predicting

the course of action that subordinates will take, so the greater the

administrator's need for control, the more profuse and confining the

rules will be. Conversely, vagueness about jurisdictions and relation-

ehips will make considerably more communication necessary. Participants

1
Thompson,

2
Weber, op.

"Bureaucracy and Innovation," loc. cit., p. 6.

cit., p. 330.
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in the organization will find it expedient to define and redefine their

responsibilities continually with each new problem. Researchers report

in one study that a

. high rate of program change will necessitate the
relaxation of rules in order to solve the problems of imple-

mentation. There will be conflicts between the demands of

the new program and previous regulations that will make

rule observation difficult.'

The innovative act is supported by considerable independence and

self-direction; these are individual needs which require freedom from

exacting rules.
2

The presence or absence of written rules may not,

however, be an indicator of the degree of freedom for innovative

activity, as some bureaucratic characteristics may be comparatively

precise in the absence of rules or specified procedures. For this

reason, it would seem that the observations of staff members regarding

the inhibitiveness of rules and procedures is the best indicator for

measuring the degree of bureaucratization in an organization, as it per-

tains to this particular characteristic.

Differential Rewards of Office and

Motivating Factors

One of the criteria for advancement in the bureaucratic organization

is the successful adjustment to the organizational patternb, Personnel

policies with incentives for advancement on an equitable basis tend to

maintain order. The bureaucratic organization has a system of advance-

ment in rank and salary within a specialty area which is based upon

1
Hage and Aiken, loc. cit.

2Thompson, "Bureaucracy and Innovation," Loc. cit., pp. 1-20.

Gouldner, boc. cit., pp. 425-426.
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seniority, merit and technical improvement in a work role,
1
but the high-

est monetary rewards for service in a bureaucracy are not in a specialty

area but are reserved for administration or management. "Preoccupation

with hierarchy governs the distribution of rewards by modern organiza-

tion. Ranks of deference correspond to ranks of authority, and deference

is manifest by the bestowal of good things."'

Etzioni expresses the concept that the administrator of a profes-

sional organization must share the perspectives of the expert and the

manager; thus, his role requires two incompatible sets of orientations.

He also points out that most experts would refuse administrative positions

because of their commitment to professional values and groups.
3

The

specialist staff member who is motivated to seek the higher monetary

reward levels in the bureaucracy will find it necessary to seek appoint-

ment to an administrative position. Since promotion to administrative

positions may be dependent upon the subjective judgments of an employee's

superiors, it is unlikely that the candidate for these positions will

risk advocating any radical innovative changes which might cause his

administrative superiors to question his judgment or ability.
4

There are sources of rewards other than salary which may serve as

prime motivating factors. The staff member may be strongly influenced

by his colleagues in professional associations outside of the place of

1
Weber, op. cit., p. 334.

2
Victor A. Thompson, Abdern Organization (New York: Alfred Knopf,

1961), p. 21.

3
Amitai Etzioni, "Authority Structure and Organizational Effective-

ness," Administrative Science Quarterly, IV (June, 1959), 53-54.

4
Thompson, "Bureaucracy and Innovation," loc. cit., pp. 1-20.

Thompson, Modern Organization, p. 61.
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employment. He may be as much concerned with peer recognition as with

advancement in salary and rank and may also be inclined to seek other

organizational affiliations if the administrative procedures, where

presently employed, tend to inhibit his inclinations for innovative

activities by distributing rewards and recognition according to a metic-

ulously interpreted bureaucrctic pattern.
1

Hage and Aiken report that

the amount of professional involvement is more highly related to program

change than the amount of professional training an individual may have.
2

Exacting interpretations of bureaucratic administrative procedures with

regard to employees' rewards appear to inhibit innovativeness in three

ways: (1) by encouraging conformity to organizational patterns, (2) by

causing those who are not inclined to adhere to the organizational

pattern to look elsewhere for employment, and (3) by enticing specialists

to leave the area of their greatest competence for an administrative

position.

Impersonality and Interpersonal Relations

According to Weber, bureaucratic personnel must develop traits of

character which permit them to interact with members and clientele of

their organization in such a way that emotional tendencies or personal

feelings are suppressed. The development of strong feelings toward

fellow workers or clients may influence the decisions which are made

concerning them. Personal interests make impartial treatment difficult

to achieve as these situations arise. It is, therefore, prudent for the

bureaucratic official to maintain social aloofness from the people with

2
Hage and Aiken, Loc. cit., p. 509.
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whom he is associated as clients or as subordinates within the organi-

zational group, especially if he is required to make value judgments

relative to the merits of subordinates.
1

A command from a superordinate in authority may be sufficient

to implement an innovative idea, but there is a question about how

enthusiastically the innovation will be supported by the organiza-

tional membership in subordinate positions, unless the authority of

the persons giving the command is legitimated through a supreme being

or through the influences emanating from charismatic leadership.
2

A

more rational approach, and the one preferred by the writer, would

have those who are affected by the implementation of an innovation in-

volved in the deliberations concerning its acceptance or rejection

prior to the time when implementation occurs. This requires relatively

cohesive group interaction with representation from several hierarchical

authority levels within an organization. Impersonal relationships

among staff members severely limit cohesive group interaction and make

it difficult for the innovator to gain acceptance of his proposal.

Argyris stresses the optimum development of interpersonal competence as

1
Weber, op. cit., p. 340.

2
Roy reports on two studies where industrial workers were able to

avert mdnagement directives without appearing to be insubordinate in
their actions. "Insistence by management on purely economic logics,
plus frequent changes in such logics in adaptation to technclogical
change, results in lack of understanding on the part of the workers."
As a result of their frustrations, organized resistance to the economic
logics of management developed among the workers and the management
was prevented from fully realizing its objectives. Donald Roy, "Selec-
tions from Quota Restriction and Goldbricking in A Machine Shop," in
Litterer, Organizations: Structure & Behavior, pp. 148-151. Donald
Roy, "Efficiency and 'the Fix:' Informal Intergroup Relations in a

Piecework Machine Shop," in Litterer, Organizations: Structure & Behavior,
pp. 152-162.
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a very important factor contributing to the ability of an organization

to innovate.
1

Impersonal relationships between staf. members and the clientele

of an organization may also serve as a deterrent in achieving under-

standing. If the staff member is dependent upon the clientele for

information to help in making decisions on the processes, produc.ts or

services of the organization, impersonal relationships may diminish

the sources of data necessary for innovative and significant problem

solutions. It appears that the free interchange of ideas among staff

members in all segments of the system, at all hierarchL;al levels, and

between staff members and the clientele of the organization will be

conducive to innovation within the organization because multiple and

diverse sourr.,.s of information can be focused upon a problem, and group

involvement may also contribute to the ultimate acceptance of innovation.
2

This study is based upon the theoretical concepts which have been

presented, and an attempt will be made to provide empirical evidence to

support the posited theory concerning possible relationships between

the degree of bureaucratization perceived by members of an organization

and the demonstrated ability of tae organization t.7., be innovative in the

developmeot of its program.

Definition of the Innovative Ouanization

Innovativeness in program development must be defined in such a way

that it car be observed and measured for the purpose of rating adult

education organizations. As has been stated previously, the term

1
Chris Argyris, Organization and Innovation (Homewood, Ill.: Irwin

Press, 1965), pp. 233-240.

2
Thompson, "Bureaucracy and Innovation," boc. cit., p. 14. Becker,

boo. cit.
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innovation used in this study is not to be thought of only as the inven-

tion of a new idea or practice. Adapting or applying new ideas or

practices may also be an innovative act. The third stage of innovation

as previously presented, "the acceptance and implementation of a new

idea," is the phase of development where the new idea or practice

becomes observable as a part of the program of an organization. A new

idea or practice may be held in the mind as a concept or it may be

communicated to someone other than the innovator, but until the innova-

tion is implemented, it is not a contributing part of the organizational

program.

The innovator may find opportunities to exercise his capacities

both in the renewal of the structure and the functions of orgahizations.

Areas within tilt. organizational structure and functions where innovation

might be expected to occur will be presented in the following section.

Indices of Innovation

Indices of innovation may be categorized under the headings of

services, processes, products, organizational structure modifications

and under some circumstances the involvement of new people or clientele

either internally or externally to the organization.

Services or policy innovations

Service or policy innovations in program development involve con-

cepts that focus on basic redefinitions of the go:As of the organization

or on the formation of new goals. These types of innovations are sanc-

tioned by staff members at the top levels of the organizational hierarchy

and are generally their responsibility but may be initiated at any

hierarchical level. Policy makers in the innovative organization are
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cognizant of the changing enviroliment and the meaning this evolvement

has in terms of the purposes of the organization. Policy leadership

and implementation may thus be a factor contributing to an innovative

program.

Process or procedural innovations

Process or procedural innovations in program development may be

initiated at any level in the organizational hierarchy; however, super-

visory and program staff members are usually expected to function in

this area. Leaders in the innovative organization will permit a wide

range of discretion for all levels of staff members as program procedures

are developed with broad guidelines set by established policy.

Product innovations

Product innovations in program development are the new tangible

things conceived and produced by organizational members as specific

program objectives are being accomplished. Product innovations may

consist of an invention or unique adaptation of equipment which is

applied to a new program situation. An example of a product innovation

could be a packaged program offering or a programmed text, the concept

of which is new to Cooperative Extension Service organizations, or it

could be a newly conceived piece of equipment or a teaching aid.

Organizational structure innovations

Certain organizational structure modifications are characteristic

of the innovative organization. A restructuring of the organization may

be made to facilitate the introduction of new programs or to make new

methods possible in conducting established programs. Finance for new

programs may be made available by reallocating funds. The administrators,
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supervisors and program staff members may take money budgeted for pro-

grams which they perceive to be less promising and apply it to new

endeavors for which they have positive expectations. Adjustments will

be required in the amount of time allotted to the various program

specialties as the innovative organization successfully expands its

activities into new areas. The addition of physical facilities and

equipment may indicate innovation if they are needed for new programs

or new clientele. Growth in physical facilities for the purpose of

expanding existing programs and clientele numbers may not be an indicator

of innovation. Provisions are made in the innovative organization

for discarding those aspects of the program which are not receiving

support from the clientele or sponsors in order to distribute resources

more efficiently for priority programs which have promise of extensive

support and positive results.

Personnel and clientele innovations

Leaders of the innovative organization stress the importance of

identifying and serving new clientele and the focus of the organization

will be external rather than internal in relation to..the potential

opportunities for organizational growth and development. New people may

be involved both internally and externally in the operation of the

innovative organization. The qualifications needed by new staff members

are determined more on the basis of projected program trends than by

duplicating the skills of former role incumbents.

In considera'cion of foregoing statements one might be inclined to

think of innovation as a universal good in organizations, but the writer

does not intend to imply that innovation in an,organization is conceived
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as being an entirely positive or constructi'e factor in relation to all

organizational situations.

The membership of an innovative organization may demonstrate an

ability to identify environmental problems and show sensitivity and

skill in making adjustments which will facilitate solutions to these

problems, or the membership may follow a program of change characterized

by unusual new proposals which are wholly unrealistic in terms of

meeting the challenges presented by the milieu; in other words the

innovative activity may be nonadaptive.

A major innovation in program development will usually require

extensive adjustments in one or more of the indices cited. The number

of indices of innovation involved and the extent of the adjustments

required will determine the cost or magnitude of the innovations as

well as the level of innovativeness in the total organization.

Giving consideration to the theories whicl" have been presented,

the writer hypothesized that certain relationships would exist between

the bureaucratic character of an adult education organization and its

ability to be innovative in program development. The relationships which

were believed to exist will now be presented.

Hypotheses

The writer selected a five dimensional bureaucratic model as a frame-

work for approaching the problem of measuring organizational members'

perceptions of bureaucratic character, and the dimensions to be measured

were those previously identified as having relationships to innovative-

ness in organizations. The hypotheses which follow have been formulated

on the basis of the theoretical presentation and will be tested to
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determine the significance of each in relation to high and low levels of

demonstrated innovativeness in program development.

1. It is hypothesized that the staff members of the more
innovative organizations will perceive the hierarchy of

authority as being pliable in application, loosely inter-
preted and applied; and conversely, the staff members of

the less innovative organizations will perceive the hier-

archy of authority as being precise in application and
strictly interpreted by the administrative staff.

2. It is hypothesized that the staff members of the more

innovative organizations will perceive the boundaries be-

tween sub-units or specialties to be pliable and somewhat

undifferentiated in terms of individual roles, and con-
versely, the staff members of the less innovative organi-

zations will perceive the boundaries between sub-units as

setting discrete limits of responsibility, interest and

required activity in the organization.

3. It is hypothesized that staff members of the more
innovative organizations will tend not to perceive the

work rules and procedures to be a means of placing restric-

tions on their behavior, while staff members of the less

innovative organizations will perceive the rules and pro-

cedures as a means of constraining their activities or

behavior.

4. It is hypothesized that the staff members of the more
innovative organizations will tend to place emphasis upon

receiving their occupational compensation and rewards
through opportunities for professional recognition, growth

and development in their field, while staff members of the

less innovative organizations will tend to perceive their

rewards as coming predominately from salary, job status,
and advancement in rank within the organizational hierarchy.

5. It is hypothesized that the staff members of the more
innovative organizations will perceive the norms of the

organization as quite permissive of personal and social

interaction between all staff members both horizontally and

vertically in the organizational structure and between staff

members and the organizational clientele, while these re-
lationships will be perceived by staff members in the less

innovative organization as being subject to constraints.

Null hypotheses have been developed for statistical analysis as

follows:

Relative to the most innovative and the least innovative organiza-

tions there will be no significant difference between the mean scores



41

for each of the five scales used in measuring bureaucratic character-

istics on:

1. the hierarchy of authority continuum,
2. the division of labor continuum,
3. the rules and procedures continuum,
4. The differential rewards continuum, and
5. the impersonality of inter-personal relations continuum.

To test the hypotheses procedures were developed for the ranking of

organizations on their program innovativeness and for obtaining the

perceptions of the personnel in the organizations relative to the five

bureaucratic characteristics, and these procedures will be explained in

Chapter IV.

Summary

It has been stressed that organizatiuns are resistant to change, and

that in a milieu characterized by change, the ability of an organization

to survive may depend upon the willingness and capacities of partici-

pants to be innovative. The innovative organization has been examined

according to the concepts of those who have studied the phenomena, and

a number of leading theories have been presented. Characteristics of

the administration or of the management of organizations appear to be

quite significant in relation to the innovativeness of organizations

whether they be industrial establishments or educational and social

institutions. A bureaucratic model was proposed as a theoretical frame-

work to approach the problem of organizational administration and inno-

vativeness in program. Arguments for five bureaucratic characteristics

were presented utilizing the supportive literature on design and analysis

of organization and empirical studies relating to the problem. The

hypotheses were derived logically from the theories which have been pre-

sented and are to be tested in the null form.
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The next phase of the study was the development of a questionnaire

to measure administrative characteristics as perceived by members of

organizations holding positions below the administrative level. The

instrument construction and testing will be reported in the following

chapter.



CHAPTER III 1

INSTRUMENT CONSTRUCTION

Those who profess to study bureaucracy often assume that the organi-

zations being investigated are bureaucratic without attempting to

develop empirical measures of bureaucratic characteristics. One of the

major tasks of this study was to develop an instrument which would

indicate the degree to which bureaucratic characteristics were perceived

by employees to be present in the organizations being studied. Bureauc-

racy is perceived as a multi-dimensional concept and an instrument was

developed with scales capable of measuring each of the five selected

dimensions discussed in Chapter II.

The Problem of Scale Construction

In considering the construction of the scales, three problems became

readily apparent to the investigator. The first concerned the exclusive-

ness of each of the five scales, since it was intended that each scale

measure a separate characteristic of a unified whole--the organization.

The scales would have to be developed so that they would reflect the

profile of the total organization and yet minimize overlapping between

individual characteristics.

The second problem concerned the items to be used within each scale.

A given characteristic of bureaucracy is not uni-dimensional because

there are a number of contributing factors which may or may not be

present to the same degree. For example, when one looks at rewards, the

43
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satisfaction of both maintenance and motAvational needs must be con-

sidered. For this reason, measures of reliability utilizing the internal

consistency of each scale were not considered to be appropriate for the

instrument. The consistency of the responses in a test retest situation

was regarded as the most appropriate measure of reliability.

A third problem concerned the length of the instrument. Each of

the five scales should be long enough to provide a logically valid

measure of the characteristics being studied, and short enough so that

those who responded to the scales would be willing to complete the

instrument.carefully and consistently. The validity of the scales was

dependent upon how adequately the scale items covered those aspects of

characteristics as defined and purportedly being measured by each scale,

how well the respondents interpreted the meaning of the items within

the scales and how accurately they reported their perceptions of the

characteristic being measured.

The focus of this study is directed toward obtaining a profile of

organizations, and the profile is to be projected from the five charac-

teristics of bureaucracy and not from the uniqueness of the individual

in an organization relative to these characteristics. For this rsason,

the internal-consisteney method of scale construction which had been

used in personality inventorieg and instruments such as those developed

by Rundquist, Sletto, and Hall, was considered to be an inappropriate

technique to use in the construction of the scales for this research.
1

1
Edward A. Rundquist, and Raymond F. Sletto, Personality in the

Depression (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1936). Franklin
R. Sletto, Construction of Personality Scales by the Criterion of
Internal Consistency (Minneapolis: The Sociological Press, 1937). Richard
H. Hall, "An Empirical Study of Bureaucratic Dimensions and Their Relation
to Other Organizational Characteristics" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Ohio State University, 1961).
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It is recognized that the percepts of individuals may vary even

though they are exposed to identical stimuli. This variation may be

attributed at least in part to the conceptual scheme which is the

reference point from which perceptions are formed. Because of the

varied experiences of those responding to statements on bureaucracy,

it was anticipated that the statements would not evoke identical re-

sponses from the subjects of the study.

There are also differences in the way people react to choices on a

scale, Some people are quite conservative in responding and tend to

avoid the extreme choices, while others are prone to utilize quite

fully the extremeties of a scale. The differences in experiences, in

perceptions, IA attitudes and in motives will bring about variance in

the responses of the membership of an organization to a given stimuli,

but it is also anticipated that dimensional administrative character-

istics of organizations can be measured by utilizing the variance between

the combined responses of organizational groups. The combined response

will provide the organizational profile.

A statistical technique was needed which could be used as a basis

for the selection and elimination of items, one which would aid in identi-

fying those items giving the most discriminative measures of bureaucratic

characteristics with the least amount of variance between respondents

in a given organizational setting. The amount of the difference between

the mean scores of respondents in both the more and the less bureau-

cratized organizations is an important factor, but the variance of the

responses must also be considered. The greater the difference between

mean scores for the more and the less bureaucratized organizations and

the smaller the variance of scores within organizations, the more
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discriminative the items will be in mlasurement. The approach used in

solving the forenamed problems and the statistical methods applied in

item selection will be described as the procedures for developing the

instrument are presented.

Development of Scales for Measuring
Bureaucratic Characteristics

Ideas for the development of the statements used in the five scales

representing the selected characteristics of bureaucracy were obtained

from a variety of sources. Hall
I
developed an instrument to measure

six characteristics of bureaucracy, three of which had factors in common

with the five characteristics selected for this research, but many of

Hall's statements were written in the vernacular of the laboring classes

in industrial organizations. Even though professional workers in a

variety of organizations might understand the meaning of the statements,

the use of such jargon seemed to be inappropriate for this particular

situation, so the statements which were applicable to the problem were

rewritten with suitable phraseology.

Other suggestions which were used in formulating the statements

were obtained from the literature on bureaucracy and organization. Each

statement was categorized under that characteristic of bureaucracy whia

it appeared to represent most logically. The statements were examined

by the investigator and two other organizational researchers. In the

examination of the statements, an attempt was made to determine how well

important aspects of the buntaucratic charaetcristicb, as delineated in

the definition and description, were covered and whether or not the

statements selected were relevant to the definition.

'Hall, "An Empirical Study . . . ," loc. cit.
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The five scales in the pilot study instrumbnt each contained state-

ments which were designed for the organizations to be studied. In

preparing the statements terminology was utilized which could be

appropriately applied in several different types of organizations diet

employed people at the professional level of competence; these state-

ments were generally descriptive of organizational characteristics,

but sufficiently specific so that a respondent could determine their

relevance to his perceptions of the work situation. The decision was

made to avoid the use of first person in formulating the statements

because it was felt that the respondents would be more inclined to give

tilt-1.r true feelings if their responses to the statements were considered

by them to be possible perceptions of the situation for not only them-

selves but also for their colleagues.

Each statement was assigned five possible choices for the response.

They were "definitely true" (DT), "generally true" (GT), unndecided" (U),

"generally false" (GF) and "definitely false" (DF) in that order. The

respondents were instructed to indicate how well each statement chnrac-

terized their organization by circling one of the five responses. Three

different ways of identifying the five responses Jere considered in

preliminary tests of the pilot study instrument before the method which

appeared to be most desirable was chosen. The approach used seemed to

be most acceptable to those who responded to the instrument and yielded

more reliable responses than did the other methods.

Scoring was accomplished by assigning the numerical values of "one"

through "five" or "five" through "one" to the choices following each

statement. The direction for weighting each statement was assumed at

first and later tested in the item analysis. The number "one" (1) was
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made representative of the "rigid" end of the bureaucratic continuum

and a "five" (5) representative of the "flexible" end of ths continuum

and "two" (2), "three" (3) and "four" (4) at equal intervals between.

The score for each scale was the sum of the scores flr each statement

within that scale. In an attempt to simplify scoring procedures, the

numerical values were placed under the response choices on copies

of the preliminary instrument, but respondents indicated that numbers

might have an influence on the way they reacted to the statements so

the numerical values were not placed on either the pilot study instru-

ment or the final instrument.

Six graduate students, all having had professional work experi-

ence in the adult education organizations to be studied, were asked

to respond to the instrument on the basis of their past experience

with these organizations. Following their responses to the statements,

an interview was conducted with each student for the purpose of iden-

tifying statements which were considered to be ambiguous, irrelevant

to their work situations, or which failed to convey the intended mean-

ing. Approximate]. 10 percent of the statements were eliminated, 30

percent were revise .nd 10 percent were added, and zhe same procedure

was used in rechecking the tentative instrument. After numerous

revisions, twenty-six statements were selected for each of the five

scales; half of the statements were to be descriptive of a rigid bureau-

cratic administration, and half were to be descriptive of the flexible

bureaucratic administration.

One-hundred-thirty statements were used with the pilot study

instrument so that there wculd be sufficient choice in the selection

and elimination of statements for the final instrument. The pilot study
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instrument was administered once, revised and tested a second time on

approximately twenty graduate students in adult education whose work

experience represented a variety of organizational situations. The

responses to the instrument and subsequent interviews provided infor-

mation for improving the statements, the definitions, and the instructions

for completing the instrument. The responses also gave some indication

as to whether the statements would discriminate with different organiza-

tional situations.

With further revisions'the pilot study instrument was prepared for

testing on ten selected organizations. After consultation with advisors

and associates, five organizations were selected which were considered

to be representative of the rigid (low) side of the bureaucratic con-

tinuum and five were selected to represent the flexible (high) side

on the continuum. Administrators aided the investigator in the selection

of personnel who might be willing to participate. A total of 126 staff

members of the ten organizations were given copies of the questionnaire.

The administrators were asked to stress the investigator's desire for

voluntary participation by those who responded to the instrument. All

of the respondents were interviewed by the investigator in six of the

ten organizations, and the respondents of the six organizations con-

fronted in this way returned all of the questionnaires. A limited number

of the staff members of the other four organizations were available for

interviews but fourteen of the questionnaires from these organizations

were returned too late to be included in the summary. Eighty-nine per cent

of those receiving questionnaires contributed data which were sufficiently

complete to be included in the final analysis.
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It was anticipated that the organizations selected might not be

found consistently on one side of the continuum for all five scales.

Subsequent interviews and testing supported this assumption. Scores

for three of the ten organizations were consistently on the low side

of the continuum in all scales, and two were consistently on the high

side in all scales. Scores for two organizations were on the low side

with the exception of one scale and one was on the high side except

for one scale. The scores for one organization were high on three

scales lnd low on two scalee, and the scores were low on three scales

and high on two scales for another.

The findings in each organization will now be considered indivi-

dually.

Organization Number One

Organization number one is a relatively small educational institu-

tion operated under the direction of a department of the federal

government. The investigator spent four days in a training program with

eleven staff members of the organization and during this period was

able to interview and converse informally with each of the conferees on

the administrative characteristics being studied. The questionnaire was

completed by the eleven program participants near the end of the four-

day period.

From the interviews it was determined that there were considerable

differences in the way the staff members perceived the administrative,

characteristics under consideration. Four people who worked in either

supervisory or administrative positions were interpreted as perceiving

a lesser degree of bureaucratization on the five scales being measured

than did the seven people who were not in the administrative and
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supervisory hierarchy. The staff members on the instructor level com-

mented often on the restrictive administrative policies under which they

were expected to operate. It was also pointed out by administrators

that staff members were perceiving constraints in the organization which

did not exist.

Because there were different levels of organizational responsi-

bility represented by the respondents and because educational programs

had been conducted during the past few months in an attempt to help the

staff members operate in a flexible, less bureaucratized atmosphere,

the investigator expected that the organizational profile as revealed

by the instrument would not be as strLngly bureaucratic as might have

been indicated by the study of the organizational situation; however,

the scale means were below the grand mean on all five scales (see Table

1), indicating a higher degree of bureaucratization than the average

for the ten organizations studied. The possible range of the scores

is between 26 and 130, and it was interesting to note that the lowest

scores on both the high and low end of the continuum were obtained for

the bureaucratic characteristic--rewards. Monetary rewards were above

the average in this organization, but other factors in the reward system

were reported to be less emu' satisfactory by organizational members.

The rewards score for organization number one varied more from

the grand mean than any other scale score. Apparently the respondents

perceived the reward system as being more highly bureaucratized than

any of the other characteristics being measured. All grand mean

scores are the sum of ten organizational means on each scale divided

by ten.
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TABLE 1.--Mean Scotes from Organization Number "1" for the Five Scales
on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores, and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n = 11)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range
Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 83.09 70 - 104 86.92

B- Division of Labor 80.28 71 - 99 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 78.46 64 - 88 81.87

D- Rewards 67.30 50 - 83 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 75.62 66 - 86 77.53

Organization Number Two

Organization number two is a relatively large research institution,

financed by the federal government and administered by a private mid-

western university. The twelve staff members responding to the instru-

ment belonged to one division of the organization and were responsible

-:
to the same administrator. It was anticipated that organization number

two would be representative of those organizations where staff members

perceived a low degree of bureaucratization.

A subsequent investigation furnished evidence to support this

belief with the stipulation that the sample being considered was limited

to the professional, salaried, research staff members. The unionized,

skilled labor personnel, and certain departments serving auxiliary

functions to the research divisions of this organization were considered

to be highly bureaucratized in terms of administrative structure and

functions.

The professional research staff was found to have considerable

latitude for decision-making and did not perceive a rigid authority
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structure in the organization. There was considerable interaction

between staff members in various departmental groups both or and off

the job; requirements for working hours were observed to be quite

flexible; and each person had authority to make decisions concerning

his expenditures so long as he respected the limits of his budget

allowance for a given project. Researchers generally did not feel that

their work interests and efforts were hampered by organizational rules.

The reward system provided for professional improvement, and staff

members considered their performance to be more important than length

of service in determining salary increases and advancement in status.

The research staff members appeared to be operating.under circumstances

of less bureaucratization than many of the other organizations that were

studied.

It was anticipated that the instrument would show a low degree of

bureaucratization for the perceptions of administrative characteristics

as revealed by the twelve research staff members of organization number

two. This was true with the exception of one respondent who was below

the grand mean on four of the five scales. The mean scores for organiza-

tion number two were above the grand mean in all five scales (see Table

2), indicating that staff members as a whole perceived a low degree of

bureaucratization in the administrative structure and functions of

organization number two. The lowest scores on the five scales came from

the same two individuals, one of whom gave a very unique report when

interviewed concerning his impressions of the administrative charac-

teristics of the organization with which he was employed. Other members

of the organization predicted that this would happen, but seemed to be
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unconcerned about the presence in the organization of an individual who

preferred to be different.

TABLE 2.--Mean SLA,res from Organization Number "2" for the Five Scales

on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the lenge of Scores and thd Grand Mean
for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n 12)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range
Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 100.74 78 - 111 86.92

B- Division of Labor 86.40 64 - 95 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 89.14 80 - 97 81.87

DI- Rewards 88.78 76 - 102 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 84.50 64 - 93 77.53

As with organization number one, the score on scale D, rewards

deviated most from the grand mean for all organizations, but with organi-

zation number two the difference is in the opposite direction, a lower

degree of bureaucratization is perceived.

Organization Number Three

Organization number three is a sub-unit within the extension program

of a private mid-western university. This sub-unit is administered as

a separate and independent facility in relation to other extension

functions, but comes under the direction of the Dean of Extension. The

organization employs people ranging from those with a high level of skill

and competence on the program staff to unskilled laborers who perform

service and support functions under the direction of the business office.

The twelve subjects for the pilot study were selected from both the

program and business staff. All twelve participants were interviewed



55

before they completed the questionnaire, and the investigator observed

considerable variance among members of the staff concerning their per-

ceptions of the administrative characteristics being studied. This

organization was not comparable with the other two in terms of having

-either extreme rigidity or flexibility of administration. The organiza-

tion had a handbook of rules and procedures which were generally followed

by the staff only when it was convenient to do so. The authority

structure was not well defined or understood by the interviewees.

There was a distinct division of labor between the program and business

functions, but within these two units there was considerable flexibility

in work roles. Some saw the reward system as fulfilling their temp., ,J

needs and others expressed dissatisfaction with their situation because

there seemed to be little opportunity for advancement and progress

professionally. A number of those interviewed looked upon their job as

a temporary situation. The staff members had little or'no contact with

each other off the job, and the interpersonal relationships at work

between segments of the organization were said to be im9roving over what

had existed previously.

On the basis of the interviews, the organization would be expected

to score toward the rigid ena of the bureaucratic continuum with the

exception of the scale on rules and procedures. The instrument scores

were below the gnmadmean on all five scales (see Table 3), but were not

as strong in indicating above average bureaucratization as were some of

the other organizations tested.

The heterogeneity of positions and training among the twelve respon-

dents may have influenced their reported perceptions in such a way that

the combined scores mediated those tending toward the extremes. There
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were twelve to thirteen points variation in scores on the high and low

end of the five scales and a maximum of slightly over four points

variation between the organizational meaa And the grand mean. It appears

that there is more variation among personnel within an organization then

there is between the average scores of organizations.

TABLE 3.--Mean Scores from Organization Number "3" for the Five Scales
on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n m 12)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range
Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 82.81 56 - 97 86.92

B- Division of Labor 81.83 68 - 93 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 81.37 68 - 91 81.87

D. Rewards 75.11 55 - 85 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 74.56 62 - 90 77.53

Organization Number Four

Organization number four is a large museum which depends upon several

sources of income for its operation. The director of the museum is the

top level, full-time, executive officer of the organization, and according

to the organizational chart, he receives policy directions from a

president, board of trustees, and lay committees. The staff members

selected to participate in the pilot study held positions requiring spe-

cializedtraining and were two levels below the director in the personnel

hierarchy. An attempt was made to select people holding positions with

comparable levels of responsibility even though their work roles were

quite different. Twelve people were interviewed and asked to respond to
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the instrument which was subsequently completed and returned to the

investigator personalij by the twelve respondents about one week later.

The museum was selected as an organization which would be repre-

sentative of those tending to score on the flexible side of the continuum.

Information which the investigator had obtained prior to conducting the

study concerning the administration of the organization and the values

held by many of the staff members supported the selection of this organi-

zation. The interviews which were conducted on three consecutive days

reinforced the observation that a low degree of bureaucratization

prevailed with the exception of the factors measured on the interpersonal

relations scale. Interviews revealed that the museum staff believed

the clientele of the museum to be the public in general, and most staff

members felt that they had little or no need for personal contacts

with most of the visitors to the museum. The main concern of the

faculty was in being able to satisfy the needs of the lay citizen com-

mittees which had been appointed to consult and advise on the various

organizational functions. One interviewee abhorred the suggestion of

staff socials and indicated that the one attempt which had been made to

bring the staff together wa a complete failure. Interviewees reported

that most of theil- social contacts were with people outside of the organ-

ization.

The reaction of interviewees on questions concerning inpersonal

relations causc,d the invectigator to look more closely at the level of

interaction and cooperation between sub-units of the organization, but

he was unable to uncover evidence to indicatu that there was a problem

of poor communication or couperation between members of the staff.

Scores on the responses to the instrument place the organization on the
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high end of the continuum with the exception of the interpersonal rela-

tions scale which was below average for the ten organizations (see Table

4). The person who provided the extremely low score of 26 on inter-

personal relations stated in the interview that the idea of staff

socials or any attempt to interfere with one's private life either on

or off of the job was entirely unacceptable.

TABLE 4.--Mean Scores from Organization Number "4" for the Five Scales
on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n m 12)

Scale Organizational
Mean

Organizational
Range

Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 96.85 81 - 111 86.92

B- Division of Labor 85.61 70 - 95 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 86.37 74 - 98 81.87

D- Rewards 83.53 65 - 106 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 75.44 26 - 91 77.53

The museum was considered to have a low degree of bureaucratization

except on the characteristic of interpersonal relations. Such factors

as highly specialized work functions, minimum need for interaction among

staff and an urbanized environment did not support closer interpersonal

relationships, and no concern was expressed by interviewees about the

lack of closer interpersonal relationships.

Organization Number Five

Organization number five is a sub-unit of a private university and

is engaged in studying problems of survey research and conducting surveys

on a national basis. This organization had been recommended to the
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investigator by both current and former employees as one which permitted

considerable freedom in performing work activities. It was felt that

the survey researchers would be helpful in identifying problems relating

to the design of the questionnaire.

Twelve people were asked to participate in the pilot study, and all

of them responded. It took about four weeks to complete the interviews

and collect all of the questionnaires. This organization was found to

be one of the most consistent of those studied in terms of the staff

members' perceptions of the administrative characteristics under con-

sideration. It was difficult to complete the interviews with this

organization, however, because some of the staff members' office hours

were irregular and unanticipated changes in work activities brought

about cancelled appointments and delays. The problem of making contacts

and following up on appointments was due to the absence of regimentation

or standardized routines in the administrative functions and structure.

Staff members saw themselves as being free to interact with

colleagues or clientele on research problems. They were expected to

direct their particular assigned projects and make decisions concerning

them. The rules and procedures they followed were mainly dictated by

the needs of the research problem, and the rewards system was seen as

dependent upon their ability and the successful completion of the projects

which they undertook. The summary of responses to the questionnaire

reveals a high score for all characteristics and the highest composite

score of the ten organizations in the pilot study (see Table 5).

On the basis of the results from a limited number of interviews and

from the responses to the questionnaire, the investigator concluded that

organization number five was the least bureaucratized of the ten
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organizations participating in the pilot study. The variation in indi-

vidual scores was greater than the variation of the organizational mean

from the grand mean for this organization which was determined to be

the least bureaucratized of those studied.

TABLE 5.--Mean Scores from Organization Number "5" for the Five Scales

on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n 12)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range

Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 102.20 94 - 113 86.92

B- Division of Labor 91.79 72 - 101 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 92.75 86 - 106 81.87

D- Rewards 92.48 82 - 103 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 84.28 73 - 97 77.53

Organization Number Six

Organization number six was a small suburban bank serving a community

of about 26,000 population. Most of the bank personnel lived in the

community where the bank was located. The investigator was invited to

observe the training procedures used for new empinyees and was given

complete freedom in making contacts and conducting interviews with bank

personnel. This bank was selected because the investigator was acquainted

with the vice-president who could authorize the study of the bank and

because the investigator assumed that bank'employees' responses to the

questionnaire would tend to produce scores on the rigid side of the

bureaucratic continuum, particularly on the division of labor and the

rules and procedures scales.
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The bank had a distinct division of labor between the tellers, the

mortgage loan staff, the accountants and the bookkeepers. Some of

those who were interviewed made a special effort to be sure that the

investigator understood how limited their knowledge was concerning

other departments in the bank. The rules and procedures appeared to be

as profuse and restrictive as any situation encountered in the pilot

study. A salary schedule waa followed and employees felt that salary

and position were mainly dependent upon training, experience and

tenure. The bank had a relatively small number of staff members, the

authority structure was less complex and the inLerpersonal relationships

were relatively informal.

A summary of the twelve questionnaires which represents all of the

participants reveals that the perceptions of bank employees tend to be

on the low side of the bureaucratic continuum with the exception of

the interpersonal relations scale which was above the grand mean (see

Table 6).

TABLE 6.--Mean Scores from Organization Number "6" for the Five Scales
on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n m 12)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range
Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 85.01 71 - 103 86.92

B- Division of Labor 78.19 66 - 89 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 73.52 56 - 95 81.87

D- Rewards 76.57 49 - 90 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 83.54 58 - 89 77.53
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The score on the rules and procedures scale is one of the two lowest

scores for that scale in the pilot study which seems to indicate that

bank employees perceive themselves as working under considerably more

rigid bureaucratic controls in relation to this particular scale than

do most of the employees of the other organizations studied. The bank

was determined by the investigator to be quite rigidly bureaucratic in

its administrative characteristics.

Organization Number Seven

Organization number seven was a relatively large book publishing

firm. When the firm was selected for the pilot study, the investigator

felt that the firm would be found among those on the high side of the

continuum, representing a low degree of bureaucratization. Organization

number seven was found, subsequently, to be in a state of transition.

The publishing firm had been a family directed operation for many

years, but recently a large corporation purchased the firm and was in

the process of making adjustments in the newly acquired organization.

At the time the investigator conducted the pilot study, a significant

number of the long time employees had resigned, and some of those who

were left in the new organizational situation expressed their apprehen-

sions about future trends. Due to the unstable conditions in the

organization and the numerous changes which were in process, the investi-

gator found it difficult to obtain a representa,ive profile of admin-

istrative characteristics which could be used to predict the outcome of

the responses to the questionnaire. There were some differences of

opinion among the administrators of the firm about granting permission

for the study because they were also preparing for a personnel study at

that time. After considering the situation in the firm, the investigator
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dhanged his expectations for this organization in terms of the responses

to the questionnaire and decided that the firm would not be one with a

low degree of bureaucratization.

With the exception of the two scales which were slightly above the

mid-point on the continuum, the results were in accordance with the

more rigid interpretation of administrative characteristics on the

bureaucratic continuum. All of the ten people who were asked to respond

to the instrument returned it, and the mean scores for the scales

measuring their perceptions of the "hierarchy of authority," "division

of labor," and "rewards" were below the grand mean for the ten organiza-

tions (see Table 7).

TABLE 7.--Mean Scores from Organization Number "7" for the Five Scales

3n the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n = 10)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range
Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 75.40 55 - 93 86.92

B- Division of Labor 77.70 59 - 100 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 82.34 70 - 93 81.87

D- Rewards 76.76 65 - 86 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 80.34 72 - 91 77.53

The mean scores for the scales measuring the "rules and procedures"

and the "interpersonal relations" were above the grand mean for the ten

organizations. Because of the changes taking place in the organizations,

the results from the questionnaires were considered to be quite tentative
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and probably did not contribute as much to the pilot study data as the

other organizations being studied.

Organization Number Eight

The investigator was advised by associates to look at the nursing

organization in hospitals as a possibility for obtaining data which

would be representative of the rigid end of the bureaucratic continuum.

Organization number eight is a private hospital nursing department in

a large Mid-western city. Interviews were scheduled with personnel on

the hospital nursing staff to determine if the anticipated administrative

characteristics were perceived to be in existence by the nurses.

The authority structure in the organization was clearly delineated

from the nurses aid through the staff nurse, the head nurse, the shift

supervisor, the department supervisor to the nursing administration for

all departments in the hospital. Departments were organized on the

basis of medical problems and while it was possible to transfer from

one department to another, it was found to be most convenient for the

nurse to be assigned continuously in the department for which she was

trained. Nurses tended to refer to their departments as specialties in

terms of the services they performed and looked upon the authority

structure as essential to the proper functioning of the nursing activities.

The importance of adhering to rules and procedures was stressed and it

vls indicated that when a directive was questionable, it was passed on

to a higher authority for a final decision. The alternative decisions

which nurses would need to make in performing their assigned tasks were

anticipated as far as possible and made a part of their training pro-

cedures. The reward system was reported as being rather rigid; the

salaries were determined by a fixed schedule; and advancement in position
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was reported to be more dependent upon tenure in the organization than

upon individual initiative. It was felt by some of the interviewees

that more time could be made available for professional improvement

of staff members. C. ,erally the attitude expressed was that one should

conform to the expectations of superiors in the organization in most

situations.

The relationships between staff members and clientele were con-

sidered to be extremely important, and there were specified clinical

procedures to follow in working with the clientele. Interpersonal

relations between staff members outside of working hours were limited

due to work schedules, and the nurses expressed preferences for making

social contacts with people outside of the hospital organization.

The questionnaire was handed out to fifteen nurses in one depart-

ment who had the same supervisor and worked on the same shift; eleven

of those handed out were returned in time to be included in the summary

of the data. The mean scores on each scale were below the ten organiza-

tion grand mean for each scale (see Table 8), indicating that the

administrative characteristics of the hospital nursing organization could

be categorized on the rigidly bureaucratized end of the continuum.

The scores on the scale designating the division of labor were not

as low as had been expected; further investigation revealed that the

staff members were being exchanged between departments and between shifts

more than ned been ascertained previously. The work situation as indi-

cated by the responses to the questionnaires would lead one to the

conclusion that nurses in this organization perceived the administrative

characteristics as being quite inflexible with the exception of the one
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characteristic, division of labor, which did not score as far from the

mean as did the other four measures of bureaucracy.

TABLE 8.--Mean Scores from Organization Number "8" for the Five Scales
on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n = 11)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range
Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 76.29 47 - 91 86.92

B- Division of Labor 80.67 73 - 88 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 75.68 60 - 83 81.87

D- Rewards 74.35 63 - 82 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 71.45 59 - 77 77.53

Organization Number Nine

Organization number nine was a large hospital operated by a religious

denomination and located in the same city as the hospital previously

mentioned. A similar procedure was followed in contacting the nursing

staff as was used with organization number eight. Comparable results

were expected on the questionnaire as the staff members perceptions were

quite similar to those expressed by nurses in the other hospital.

The organization of the denominational hospital nursing staff had

five levels in the supervisory structure and two levels in the admin-

istrative structure. They were designated as "nursing assistants,"

nstaff nurses," "head nurses," "clinical supervisors," "building super-

visors," and the levels of the administration were "associate director"

and "director of nursing service." Organization number nine also had a
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policy of transferring the nursing staff members between departments and

shifts as the work load required.

Fifteen questionnaires were given to the nurses on a particular

shift in one department of the hospital just before a holiday weekend,

thus complicating the problem of getting the questionnaires returned.

Nine of the fifteen questionnaires were returned in time to be included

in the final summary. The response to the questionnaire revealed a

pattern similar to the other hospital nursing organization used in the

pilot study (see Table 9).

TABLE 9.--Meau Scores from Organization Number "9" for the Five Scales
on the Bureaucratic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n = 9)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range
Grand
Mean

A- Hierarchy of Authority 75.29 51 - 87 86.92

B- Division of Labor 83.35 64 - 99 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 72.37 50 - 84 81.87

D- Rewards 70.46 58 - 84 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 68.67 61 - 80 77.53

The scores on all scales were slightly lower than the other hospital

with the exception of scale "B," the division of labor. Scales "A,"

hierarchy of authority, "C," rules and procedures, "D," rewards, and

"E," interpersonal relations were the lowest of any of the ten organiza-

tions studied, indicating that these nurses perceived the administrative

characteristics as being more rigid in terms of the bureaucratic continuum

than did any of the other respondents in the pilot study.
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Organization Number Ten

The tenth organization involved in the pilot study was a non-

sectarian, religiously oriented, voluntary organization located in a

large mid-western city. It was necessary to contact both full-time and

part-time staff members uorking in the adult education program of the

organization tn order to have a sufficient number of respondents to the

questionnaire from a single department. The respondents all worked under

the same administrative head in the organization, but some of them

looked upon their job as supplemental to their primary work activities,

while others were full-time employees of the organization. Due to the

differences in the way staff members were employed, inconsistencies

were noted in the way they perceived certain aspects of the organization.

The authority structure of the organization is perceived by most

of the participants as being quite flexible and free from formal con-

straints. The staff members were hired to teach specific courses for

which they were considered to be best qualified as a result of their

education, social, and employment experiences. The staff members lived

in different areas of the city and generally had only limited contact

with each other while carrying out their instructional responsibilities.

As a result of these circumstances, each instructor was somewhat cf a

free agent in his own area of instruction and had very little inter-

action with other instructors. The courses were based m re cn popular

demand than on a need for sequential relationships, and the instructors

taught the courses because the activity contributed toward the fulfillment

of a variety of their personal needs.

Organization number ten was selected to represent the flexible side

of the bureaucratic continuum, and with the exception of scales "B" and
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"E,' division of labor and interpersonal relations, scored above the

average as one of the ten organizations being studied. The division

of labor scale was well below the average (see Table 10), and this is

most likely due to the nature of the program and the staff working

conditions as previously discussed.

TABLE 10.--Mean Scores from Organization Number "10" for the Five Scales
on the Bureauclatic Continuum, the Range of Scores and the Grand Mean

for the Ten Pilot Study Organizations (n 11)

Scale
Organizational

Mean
Organizational

Range

Grand
Mead

A- Hierarchy of Authority 91.54 69 - 126 86.92

B- Division of Labor 76.67 55 - 91 82.15

C- Rules and Procedures 86.74 59 - 94 81.87

D- Rewards 86.38 52 - 94 79.17

E- Interpersonal Relationships 76.93 46 - 90 77.53

The score on the interpersonal relations scale was about average for

the ten organizations and would have been higher if only the full-time

personnel had been included in the sample of fifteen staff members,

eleven of whom responded. Organization number ten was considered to be

among those with flexible administrative characteristics as measured on

the bureaucratic continuum.

The data obtained from the 112 respondents in the ten organizations

were used in the selection of items for development of a final instrument

to measure the degree of bureaucratization of administrative character-

istics in university extension service organizations. Several criticisms

made concerning the pilot study instrument were considered in developing
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the final copy. A number of respondents objected to its length, 130

items; some objected to the repetition of statements; and there were

criticisms about the syntax of a few statements. The construction of

the final instrument will now be considered.

Procedures Used in Developing the

Final Instrument

The purpose of the final instrument or "organizational inventory"

as it was titled was to provide a means by which the administrative

characteristics of adult education organizations could be placed on a

continuum according to the five bureaucratic dimensions previously

described. Individual responses were important only as they contributed

to a representative profile of the organization in relation to per-

ceptions of staff members. It was recognized that there would be

differences in the perceptions of staff members on the administrative

characteristics, and the reasons for some of these differences were noted

in the report of the pilot study; however, it was decided that those

items which permitted the smallest variance would give the most con-

sistent and reliable measures of the characteristics being studied. It

was also necessary to have items which permitted the greatest amount of

discrimination between the rigid and the flexible bureaucratic admin-

istrative characteristics being measured. A procedure for item selection

was developed with these specifications as a guide.

Item Analysis

The ten organization, grand mean scores on the five scales were

subtracted from the mean scores on each respective scale in each of the

ten organizations to determine the side of the continuum on which scores

should be assigned for item analysis. If the difference was positive,
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the mean score for that scale was assigned in the "high" category, mean-

ing flexible administrative characteristics, and if the difference was

negative, the mean score was assigned in the "low" category, meaning

rigid administrative characteristics (see Table 11).

TABLE 11.--The Difference Between the Individual Mean Scores of Ten Organ-
izations and the Grand Mean Scores for Each of the Five Scales*

Organization
Number

Scale
A B C D E

1 - 3.83 - 1.87 - 3.41 - 11.87 - 1.91

2 + 13.82 - 4.25 + 7.27 + 9.61 + 6.97

3 - 4.11 - .32 - .50 - 4.06 - 2.97

4 + 9.93 + 3.46 + 4.50 + 4.36 - 2.09

5 + 15.28 + 9.64 + 10.88 + 13.31 + 6.75

6 - 1.91 - 3.96 - 8.35 - 2.60 + 6.01

7 - 11.52 - 4.45 + .47 - 2.41 + 2.81

8 - 10.63 - 1.48 - 6.19 - 4.82 - 6.08

9 - 11.63 + .20 - 9.50 - 8.71 - 8.86

10 + 4.62 - 5.48 + 4.87 + 7.21 - .60

*Difference = X - X, X = mean, X = Grand mean, High Category =
Low Category = If

-.
It

It was assumed that the majority of the items in a given scale would

measure the administrative characteristics identified with that scale.

This assumption was investigated as part of the pilot study and found

to be correct.

Each item in the responses to the pilot study questionnaire was

assigned either to a "high" or a "low" category depending upon the
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assignment of the scale of which that item was a part. If all of the

scales measuring a particular organization were above the grand mean,

the organization would be assigned in the "high" category. If the five

scales in questionnaires from respondents in a particular organization

were scored partly above and partly below the grand mean, the organi-

zation was assigned to "high" or "low" categories on the basis of the

scores for each scale.

The item mean and variance for organizations assigned in both the

high and low categories are given in Appendix II along with the standard

deviation of the mean and an index of item discrimination (ID) which

was determined by the use of the following formulas:

XH - XL
ID =

T 2

L
s2

S
T S

H

XH = the mean for all responses to a particular item in a scale assigned
to a "high" category.

XL = the mean for all responses to a particular item in a scale assigned
to a "low" category.

S2 = the variance for all responses to a particular item in a scale
assigned to a "high" category.

S2 = the variance for all responses to a particular item in a scale
assigned to a "low" category.

There were 14 items out of the 130 which had a negative index of

discrimination, indicating that they did not contribute to the measure-

ment of the administrative characteristics as had been anticipated in

the construction a the pilot study instrument. Those items with the

highest positive index numbers were considered to be the most discrimina-

tive in measuring the differences between the rigid and flexible admin-

istrative characteristics on each of the bureaucratic dimensions. The

index values were ranked and the items with the highest positive values
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were selected for the final instrument. The rank order of the twelve

items in each of the five scales is shown in Appendix II.

Sixty-five items in the pilot study instrument were statements be-

lieved to be characteristic of organizations on one side of the bureau-

cratic continuum and the other sixty-five were written for the opposite

side of the continuum. Thirty-seven of the sixty items with the highest

index of discrimination were statements descriptive of an organization

with flexible administrative characteristics and a low degree of

bureaucratization. Some of the statements about rigid administrative

characteristics may have been interpreted as being negative or critical

toward the administration and, consequently, were not acceptable to

the respondents in the pilot study. Since the highest positive index

values were the criteria for item selection, the final instrument had

a slightly higher proportion of statements (62 percent) representative

of flexible administrative characteristics than of rigid administrative

characteristics.

It was desirable to isolate each item representing a particular

bureaucratic characteristic or scale. The statements were placed in the

final instrument in blocks of five so that statement number "1" came

from scale "A," "2" from scale "B," "3" from scale "C," "4" from scale

"D," and "5" from scale "E." The block method was repeated for the sixty

statements; however, an attempt was also made to break up the pattern of

the responses by randomly dispersing the statements, representative of

flexible and rigid administrative characteristics, throughout the instru-

ment. The ordering and spacing of the statements according to their

scales did not interfere with the randomization of positive and negative

statements because there were twelve possible selections within each scale.
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Individual Information

Six questions were added to the final instrument to obtain infor-

mation about the respondents which could conceivably have a relationship

to the way that they perceived the administrative characteristics in

their particular extension service organization. The questions were

multiple-choice type, and choices were designed so that all possible

responses presumably could be placed in one of the categories provided.

The final questionnaire with items pertaining to the individual respond-

ent can be seen in Appendix I. The six questions were as follows:

1. How many years have you worked with this organization?

2. What is the nature of your work in Cooperative Extension

Services?

3. How long have you had your present assignment?

4. With which unit (s) are vou assigned?

5. Who is responsible for 5r)ur performance rating as it

relates to salary and promotion?

6. How many supervisory and administrative positions are
there between you and the top administrator responsible
for your state Extension Service Organization?

It seemed to the investigator that the average years of service in

the Extension organization might have a relationship to the innovative-

ness of the organization; it was expected that the greater che average

years of service, the less innovative in program the organization would

be. It was also considered that a change in assignment might produce

results similar to a high rate of turnover among staff members.

The question on the nature of the work in Cooperative Extension

Service was included for the purposes of determining if there might be

significant differences in the way staff members in the various positions

perceived the administrative characteristics of the organization in
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relation to innovativeness in program. The question on performance

ratings was designed to determine if there might be a difference in the

perceptions of administrative characteristics between those who were

rated only by extension superiors and those responsible to others as

well. This expected difference in perceptions might show functional

relationships to innovation in program.

It was also felt that as the number of administrative or super-

visory positions (hierarchical levels) increased between the respondent

and the top administrator, the innovativeness in program would decrease

because of the greater number of people involved in approving innovative

programs.

In addition to the six questions which have been presented, infor-

mation on the size of the organization was needed, but it was felt

that there was a more appropriate means of obtaining this information

than through the use of a questionnaire which would be sent to more

than one person in each of the organizations being studied. Several

approaches for determining the size of the organizations were considered,

and it was decided that, since the scope of this study was limited to

the administraturs, supervisors and personnel on the state staff with

r

either direct or indirect responsibilities for the program, the criteria

cultural Experiment Stations and Other Cooperating State Institutions,
Agricultural Handbook No. 305 (December), 1966.

for determining the size of the organizations would be the number of

personnel as listed in the 1966-67 Agricultural Handbook,1 which iden-

tifies professional extensionservice workers in cooperating state insti-

tutions. Both full-time and part-time extension service workers were

counted as contributing equally to the size of the organization.

1

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Professional Workers in State Agri-
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The reliability of the instrument was considered to be important

as well as the item discrimination.

Reliability of the Instrument

It was necessary to reduce the number of items in the final question-

naire while retaining sufficient and appropriate items to measure the

important aspects of each bureaucratic characteristic. The statements

or itens within each scale were not designed to measure a single factor

of a particular bureaucratic characteristic; therefore, a reliability

measure which was dependent upon accumulative consistency of the responses

may not be the appropriate test. Two approaches were used in testing

the reliability of the instrument.

The Spearman Brown prophecy formula was used to obtain a measure

of reliability. The intra-class correlation coefficient COI) on the

responses to each scale of the pilot study instrument was calculated

using the following formula:

MSB - MSW
f3 =
I MSB + - 1) MSW

MSB = mean square between organizations.

MSW = mean square between individuals within organiza-

tions.

n = mean number of respondents from each organization

(n = 11.2).

The reliability coefficient 0 was calculated as follows:

nO,

1 + (n - 1) 0I

The reliability coefficient was first calculated for the data ob-

tained from the pilot study instrument and is given in Table 12. Scale

B, division of labor, provided the lowest reliability coefficient of
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the five scales, .68. The other four scales had a reliability coeffi-

cient of .88 or above which seemed to the investigator to be evidence

that the statements in general were capable of producing reliable

measures of the characteristics being studied.

TABLE 12.--Intra-class Reliability Coefficients for Each Scale of the
Pilot Study Instrument

Scale Reliability Coefficient

A- Hierarchy of Authority

B- Division of Labor

C- Rules and Procedures

D- Rewards

E- Interpersonal Relations

.88

.68

.88

.88

.97

It seemed to the investigator that since the number of items in the

final instrument was less than half the number used in the pilot study

instrument and since all responses to the final instrument were by

questionnaire rather than personal contacts, a test of reliability was

needed. A test-retest measure of reliability involving the profile or

organizational scores rather than individual scores was considered to

be the most appropriate test of reliability, but it would have necessi-

tated mailing a second copy of the questionnaire to a large number of

the respondents in most of the organizations being studied. It was

decided that other methods would provide adequate measures of reliability

and would make it possible to complete the study within reasonable cost and

time limitations. The intra-class reliability coefficients were obtained

from the data provided by the respondents to the organizational inventory.
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The same analysis procedure was used to obtain a measure of the

reliability of the final instrument, the organizational inventory, as

was used with the pilot study instrument. As was previously presented

the organizational inventory contained a total of 60 statements, whereas

the pilot study instrument contained 130 statements. Reliability

coefficients for the final instrument are given in Table 13.

TABLE 13.--Intra-class Reliability Coefficients for Each Scale of the
Final Instrument, the Organizational Inventory (n = 45)

Scale Reliability Coefficient

A- Hierarchy of Authority

B- Division of Labor

C- Rules and Procedures

D- Rewards

E- Interpersonal Relations

.50

.41

.62

. 45

. 73

The intra-class reliability coefficients for the final instrument

were much lower in value for each scale (see Table 13) than were those

for the pilot study instrument. It should be noted that the lowest and

highest reliability values belong to the same scales on the two different

instruments.

There are several reasons which may account for part or all of the

difference between the reliability coefficients of the two instruments.

A variance between the pilot study organizations greater than the

variance between the organizations of the final study would tend to

diminish the significance of the variance within orgaidzations in cal-

culating 0, and thus, produce higher reliability coefficients for the
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scales of the pilot study instrument than those in the final instrument.

In the selection of items for the final instrument, which was based upon

the index of discrimination, it is possible that more reliable responses

were obtained from those items with lower values on the index of dis-

crimination; therefore, a reduction in the number of items in the final

instrument over that contained in the pilot study instrument could

reduce the reliability. Most of the respondents to the pilot study

were met personally by the investigator while the final instrument

responses were obtained by mail. It is possible that more careful

attention is given to a problem where the parties concerned have personal

interaction. Any of the three reasons mentioned could be a factor

contributing to the difference in the reliability coefficients of the

two instruments.

Reliability measures were also obtained on the final instrument

through the test-retest approach. The final instrument was administered

two separate times to thirty-six state staff members of a Cooperative

Extension Service organization with a one-month interval between tests.

The results of this test are given in Table 14.

TABLE 14.--Test-retest Reliability Coefficients for Each Scale of the
Final Instrument (N, = 36)

Scale Reliability Coefficient

A- Hierarchy of Authority

B- Division of Labor

C- Rules and Procedures

D- Rewards

E- Interpersonal Relations

. 74

. 68

. 71

. 82

. 77
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The reliability coefficients on the final instrument which were

obtained by the test-retest method were higher than those obtained by

the intra-class approach. Scale A, division of labor, produced the

lowest score of .68 while scale D, rewards, produced the highest score,

.82.

The criteria for measurement on the two tests of reliability are

different. These test-retest coefficients are measures of reliability

based on individual responses, while the intra-class reliability co-

efficients are dependent upon the compatibility of items within scales;

however, the items within the scales were designed to measure more than

one factor within a bureaucratic characteristic, and the responses to

these various factors may be reliable without maintaining a homogenous

pattern. Intra-class reliability might also be adversely affected if

the indices were not independent. It is therefore possible that

differences in the pattern of response contributed to lower intra-class

reliability coefficients than test-retest reliability coefficients.

While the measures of reliability utilizing the intra-class approach

were not as high on some of the scales as would be desirable for a

standardized instrument, the investigator concluded that the values would

be acceptable for this research.

Validity

The problem of establishing validity was approached in two different

ways. The first method, called "face validity," was a matter of deter-

mining if the items in each scale appeared to be logically derived

from the definitions of the characteristics being measured. While oper-

ational definitions of the characteristics may vary, it was felt by the

investigator that only the definitions stated for this study need be
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considered in establishing the validity of the instrument. After con-

sideration by the investigator and two other individuals--Peter M. Blau

and Selwin W. Becker, who have published works in professional journals

and books on the concepts of bureaucracy--the conclusion was reached

that the statements in each scale are derived from the definition and

discussion on the respective characteristics of bureaucracy and that an

acceptable degree of face validity is present in the instrument.

The second approach used in the establishment of validity was

through the use of known groups which were believed to possess external

indicators of the characteristics being measured. These external indi-

cators must be in agreement with the scores derived on the instrument

scales if adequate estimates of validity are to be established. The ten

organizations selected for the pilot study were believed to be at

opposite ends of the bureaucratic continuum. Staff members of the

organizations who responded to the instrument were interviewed in an

attempt to determine whether or not the instrument would accurately

reveal their perceptions of administrative characteristics of the organi-

zations. It was determined that the level of agreement between the

interviews and the instrument scores was relatively high in-so-far as

the investigator was able to obtain an accurate account of the percep-

tions of bureaucratic characteristics through observations, interviews,

and instrument scores. Comparisons of results of the interviews and the

instrument scores have been presented previously in this chapter.

The data obtained from selected groups together with the test of

the face validity of each statement constitute the validity checks for

the five scales of the instrument.
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Interdependence of Scales

The problem of interdependence between scales is inherent in any

effort to single out the components of a global characteristic. Although

the factors being measured in each organization may vary in their mag-

nitude or dimensional polarity, they remain a part of the same system

conceptually and are not readily separable. An attempt was made to

select and place statements in the scales for which they were partic-

ularly relevant and to avoid statements which might be equally applicable

to more than one scale. Correlation coefficients were calculated between

the five bureaucratic characteristics of the pilot study instrument to

obtain a measure of the relative interdependence of the scales, and

these values are reported in Table 15.

TABLE 15.--Correlation Coefficients Between Five Bureaucratic Character-
istics Measured by the Pilot Study Instrument (N = 112)*

Scale Variable Name A

A-

B-

C-

D-

E-

Hierarchy of Authority

Division of Labor

Rules and Procedures

Rewards

Interpersonal Relationships

1.00

.54

.59

.63

.46

1.00

.40

.42

.41

1.00

.66

.41

1.00

.51 1.00

*N was based upon individual mean scores.

The correlations between the five bureaucratic daracteristics varied

from a high value of .66 between "rewards" and "rules and procedures" to

a low value of .41 between "interpersonal relationships" and both "divi-

sion of labor" and "rules and procedures." It can be readily determined
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from the correlations that the five bureaucratic characteristics are

not wholly independent variables. On the basis of the pilot study data

the conclusion may be reached that the degree of burraucratization of

organizations is likely to vary in the same direction on all five

characteristics and that these characteristics are somewhat inter-

dependent.

Summary

It was necessary to test 130 statements concerning bureaucratic

organizations to obtain items which could be generally understood, which

would elicit reliable and valid responses and which would discriminate

between organizations possessing administrative characteristics on the

high end from those on the low end of the bureaucratic continuum. The

rationale for the selection of the pilot study organizations, a brief

description of the organizations, and the results of interviews with

staff members have been covered in this chapter. The pilot study, which

involved professional staff members of ten organizations, provided data

to aid in the design of the final instrument and in the selection of

items for that instrument. Interviews with staff members of these

organizations contributed to the validation of the scales and provided

information which would be helpful in conducting the final study. The

reliability of the instrument was determined tc be satisfactory by two

methods, intra-class correlations and test-retest measures. A presence

of interdependence between the five scales was not completely resolved

due to the problem of separating or isolating the dimensions of the

concept of bureaucracy.

The objective of the pilot study was to develop an instrument which

could be used in adult education organizations to obtain a measure of
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organizational participants' perceptions of the bureaucratic character-

istics. After instrument construction it was possible to start to

obtain information on the dependent and independent variables. In the

follawing chapter the procedures will be presented for obtaining a

ranking of the states on innovativeness in program development and for

obtaining data on the bureaucratization of selected adult education

organizations.



CHAPTER IV

OBTAINING TIL DATA ON THE r 'PENDENT AND

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

A rating procedure was developed to make it possible to obtain

information which could be used in ranking the states. Letters were

sent to prominent leaders in the extension service organizations, both

state and national, requesting their specific suggestions for poten-

tially qualified raters.

Ratings were obtained from three sources and were combined through

the use of statistical procedures to provide a mean score for each state

which could be used to rank the states in the order of their rated

innovativeness in program development. The values obtained from the

ranking of the means were used to represent the dependent variable for

analysis purposes. The rank order of the states will not be revealed

in reporting the results of this research because of a promise of

confidentiality made by the investigator to the cooperating raters.

Data for the independent variables were obtained through the use

of the questionnaire, the development of which was described in Chapter

III. It was felt to be necessary to obtain permission from state

Cooperative Extension Service directors before mailing questionnaires

to members of their organizations. After obtaining the state directors'

approval, a sample was randomly selected from state extension service

personnel lists, and the questionnaire was mailed out to this sample

with an enclosure letter.
85
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Letters which were used in corresponding with the respondents to

the questionnaire, o state directors, and to others can be seen in

Appendix III. Three weeks after the questionnaire was mailed a

followup letter was sent out and eight weeks from the time the question-

naire was mailed the returns were scored and prepared for analysis.

Ranking of States on Innovativeness in
Program Development: The

Dependent Variable

It was not considered by the investigator to be appropriate or

possible to have the raters of innovativeness in program development

read an extensive definition on the subject of the ratings; however,

having raters base their judgments on common criteria was felt to be

essential. It was also important that the ratings be based upon the

definition as given and not on some other factors which might make one

organization distinctive from another. A three-page sheet was prepared

for the raters and included a brief explanation of the investigator's

ultimate objective, step-by-step instructions to the raters, a definition

of the innovative organization, indices of innovation in organizations

and criteria for the ratings. The criteria for making the ratings

included among other things some observations on what should not be con-

sidered as innovations.

Criteria to be Considered in
Making the Ratings

Innovation in program development should not be equated with favor-

able publicity. Public relations which is skillfully handled may create

a deceptive impression of the functions in an organization. The popular-

ity of an administrator or his public acclaim might be confused with

innovativeness of program in organizations. Change in an organization
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may lack direction or purpose and be an objective in itself. Innovation

in program may be judged good or bad and yet be innovation. An organi-

zation may also be innovative in ways which are not program innovations.

These are factors which must be considered when making judgments about

innovativeness in program development.

The demonstrated ZeveZ of program innovativeness during the last

"five years" is the period to be considered in rating Cooperative Exten-

sion Service organizations. Five years allows sufficient time for the

development and fruition of innovations, and is short enough in duration

for the majority of raters to be familiar with the program activities of

the organization being rated. A longer period of time would also

increase the probability of changes in the administration, a variable

which is thought to increase innovation in an organization, expecially

when a new administrator comes from a former position outside of the

organization.

Method Used in Making Ratings

It was felt to be undesirable to have raters rank the states from

lowest to highest on their innovativeness in program development, so a

system was devised which would permit raters to group the states into

one of five categories in relation to the raters' judgment on their

relative innovativeness in program development. The raters were given

an envelope containing fifty IBM cards with the names of the states

printed on the cards. Six cards of a different color were provided as

header cards to identify the possible choices in making the rating.

The rating scale was a continuum (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) representing

increasing degrees of innovativeness in program development. A "0" cate-

gory was reserved for those states which participants were unable to



88

rate due to inadequate information on program innovations. Raters were

asked to place an equal number of states in each of the five rating

categories where possible. See Appendix I for the instructions provided

for the raters.

The scale values of "I" through "5" were used as the rating scores,

and "0" was the score for the states which were not rated. Most of the

raters felt able to rate at least half of the states and many of them

rated 90 percent.

The card sorting method was used because it permitted the raters

to make adjustments easily in the relative positions of the states as

the rating process proceeded. The number of states in each rating

zategory could be equalized by moving the extreme cases in the larger

categories either up or down the rating scale by one point. The use of

machine-scored cards also simplified the recording and summarizing of

the results.

Selection of Raters

Letters were written to two directors of the Cooperative Extension

Service in each of four geographic areas of the United States asking

them to recommend five people whom they felt would be well informed on

extension programs in the states and best qualified to do the ratings.

The recommendations included directors, associate and assistant directors

of state extension serivces, Federal Extension Service administrators

and staff members, members of extension program study committees, and

the chairmen of the extension Committee on Organization and Policy, both

past and present.

After considering the recommendations the investigator decided

to obtain ratings from three sources: first, a large group of state
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extension administrators; second, a panel of judges composed of the per-

sons who were recommended more frequently as raters; and third, admin-

istrators and staff members of the Federal Extension Service.

A meeting which was called for extension administrators provided

an unexpected opportunity to meet personally with potential raters from

thirty-seven states to present the rating problem, to benefit from their

observations concerning the rating exercise, and to obtain ratings from

a large group of extension policy-makers who were responsible primarily

for the programs of their organi7ations. The selection of the panel of

judges was based mainly upon the recommendations provided by the exten-

sion directors in four different geographic areas of the United States.

The investigator expected to strengthen his claim for validity of the

ratings by also obtaining rating data from a third source outside of

the state organizations--the Federal Extension Service.

It was anticipated that the use of more than a single source for

obtaining the ratings would provide information on the level of agree-

ment between raters with differing backgrounds or experiences. As was

mentioned earlier concerning the development of the instrument for

measuring bureaucratic dimensions, an individual's conceptual scheme or

reference point will influence his perceptions of a situation. The

investigator was interested in testing the data obtained from the state

extension service raters against the judgment of the best qualified

raters at a national level, raters who might consider the state programs

from a different perspective. As will now be demonstrated, the ratings

of the panel of judges and those of the Federal Extension Service staff

members were quite similar to the ratings of state administrators and

were not necessary except to provide some assurance to the investigator
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that the initial ratings were based upon the criteria which were estab-

lished for innovation in program development.

Rating by State Administrators

The National Agricultural Extension Center at the University of

Wisconsin organized and conducted the Ninth National Administrative

Seminar for second echelon administrators of Cooperative Extension

Service during May, 1967. Dan Pfannstiel, Visiting Professor at the

Extension Center, kindly consented to permit the investigator to attend

the Seminar and to solicit the cooperation of participants in responding

to a rating exercise involving the state extension programs. The Wis-

consin Center Staff and the Seminar program planning committee were most

helpful during the week the seminar was being held. The group of seminar

participants from thirty-seven states consisted of second level admin-

istrators most of whom had primary responsibilities for administering

state extension programs. The investigator was given an opportunity

during the workshop to present the problem to participants and solicit

their assistance with the rating exercise. The rating material was

passed out to fifty-four of the workshop participants and forty-three

returned ratings which were sufficiently complete to be used in the

analysis. The raters were not identified with their responses, except

for a few cases where raters voluntarily signed their names.

Mean scores for each state were used to develop a rank order of

the states; the states were then divided into five groups and placed in

alphabetical order within groups. This arrangement of the states was

used in subsequent rating exercises. The inter-rater reliability co-

efficient on the forty-three returns from state administrators using

the mean square estimate was .96, indicating a high level of agreement
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on the ratings. The formula which follows was used for obtaining the

mean square estimate of reliability and is similar to the Spearman

Brown prophecy formula used to measure intra-class reliability in the

analysis of the pilot study data.

MS
s

- MS
e

=
MS

s

MS
s
= 19.719 = mean square for states.

MS
e

= 0.790 = mean square for error.

= .96 = mean square estimate of reliability.

See Appendix II (Table 34) for analysis of variance.

The next step in obtaining a ranking of the states on innovativeness

in program development was to obtain an evaluation of the proposed

grouping of the states from a panel of judges. The data which were

subsequently obtained from the panel of judges were considered to be

a necessary test to sustain the investigator's confidence in the first

rating exercise.

Rating by Panel of Judges

Three men who were most frequently recommended by state extension

directors and who represented different positions in the extension

service organization were selected for the panel. One was an Assistant

Administrator of the Federal Extension Service, one was the Chairman

of the Extension Committee on Organization and Policy (ECOP), and the

third was a former Chairman of ECOP and is the top administrator of one

of the state extension organizations placed by raters in the most innova-

tive group. The panel was asked to recommend changes in the five groups

of states where a state was considered to be in the wrong group relative

to their innovativeness in program development. The placings of a total
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of fourteen states were changed by one or more of the three judges. Two

states were moved up two groups, three states were moved down two groups

and the other eleven states were shifted to an adjacent group. A second

test of the ratings was made with staff members of the Federal Extension

Service.

Rating_hy the Federal Extension Service Staff

Eight members of the Federal Extension Service staff were inter-

viewed and ratings were obtained from seven of the interviewees. Five

of the ratings came from directors and staff members of subject matter

projects, and two of the five project ratings were a composite rating

utilizing the judgment of a number of personnel assigned to each

project. One rater was an assistant administrator and the other had

been the director in research and training prior to assuming his present

assignment. Five of the seven ratings were made by suggesting changes

in the proposed grouping of states; the two composite ratings were made

independently without the use of the proposed groupings.

Some differences were noted between the ratings made by the various

project staff members. Representatives of project areas were asked to

rate the states on the basis of their innovativeness in program develop-

ment for only the particular project area they represented; the other

raters were instructed *...) consider the total program of the states. A

state might be judged highly innovative in agricultural production

programs and low on innovativeness in community development programs.

While these discrepancies were not extensive, a few differences were

noted. Raters representing projecz areas who proposed changes in the

grouping of states justified their proposed changes by stating that for

the project they were rating, a particular state should be in a different
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group. Their reasoning provided evidence that they were concerned with

only certain aspects of a program in evaluating the ratings. These

few representatives of project areas appear to be somewhat less objec-

tive in their attempts at rating innovativeness in programs.

Final Ratings and Results

It was necessary to devise a meanz, or comparing the ratings of the

panel of judges with those of the Federal Extension Service and finally

with those of the state extension administrators. The investigator

decided to combine the ratings made by panel of judges and the federal

staff into one grouping of ten raters. Mean scores were calculated

for each state along with a mean square estimate of reliability. The

reliability coefficients was .99 for the ten raters combined, indicating

a high level of agreement on the over-all rating. See Appendix II

(Table 35) for analysis of variance.

The states were ranked on the basis of the mean score for each

state, and it was noted that there were some minor differences between

the order of the rankings which were based on the two groupings of

raters. A grand mean score for each state was derived from the mean

scores of the forty-three state raters, one grouping, and the ten ratings

of the panel of judges and the FES staff, the other grouping, combined.

The grand means were used as the dependent variable for hypotheses test-

ing.

Validity of Ratings

The instructions to the raters were quite specific on the criteria

to be used in making the ratings, and the definition of innovativeness

in program development was as thorough as the investigator was able to
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make it, so if the raters followed the criteria provided, the results of

the ratings should be valid; however, there is always a question of how

well the instructions were interpreted and followed. The two groupings

of raters which were used in the analysis of the ratings would be

expected to view the state programs from different perspectives; one

group consisting mainly of second echelon administrators of state pro-

grams and the other being composed of national extension leaders and

federal personnel associated with programs. If the two groups were

following the same definition and criteria in making the ratings, one

would expect the correlation between the two groups of raters to be high.

A Pearson r correlation test was made using the two groups of raters,

and after correcting for attenuation the correlation coefficient r was

.95, indicating a desirable level of agreement. Correcting for attenua-

tion was accomplished through use of the following formula:

r1,2

r =)5777

r1,2 ' -927 = correlation coefficient before correction.

Ri = .9599 = reliability coefficient for group 1.

R2 = .9970 = reliability coefficient for group 2.

r = .95 = corrected correlation coefficient.

See Appendix II (Tables 34 and 35) for analysis of variance.

Another check on the validity of the ratings was made by reviewing

and comparing the annual reports submitted to the FES by fourteen states;

seven of which were on the high end of the rating scale and seven on the

low end. The investigator soon recognized that reports are quite depend-

ent upon the ability of the writer and the selection of data to be

reported. A poor writer might not reflect the true level of innovative-

ness in a program while a good writer might be able to make a stereotyped
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program appear to be highly responsive to the anticipated needs of a

changing environment.

The orientation of the written reports seemed to provide evidence

on the degree of program innovativeness in the organizations. Some

report3 could be classified as future-oriented while others tended to

be a comparison of present and past achievements. Some organizations

rated as most innovative recognized traditional programming procedures

as a problem, according to written reports, and have made changes in

the organizational structure in an attempt to overcome this problem. A

few of the organizations judged as being highly innovative in program

development placed major emphasis on new program developments in their

written report, and one of the organizations elaborated on those phases

of their program which were actually initiated in that state as innova-

tions in extension work.

Another difference between the states with more and less innovative

programs which was readily apparent was the rate of adoption of new

practices and technology in their program activities. The states judged

as less innovative in programs were still making preparations for things

which had been in use for several years in some of the states judged to

be most innovative. The use of educational television, tele-conferences,

area specialists, multi-county offices, combined Cooperative and general

extension organizations, new sources of revenue and services to new

clientele are but a few of the practices which are well established in

some of the states judged to be most innovative but are still being

considered by others judged to be least innovative.

The most obvious difference between the reports from states judged

high and those judged low on innovativeness was revealed in comments
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regarding number of personnel and total budget. The organizations rated

as less innovative made reference to continuing problems from previous

years with staff vacancies and tight or inadequate budgets; their reports

seemed to indicate that the ability to maintain existing programs even

without attempting to any extent to project future trends and problems

was a significant accomplishment in itself.

The review of annual reports may strengthen the claim for the valid-

ity of the ratings, but it is recognized that since only a selected

number of the reports could be examined in the time allotted and not all

reports contributed information which could be used in making judgments

about the program innovativeness of the reporting organizations, the

review of annual reports is only one factor along with others upon

which the establishment of validity stands. The qualified observations

of judges and the high level of agreement between large numbers of raters

would seem to indicate that raters were basing their judgments on a

common interpretation of innovation in program development. After the

ranking of the state Cooperative Extension Services on their innovative-

ness in program development was established, it was necessary to collect

data concerning the independent variables of the study.

Measuring Perceptions of Bureaucratization
in Adult Education Organizations:

The Independent Variables

The investigator felt that it would be desirable to select adult

education organizations which had some factors in common. Differences

in the goals, or purposes, in the program emphasis, in the training and

background of staff members, in the financial support, and in the

longevity of the various organizations could possibly introduce elements

extraneous to the objectives of the study. Since the focus of the study
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was on organizations rather than individuals, it was necessary to work

with a sufficient number of organizational units to make statistical

analysis feasible. The kind of information which was needed concerning

the organizations could only be obtained from the organizational member-

ship, so random sampling was used to keep the total number of question-

naires to be mailed within reasonable limits. The response to the

questionnaire was outstanding, and this success may be attributable in

part to the procedures used in data collection. Details on the data

collection procedures will follow.

Organizations and Personnel Involved
in the Study

An attempt was made to include all state Cooperative Extension

Service Organizations in the study so that the statistical analyses

could be based upon the total population of fifty states. Directors of

forty-six state organizations gave favorable replies to the investigator's

letter, but the total staff in one of the forty-six states was so small

that it seemed to be a special situation which was not comparable with

the other forty-five state organizations. Clearance was not obtained

from four states for varied reasons, and those four were excluded from

the study. As it was subsequently determined, the exclusion of those

states did not distort the research results because they were found to

be quite evenly distributed across the scale in relation to the ranking

for innovativeness in program. The letter to the directors can be seen

in Appendix III.

In writing the letter to the state directors, the investigator

attempted to provide adequate information so that the directors would

have some basis for making a favorable decision on the request. They
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were told that about 20 minutes time would be required of those who

responded to the questionnaire, that a response from fifteen people in

each state would provide adequate information for the study, and that

the personnel whose assistance was needed were the supervisors, project

leaders and subject matter specialists in their organizations. Per-

sonnel assigned within the counties were excluded from the sample because

staff members serving multiple units of the organization are in a

better position to initiate change in the whole organization; because

state staff members are more closely associated with the university

research, library facilities, and classroom teaching staff, the source

of knowledge and other resources needed in problem solving; and because

the pilot study indicated that the location of the staff members, in

relation to the administrative and supervisory hierarchy and in relation

to their opportunities for social interaction with administrators, would

influence the nature of their response to the questionnaire. The next

problems to be resolved were those of identifying the members of the

population and selecting a random sample.

Sampling Within Organizations

Most of the directors provided a mailing list of their organizational

personnel, but in a few cases where the list was not provided or where

the list was incomplete, the 1966-67 Agriculture Handbook
1
was used. The

handbook identifies professional workers in cooperating state institu-

tions and the nature of their assignments. Persons holding positions

as supervisors, program leaders, and subject matter specialists were

selected from the state rosters. Supervisors were not designated on

1
U.S. Department of Agriculture, boc. cit.
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the rosters in all cases so it was necessary to determine whether or not

some staff members had supervisory responsibilities from their job

titles. Two populations were identified for each state, supervisors in

one and program leaders and subject matter specialists in the other.

Personnel working non-supervisory positions in information and publi-

cation, radio and television, civil defense and other areas which might

not be covered by academic departments were included with program

leaders and subject matter specialists in the population from which the

sample was taken.

Some states had well over one hundred staff members to be included

in the population, and the number of staff members in others was only

slightly greater than the sample to be selected. The supervisors in

each state were numbered as a separate sampling group from the rest of

the population selected because only two supervisors were to be included

in the sample of fifteen taken from each state.

It was observed during the pilot study, which was conducted to

develop the instrument for measuring perceived bureaucratic character-

istics in organizations, that there were considerable differences in the

way staff members perceived the administrative characteristics of their

employing organization. Supervisors, department heads, and administra-

tors were generally inclined to perceive their organization as being less

bureaucratized than were personnel whose positions were lower in the

organizational hierarchy. For this reason a decision was made to control

proportionately the number of supervisors included in the sample and to

add an item to the questionnaire which would identify the respondent

according to his assignment as a supervisor, program leader, subject

matter specialist or otherwise.
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Four supervisors and eighteen other staff members were selected

randomly through the use of a random numbers table mking a total of

twenty-two from each state. Each person was numbereu in the order of

his random selection. Only two supervisors and thirteen non-supervisory

staff members were to be sent questionnaires, but the additional seven

personnel were drawn as substitutes for someone who might not be available

to respond to the questionnaire because of prolonged illness, extended

leave, or recent separation from the organization. This procedure, as

will be shown later, contributed toward the attainment of a higher

percentage of returns on the questionnaire than would have been possible

if those who were not available to respond had been overlooked. With

reasonable assurance of being able to obtain adequate representation

from each state, the investigatot was able to minimize the total number

of questionnaire recipients.

Mailing of Questionnaire

The questionnaire was mailed to 15 individuals in each of 45 states

for a total of 675. An enclosure letter was sent with the questionnaire

to explain the reason for the request, to solicit assistance, and to

inform the recipients that their administraturs had consented to cooperate

with the investigator.

At the time the questionnaire was mailed out, a letter was sent to

each state director reminding him of the earlier request and listing

the fifteen people of his organization who were to receive the question-

naire; some of the directors had requested that they be sent such a

list. The directors were asked to inform the investigator concerning

any of those people on the mailing list who would not be availahle for

responding to the instrument. Nearly all of the directors returned
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the stamped, self-addressed postcard, which had been enclosed with their

letter, either indicating that the mailing list was satisfactory or

listing those who could not respond. Substitutes were selected in the

order that they had been randomly drawn, and questionnaires were mailed

to them. Seven percent of the questionnaires returned were received

from respondents who were substitutes for persons included in the

original sample of fifteen but who were not available to complete the

questionnaire.

Another procedure which was used also helped to increase the per-

centage of return on the questionnaire. A follow-up letter was sent to

those who had not returned the questionnaire at the end of a three-week

period, and a stamped self-addressed postcard was enclosed with the

letter on which there were three alternative responses as follows:

Send me another copy of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire arrived while I was out of the office.
I will complete it as soon as possible.

The questionnaire has been mailed.

A place for a signature and state name was also provided on the

card. Approximately twenty-five copies of the questionnaire were mailed

to individuals who requested a second copy, and most of theo were com-

pleted and returned. The postcard also served as a means of obtainirg

a commitment from people who might not have returned the questionnaire

otherwise (see Appendix III).

Collection and Organization of Data

Eight weeks were allowed for the return of the questionnaires because

they were mailed out during a period when many people were on vacations

'or working on seasonal projects away from their offices. During this
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eight-week period, as the questionnaires were returned they were iden-

tified by state, checked off on the mailing list, numerically scored,

punched on data processing cards, and checked for accuracy. The mailing

list was kept current in relation to the returns, and by doing so it

was possible to address envelopes and mail follow-up letters to only

those extension staff members who had failed to respond by the date upon

which the second letter was mailed.

Usable responses were received from 92 percent of those people

presumed to be available to make a response. An additional 3 percent

were either returned with incomplete data, answered in such a way that

the respondent's perceptions could not be interpreted accurately, or they

arrived too late to be included in the final analysis. On the basis of

the percentage of usable returns, it was concluded that the instructions

on the instrument communicated the desired information.

Summary

An ordinal ranking of the state- in relation to their innovativeness

in program development was achieved by first preparing a comprehensive

definition of the variable to be rated; second, preparing instructions

for raters which could easily be understood and followed; third, deter-

mining who were best qualified to do the ratings and obtaining their

cooperation; and fourth, devising a means of combining the raters' con-

tributions into a composite rank order which could be justified as a

valid measure of innovativeness in program development. The inter-rater

reliability coefficients were high enough to indicate substantial agree-

meLt between raters. A review of state annual reports provided additional

evidence on the validity of the ratings. It is felt that further study

of the innovativeness of state programs would result in no more than
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slight changes in the rank ordering of the states and that the values

derived through the previously described procedures can be used with

confidence as the dependent variable of the study.

A questionnaire was mailed to a random sample of two supervisors

and thirteen non-supervisory staff members in each of forty-five states.

One follow-up letter was sent out three weeks after the questionnaires

had been mailed, and of the 675 people to whom questionnaires were

mailed, 95 per cent responded. Of the returns, 92 per cent were usable

in the final analysis.

The next phase of the study was the analysis of the data. Data

were punched on machine cards and analyzed on the computer. The findings

from the analysis will be reported in the following chapter together

with an interpretation of the results.



CHAPTER V

ANALYSES OF THE DATA

Thus far in defining and discussing the variables relative to this

research, the use of numerical values for the variables has not been

necessary. In this chapter measures of the variables will be represented

numerically, and the variables will be identified in an abbreviated form

to simplify reporting the analyses of the data.

It was necessary to select a statistical technique for the analyses

of the data which would be appropriate for the problem being investigated.

Correlation techniques were used to study the relationships between the

independent variables, and regression analysis was applied in testing the

hypothesized relationships. In addition to the variables about which

hypotheses were presented, five variables were added to the regression

equation which appeared to the investigator to have important relation-

ships to the problem being investigated.

As the analyses progressed and subsequent information was obtained,

it appeared to the investigator that by combining certain variables,

which seemed to be logically related and which were quite highly cor-

related statistically, a higher level of statistical significance could

be achieved. This approach proved to be worthwhile in analyzing the

relationships between four of the variables.

An interpretation of the findings will be given in this chapter, but

the investigator's conclusions concerning the results will be reported in

Chapter VI after all of the statistical analyses have been presented.

104
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Identification of Variables in the Anal ses

The first problem encountered in the analyses of the data was that

of deciding upon a statistical procedure which would be appropriate

for the variables being studied and which would make it possible to

gain the most reliable information concerning relationships between

variables. There are eleven variables to be considered in the analyses:

one dependent variable, five independent variables, and five covariates

about which there was considerable evidence to indicate an association

with innovation. The one dependent variable is innovation in program

development and will be cited in the analyses as "innovation." The

independent variables are the five administrative characteristics which

were generated from the bureaucratic model of organizational administra-

tion and are listed below along with an abbreviated name which will be

used to identify them in the analyses and discussion which follows. The

independent variables are:

1. Hierarchy of authority and provisions tor decision making

(to be called "hierarchy").

2. Division of labor or partitioning of work tasks (to be

called "division").

3. Fries and procedures for governing behavior (to be

called "rules").

4. Differential rewards of office and motivating factors

(to be called "rewards").

5. Impersonality and the level of interpersonal relations

(to be called "relations").

The grand mean score which was calculated from the corious ratings

of the organizations was used as the numerical value for the dependent

variable, innovativeness. The grand mean scot for each organization on

each of the five scales of the questionnaire providod the numerical

values for the five independent variables. The focus of the study is on
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differences in organizations as units, not on differences among indivi-

dual members within organizations.

The covariates which seemed to be pertinent to the problem and

about which data were collected and used in the analyses are described

as follows:

1. The total operating budget for each state extension serv-
ice organization in dollars (to be called "budget").1

2. The total number of professional staff members in the
Cooperative Extension organization (to be called "person-
nel").2

3. The number of years of service in the Cooperative Exten-
sion organization, as reported by the randomly selected
respondents from each state (to be called "service").3

4. The number of years tenure in the current assignment
for the randomly selected respondents in each state (to
be called "tenure").4

5. The number of supervisory and administrative positions
between the respondents in each organization and the top
administrator of the extension organization (to be called
"levels").5

1
The budget figures were taken from a table provided by the Federal

Extension Service and covers all reported sources of funds for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967. The funds include appropriations from federal,
state, and county sources and money derived from non-tax sources as well.

2
The total number of professional staff members was taken from a

table prepared by the Federal Extension Service on October 10, 1966. The

list covers personnel with full or part-time appointments in the Coopera-
tive Extension Service program. Included in the total staff figures are
directors, associate or assistant directors, management personnel, spec-
ialists, supervisors, 4-H club staff and county agents working in both
adult and youth programs.

3
The mean number of years of service was used as the numerical value

for the covariate, "service."

4
The mean number of years of service in the current assignment for

responding personnel in each state organization was used as the numerical
value for the covariate, "tenure."

5
The mean was calculated from the number of levels reported by re-

spondents in each organization and was used as the value for the covar-
iate, "levels."
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The numerical values calculated for each variable and used in the

analyses of the data are presented in tabular form in Appendix II. Only

the results of the statistical analyses will be presented in this

chapter.

Selection of Statistical Procedures

Multiple regression analysis was selected as the statistical tech-

nique to be used in studying the possible relationships between the

variables of the study. In selecting regression rather than just

correlation techniques for the analyses of the data, a decision had to

be made on whether innovation was dependent upon and subsequent to the

independent variables or whether innovation, the dependent variable,

might bring about adjustments in the independent variables.

It is conceivable, for example, that "rules" could be enacted as

a means of curbing "innovation," but rules are generally made for the

organizational membership while innovation is initiated by individuals.

If rules were made to curb the innovation of an individual, then the

rules would be based mainly and specifically on the basis of that indi-

vidual's behavior rather than as a result of a careful analysis of the

similar tasks which many individuals may perform.

Innovation in program development appears to be a consequence of

other factors. An administrator is not assured of getting innovation

simply by ordering it; however, the leadership of an organization may

be in a position to exercise considerable control over other character-

istics such as those selected for independent variables and covariates.

The administration does not appear to order innovation directly without

first providing a climate or atmosphere in which innovation may be

spawned. The manipulation of certain of these suggested variables may
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be necessary before the innovator feels free to act, or before change

can be accepted and implemented. It is therefore assumed that in a

relatively complex organization with a bureaucratic type of administra-

tion, innovation follows as a consequence of the presence or absence

of certain structural and functional conditions which are established

and controlled by the management.

Simple correlation coefficients were computed for the ten variables

and innovation to determine existing relationships.

Correlation Between Independent and
Dependent Variables

To obtain an understanding of the statistical relationships between

the eleven variables under consideration, a large matrix of intercorrela-

tions was computed. The scoring of the variables upon which hypotheses

were based was done in such a way that a ositive c:nrelation would

result if the direction of the scores as determined by the analysis was

found to be in agreement with the expected relationships. The results

of the correlation computations are given in Table 16.

Hierarchy of Authority and Innovation

Table 16 reveals that there is essentially no correlation between

"innovation" and "hierarchy" (-.03). "Hierarchy" was the only variable

to show an inverse relationship to "inncvation," as the other variables

are all positively correlated with "innovation."

To interpret the meaning of the absence of a correlation between

the variables, hierarchy of authority and innovation in program, it is

necessary to reconsider the factors inherent in "hierarchy" as a variable.

The factors will vary in amount or degree along a continuum and are based

upon the perceptions of respondents. They are as follows: the decision-
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making authority delegated by superiors, the individual initiative per-

mitted or accepted, the need of superiors to dominate relationships

with subordinates, the superior's demonstrated confidence in the sub-

ordinate's ability to make decisions, the use of channels of authority,

and the subordinate's commitment or responsibility to his job. The

lack of correlation between "hierarchy" and "innovation" is an indica-

tion that the above factors as measured in this research as a group are

unrelated to innovation in program development.

Division of Labor and Innovation

The correlation between "division" and "innovation" was .25 (see

Table 16), indicating that a limited positive relationship may exist

between the variables. Factors in the division of labor which were

expected to correlate positively with "innovation" in an organization

characterized by a low degree of bureaucratization include such things

as extensive cooperation between colleagues on interdisciplinary work

activities, a type of job specialization which permits considerable

interaction and communication with fellow workers and which tends to

promote interest in what others are doing, and an organizational climate

which tends to make employees feel that there are opportunities for

personal gain when working cooperatively in group activities. The cor-

relation between "division" and "innovation" is an indication that the

above factors may contribute to innovation in program development in the

organizations being studied.

Rules and Procedures and Innovation

The relationship between "rules" and "inncvation" is not as strong

as that between "division" and "innovation;" however, Table 16 does show
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a positive correlation of .21. There are several factors in "rules"

which should be re-emphasized in the interpretation of the correlation

between "rules" and "innovation."

In the organization which is determined to be flexible in relation

to bureaucratic Characteristics, written rules and specified working

procedures are not perceived as being used in place of individual judg-

ments. The administrative staff will be recognized for their attempts

to promote an atmosphere in which there is little need to circumscribe

employees' alternative actions on the job with a rules and procedures

manual. A manual may be in existence, but it will not be considered as

a deterring factor in the accomplishment of work tasks. The lower the

degree of bureaucratization in an organization the more flexible the

work schedule will be, and there will also be more opportunity for

making adjustments in organizational rules and procedures than in the

highly bureaucratized situation.

The correlation between "rules" and "innovation" is an indication

that a functional relationship may exist between the factors cited above

and innovativeness in program development.

Differential Rewards of Office and Innovation

Of the five independent variables from which hypothases were devel-

oped, "redards" correlated positively and most highly with "innovation"

(.38, see Table 16). Factors in the least bureaucratized organization

which are associated with "rewards" are as follows:

There is a place in this type of organization for the person who

may find it necessary to differ from his colleagues occasionally. The

personal interests of staff members are nurtured and exploratory activ-

ities are encouraged. The staff orientation favors the professicnal
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field rather than administrative advancement, and personnel can be rec-

ognized and achieve success in the organization without becoming admin-

istrators. Staff members are well supported in their attempts to achieve

professional and educational goals, and compensation is more dependent

upon the relative individual contribution in furthering the objectives

of the organization than upon the number of years of service as deter-

mined through a fixed salary schedule. These factors will generally

receive less emphasis in the highly bureaucratized organization than

in an organization with a low degree of bureaucratization.

Based upon the correlation between "rewards" and "innovation," one

would expect innovation in program development to occur more readily

with a flexible bureaucratic situation. "Rewards" may prove to be one

of the stronger predictors of "innovation."

Interpersonal Relations and Innovation

The correlation between "relations" and "innovation" was the lowest

positive correlation of the five dimensions of bureaucracy (.05, see

Table 16). Interpersonal relations appears to be a bureaucratic char-

acteristic which has little or no relationship to innovation in program

development. The least bureaucratized organization would be expected

to possess the factors which follow more extensively than would the

highly bureaucratized organization.

Informality is preferred by superiors in associations with sub-

ordinates on and off the job. Social interaction among staff members

and between personnel at different hierarchical levels is encouraged

both on and otf the job. Administrators are interested in becoming

acquainted with staff members' families and seem to be concerned about

helping empioyees solve personal problems. There are few formal
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restrictions to specify the nature of interaction between personnel and

clientele of the organization. The lack of a correlation between "rela-

tions" and "innovation" is an indication thet an organization might be

the least bureaucratic in terms of the above factors and still be unable

to innovate in program development.

Five Additional Covariates and Innovation

Three of the five covariates correlated positively with "innovation"

at a higher level than did the five independent variables previously

mentioned. "Budget" and "innovation" had a positive correlation of .68,

II personnel" and "innovation" .61, and "levels" and "innovation" .52.

These three variables are not wholly independent as there appear to be

factors in common among them. Where the major part of the budget of

organizations is set aside for the employment of professional personnel,

one would expect the size of the budget and the number of employees to

be positively correlated. The number of supervisory and administrative

positions necessary to direct organizational activities might also be

expected to increase with the number of personnel, thus the common

factors in "levels," "personnel" and "budget" may account for a part

of their correlation with "innovation."

A positive correlation between "service" and "innovation" of .27

is given in Table 16. "Service" designates the average number of years

of employment by members of a particular organization. Based upon the

correlation coefficient obtained, it appears that a functional relation-

ship might exist between the variables "service" and "innovation;" as

the years of service increase, the innovativeness in program supposedly

increases.
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The variable "tenure" (see Table 16), correlates positively with

"innovation," .22. "Tenure" represents the average number of years

the employees of the organization have served in their present position.

The purpose in using the variable "tenure" was to determine if rela-

tively frequent changes in assignment might influence the level of

program innovation. The positive correlation indicates that a minimal

functional relationship may exist between longer tenure in assignment

and increased innovation in program development, the opposite of that

which was expected.

The variables "service" and "tenure" were not expected to correlate

positively with "innovation." In fact, negative correlations had been

anticipated.

The correlation matrix in Table 16 also provides the correlations

among the independent variables and covariates.

Correlations Among Independent Variables
and Covariates

The correlation matrix gives some indication of the independence

or lack of independence between the ten independent variables and co-

variates. The two covariates, "budget" and "personnel" correlate at

the .97 level, indicating that theve variables are not inder:endent. It

appears that either "budget" or "personnel" would serve as an indicator

of the same organizational characteristics. Since "budget" (.68) is

more highly correlated with "innovation" than is "personnel" (.61),

"budget" would appear to be the best predictor of innovation of the two

variables.

"Levels," the number of superordinate positions in the hierarchy

between the respondent and the top administrator, correlates positively
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with "personnel" (.55) and "budget" (.54), but this relationship might

normally be expected; the larger the budget, the greater the opportunity

for increasing personnel and the more personnel in the organization the

greater the possibilities for additional supervisory and administrative

positions.

"Tenure," the number of years in a particular assignment or position,

and "service," the number of years of service in the organization cor-

relate at .75 which may mean that a majority of the personnel in

Cooperative Extension Service hold only one position in that organiza-

tion during their employment. Neither "tenure" nor "service" individ-

ually appears to be an important variable in predicting "innovativeness."

"Division," one of the independent variables, is positively cor-

related at a relatively high level with "rewards" (.72), "relations"

(.61), and "rules" (.60). "Rewards" correlates positively at the .60

level with "rules" and at the .53 level with "relations." These four

variables are definitely not independent of each other but rather appear

to have factors in common. "Hierarchy" does not show the same strength

of relationship with the other four variables, so it would appear from

examination of the correlation matrix table that there are common factors

in at least two covariates and three of the independent variables which

may relate to innovativeness.

The correlation matrix (see Table 16) revealed some interesting

relationships between the five bureaucratic dimensions and the two

indicators of organizational size. "Budget" and "personnel" were the

two variables found to have th highest positive correlation to "innova-

tion." "Budget" and "personnel" also followed similar correlation

patterns in their relationship to the five bureaucratic characteristics.
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"Budget" and "personnel" correlated negatively with hierarchy, -.19 and

-.23, respectively. This relationship is interpreted to mean that as

the size of the organizations increase, utilizing total budget and

total personnel as indices of size, employees perceptions of a precise

or exacting bureaucratic hierarchy tend to diminish. According to some

popular bureaucratic concepts, increasing organizational size may bring

about increased bureaucratization to assure control. The correlations

obtained here appear to reverse this relationship and certainly do not

support the aforementioned concept.

"Budget" and "personnel" correlated positively with "division,"

.26 and .21, respectively. These correlations are also somewhat contra-

dictory to the theory of bureaucracy regeriing specialization of work

functions. According to the theory, as an organization increases in

size, there is an opportunity tu reduce the number of different opera-

tions performed by each individual, and thus one is able to specialize

on fewer tasks and improve his ability to perform in a particular role.

Increased interdisciplinary activities and greater interaction and

communication between staff members appear to be most characteristic of

the largest organizations.

"Budget" and "personnel" hae practically no relationship to rules

.06 and .00, respectively. One might interpret the absence of a correla-

tion to mean that rules and procedures may be perceived in a similar

way by employees of large and small organizations. The relative strict-

ness or looseness of interpretation of rules and procedures appears to

be unrelated to the two variables representing organizational size.

Both "budget" and "personnel" were positively and significantly

correlated with "rewards." As the size of the organization decreases,
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the employees tend to perceive "rewards' as being administered according

to exacting bureaucratic standards. It is possible that the larger

organizations are able to provide for the maintenance and motivational

needs of personnel better than are the smaller organizations with limited

staff and budgets. The foregoing relationship is not in agreement with

the belief that large organization& distribute rewards according to

precise bureaucratic policies.

The fifth bureaucratic characteristic, "relations" was found to be

correlated with "budget" and "personnel," .18 and .15, respectively.

While the relationship is not high enough to be significant there is

an indication that impersonalness in inter-personal relations may

decreaae as organizational size increases. There is no evidence to

support the theory that the opposite is true.

It should be noted that the variation in correlations between the

five bureaucratic characteristics and two measures of organizational

size, "budget" and "personnel," did not exceed .06 on the correlation

matrix (see Table 16). Since "budget" and "personnel" correlated so well

(.97), one would expect these two variables to correlate with other

variables at about the same value if the responses to items are consist-

ent. The correlations were close in value and also carried the same

positive or negative sign for each "budget-personnel" pair.

The next phase of the analysis will determine the relative strength

of the relationships which have been revealed in the correlations.

Regression Analysis with Nine Covariates

There is an indication that functional relationships exist between

the dependent variable and at least some of the bureaucratic character-

istics and covariates presented in the correlation matrix. In order to
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determine the significance of these relationships and to find out what

proportion of the variance in "innovation" is attributable to the

independent variables, it will be necessary to consider the next step

in the statistical analysis.

The variable "tenure" was not included in the regression analysis

because "tenure" and "service" had a correlation coefficient of .76 and

neither was correlated very highly with the dependent variable. It was

felt that "service" which had the highest correlation with "innovation"

of the two variables (.27) would adequately represent the factors

involved.

The statistics for the regression anafysis with nine covariates:

"hierarchy," "division," "rules," "rewards," "relations," "budget,"

II

personnel," "service," and "levels," are given in Table 17, with "inno-

vation" as the dependent variable.

TABLE 17.--Statistics for Regression Analysis with Nine Covariates and
"Innovation" as the Dependent Variable

Multiple R Multiple R2 F P

0,769 0.59 5.63 0.0001

Degrees of freedom for hypothesis = 9

Degrees of freedom for error = 35

Well over one-half of the variance in the level of "innovation" of

the forty-five organizations being studied is attributed to the relation-

ship with the covariates. A multiple R2 of .59 in Table 17 represents

the proportion of variance in the dependent variable which is accounted

for by the nine covariates used in the analysis. With 9 and 35 degrees of

freedom at the .01 level, An F value of 2.98 is required for significance.
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Having a calculated F value of 5.63 (Table 17), one may conclude that

at least one or more of the covariates are functionally related to "in-

novation."

Ster-Wise Regression to Analyze
the Contribution of Each
Independent Variable

Each of the covariates was added to the regression equation in the

order in which they are to be presented. A chi-square test of signifi-

cance was made on the covariates, and the results of the analysis are

given separately for nine covariates.

Hierarchy of Authority as a Variable

According to the null hypothesis, there will be no significant

difference between the mean score on the hierarchy of authority con-

tinuum for the more innovative and for the less innovative organizations.

The statistics given in Table 18 support the null hypothesis and agree

with the observations made from the correlation matrix earlier (see

Table 16). According to the correlation matrix (r = -.03), "hierarchy"

has essentially no relationship to "innovation." A positive correlation

coefficient of .29 is necessary for a significant relationship at the

.05 probability level.

A chi-square of 0.03 and a probability value of .86 support the

decision to accept the null hypothesis of no difference.

Chi-square was used as a test of significance because the t dis-

tribution can not be applied directly when the variance of a population

is being studied and because chi-square possesses an additive property

which permits successive tests of significance in the regression equa-

tion.
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TABLE 18.--Step-wise Regression Analysis of the Contribution of the Five
Independent Variables, "Hierarchy," "Division," "Rules," "Rewards" and

"Relations"

Name of Covariate Added Order Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom

Hierarchy 1 0.03 1 0.861

Division 2 3.25 1 0.072

Rules 3 0.35 1 0.555

Rewards 4 3.08 1 0.079

Relations 5 2.25 1 0.134

Division of Labor as a Variable

The null hypothesis for the division of labor was as follows: there

will be no significant difference between the mean score on the division

of labor continuum for the more and for the less innovative organizations.

By adding the second novariate "division" to the regression equation

a chi-square of 3.25 was obtained (see Table 18) with 1 degree of free-

dom. A tabular chi-square of 3.84 is required at the alpha level of

.05 for significance, a probability value of A7 is given in Table 18

for the rejection region. While the test of significance came short of

the commonly accepted alpha level of .05, the investigator rejected the

null hypothesis.

There appears to be a weak functional relationship between the

division of labor variable and innovation in program development. Many

of the educational problems which confront the Cooperative Extension

Service require that staff members use an interdisciplinary approach in

their attempts toward finding solutions. The more favorable the climate

for group activity, interaction, and the sharing of individual resources,
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the greater the probability that the desired results will be achieved

and that innovative programs will be conceived and implemented.

Where a strict division of labor and responsibility exists in

Cooperative Extension Service organizations, one would expect that fewer

resources would be mobilized in effecting solutions to educational

problems. Innovation in program development would be lessened because

the contributions of individuals in the problem-solving and innovating

process would tend to come from homogeneous sources.

Rules and Procedures as a Variable

The null hypothesis for "rules" states that there will be no sig-

nificant difference between the mean sc,,re on the rules and procedures

continuum for the more innovative and for the less innovative organiza-

tions. When the covariate "rules" was added to the regression equation

and tested for significance, the chi-square value (0.35) was found to be

too low for rejection of the null hypothesis (Table 18); therefore, the

null hypothesis of no difference was accepted.

The perceptions of staff members concerning the rules and procedures

applied in the Cooperative Extension Service organizations seem to have

an insignificant relationship to the level of innovation in program

development. The rules in these organizations may be legitimated either

formally or informally. Formal, specified rules may be in the form of

a wirtten code or handbook, while the informal rules are the unwritten

constraints which are understood and accepted by the majority of members

in the organization. The enforcement of the unwritten informal rules is

accomplished by the organizational membership through their acceptance

or rejection of the actions of peers. If an innovator finds it necessary
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to violate the informal rules, one would expect that he might be ostra-

cized by his colleagues and experience increasing difficulty in rallying

their support, but apparently the problem is not of sufficient magnitude

in Cooperative Extension Service organizations to produce significant

empirical evidence of these theoretical relationships. Staff members

may find ways to circumvent the informal organizational rules and speci-

fied operating procedures which stand in the way of implementing the

necessary innovations in the educational program, or it may be that the

variance between the organizations which is attributable to "rules" may

also be attributable in part to one of the other variables which is

highly correlated with "rules." L further analysis will be reported

subsequently concerning this matter.

Differential Rewards as a Variable

The null hypothesis for "rewards" was stated as follows: there will

be no significant difference between the mean score on the differential

rewards continuum for the more and for the less innovative organizations

"Rewards" was added to the regression equation as the fourth independent

variable and a chi-square of 3.08 was calculated with a probability value

of .079 (Table 18). The tabular value of chi-square with one degree of

freedom at the .05 level of significance is 3.84, and the calculated

chi-square is not large enough to fall in the rejection region if one

insists on the alpha level of .05. "Rewards," as was previously reported,

had a positive correlation with "innovation" of .38. It would seem to

the investigator to be an error to accept the null hypothesis of no

difference. "Rewards" does appear to have a functional relationship to

innovation in program development. In the Extension organization where

staff members are encouraged in the pursuit of their personal interests,
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where recognition and achievement come from advancement in one's pro-

fessional field, and where the reward system supports such an orienta-

tion, the ability to develop innovative programs would appear to be

enhanced.

"Rewards" was correlated quite significantly with both the division

of labor and the rules of the organization. If the measurement of job

satisfaction, as perceived by organizational members, is an important

element in the variable "rewards," then this same element may also be

found in the division of labor and the rules and procedures vavariable.

It has been demonstrated in studies of industrial production lines that

as the tasks of employees become increasingly specialized the level of

job satisfaction diminishes and the work experience becomes less reward-

ing. The presence or absence of contstraints on the individual as

revealed by perceptions of rules and procedures may also be a factor in

the level of job satisfaction and thus relate to rawards. A subsequent

analysis will be made to determine if the "rules" and "rewards" variables

when combined or grouped will provide more information concerning the

relationship to innovation in program.

Impersonality of Interpersonal Relations
as a Variable

According to the null hypothesis, there will be no significant

relationships between the mean scores on the interpersonal relations

continuum for the more innovative and for the less innovative organiza-

tions. "Relations" was the fifth covariate added to the regression

equation. A tabular value for chi-square of 3.84 is needed for signifi-

cance at alpha level .05. The computed chi-square value will not fall

in the rejection region (Table 18).
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The statistical relationship appears to be weak in terms of the

regression analysis, and as was pointed out previously, a correlatic:i

coefficient of .05 does not indicate a strong relationship. For these

reasons it would seem advisable to accept the null hypothesis of no

difference It may be that the adequate communication of ideas and the

achievement of a common understanding which is believed to be a necessity

fnr innovation in an organization are not dependent upon the nature of

the personal or impersonal interaction both on and off of the job. One

would expect that as impersonalness in interpersonal relations declined

improved communication of understanding would result. The communication

of ideas is felt to be essential in the conception and implementation

of innovations. The level and quality of communication and social inter-

action among staff members of the organization and between staff members

and clientele are inherent factors in the interpersonal relations

variable, but according to the results of the analysis, they have prac-

tically no influence on innovativeness in program.

Total Budget as a Variable

Given the simple correlation of .68 between innovativeness and size

of budget, there was a question of how the size of the organization was

functionally related to its innovativeness. It seemed that arguments

might be made both for and against the larger organization as a factor

in increased innovation. Examples were available of large corporations

with almost unlimited resources which have successfully established

research and development units for the purpose of inventing or innovating;

and simultaneously, examples could be cited where massive bureaucracies

possessing rigid, unyielding, organizational structures and functions

but well endowed with resources, were unable to initiate the desired
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level of innovation. One characteristic of organizational size which was

felt to be important in relat4.on,to the dependent variable, "innovation,"

was the total yearly budget of the organization.

"Budget" was added to the regression equation as the sixth cova-

riate and was found to be highly significant in predicting innovation in

the organizations being strdied (see Table 19). At the .05 level of

significance a chi-square value above 3.84 would be adequate to reject

a null hypothesis of no difference.

TABLE 19.--Step-wise Regression Analysis of the Contribution of the Co-
variates, "Budget" and "Personnel"

Name of Covariate Added Order Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom

lit
P

Budget 6 19.41 1 0.000

Personnel 7 1.85 1 0.173

The total budget of Cooperative Extension Service organizations

seems to be the best predictor of innovation in program development that

has been presented. As the number of dollars increases in each of the

organizations being studied, so does their rated innovativeness in

program development. The extension organizations with the greatest

amount of financial resources are those which appear to have the most

innovative programs. The explanation for this relationship between the

financial resources and innovativeness in program may not be quite so

simple as it now appears. The larger extensIln service organizations

can afford to employ specialists to publicize their program efforts.

They may obtain more publicity and better press coverage than the organ-

izations with smaller budgets and less specialized personnel. The annual
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reports may also be misleading if the organizations with relatively

large budgets are able to hire the most talented report writers. The

rating of innovativeness in program development may be influenced by

one or all of these factors which in turn would tend to strengthen the

statistical relationship between "budget" and "innocRtion."

Total Personnel as a Variable

Another measure of organizational size which was considered to be

an important variable was the total number of personnel employed in each

of the forty-five organizations being studied. In Table 16 it was shown

that there was a simple correlation of .61 between "personnel" and

"innovation." "Personnel" was therefore added to the regression equation

as the seventh covariate and the results are given in Table 19. A

chi-square of 1.85 and an alpha level of .17 indicate that the relation-

ship between "personnel" and "innovation" is not hIghly significant; how-

ever, it was noted in the analysis that when "personnel" was added to

the regression equation ahead of "budget," both "personnel" and "budget"

were highly significant (see Table 20). "Personnel" did not prove to

be a significant variable following "budget" because the two are so

highly correlated as was noted earlier (.97, Table 16), but when the

order in the regression equation is changed, "personnel" becomes signif-

icant as a variable.

When "budget" was added to the regression equation aheae of "per-

sonnel," the mean square deviation attributable to "budget" was calculated

first. The remainder of the mean square deviation which was attributable

to "personnel" was not sufficient to indicate a significant relationship.

Obtaining a significant relationship for both variables by reversing

the order in which fhey were added to the regression equation indicates
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that there is a lesser amount of the mean square deviation in "personnel"

which is shared in comn with "budget" than there is mean square devi-

ation in "budget" which is shared in common with "personnel." The mean

square deviation which is parcelled out for the first variable in the

regression is not available in testing relationships with subsequent

variables.

TABLE 20.--Step-wise Regression Analysis of the Contribution of Variables
When Added to the Regression Equation with "Personnel" Ahead of "Budget"

Name of Covariate Added Order Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom

Personnel 1 19.92 1 .000

Budget 2 9.53 1 .002

The factors which account for the significance of "budgec" are

nearly the same as the factors in "personnel;" however, "budget" proved

to have the strongest relationship to "innovation." Since both "budget

and "personnel" are indicators of the size of an organization and because

they are so highly correlated with each other, it was deemed appropriate

to combine the values for the two variables into one variable called

resourcesn and test its relationshtp to "innovation 11 in a regression

equation. The variable "resources" will be considered later on in this

chapter with an interpretation of its relationship to "innovation."

Length f Service as a Variable

Some writers on organization have expressed the opinion that a high

rate of turnover among personnel in an organization could result in in-

creased innovation. They point out that traditional patterns of operation

are disrupted by new employees who often bring different interpretations
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or perspectives to organizational functions. The average years of

service as reported by organizational members provides a measure of the

comparative rate of turnover among organizations.

The eighth covariate to be added to the regression equation was

"service," and the computed chi-square was not high enough to be signif-

icant (see Table 21).

TABLE 21.--Step-wise Regression Analysis of the Contribution of the Co-
variates, "Service" and "Levels"

Name of Covariate Added Order Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom

Service 8 1.86 1 0.172

Levels 9 1.75 1 0.186

The positive correlation between "service" and "innovation" (.27,

see Table 16) means that as the average number of years of service in-

creases, innovation in program development also increases. The correla-

tion between "service" and "innovation" would need to be .29 to be

significant at alpha level .05. A computed chi-square of 1.86 was

obtained in the regression analysis and was not high enough for signif-

icance at alpha level .05. As can be seen from the p value (.17, see

Table 21), the relationship between "service" and "innovation" is not

highly significant. It seems that there is insufficient evidence to

reject a hypothesis that those organizations with a relatively high

rate of turnover in staff would be the most innovative in program devel-

opment, but the correlation value obtained was high enough to cause one

to deliberate on whether or not the opposite relationship of that in the

hypothesis previously stated might be true.
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The Number of Administrative and Supervisory
Levels as a Variable

The complexity of organizational structure was thought to be asso-

ciated with the level of innovativeness in organizations. The reasoning

being that as the number of administrative and supervisory levels

increases, the problem of implementing innovations also increases because

there is the chance that a proposal may be vetoed at any hierarchical

level through which it must pass before final approval--the more hier-

archical levels the greater the probability of a veto of innovation in

program.

If this theory were to be supported by the results of the study,

the covariate "levels" would correlate negatively with "innovation,"

but the correlation was positive as previously reported (.52, see Table

16). "Levels" was added to the regression equation as the ninth covariate

and did not prove to be significant (see Table 21). A tabular chi-square

of 3.84 at alpha level .05 is required for significance, and the computed

value for chi-square was 1.75 with an alpha level of .19, which is not

statistically significant.

The total number of supervisory or hierarchical levels in each organ-

ization was not the measurement used in this study for the variable

"levels." The measurement was the average number of administrative and

supervisory levels between the respondents and the top administrator of

the Cooperative Extension Service. It is only partly a function of

organizational size or of personnel resources; generally, as the total

number of personnel increases so does the number of supervisory and

administrative staff positions in an organization. "Levels" appears to

be a less satisfactory measure of the size of an organization than are

II

personnel" and "budget"; "levels correlates with "budget" .54 and with
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"personnel" .55. It may be that "levels" did not prove to be statis-

tically significant because the factors in "budget" and in "personnel"

which relate to "innovation" are nearly the same as those in "levels,"

and consequently, when "levels" follows "budget" and "personnel" in a

regression equation, statistical significance can not be obtained.

Since "levels" correlated positively with "budget" (.54) and "per-

sonnel" (.55, see Table 16), it was felt that the influence of these vilo

variables may have served as confounding factors in obtaining a positive

correlation rather than a negative correlation as the theory would lead

one to expect. "Levels" had a correlation coefficient of .52 with

"innovation" which was high enough to be significant at the .01 level

(r of .38 is required, see Table 16), but when "levels" was added to the

regression equation following "personnel" and "budget," "levels" was

not high enough to be reported as varying from zero except by chance.

It would be difficult to ascertain meaningful relationships between

"levels" and "innovation" because of the strong tendency for the variation

in "levels" to be influenced positively in relation to "personnel" and

"budget." Of the three predictors, "personnel," "budget" and "levels,"

the first two were determined to be the best because they were more

highly correlated with "innovation" than was "levels." Conceptually,

"levels" is the least adequate bureaucratic dimension used because, as

has been pointed out previously, no effort was made to obtain a measure

of the total number of levels in the organization.

Further Analysis Through Grouping of Variables

As was noted previously, several of the independent variables or

covariates had positive correlation coefficients which were large enough

in value to indicate some measure of dependent relationships between
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them. Three pairs of variables which had relatively high correlation

coefficients and which seemed to be logically related to each other were

selected for analysis by grouping. They were: "rules-rewards," "budget-

personnel" and "division-relations." "Rules-rewards" and "resources,"

which is the name given to the combined variables, "budget" and "person-

nel," proved to be statistically significant in the analysis by grouping,

while the "division-relations" pairing provided no new information.

Statistics for the regression analysis with the three covariates, as

grouped variables, are given in Table 22.

TABLE 22.--Regression Analysis with Three Covariates Consisting of Six
Variables Combined in Groups of Two and "Innovation" as the Dependent

Variable

Multiple R Multiple R2

0.701 0.49 13.17 0.0001

Degrees of freedom for hypothesis = 3

Degrees of freedom for error = 41

Nearly one-half of the variance in the level of innovation among

state Cooperative Extension Service organizations may be accounted for

by the three grouped covariates. The over-all relationship between the

dependent variable "innovation" and the three grouped covariates is

significant at alpha level .001
(,341) however, only the first two

covariates, "rules-rewards" and "resources," contributed new information

on the significance level in relation to "innovation."

The rationale for grouping these variables, the statistical findings

ard the interpretation of the results will follow.
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Rules-Rewards as a Grouped Variable

As the level of bureaucratization decreases in an organization, the

number of rules and procedures governing the work situation as perceived

by staff members may also decrease. Staff members may consider a situa-

tion to be quite rewarding where the constraints on their activities

are perceived to be minimal and also flexible in application. The free-

dom to exercise personal judgments and individual initiative in setting

goals and in finding solutions to work problems may be interpreted by

the staff to be a form of compensation or reward for their efforts. The

innovator may look upon the absence of these constraints as a reward in

itself, and if so, one would expect to find a functional relationship

between the "rules-rewards" variable and "innovation." The program

innovativeness rating will be expected to increase as the degree of

bureaucratization which is reflected in the "rules-rewards" variable

decreases.

The analysis of the contribution of the independent variable, "rules-

rewards," to "innovation" proved to be significant at the .03 alpha

level (see Table 23). The "rules" and "rewards" variables when combined

as a single factor will serve as a predictor of program innovativeness.

The level of rewards as perceived by staff members apparently increases

as the application of constraints in the form of specified rules and

procedures decreases, and a climate conducive to increased innovation in

program development results.

Organizational Resources as a Grouped Variable

The two measures of organizational size, "budget"-material resources

and "personnel"-human resources, were combined into one independent

variable with a value representative of each state extension service

1
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organization. The numerical score used as the measure for the variable
II

resources" was obtained by adding the standardized values for the total

budget in dollars and the total number of personnel in each state

organization.

TABLE 23.--Results of the Step-wise Regression to Analyze the Contribu-
tion of the Grouped Variable "Rules-Rewards" and "Resources"

Name of Covariate Added Order Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom

Rules-rewards 1 4.60 1 0.03

Resources 2 21.26 1 0.0001

The total budget represents the expendable material resources which

may be applied in accomplishing the goals of the organization; the number

of personnel in the organization represents the human resources which

may be directed toward the achievement of organizational goals. Since

both material and human resources are factors to be considered in goal

attainment and since the two types OY resources have as previously noted

a correlation coefficient of .97 (see Table 16), the combining uf the two

measures of organizational size into one variable appears to be a defen-

sible approach for the analysis. Through this procedure a large part

of the total organizational resources are represented in one variable.

It was expected that organizations with the greatest amount of

resources would also have the greatest opportunity to develop innovations

in their programs. The results of the analysis supported this expecta-

tion (see Table 23). The chi-square of 21.26 was significant at the

.0001 alpha level, indicating that the variable "resources" is the best

predictor of "innovation" of all the variables tested. The significance 1
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of this relationship is interpreted to mean that as the budget and staff

of Cooperative Extension Service organizations increase in size, their

relative ranking on innovativeness also increases. It is not possible

to determine whether or not the rate of innovativeness among these

organizations increase9 proportionately or disproportionately with the

total budget and personnel because the values for innovativeness which

were obtained for this study were ordinal rankings rather than ratio

measures.

Other approaches to the analysis of the data were tried without

significant results. The division of labor variable and the interpersonal

relations variable were also grouped for analysis, but the results of the

analysis did not provide information beyond that which was obtained and

reported on the individual analysis of these variables. The variances

of the responses to each of the five scales used in measuring bureau-

cratic characteristics were tested as covariates in a regression equa-

tion with "innovation" as the dependent variable for the purpose of

determining if there was a relationship between the divergence of

opinion as expressed in the responses to the questionnaire and the rated

innovativeness of the organizations. No significant relationships were

found between the "variance" and "innovation." The order in which the

covariates were added to the regression equation was tested in several

combinations to determine the best approach. The analyses which have

reported appear to provide the pertinent information contained in

the data.

Results of Individual Information Reported

intheguestionnaire

1rSix questions pertaining to each individual's relationship to the
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employing organization were included with the five scales designed to

measure bureaucratic characteristics. These questions were presented in

Chapter III. The questions on length of service, tenure in assignment

and hierarchical levels were assigned values and reported in the analyses

as the variables "set .ce," "tenure" and "levels" respectively. The

other three questions could not be assigned continuous values.

As was pointed out in Chapter III, the question on the nature of

the work in Cooperative Extension Service was used to determine whether

or not there might be significant differences in the way the subject

matter specialist perceived the administrative characteristics of his

organization in comparison to those with program leadership or super-

visory responsibilities. The respondents gave one of four answers to

this question as is shown in Table 24.

TABLE 24.--Response to Question Number "2" on the Individual Information
Part of the Questionnaire*

Choice of Answers Number Responding Percent of Total

A- Subject Matter Specialist 442 71

B- Staff Supervisor 49 8

C- Program Leader 76 12

D- Otherwise (Specify) 54 9

N = 621 100

*What is the nature of your work in Cooperative Extension Service?

Seventy-one per cent of the respondents considered themselves to be

subject-matter specialists, 8 per cent reported their position as that of

a supervisor, 12 per cent reported being program leaders and 9 per cent
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answered "otherwise." Those in the last category included extension

personnel with mixed assignments; a majority of the group were extension

editors, information specialists and radio and television staff members--

all of whom did not consider their assignment as being classified with

the subject matter specialist, but who did actually represent a spe-

cialized area of work on the state staff.

The ratio of supervisors to non-supervisory positions was quite

close to the proportion which the investigator sought because about

50 per cent of the program leaders also considered their assignments

to be in the supervisory category as well. A test was made to determine

whether or not there might be significant differences in the perceptions

of bureaucratic characteristics as reported by supervisory and non-

supervisory personnel. It was difficult to obtain an accurate division

between the program leader and supervisor categories because of the

overlapping assignments; however, the responses of the supervisors were

compared with those in other categories and no significant differences

were obtained.

An attempt was also made to determine if there might be differences

between full-time and part-time extension workers in their perceptions

of the administrative characteristics of the extension organization.

Respondents were asked to indicate to which unit or units they were

assigned and the findings are reported in Table 25.

Eighty-one per cent of the respondents reported being full-time

extension workers; less than 5 per cent indicated that their assignment

was part-time extension and resident teaching; nearly 6 per cent gave

their assignment as extension and research; about 8 per cent reported

having a split assignment on extension, resident teaching, and research;
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and less than 1 per cent did not consider their work as applicable to

one of the first four categories. Over four out of five of the extension

service staff members who responded to the questionnaire had a full-time

assignment in the extension service. The size of the sample representing

split assignments was so small and the slight differences in perceptions

of bureaucratic characteristics between full-time and part-time extension

workers were so dysfunctional that it was not possible to ascertain

significant differences.

TABLE 25.--Response to Question Number "4" on the Individual Information
Part of the Questionnaire*

Choice of Answers Number Responding Percent of Total

A- Extension 502 81.0

B- Extension and Resident Teaching 28 4.5

C- Extension and Research 37 5.8

D- Extension, Resident Teaching
and Research 50 8.1

E- Otherwise (Specify) 4 0.6

N = 621 100.0

*With which unit (s) are you assigned?

An attempt was also made to determine who was responsible for the

performance rating of the respondents and if there were any differences

between the perceptions of bureaucratic characteristics when respondents

were rated by superiors in the extension service only and when perform-

ance ratings were made by supervisors in the academic department and/or

the Experiment Station. Approximately 53 per cent of the respondents

indicated that their extension service superiors were the only ones
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responsible for their performance ratings, 8 per cent reported being

rated by superiors in the academic department and 6 per cent reported

being rated by both extension and E2,periment Station superiors (see

Table 26). A large number of respondents (28 per cent) reported being

rated by extension and academic department superiors, and 2 per cent

indicated that performance ratings were made by superiors in all three

segments of the university. Three per cent did not fit into one of

the above classifications. An analysis of the differences between

the responses of personnel rated only by extension superiors and those

with performance ratings made by superiors in more than one unit did

not provide significant information.

TABLE 26.--Response to Question Number "5" on the Individual Information
Part of the Questionnaire*

Choice of Answers Number Responding Percent of Total

A- Superiors in Cooperative
Extension Service 327 53

B- Superiors in the Academic
Department 48 8

C- Superiors in the Experiment
Station and Cooperative

Extension Service 35

D- Both (a) and (b) 175 28

E- Both (b) and (c) 15 2

F- Others--Who? 21 3

Y r..- 621 100

*Who is responsible for your performance rating as it relates to
salary and promotion?
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ince determining differences in perceptions on the bureaucratic

characteristics according t_o an individual's organizational situation

was not the central focus of the study, the analyses oZ the &ea per-

taining to the foregoing questions were limited to testing only the

relationships previously presented.

Summary

An attempt has been made to present the analysis of the data, and

the writer has given his interpretation of the statistical relationships

which were found to exist between the variables when tested by correla-

tion and multiple regression analysis. The writer will now draw

conclusions and generalizations from the results of the analyses in

terms of the implications these findings may have for institutions of

adult education.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Collectively, the nine variables added to the regression equation

were found to be significantly related to innovation in program develop-

ment, but when the individual contribution of each variable was subjected

to further analysis, not all of the variables were found to be predictors

of innovation in program.

Forty-nine percent of the variation in innovation between the

organizations which were studied was found to be attributable to four

variables which were grouped in pairs--"rules-rewards" and "personnel-

budget" or "resources." The first two variables are bureaucratic

dimensions and the last two variables are indices of organizational

size. One other bureaucratic variable, division of labor, was found to

be associated with innovation, but the relationship was not as signi-

ficant as the first four variables mentioned. The scope of the study

placed limitations on the data which could feasibly be collected for

some of the other variables. This limitation may account in part for

the lack of significant relationships between some of these variables.

The Hierarchy of Authority and Innovation

The bureaucratic characteristic, hierarchy of authority, did not

prove to be significantly related to the dependent variable. Such

factors in this characteristic as the delegation of decision-making

by superiors, the amount of individual initiative permitted or accepted,

140
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the relative need of superordinates to dominate in their contacts with

subordinates, the specifications for channels of authority, and the

subordinate's commitment or responsibility for his job may all vary

without a corresponding change in the level of innovation in program

in Cooperative Extension Service organizations. The level of innova-

tion in these organizations appears not to be influenced by the way the

professional staff interpret this particular characteristic of bureauc-

racy. The administrative characteristic, hierarchy of authority, may

be perceived by the Cooperative Extension Service program staff as

being either strictly or loosely interpreted, but it will probably have

no relationship to the level of innovativeness in program development

for that organization.

A rigid hierarchy of authority with mandatory channels of communi-

cation may serve as the means by which innovation is implemented, or

innovations in program may evolve without the attention of the adminis-

trator. A preferred interpretation relates to the attitude of adminis-

trators toward innovations. If administrators are known to be supportive

of innovative activities, they will likely be nurtured and advanced

in the organization regardless of the way in which the hierarchy of

authority is perceived. Satisfying the expectations of superiors is

recognized as one way to obtain rewards.

The lack of any significant relationship between the hierarchy of

authority and innovation in program may be attributable to a limitation

on the data collected. The sample was inter:Aonally restricted to only

a portion of the hierarchical levels in each organization. The super-

visors of extension programs experience both superordinate and sub-

ordinate relationships in their work roles, and the subject matter
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specialists serve in an advisory role or staff role. The staff role

does not fit into the hierarchy in the same way that straight line

superordinate-subordinate relationships are conceived at the different

authority levels in the organization. The specialist may make proposals

for program and suggest a course of action, but he does not have author-

ity over other staff members in assigning and directing the tasks which

need to be performed. The specialist does not have supervisory

responsibilities unless he is a program leader with responsibility for

the activities of other specialists. In this situation the specialist's

formal authority does not extend beyond the specialist staff members

under his jurisdiction as he functions in the capacity of a program

leader.

There are a number of hierarchical levels in the extension service

organization which were not included in the sample from which data were

collected. The levels represented by the various administrators, the

area agents, the chairmen of county staff members, the county agents

and sub-professional levels such as secretaries and staff aids were not

included in the sample. It is possible that significant relationships

between "hierarchy" and "innovation" would result if the perceptions of

staff members at all hierarchical levels in the organization were sampled.

Since the specialist staff member's role does not conform well to the

concept of hierarchy and the majority of respondents in this study were

specialists, it is possible that a sample which included all hierarchical

levels might produce differeDt results. Further study of the relation-

ship between bureaucracy and innovation might be designed to include a

sample of organizational membership at all levels of the hierarchy. The

Cooperative Extension Service or another type of adult education
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organization might be studied. If the organizations to be studied could

be selected on the basis of their innovativeness and placed in two

categories, those that are most innovative and those that are least

innovative, then a comparison could be made by sampling the staff

members' perceptions at all hierarchical levels without exceeding

reasonable limits on the number of people from which data would be

collected.

The Division of Labo... and Innovation

The division of labor was significantly related to innovation in

program development, but did not have the strongest relationship of

the bureaucratic characteristics tested. The division of labor char-

acteristics may have provided a stronger statistical relationship to

innovation in program development if the sample data had been collected

from representatives of all divisions of the organizations being

studied. The division of labor may have been more rigorously practiced

between other segments of the organization than in those from which

data were collected, or the converse could be true. For this reason,

it should be acknowledged that the respondents from which data for this

study were collected did not represent all systems in the organizations.

The division of labor may be handled in such a way that it isolates

program staff members from eanh other, or it may be organized so,that

interdisciplinary activities are encouraged. The division of labor may

bring about an organizational climate where cooperative group activities

are thought to provide opportunities for personal gains among group

members, or it may effectuate a competitive situation where one person's

gain is considered to be another person's loss.
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Flexibility in the interpretation of the division of labor in an

adult education organization appears to be conducive to innovation in

program development. The Cooperative Extension Services which have an

organizational structure that facilitates communication between program

staff members and which functions in such a way that team work is not

only possible but is acceptable to the program staff will likely be

more innovative in program development than will the extension service

organizations which adhere to an exacting or precise division of work

responsibilities and support individual activities in preference to that

which is done by groups. Where several staff members are involved in

the development of an innovation, the innovation is more likely to be

legitimized, accepted and implemented than if it is nurtured by one

person working indepdently.

The group situation also brings a greater variety of skills and

experiences to bear on a problem. The common interests which are shared

by members of group activities may support the adoption of innovation.

If an individual's work is evaluated solely on the basis of his produc-

tion in a specific role, he will tend to withhold promising ideas for

his own purposes rather than share them with others. The perceptions

of Cooperative Extension Service program staff members on the way in

which the division of labor is administered appears to influence the

innovativeness of the organization in program development.

Many of the challenges which confront the extension service organ-

ications today require more than the services and attention of a single

division or discipline within the organization. A typical problem may

involve the services of administrators, sociologists, psychologists,

engineers and scientists from a variety of technical areas. The
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administration of the program planning phases of work may be accomplished

in a way that will encourage a multi-disciplinary approach to finding

feasible solutions to specific problems, or the program planning may

be done by independent segments of the organization, each segment

considering only those aspects of a problem which pertain to the spe-

cialized area represented by the homogeneous training and experience of

the planners. Thus, the planner's contributions to program development

may be either divergent or convergent in nature depending upon the con-

ceptual scheme from which these inputs are derived.

Divergency of inputs is associated with innovation in program

development. This divergency may be accomplished in Cooperative Exten-

sion Service in more than one way. Selecting personnel from a variety

of educational and cultural backgrounds will contribute to divergence.

The division of labor may be administered in such a way that program

planning will function on a multi-disciplinary basis as a natural con-

sequence of organizational structure. The extension service organiza-

tion which relinquishes control of specialist staff members to academic

departments and permits program planning to proceed according to depart-

mental lines or even to originate in the departments may not realize

the full innovative potential of the staff members, unless the depart-

ments recognize the need for interdepartmental functions. It seems to

the writer that the extension organization is in a better position than

departments to serve as a catalyst in bringing about innovative solutions

to programs based on broad problem areas. The extension service is in

a position to establish the structure whereby specialists may be drawn

into problem-oriented planning rather than the disciplinary or depart-

mental approach. When program priorities were established, it would he
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the responsibility of staff groups to find ways in which each member

could make the greatest contribution toward the implementation of these

programs. Innovation would be a factor both in setting of priorities

and in implementation of programs.

If all Cooperative Extension Service staff members who will be

expected to support an innovative proposal are given an opportunity to

participate in its planning, they will be more likely to enthusiastically

participate in its implementation and evaluation. The administrative

structure or division of labor may deterrene in part the way planning

functions will proceed. If programs are based upon needs according to

the requests of clientele and are planned by committess consisting of

clientele and county workers, a limited amount of new ideas may be

introduced; but if the knowledge available through the university staff

is to be fully utilized, a means must be provided whereby the specialized

competencies of extension staff members attached to academic departments

may be applied in the planning process. It would seem that programs must

develop with rnpresentation from all interested parties if divergence

of views and innovative approaches are to be the result. The organiza-

tional structure will either make this type of representation possible,

or it will tend to isolate those individuals who should have a unique

or innovative contribution to make in the problem-solving process.

Rules-Rewards and Innovation

The bureaucratic characteristic, rules and procedures governing

work functions, did not prove to be a significant predictor of innova-

tiveness in program, but when this variable was combined with the

bureaucratic characteristic, differential rewards of office, a signifi-

cant statistical relationship was obtained. The relatively Agh positive
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correlation between the two variables was an indication that the vari-

ables had certain factors in common. It is possible that program staff

members looked upon a loose or flexible system of organizational rules

and procedures in the same way that they perceived the reward system in

the organization with a low degree of bureaucratization. The absence

of a proliferation of exacting rules and procedures may be one of the

incidental rewards for those working in this type of organizational

situation. The two variables when grouped serve as a better predictor of

innovativeness in program than does either one of the variables singly.

Such factors as the privilege to express differing opinions,

respect for personal interests and goals, recognition for leadership

in a professional field and support in attaining professional and edu-

cational goals are the type of rewards associated with organizations

which are rated highly innovative in program development. The members

of the organizations are less inclined to seek administrative positions

in preference to remaining in a specialized staff position. When the

two bureaucratic characteristics are combined in the way that they

have been described, they will serve as relatively good predictors of

the level of innovativeness in program development of Cooperative Exten-

sion Service organizations.

One of the problems in some Cooperative Extension Service Organ-

izations is the inability to break with tradition. The Smith Lever

Act of 1914 can be interpreted in a narrow and limiting way or it can

be interpreted in a way that will encompass many new and creative edu-

cational programs which may not have been specifically conceived by

those who drafted the first bill. Subsequent amendments and supplements

to the Act have broadened the scope of the extension program, but in many
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organizations there is a tendency to continue programs in the traditional

way.

If those who are responsible for establishing organizational policy

are known to be in favor of the traditional role and if they tend to

support this orientation with the rewards systems their subordinates

will probably respond with a similar orientation. Program planning and

reporting procedures may be established so as to resist change. Exten-

sion organizations may administer constraints upon the innovators through

a system of rules both manifest and latent. Informal pressures may be

applied by colleagues which will cause the innovator to desist in his

activities. Those responsible for imposing these constraints may do so

withott recognizing the consequences upon program development in their

organization.

Employees of extension service organizations may over a period of

time with normal turnover among staff members begin to emphasize a

particular orientation. The reward system and the nature of constraints

will provide evidence by which the employee may determine whether or not

he is a misfit. If a staff member decides that his philosophy is

incompatible with that of his colleagues, he may leave the organization

or he may decide to conform. Those who leave the organization may feel

that the reward system does not compensate for the conformity required.

Specialists in the Cooperative Extension Service may transfer to academic

departments and county agents may move to other organizations. By this

selection process an organization may inadvertently eliminate the inno-

vators from the staff.

The reward system of the university may be somewhat inadequate for

extension workers. Many universities place a premium upon basic research
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work and technical or scholarly publications. Much of the extension

program focuses upon community service with little opportunity for

research, and the publications of extension are a semi-technical or

popular-technical type of writing. An innovator may not be able to

attain the desired recognition and status among professional colleagues

in his field of study as a member of the extension organization. Thus,

a discriminatory reward system which tends to de-emphasize the contri-

bution of extension work may divest the organization of the most

creative individuals, those who are capable of producing program inno-

vations.

IEperson4ily in Interpersonal Relations
and Innovation

The bureaucratic characteristic, impersonality in interpersonal

relations, did not prove to be significantly related to innovation in

program development. The level of formality or social interaction both

on and off of the job between staff members holding different hierarchical

positions is a factor in the interpersonal relations variable. The

nature of the interaction between staff members and the clientele of

the organization is also a factor of this variable.

It appears that the kind of interpersonal relationships establIshed

between staff members can not be functionally associated with the inno-

vative capacity of an organization. The conception and implementation

of innovative programs in the Cooperative Extension Service usually

require attention and support from more than a single staff member;

therefore, effective communication is a necessity. Communication between

staff members in some Cooperative Extension Service organizations would

seem to be effective for the production of innovative programs even
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though there may be a considerable amount of impersonality in staff

relationships. The amount of innovation in program development can not

be predicted with confidence by measuring the level of impersonality in

interpersonal relations among staff members of Cooperative Extension

Service organizations; innovation in program and interpersonal relations

appear to vary with almost complete independence of each other.

Perceptions of impersonality in interpersonal relations were sampled

from particular units of the extension service organizations, and it is

possible that a sample from all segments of the organization would

produce different results. Further study of the relationship between

the five bureaucratic characteristics and innovation might be arranged

so that the sample of organizational members will be a cross-section of

the whole organization.

Resources and Innovation

The total budget in dollars proved to be a very significant pre-

dictor of innovation in program development as did the total number of

personnel in the organization. When these two variables were combined,

an even better predictor resulted. Human and material resources were

found to be closely related to innovativeness in program development.

The more money and the more people with which the extension service

organizations have to work the greater the innovativeness in program

development.

An extension service organization with a large aumber of staff mem-

bers will have considerable diversity in relation to the subject matter

disciplines represented by the program staff. It mRy also have several

persons working in a particular subject matter area where an extension

organization with a relatively small number of staff members may have
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only one person assigned to each subject matter area. The large exten-

sion service organization with many staff members has a greater variety

of inputs to apply in the conception of innovative programs than does

the small organization. There are increased possibilities for making

adjustments in the staff member's assignments so that time may be set

aside for exploratory activities. The large staff makes it possible

for the extension service organization to be flexible in personnel

management and assignment.

In the extension service organization the size of the budget is

highly correlated with the total number of personnel. The size of the

budget determines to a great extent the size of the staff and the

material resources with which the organization will operate. Explora-

tory activities are costly in the initiation stages because of the high

probability of error. The safest investment will be in those programs

which are traditionally recognized as being worthy of support.

The small organization with limited material resources will tend

to continue allocating funds in the areas represented by personnel

competencies. Since the major part of the total extension budget is

required for staff salaries, the small organization has very little lee-

way for making adjustments except as positions become vacant. Personnel

and budget are both resources of the organization which have a strong

influence on the nature of the program offered.

It appears that the larger the allocation of human and material

resources in Cooperative Extension Service organizations the greater will

be the magnitude of innovations in program development. An abundance

of human and material resources may bring about slack in the large

Cooperative Extension Service organization which in turn may contribute
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to innovation in progtsm. Slack is that proportion of the organizational

inputs which remains when the necessary level of outputs has been

attained. With slack it is plausible to give more attention to innova-

tive objectives and activities by relieving personnel from their normal,

daily routine for special assignments. Slack makes it possible to set

up a unit for the purpose of inventing or innovating. The organization

with abundance of resources may have the slack to apply to innovative

activities.

Griffith
1
in his development of a growth model of adult education

institutions presented six stages of organizational development. The

first three stages would require a high level of innovation for the

genesis of a new institution, the setting of objectives and methods, and

the selection of operating procedures and alternatives. The last three

stages are characterized by a gradual decline in modifiability and in the

organizational capacity to adjust to change. The organization has an

accelerating growth rate through the third stage of development and then

the growth curve reverses gradually and declines in the last stage.

There is some indication that adult education organizations may alternate

back and forth between these stages of development. The large adult

education organizations with an abundance of resources may have been

able to develop a means of returning to the plastic stage of development

where the testing of alternatives and innovation are a natural function.

Adult education organizations increase in size as they move through

the stages of growth. Their success in adjusting to the environment is

dependent upon their structural and functional malleability. It appears

that at least four of the characteristics of bureaucracy may influence

1
Griffith, op. cit., pp. 277-289.
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structural and functional malleability. The hierarchy of authority

characteristic will not necessarily be seen as precise and exacting in

large adult education organizations, however. It is possible for the

administrators of adult education organizations to delegate autonomy

to their subordinates in the hierarchy so that the degree of bureau-

cratization perceived does not increase as the organization grows. The

findings of the study tend to support this observation.

Innovativeness appears to play an important role in the growth of

adult education institutions. The small developing institution will

rely on innovations to adjust to its environment. If it is unable to

innovate and adjust, its growth will be retarded, and it may remain

small. The successful institution may continue to innovate and adjust,

thereby maintaining its growth rate.

Average Length of Service and Innovation

The average length of service or, phrased in another way, the rate

of turnover in a Cooperative Extension Service organization had little

or no statistical relationship to innovativeness in program. Innovation

in program development appears to be quite independent of the length

of time employees have spent in the organization. It is possible that

neophyte employees are no better able to innovate in an institutional

climate, which is not conducive to innovators, than are their colleagues

who have been employed for extended periods of time in the same organiza-

tion and position; and conversely, if an adult education organization

supports innovative endeavors, both the new and the more experienced

employees will be able to implement innovations in program.
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Average Number of Administrative and
Supervisory Levels and Innovation

The average number of administrative and supervisory levels between

the respondents and the top administrator in the organization was used

as a means of determining how many hierarchical positions an innovative

idea might possibly have to pass in moving up through the channels of

authority, the theory being that the greater the number of hierarchical

positions, the greater the possibility that an innovative proposal will

be vetoed. The theory was not substantiated by the results of the

analysis. There was a alight indication of a relationship in the

opposite direction to that supported by the theory, but this relation-

ship was not statistically significant.

The subject matter specialists and the supervisors do not have as

many hierarchical positions between them and the top administrator of

the Cooperative Extension Service organization as do some of the other

members of the staff who were not included in the organizational sample.

It is possible that staff members having a larger number of hierarchical

positions between them and the top administrator would not perceive the

bureaucratic characteristics as was done by the respondents in this study.

The bureaucratic characteristics, hierarchy of authority and imper-

sonality in interpersonal relations did not prove to be significant as

predictors of innovation in program development. The division of labor

and the combined variable, "rules-rewards," are bureaucratic character-

istics which correlate to innovation in program development in adult

education organizations of the type being studied. The strongest pre-

dictor of innovation in program was the amount of human and material

resources available to the organizations being studied. There are how-

ever, some limitations on the way in which the relationship between



155

"resources" and "innovation" can be interpreted and this matter will be

considered in the following section.

Inferences for Adult Education and the
Study of Other Instl:utions

Assuming that administrative characteristics as perceived by super-

visory and specialist personnel of Cooperative Extension Service will

be interpreted and reported similarly by professional staff members in

other organizations, some of the significant relationships found in

this study may have implications for institutions other than the forty-

five organizations studied. In the past some of the most significant

innovations in adult education have come about as the result of the

efforts of one individual with highly creative abilities and leadership

qualities who was able to attract other persons to support his endeavors.

A charismatic type of leadership has been the prominent feature around

which many of these new institutions of adult education have developed.

The major part of adult education endeavors today are affiliated

with large bureaucratic organizations. Adult education programs in

universities and colleges, public school adult education, adult education

in business and industry, in government and the miliary organizations,

in labor unions and in religious institutions are examples of adult

education as a part of large bureaucracies. The number of institutions

of adult education controlled and operated by charismatic leaders are

rather insignificant in relation to those bureaucratic types of institu-

tions which have been cited.

It appears to the writer that the major portion of adult education

work in the future will be directed for the most part by some type of

bureaucratic organization. Some of the bureaucratic administrative
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characteristics which have been associated with the level of innovative-

ness in extension services may also influence the innovativeness of other

adult education organizations and the larger institutions Jf which they

are a part. An innovation may be imposed by strong administrators, but

the level of innovativeness in the organization and the successful imple-

mentation of innovativeness may be dependent upon the perceptions of staff

members concerning the administrative characteristics of the organization.

If the division of labor is handled in such a manner that inter-

disciplinary programming is discouraged, if individuals are inclined to

be reluctant to share new ideas with colleagues and if the climate for

cooperative group endeavors is not cultivated, then program innovation

in these institutions of adult education may be minimal. A divergence

of individual contributions should result when work functions are

designed to involve personnel who are representative of a variety of

skills and experiences and when the division of responsibility is less

clearly defined. Innovative contributions are expected to come from

this type of organizational situational when the participants in group

activity are striving for new ideas.

Freedom from constraints in the form of specified rules and oper-

ating procedures may be associated with the system of rewards in adult

education institutions. Employees of organizations have been found to

respond favorably to rewards which are designed to satisfy more than

just the individual's need for maintaining an acceptable bLandard of

living. The need for professional recognition and accomplishment may be

a strong motivating factor, and this need can be satisfied in organiza-

tions where the reward system permits, encourages, and actively supports

activities designed to help the membership attain professional goals.
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When rules and procedures are perceived by individuals as constraints

which block their progress toward personal goals, the rewards which are

offered may not satisfy their felt needs. Staff members' perceptions

of rewards were found to be related to their innovation in program for

one type of adult education organization, and these relationships could

likely exist in other adult education organizations or even in other

types of institutions. Employees' perceptions of rewards based upon

exacting, precisely interpreted standards of bureaucratic administration

could serve as a depressant upon their innovative inclinations. The

professional employees' perceptions of rewards which are influenced by

these precise and rigorously interpreted standards of bureaucratic

administration could be a deterrent to normal or natural activities

which would lead ultimately to innovation in their institutional programs.

If size is a factor in the level of program innovation in adult

education organizations, it is most likely because of the increased

number of human and material resources which may be applied to innova-

tive activities. As the amount of human and material resources increases,

the possibilities for new and different organizational relationships

also increase. Provided that an organization is seeking innovation in

program, there should be a higher probability of achieving innovative

inputs in the large organization with an equally large amount of human

and material resources than in the small organization where these re-

sources are limited to those which are essential for maintenance functions.

If the organization has slack, the available resources may be applied

to obtain innovation in program.

The concept of bureaucracy provides a model through which differ-

ences in administrative characteristics of organizations may be studied,
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but there is a lack of independence between the five dimensions used

in this study which tends to complicate the statistical analysis. It

is possible that through the use of factor analysis the degree of inde-

pendence between the scales of the measuring instrument could be

improved. The writer feels that the bureaucratic model is sufficiently

sound to merit further refinement and study.

If the investigator were in charge of an institution and were

interested in the development of innovative outputs, he would try to

provide an organizational structure which would permit all levels of

the hierarchy to share in the development of new or innovative programs.

The division of labor would be pliant and tractable so that staff

members were minimally concerned about individual responsibility and

maximally concerned about the over-all success of programs.

A minimum of specified rules and procedures would be a force, and

these guidelines would be supplemented by employee initiative in making

judgments about individual decisions and actions which might affect

the organization. The reward system must be designed to provide for

both maintenance and motivational needs. Staff members would be given

opportunities and support to participate in professional meetings and

would be encouraged to become involved in any activity which would

further worthyprofessional goals. The distribution of rewards would be

based upon the contribution each individual makes toward the growth and

development of the organization.

An attempt would be made to limit the total program offering to

that which could LI done most effectively by the organization. Provi-

sions could be made for maintaining a balance between program deletions

and additions. Those programs which were contributing the least toward



159

the attainment of organizational goals would be discarded before any

new offering was considered. In this way a limited amount of slack

could be retained and the chances of being able to implement innovative

programs would be increased.

The kind of administrative style which is most likely to support

innovation is that which draws upon the talents of all personnel in the

organization. If all members of the organization are to make the

maximum potential contribution toward organizational innovativeness,

they must have a feeling of personal commitment to the goals of the

organization. Commitment to the goals of the organization appears to

be dependent upon the individual's involvement in determining and setting

objectives. An administrative style characterized by rigid, exacting

bureaucratic standards would make no provisions for involving individuals

in the development of organizational objectives and would tend to place

constraints on individual behavior. An administrative style which was

so completely free and flexible that it was devoid of leadership would

not provide the proper organizational climate for effective group involve-

ment in setting organizational goals. An administrative style with

sufficient structure to facilitate cooperative group activity and with

sufficient malleability to nurture the growth and development of all

staff members as integral parts of the organization appears to be most

likely to succeed in the development of innovative programs. The find-

ings of this study seem to the investigator to support the recommenda-

tions which have been presented.

Limitations of the Study

While the objectives which were initially established for this study

have been attained, there are three areas which seem to the investigator
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to be limiting factors in relation to the results. The ordinal measure-

ment of innovativeness in program development which was used as the

dependent variable did not permit comparisons of the magnitude of inno-

vation according to organizational size. The population from which

the sample was taken represented only one type of adult education

organization thus limiting the breadth of generalizations. Through

further testing and analyses, the size of the questionnaire could

probably be reduced without adversely affecting validity or reliability

and some of the scales could likely be improved.

The rating of states on innovativeness in program development pro-

vided data which could be used to establish a rank order of the more

and less innovative programs, but the ratings did not provide data on

the relative number or magnitude of innovations in states. If it were

possible to obtain a proportional measure of innovativeness which was

based upon the number of innovations in a given period of time and the

relative size, cost, or magnitude of these innovations in terms of

organizational adjustments and change, then additional information could

be obtained concerning the variables which serve as predictors of inno-

vation in program.

The human and material resources of an organization were determined

to have the strongest relationship to innovation in program development,

but the question remains unanswered on whether or not a small organiza-

tion can produce proportionately as many innovations in program develop-

ment as a large organization, making allowances for differences in the

amount of available :lumen and material resources. Some of the small

organizations included in this study could have proportionately more

innovation in program development than some of the larger organizations.
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The large organizations which had the greatest amount of human and

material resources and which were rated as most innovative may have

attained their position on the ratings because their activities were

better known to the raters than were those uf the small organization.

The staff members in the large organizations could have been more aware

of the need and means for publicizing their activities, and they may

have been more skilled in reporting their activities than the members

of the small organizations with limited resources.

Another limitation concerned the population being studied. Adult

education is a broad field of activity, and there are many types of

organizations involved in adult education program development. While

the purposes of these organizations come under the broad heading, edu-

cation of adults, there are a great variety of specific objectives

represented by such organizations. Their sources of finance, their

clientele, their organizational affiliations, and their human and phys-

ical resources also vary considerably. Because of this variation it

is difficult to justify generalizations on the broad field of adult

education. One cannot say with complete confidence that a relationship

found tu exist in one type of adult education organization will also be

found in others which have different purposes.

The questionnaire is also considered to be a limiting factor in

this study. Even though considerable time and effort was expended prior

to the pilot study and during the pilot study, the investigator felt

that continued testing and refinement of the instrument would have pro-

duced improvements. If the number of items in each scale could be

reduced without sacrificing the validity or reliability of the scales,

It would be desirable. Further testing of items might provide a better
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selection of statements for increased measures of validity, reliability

and the discrimination of bureaucratization on each scale. The limita-

tions of the study which have been discussed also suggest areas for

further research.

Recommendations for Further Research

Theories on the innovative organization are numerous, and attempts

have been made to explain the relationship between bureaucratic admin-

istrative concepts and innovation in organizations, but research studies

which produce evidence to support these theories are in very short

supply, and there is a need for follow-up on the studies to substantiate

or verify earlier findings. Related research pertaining to the subject

of this study could be directed in two different ways. The methods used

in data collection for this study could be applied to another population

of adult education organizations, or a new means of measurir4 innovation

in programs could be developed. The instrument to measure bureaucracy

could be further refined and the same population of organizations sub-

jected to additional study.

The investigator has considered developing a new approach to the

measurement of innovation in program. The amount of resources as deter-

mined by total budget and total personnel was found to be the most

significant factor in i.-lation to innovativeness in program; stated in

another way, the larger the organization the higher the rating of innova-

tiveness. A method of measuring innovativeness is needed which will

permit proportional comparisons between the innovativeness of the

organizations being studied; one could control for organizational size

in an analysis and obtain information on the rate of innovation as it

relates to organizational size and also to bureaucratic characteristics.
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Measures of the rate of innovation might be accomplished in the

following way. A survey could be conducted to determine what kinds

of innovations have been introduced in the organizations to be studied

during a specified period of time. The different types of innovations

would then be listed on a questionnaire or interview schedule which.

would be designed to obtain responses relative to the conception and

adoption of innovations, the time of conception and adoption and the

extent of their use or application in the organization. Numerical

values could be assigned to the various categories of response, and the

organizational score would be the sum of the various response values.

This approach to measuring organizational innovativeness would make

the use of ratio comparisons possible.

There are variables other than the bureaucratic characteristics

thet relate to innovativeness in program development of adult education

organizations. The resources of an organization has been found to be

an important variable, and when combined with the bureaucratic charac-

teristics, the combined factors account for approximately one-half of

the variance between the organizations studied. The remaining one-half

of the variation must be attributable to other factors. These factors

might include such things as the level of the perceived need for innova-

tion, staff competence in program development, the nature of the organi-

zational structure and the slack built into the program and staff

assignments. One or more of these factors might be related to innova-

tiveness and account for part of the variation between adult education

organizations.

It appears to the writer after the experience of conducting this in-

vestigation that one factor other than the characteristics of bureaucracy
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which may influence the magnitude of innovative programs produced by

an adult education organization is the process of "natural selection"

in staffing organizations. Some of these organizations seem to maintain

status quo inadvertently as a direct result of certain administrative

policies. There may be a process of selection operating in adult edu-

cation organizations which tends to determine the peculiar character-

istics of their staff members. Many administrators are inclined to

favor the propective employee who has values and experiences in common

with their own; they are often prone to be dubious concerning the

individual whose background and training lie outside of the realm of

their own personal experience. It is quite common on a university

campus for students and staff members oriented in one field of study

to disparage the work of those functioning in another unfamiliar field.

The administrator may be most willing to delegate responsibility to a

staff member who he feels will support his policies and may in other

ways reward the person who follows his leadership implicitly.

If this phenomenon is active in some adult education organizations,

it may result in the gradual development of a homogenous staff vis-a-Vis

their values, cultural background, personal traits, habits, education and

work experiences. The opportunity to work with this kind of subordinates

will appear to be quite advantageous to some administrators. The staff

members may be very efficient in carrying out the objectives of their

superiors and could likely be controlled with relative ease. The employ-

ment policy, if consistent over a period of time, is a means of building

this kind of organization. Employees who perceived themselves as misfits

would likely move to a more congenial environment or strive to adjust

to the expectations of their fellow workers and administrators. Staff
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members in an adult education organization of this type would likely

resist the divergent thinker and look upon conflicting puints of view

as being disruptive of organizational ileirmony and functioning, the

administrator may feel that the person who examines policies critically

is non-supportive and threatening in relation to his leadership role.

A need for Innovation in program may be recognized by both administrators

and their subordinates, but they will not be able to innovate because

of the values, philosophy and structure pervading the organizational

membership and functions.

The writer feels that a natural selection process may operate in

hiring and in terminating the employment of personnel of adult educa-

tion organizations. Some administrators of adult education may strive

toward a utopian concept of organization and unknowingly develop a system

which is incapable of innovating in program development.

Another approach to understanding innovation in organizations would

be tc challenge the concept that administrative characteristics are

best described on a dimensional bureaucratic continuum. Administrative

leadership has been categorized as laissez-faire, democratic and auto-

cratic. The laissez-faire administrator and the autocratic administrator

may operate on opposite ends of the bureaucratic continuum, but the

investigator does not believe that the democratic administrator lies

between these two extremes. The categories or types of administration

are conceived by the investigator as representing the three vertices of

a triangle with each possessing some factors in common, but also possess-

ing unique factors not found in the others. If this conceptual scheme

were correct, then the dimensional bureaucratic concept may be inaccurate.
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The study of organization is complex due to the many interrelated

systems which act upon each other in time, and consequently, it seems

futile to attempt to explain organizational relationships in simple

theoretical terms. Continued research on this problem should provide

evidence to support or prove erroneous the conclusions which have been

presented herein and would also contribute to a better understanding of

adult education organizations.

A Note in Summation

The results of this research suggest that there are important re-

lationships between certain characteristics of bureaucratic administration

and the innovativeness in program development demonstrated by adult

education organizations, at least to the extent that the sample studied

and the methodology used is representative and appropriate. The innova-

tiveness in program for this type of adult education organization can be

predicted in part by the way staff members perceive the division and

function of work tasks, by the staff members' conceptions of rewards

for service and rules governing work activities, and by the amount of

human and material resources available for program development. When

certain of these characteristics of administration are precise and

exacting in structure and function, highly bureaucratized, they appear

to be more of an impediment than a support vis-a-vis the program inno-

vativeness of organizations.



APPENDIX I

THE INSTRUMENTS



168

The Pilot Study Instrument

ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY

I would like to obtain some information about the organization with

which you are employed. This questionnaire consists of a number of

statements about organizations. Please indicate how well each statement

characterizes your organization. If there is a difference between what

you perceive your personal situation to be and what you perceive as

typical for the whole organization, give your opinion on how well the

statement typifies the situation for the majority of staff members in

the organization.

There are five possible responses to each statement with a scale as

follows:

DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

Circle the response which you believe most nearly evaluates the

statement. It will be most helpful if you can respond to all items; how-

ever, if you feel that the item is not applicable to the organization,

leave it blank. No attempt will be made to identify you with your

responses, so do not hesitate to give your true judgment on each state-

ment.

Response from
Name of organization only

Scale

I 1... Staff members have the authority to make

major decisions on problems relating to

their work roles. DT GT U GF DF

I 2...There can be little action until a
superior approves a proposed activity. DT GT U GF DF

I 3...Equipment and supply needs for each
organizational role are determined by

the administration (management). DT GT U GF DF

I 4...Personnel whose primary task is to

serve the organization's clientele
are encouraged to rely on their own

judgment in determining how the service

is to be performed.

I 5...The administration schedules regular
meetings to check on personnel

activities.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

ScaZe

6... Staff members feel that they are

responsible for the success or failure
of jobs undertaken by the organization. DT GT U GF DF

7... Staff members discuss work problems

with persons in the highest admin-
istrative positions without an
intermediary's approval. DT GT U GF DF

8...People here would like to have more
authority delegated to them. DT GT U GF DF

I 9...Persons holding administrative
positions have responsibility pro-
portionate to their ability.

10...An individual is permitted to
determine which approach is best
for each work task within his
assigned role.

I 11 Special permission must be granted
in order to obtain supply or equip-
ment needs.

I 12 The way things are done here is
left to the discretion of the person
doing the work.

13...Staff members do not get instruc-
tions from superiors on how specific
jobs should be done.

I 14...: person who wants to make his own
decisions on work roles would
become discouraged here.

I 15...The administration demonstrates

complete confidence in the staff

members' ability to solve organiza-
tional problems.

I 16...The detemination of equipment and
supply needs is left up to the person
who uses it.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT TJ GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

Scale

I 17... Questions relating to work tasks

must be referred to administrative
superiors for a final answer. DT GT U GF DF

I 18O.. Staff members are permitted to
conduct their work activities on
the basis of how they personally
perceive each situation. DT GT U GF DF

I 19... Personnel tend to accept responsi-
bility for the outcome of work tasks
which have been defined and delegated
by superiors.

I 20 Communication with persons holding
the highest administrative positions
must be handled through specified
channels.

I 21 Most people here are encouraged to
make their own decisions and stick
by them.

I 22...There is a discrepancy between the
responsibility and the ability of

those holding administrative positions.

I 23... The staff members who conform to

their superior's conception of how
things should be done will receive
the highest performance rating.

I 24 Personnel can get their supplies
or equipment without securing prior
authorization.

I 25... Persons in administrative positions
are disposed to feel that they have
the best solutions for the work
problems of their subordinates.

I 26 People here receive unsolicited
instructions from their superiors
on how to perform work roles.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

Seale

II

DT GT U

1...Staff members frequently collaborate
with people assigned in other segments
of the organization in planning and

GF DF

carrying out their work. DT GT U GF DF

II 2... One has to be cautious about working
in activities which over-lap with
another person's area of work. DT GT U GF DF

II 3...Each staff member works under quite
similar circumstances from day to day. DT GT U GF DF

II 4...Work activities are organized so that
the division line between each per-
son's area of responsibility is
specified. DT GT U GF DF

II 5...Staff members are not apprehensive

about working with people from
divisional units other than the one

to which they are assigned. DT GT U GF DF

II 6 ...We are expected to respond to the
needs of other staff members in the
tasks they are assigned to perform. DT GT U GF DF

II 7...There are no specific job descrip-

tions here. DT GT U GF DF

II 8...New personnel are informed on what
the limits of their area of work
should be as it relates to the assign-
ments of colleagues.

II 9...The administration readily recognizes
accomplishments which are made by

staff members working outside of
their primary assignment.

II 10 ... One staff member will not object to
another's activities when the
activities over-lap with his assigned

area of work.

II 11 ... People here are expected to produce
results in carefully specified areas

of work activity.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GI U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U

ScaZe

II 12 ... Staff members assigned in one unit of

the czganization generally do not have
the competence to function in other

GF DF

units. DT GT U GF DF

II 13...People here are fully aware of what
their colleagues in other work accas

are doing. DT GT U GF DF

II 14 ... Each person's organizational con-
tribution is made in the specific
unit to which he is assigned. DT GT U GF DF

II 15 ... The staff functions relating to more
than one discipline, specialty, or
assigned area of work are strongly
supported by staff members.

II 16 ... There is no reason why a person's day
to day work tasks cannot be varied
according to his interests.

II 17 ...A staff member would not object if
he found out that a colleagne had
attempted to solve a problem in his
assigned area of work.

II 18 ... Personnel are encouraged to confine
their activities to their particular

assigned area of work.

II 19 ... Non-supervisory staff members are
not expected to be concerned about
the success or failure of tasks per-
formed by another person in the
organization.

II 20...There is a written specific job
description for every job.

II 21 ... Personnel are considered by the
administration to be sufficiently
capable to recognize the limits of
their work competency.

II 22...Individual assignments are made on
the basis of a clearly discernible
division of responsibility.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY

DT

ScaZe

GT U GF

II 23 ..Most people here are so busy there is
little time to consider what colleagues

are doing.

II 24 ... The selection of new personnel is
based on expected future work tasks
rather than on past job analyses.

II 25 ... Personnel are expected to recognize

a need to function in work areas
outside of their assigned tasks when
it is possible to make a contribution.

II 26 ... Staff members feel that they have
all they can do without being con-
cerned about what others are doing.

III 1...The organizational rules and regu-

lations are to be carefully followed.

III 2 ...Personnel are able to regulate their
working hours within suggested bounds
as the work requires.

III 3...People here find it necessary to
stretch the rules in order to get

the job done.

III 4 ... The supervisor's or administrator's
way of doing the job is probably the

wisest choice for his subordinates.

III 5...The staff members are expected to
criticize a directive if they feel

that it is not appropriate.

III 6...Personnel are always left to their

own judgment as to how to handle
problems in their assigned areas of
work.

III 7 ...Periodic checks are made to determine

the extent of rule violations.

III 8...Individuals are expected to exercise
self-reliance in determining the
procedures to be used in performing

work roles.

FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U

Seale

III 9_ There is no written rules manual for

GF DF

the organizational members to follow. DT GT U GF DF

III 10 ... Employees are urged to develop better
methods for performing work tasks. DT GT U GF DF

III 11 ... Staff members find it necessary to
work out the means by which job goals
are attained. DT GT U GF DF

III 12 ...A standardized procedure is followed
in handling rule violations to assure
equality of treatment. DT GT U GF DF

III 13...Personnel are required to make
periodic progress reports to verify
actual accomplishments in assigned
work roles. DT GT U GF DF

III 14 ... Staff members circumvent rules which
they believe interfere with the
achievement of work goals. DT GT U GF Dr

III 15 ...The individual staff member determines
when vacation schedules and work loads
are not in conflict. DT GT U GF DF

III 16...Rules and procedures are not limiting
factors in getting the job done. DT GT U GF DF

III 17 ... More emphasis is placed on achieving
problem solutions than on determining
which method is proper for arriving
at the solution. DT GT U GF DF

III 18... Staff members are expected to follow
written orders coning from superiors
without question or modification. DT GT U GF DF

III 19 ... A subordinate is expected to go to
a designated superior for assistance
on any unsolved problems. DT GT U GF DF

III 20 ... Personnel find it necessary to "cut
the red tape" (bend the rules) in
order to get the job done. DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF

Scale

III 21...Staff members are encouraged to follow
specified operating procedures in much

DF

of the work they do. DT GT U GF DF

III 22...The members of the organization follow
a manual of rules on matters pertaining
to work procedures. DT GT U GF DF

III 23...Routine work tasks are handled in a
specified way. LT GT U GF DF

III 24...When a problem arises for which a

person has no immediate solution, he
is always expected to pass it on to
a designated superior. DT GT U GF DF

III Z5...The problems in the organization are
too varied to permit normalization
of procedures. DT GT U GF DF

III 26...Rules and procedures on work methods
are carefully explained to new
employees. DT GT U GF DF

IV 1...Emphasis is placed upon helping
staff members achieve personal pro-
fesLional goals while working at
their particular assigned roles.

IV 2...The work load is so heavy on the
job that there is little time for
pwcticipation in professional asso-
ciations.

IV 3...A promotion within the organization
is not contingent upon one's
personal acquaintanceship with the

administration.

IV 4...The distribution of salary increases
is determined mainly by how well
staff members accomplish the tasks
which they themselves have proposed
to do.

IV 5...Those with service seniority are
most eligible for advancement.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

GT U

IV 6...An error in judgment is not easily

reconciled with the administration.

IV 7...Staff members are more inclined

to measure success in the organiza-

tion in terms of one's performance

than in terms of the position one

holds.

IV 8 ... There is open competition among the
personnel within the organization

for administrative positions.

IV 9...Staff members are periodically
consulted for the purpose of estab-
lishing criteria upon which to

base performance ratings.

IV 10 ... The salary offered new employees is

based on a fixed schedule which
allows only for experience and pro-
fessional training.

IV 11 ... Acceptance professionally
organization is dependent
willingness to perform as

by the administration.

in the

upon one's
expected

IV 12 ... Organizational policy calls for

periodic changes in personnel
assignments to broaden the conceptions

of staff members regarding organiza-

tional purposes.

IV 13... Staff members have the opportunity

to direct their work activities into

areas of personal interest.

IV 14 ...The highest recognition for achieve-

ment in tae organization goes to

those in administrative positions.

IV 15...Adequate time and resources are set

aside by the organization for staff

members' participation in professional

associations.

GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY

DT

Scale

GT GF

IV 16...A person's advancement in the organiza-

tion is primarily dependent upon his

dbility to identify problems and work

out solutions.

IV 17 A fixed procedure is followed in

determining salary increases.

IV 18...Length of service carries relatively

little weight in the distribution

of salary increases.

IV 19...The administration makes liberal
allowances for errors in judgment

when personnel are engaged in

exploratory activities.

IV 20...Advancement to an administrative

position is the primary sign of
success in the organization.

IV 21...Staff members find greater incen-

tives for increasing skills and

knowledge in their chosen field

than for holding an administrative

position.

IV 22...Staff members are seldom advised

of the criteria used in performance

ratings.

IV 23...The salary of new staff members is

negotiated on the basis of their
expected value to the organization.

FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

IV 24...The values held by administrators
support the person who prefers to

do his job somewhat differently from

the majority of staff. DT GT U GF DF

IV 25...Organizational policy is such that
personnel must work in the same loca-

tion and assignment year after year. DT GT U GF DF

IV 26...Activities related to personal work

interests must be subordinated to

organizational demands. DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT

ScaZe

GT U GF DF

1... Staff members' intel-sts in each

other's activities are determined
primarily by the requirements of
the work functions.

2... There are formal restrictions on

making contacts with clientele on
matters pertaining to the staff
member's work.

3... Employee social functions are well
supported by the organization's
personnel.

4... The administration setF; the pattern

for free, informal communication
with subordinates.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

5... The administrators of a particular

geographic unit have little or no
contact with the families of
employees assigned to that unit. DT GT U GF DF

6...Staff members form their primary
social or friendship groups with
fellow employees. DT GT U GF DF

7... Many lasting friendships are developed

with clientele as a result of work
contacts. DT GT U GF DF

8... Staff members do not address admin-

istrative superiors by their first
name while en the job. DT GT U GF DF

9... The administration maintains the
same kind of working relationship
with each employee. DT GT U GF DF

10...Many staff members get together
for evening or weekend recveational
activities. DT GT U GF DF

11 People here seem to have quite
divergent professional interests. DT GT U GF DF

12 The need for detached relationships
with clientele representing special
interest groups is stressed. DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

Scale

13...There seems to be an inability to
communicate understanding between
some segments of the organization. DT GT U GF DF

14 Interpersonal working relationships
between staff in different functional
units of the organization are as
productive as wotking relationships

within units. DT GT U GF DF

15... The characteristics of the clientele
group which is to be served by staff
members are not specified by the

administration. DT GT U GF DF

16 Employees of the organization nevar
seem to find time to get together for

social events. DT GT U GF DF

17...The administration belongs to one
social group and the rest of the
personnel belong to another. DT GT U GF DF

18 The administration sponsors social
activities involving the families

of staff members. DT GT U GF DF

19...Most of my social contacts or
friends work in other organizations. DT GT U GF DF

20 It is organizational policy to treat
all clientele the same regardless of

who they are.

21 Administrators prefer to have sub-
ordinates speak to them on a "first

name" basis.

22 The administrators make each employee
feel that the employee's personal
concerns merit special consideration
ftom the administrator.

23... Very few of the staff members get
together for evening or weekend
recreational activities.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY

DT

Scale

GT U

24 ... Staff members derive more satisfac-
tion from working on a problem
requiring their combined group
effort than from working alone.

25...There are no guidelines to follow
in determining how one should relate
to a clientele group.

26 ... The work situation is characterized
in part by a high level of mutual
understanding between the various
segments of the organization.

GF

FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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The Final Questionnaire

THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ORGANIZATIONAL INVENTORY

I would like to obtain some information gbout the organization with
which you are employed. This questionnaire consists of a number of
statements about organizations. Please indicate how well each statement
characterizes your organization. If there is a difference between what
you perceive your personal situation to be and what you perceive as
typical for others in the organization, give your opinion on how well
the statement typifies the situation for staff members working in posi-
tions on a similar level to your own.

There are five possible responses to each statement with a scale
as follows:

DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

Circle the response which you believe most nearly evaluates the
statement. It will be most helpful if you can respond to all items;
however, if you feel that the item is not applicable to your organization,
leave it blank. There is no need to identify you personally with your
answers, so do not hesitate to give your true judgment on each state-
ment. Your administrators will not receive information concerning your
answers, and your organization will not be identified in any report.

Definitions:

"Staff members" and "personnel" arch used synonymously and refer to
fellow workers holding positions on comparable levels in the organization
to your own.

"Administration" and "management" refer to top level members of the
Extension Service organization who are responsible for major policy-making
decisions.

The "organization" is to include all people who have either full or
part-time responsibilities for Extension Service activities.

The "random sample" which is being contacted is limited to state,
district, or area supervisors, program leaders and subject matter spe-
cialist.

Response from

Name of organization only
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT

1... Most people here are encouraged to
make their own decisions and stick
by them.

2... Personnel are encouraged to confine
their activities to their particular
assigned area of work.

3... The members of the organization follow
a manual of rules on matters pertaining
to work procedures.

4... The values held by administrators

support the person who prefers to do
his job somewhat differently from the
majority of staff.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

5... Administrators prefer to have sub-
ordinates speak to them on a "first
name" basis. DT GT U GF DF

6... Staff members are permitted to con-
duct their work activities on the basis
of how they personally perceive each
situation. DT GT U GF DF

7... Staff members frequently collaborate
with people assigned in other segments
of the organization in planning and
carrying out their work. DT GT U GF DF

8... Staff members are encouraged to follow
specified operating procedures in much
of the work they do.

9... Staff members find greater incentives
for increasing skills and knowledge
in their chosen field than for holding
an administrative position.

10... Very few of the staff members get
together for evening or weekend
recreational activities.

11... Staff members have the authority to
make major decisions on problems
relating to their work roles.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

12... The administration readily recognizes

accomplishments which are made by
staff members working outside of their
primary assignment. LI: GT U GF DF

13... The individual staff member determines
when vacation schedules and work loads
are not in conflict. DT GT U GF DF

14... Activities related to personal work
interests must be subordinated to
organizational demands. DT GT U GF DF

15... Staff members do not address admin-
istrative superiors by their first
names while on the job. DT GT U GF DF

16... A person who wants to make his own
decisions on work roles would become
discouraged here. DT GT U GF DF

17... Each staff member works under quite
similar circumstances from day to day. DT GT U GF DF

18... The organizational rules and regu-
lations are to be carefully followed. DT GT U GF DF

19... A fixed procedure is followed in
determining salary increases. DT GT U GF DF

20... The administration sponsors social

activities involving the families
of staff members.

21... People here receive unsolicited
instructions from their superiors on
how to perform work roles.

22... Staff members are not apprehensive
about working with people from divi-
sional units other than the cue to
which they are assigned.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

23... Rules and procedures are not limiting
factors in getting the job done. DT GT U GF DF

24... Staff members have the opportunity
to direct their work activities

into areas of personal interest. DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

25... Many staff members get together for
evening or weekend recreational
activities. DT GT U GF DF

26... Equipment and supply needs for each
organizational role are determined
by the administration (management). DT GT U GF DF

27... One staff member will not object to
another's activities when the
activities over-lap with his assigned
area of work. DT GT U GF DF

28... Personnel are always left to their
own judgment aT to how to handle
problems in their assigned areas of
work. DT GT U CF DF

29... The distribution of salary increases
is determined mainly by how well staff
membern accomplish the tasks which they
thems...ives have proposed to do. DT GT U GF DF

30... The administrators make each employee
fee. that the employee's personal
concerns merit special consideration
from the administrator. DT GT U GF DF

31... Persons in administrative positions
are disposed to feel that they have
the best solutions for the work
problems of their subordinates. DT GT U GF DF

32... The staff functions relating to more
than one discipline, specialty, or
assigned area of work are strongly
supported by staff members. DT GT U GF DF

33... Staff members are expected to follow
written orders coming from superiors
without question or modification. DT GT U GF DF

34... Emphasis is placed upon helping staff
members achieve personal professional
goals while working at their particular
assigned roles. DT GT U GF DF

35... Employee social functions are well
supported by the organization's personnel. DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

36... There can be little action until a
superior approves a proposed activity. DT GT U GF DF

37... One has to be cautious about working
in activities which over-lap with
another person's area of work. DT GT U GF DF

38... Individuals are expected to exercise
self-reliance in determining the
procedures to be used in performing
work roles.

39... Length of service carries relatively
little weight in the distribution of
salary increases.

40... The administrators of a particular
geographic unit have little or no
contact with the families of
employees assigned to that unit.

41... Staff members discuss work problems
with persons in the highest adminis-
trative positions without an inter-
mediary's approval.

42... Staff members feel that they have
all they can do without being con-
cerned about what others are doing.

43... Personnel are able to regulate their
working hours within suggested bounds
as the work requires.

44... Advancement to an administrative
position is the primary sign of success
in the organization.

45... The administration sets the pattern

for free, informal communication with
subordinates.

46... The way things are done here is left
to the discretion of the person doing
the work.

47... Personnel are considered by the admin-
istration to be sufficiently capable
to recognize the limits of their
work competency.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

48... People here find it necessary to stretch
the rules in order to get the job done.

49... The salary of new staff members is
negotiated on the basis of their
expected value to the organization.

50... Staff members form their primary social
or friendship groups with fellow
employees.

51... Staff members do not get instructions
from superiors on how specific jobs
should be done.

52... There is no reason why a person's
day to day work tasks cannot be v.ried
according to his interests.

53... Employees are urged to develop better
methods for performing work tasks.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DP

DT GT U GF DF

54... The administration makes liberal
allowances for errors in judgment
when personnel are engaged in explora-
tory activities. DT GT U GF DF

55... Employees of the organization never
seem to find time to get together for
social events. DT GT U GF DF

56... Staff members feel that they are
responsible for the success or failure
of jobs undertaken by the organization. DT GT U GF DF

57... We are expected to respond to the
needs of other staff members in the
tasks they are assigned to perform. DT GT U GF DF

58... When a problem arises for which a
persen has no immediate solution, he
is always expected to pass it on to a
designated superior.

59... Adequate time and resources are set
aside by the organization for staff
members' participation in professional
associations.

DT GT U GF DF

DT GT U GF DF
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DEFINITELY TRUE/GENERALLY TRUE/UNDECIDED/GENERALLY FALSE/DEFINITELY FALSE

DT GT U GF DF

60... There are formal restrictions on
making contacts with clientele on
matters pertaining to the staff
member's work. DT GT U GF DF
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INDIVIDUAL INFORMATION

Respond to the following questions by circling the letter which

designates the appropriate answer.

1- How many years have you worked with this organization?

a- Less than 1 year.

b- More than 1 year but less than 5.

c- More than 5 years but less than 10.

d- More than 10 years but less than 20.

e- More than 20 years.

2- What is the nature of your work in Cooperative Extension Service?

a- Subject Matter Specialist.

b- Staff Supervisor.

c- Program Leader.

d- Other. (Specify) .

3- How long have you had your present assignment?

a- Less than 1 year.

b- More than 1 year but less than 5.

c- Mor.' ' la 5 years but less than 10.

d- More :_lan 10 years but less than 20.

e- More than 20 years.

4- With which unit (s) are you assigned?

a- Extension.

b- Extension and resident teaching.

c- Extension and research.

d- Extension, resident teaching and research.

e- Otherwise. (Specify) .
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5- Who is responsible for your performance rating as it relates to

salary and promotion?

a- Superiors in Cooperative Extension Service.

b- Superiors in the academic department.

c- Superiors in the Experiment Station and Cooperative

Extension Service.

d- Both (a) and (b).

e- Both (b) and (c).

f- Others. (Who?)

6- How many supervisory and administrative positions are there

between you and the top administrator responsible for your state

Extension Service organization?

a- O.

b- 1.

c- 2.

d- 3.

e- 4 or more.

THANK YOU - YOUR HELP IS APPRECIATED.

Wayne B. Ringer

Research Associate in Adult Education
282 Tewle View Drive
Logan, Utah 84321
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Organizational Innovativeness Rating Scale

As part of my doctoral program in adult education at The University
of Chicago, I am conducting a study of Extension Service organization.
I need your cooperation in testing a rating scale and in providing pre-
liminary data for the study. Because of your administrative experience
and extensive contacts with national leaders in Extension, I feel that
the information you may be able to supply will be most help1.1. We hope
that some new insight relating to the pToblems of organizational adapta-
tion and change may result from this study. Your assistance will be
greatly appreciated.

A- Instructions to Raters:

The purpose of this instrument is to obtain a comparative rating of
the state Cooperative Extension Service organizations on their innovative-
ness in program development. The ratings provided will be known only to
the investigator. State ratings will be coded Rad summarized so that
the anonymity of the state organizations and individual scores will be
maintained. Please follow the steps as suggested below in making your
ratings.

STEP I:

Read the statement on the characteristics to be rated which include
(B) definitions, (C) indices of innovation in organizations, and (D)
criteria for ratings.

B- Definition of the Innovative Organization:

The term "innovative organization" has been used as a means of
designating an organization which demonstrates capabilities for adapting
to environmental requirements. An innovative organization is adaptive
when it puts new ideas to useful purposes, but an adaptive organization
may not be innovative because it does not conceive of many new ideas.
"New idea" is meant to include novel combinations of the elements in
previously appliel ideas or practices as well as an idea not previously
used by a particular class of organizations. The Cooperative Extension
Service is considered as a class of organizations or reference group.

Innovation in an organization is thought to occur in three stages:
the conception of a new idea, the communication of the new idea, and the
acceptance or implementation of the new idea. Not all new ideas are
perceived or proven to be workable or acceptable by the participants or
supporters of an organization; therefore, some innovations are non-
adaptive and if put to use, may contravene the purposes of the organiza-
tion. Hence innovation may be either supportive or detrimental to the
organization.

The phrase "innovation in program development" is not to be inter-
preted as being restricted to the first known use of a practice by
mankind but rather to the first use of a practice in a program by one
memter organization in the reference group with which the Cooperative
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Extension Service is associated. An innovation in program development

is the implementation of a new idea or practice by an individual or
group which has had ZittZe or no prior knowledge of its use in the par-
ticular circumstances to which it is appZied.

C- Indices of Innovation in Organizations:

Indices of innovation inciude services, processes, products, organ-
izational structure modifications and involvement of new personnel or

clientele with the organization.

1. Services:

Service or policy innovations in program development involve con-
cepts that focus on basic redefinitions of the goals of the organization

or on the formation of new goals. These types of innovations are
sanctioned by staff members at the top levels of the organizational
hierarchy and are generally their responsibility but may be initiated

at any level. Policy makers in the innovative organization are cognizant
of the changing environment and the meaning this evolvement has in terms
of the purposes of the organization. ?olicy leadership and implementation

may thus be a facto: contributing to an innovative program.

2. Processes:

Processes or procedural innovations in program development are the

new intangible elements which may be initiated at any level in the

organizational hierarchy; however, supervisory and program staff members

are generally expected to make a substantial contribution toward innova-
tion at this level, at least in the innovative organization. Leaders

in the innovative organization will permit a wide range of discretion
for all levels of staff members as program procedures are developed
within broad guidelines of policy.

3. Products:

Product innovations in program development are the new tangible

things produced by organizational members in accomplishing specific
objectives. Product innovations may be in the form of inventions or
adaptations which are unique to the particular organizational situation
to which they are applied. An example of a product innovation could be
a program the concept of which is new to Cooperative Extension Service
organizations, and it could be a newly conceived piece of equipment or
a teaching aid.

4. Structure Modifications:

Certain organizational structure modifications are characteristic

of the innovative organization. A restructuring of the organization may

be made to facilitate innovative programs. New sources of finance may

be obtained and budgets reapportioned through taking from less promising
programs and adding to those :-rceived to be most promising by the admin-
istrative, supervisory and program staff. Adjustments will be required

in the amount of staff time allotted to the various program specialties
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as the innovative organization successfully expands its activities into

neTi areas. The addition of physical facilities and equipment may indi-
crAte innovation if they are needed for new programs or new clientele.

Provisions are made in the innovative organization for discarding those

aspects of the program which are not receiving support from the clientele

or sponsors in order to distribute resources more efficiently for

priority programs which have promise of support.

5. New Personnel and Clientele:

The innovative organization stresses the importance of identifying

and serving new clientele and the focus of the organization will be

external vis-a-vis the potential offered for organizational growth and

development. New people are frequently involved both internally and

externally in the operation of the innovative organization but not for

traditional purposes. The qualifications needed by new staff members

are determined on the basis of projected program trends rather than by

duplicating the skills of former incumbents. The innovative organiza-

tion may demonstrate an ability to identify environmental problems and

show sensitivity and skill in mpking adjustments which will facilitate

solutions to,thefe problems, or it may follow a program characterized

by unusual new proposals which are wholly unrealistic in terms of meeting

its challenges.

A major innovation in program development will require extensive

adjustments in one or more of the indices cited. The number of indices

involved and the extent of the adjustments required will determine the

cost or magnitude of innovations as well as the level of innovativeness

in the organization.

D- Criteria for Ratings:

Innovation in program development is not to be associated neces-

sarily with those organizations which are highly publicized nor is it to

be perceived as a popularity contest. Change for the sake of change

does not constitute innovation. An organization may also be innovative

in ways which are not innovations in program development. The demon-

strated ZeveZ of program innovativeness during the Zaat "five years" is

the criteria to be used in assigning the ratings.

STEP II:

Place the six green cards in front of you in numerical order from

left to right. You will note that the rating scale is on a continuum

representing increasing degrees of organizational innovativeness in pro-

gram development. Number "1" represents the least innovative organiza-

tions, number "3" the mid-point and number "5" the most innovative,

numbers "2" and "4" are intermediate intervals between the extremes and

the mid-point, and "0" is for those you are unable to rate.

STEP III:

Place the plain cards representing the state Cooperative Extension

Service organizations in columns under the green cards which according
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to your best judgment represent the organizations' relative innovative-

ness as defined. You may wish to make adjustments in the positions of

some organizations as you proceed with the rating. Try to place, as

near as possible, an equal number of states at each interval on the

scale with the exception of the "0" column.

STEP IV:

When you are satisfied with the ratings, fasten the cards in each
column together with the rubber bands supplied, that is the green card
and the plain cards representing each level of innovativeness, and place

in the brown envelope.

Thank you very much for your cooperation in furnishing data for

this study. We ant!xipate that the findings will be published in the

Journal of Cooperative ExtenGion.
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TABLE 27.--Statistical Values for Scale "A" of the Pilot Study Item
Analysis (Hierarchy of Authority)

Item
Number

Mean Variance Standard

Deviation

Discriminative
Index

Rank*
High Low High Low

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

4.1

3.5

3.8

4.0

4.0

4.1

3.7

3.3

3.8

4.2

3.4

3.9

3.7

4.4

3.6

4.0

3.7

4.2

2.0

3.6

4.0

3.9

3.1

3.1

3.5

4.1

3.0

2.4

2.6

3.4

3.5

3.4

2.6

2.9

3.3

3.7

3.2

3.2

2.7

3.5

2.9

3.4

3.0

3.4

2.2

2.8

2.8

3.1

25

2.8

2.5

3.0

0.7

1.4

1.1

0.5

1.7

0.9

1.4

1.0

1.0

0.5

1.6

0.5

1.4

0.3

1.2

0.6

1.5

0.2

0.5

1.6

0.5

0.8

1.1

1.4

0.8

0.5

1.3

1.3

2.0

1.2

1.8

1.4

1.9

1.3

1.3

0.9

1.7

1.2

1.7

1.1

1.1

1.0

1.1

0.9

0.7

2.2

1.2

1.9

1.1

1.4

1.2

1.4

1.0

1.1

1.2

0.9

1.3

1.0

1.2

1.0

1.1

0.8

1.2

0.9

1.2

0.8

1.0

0.9

1.1

0.7

0.8

1.3

0.9

1.1

1.0

1.2

1.0

1.0

1.067

0.925

0.979

0.585

0.363

0.677

0.819

0.361

0.399

0.583

0.134

0.793

0.745

1.038

0.676

0.693

0.604

1.098

-.279

0.571

1.280

0.669

0.566

0.257

0.972

1.029

3

8

6

.1

.1

12

n

.1

.1

.1

10

11

4

IMI.

.1

.1

2

.1

.1

1

.1

.1

.1

7

5

*Rank is given for the twelve items used in the final instrument.
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TABLE 28.--Statistical Values for Scale "B" of the Pilot Study Item
Analysis (Division of Labor)

Item
Number

Mean Variance Standard

Deviation
Discriminative

Index
Rank*

High Low High Low

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

4.1

3.5

3.2

2.9

4.0

4.0

2.2

2.6

3.5

3.7

2.7

3.5

3.0

2.3

3.5

3.3

3.3

3.1

3.4

3.5

3.9

2.5

3.2

3.3

3.8

3.4

3.3

2.9

2.4

2.7

3.5

3.6

2.2

2.9

2.9

3.1

2.5

3.5

2.8

2.3

2.8

2.8

3.1

2.4

3.2

3.1

3.5

2.7

2.9

3.0

3.5

2.9

0.8

1.3

1.6

1.3

0.8

0.7

1.5

1.3

0.6

0.6

1.2

0.9

1.0

0.8

0.7

1.2

0.9

0.9

1.0

1.6

0.4

0.9

1.1

0.7

0.5

0.9

1.5

1.4

1.7

1.3

1.0

1.1

1.8

1.7

1.4

1.1

1.1

1.3

1.7

0.8

1.8

1.2

1.2

0.8

1.4

2.0

0.7

1.1

1.1

1.8

1.1

1.2

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.1

0.9

0.9

1.3

1.2

1.0

0.9

1.0

1.0

1.1

0.8

1.1

1.1

1.0

0.9

1.1

1.3

0.7

1.0

1.0

1.1

0.9

1.0

0.710

0.511

0.602

0.158

0.571

0.422

0.021

-.194

0.658

0.566

0.247

0.000

0.188

-.001

0.552

0.433

0.156

0.716

0.132

G.315

0.490

-.157

0.250

0.271

0.376

0.499

2

8

4

-

5

12

I.

I.

3

6

OM

I.

I.

I.

7

11

I.

1

I.

I.

10

I.

I.

I.

I.

9

*Rank is given for the twelve items used in the final instrument.

1
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TABLE 29.--Statistical Values for Scale "C" of the Pilot Study Item
Analysis (Rules and Procedures)

Item
Number

Mean Variance Standard
Deviation

Discriminative
Index

Rank*
High Low High Low

1. 2.8 2.1 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.790 4

2. 3.7 3.0 0.8 1.5 1.0 0.626 9

3. 3.7 3.1 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.626 10

4. 2.9 2.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.173 .11,

5. 3.5 3.1 0.7 1.2 0.9 0.367 .11,

6. 3.6 2.8 1.0 1.2 1.0 0.739 6

7. 3.9 3.4 0.8 1.1 0.9 0.530 -

8. 4.2 3.7 0.3 0.9 0.8 0.633 8

9. 2.5 3.3 2.5 1.8 1.4 -.524 -

10. 4.1 3.6 0.5 1.1 0.9 0.613 11

11. 3.8 3.3 0.7 1.5 1.0 0.511 -

12. 3.5 3.1 0.9 1.8 1.1 0.381 ...

13. 3.0 3.6 2.2 1.6 1.4 -.440 -

14. 2.9 2.6 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.278 -

15. 3.7 2.5 1.1 1.4 1.1 1.068 3

16. 4.1 3.3 0.8 1.1 0.9 0.747 5

17. 3.7 3.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.577 -

18. 3.5 2.7 1.2 1.3 1.1 0.703 7

19. 2.3 1.9 0.9 0.6 0.8 0.445 -

20. 2.3 2.8 1.1 0.9 1.0 -.398 -

21. 3.1 2.0 1.3 0.4 0.9 1.118 2

22. 4.0 2.6 0.7 1.4 1.0 1.319 1

23. 2.5 2.1 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.322 -

24. 2.8 2.2 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.591 12

25. 3.5 2.9 1.6 1.5 1.2 0.501 .11,

26. 2.6 2.8 1.3 1.3 1.1 -.104 .11,

*Rank is given for the twelve items used in the final in3trument.
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TABLE 30.--Statistical Values for Scale "D" of the Pilot Study Item
Analysis (Rewards)

Item
Number

Mean Variance Standard
Deviation

Discriminative
Index

Rank*
High Low High Low

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

U.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

3.8

3.7

2.2

3.3

3.0

3.8

3.9

3.6

2.6

3.0

2.9

2.2

3.9

3.4

3.5

3.8

3.2

3.4

3.7

3.3

3.8

2.6

3.6

3.4

3.3

3.2

2.9

3.1

2.3

2.4

2.8

3.4

3.3

3.4

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.4

3.0

2.6

2.7

3.1

2.3

2.5

3.0

2.4

2.8

2.6

2.8

2.2

3.0

2.2

0.7

0.8

1.3

1.0

1.0

0.7

0.6

1.2

1.6

1.2

1.1

0.8

0.9

1.0

1.2

0.7

1.2

1.0

0.5

1.4

0.6

1.8

0.7

0.6

1.3

1.1

1.5

1.4

1.5

1.2

1.3

0.9

1.2

1.0

1.1

1.0

0.5

1.0

1.2

1.1

1.2

1.1

0.9

1.2

1.3

1.0

).2

1.4

1.2

0.8

1.7

0.8

1.0

1.0

1.2

1.0

1.0

0.9

0.9

1.0

1.1

1.0

0.9

0.9

1.0

1.0

1.1

0.9

1.0

1.0

0.9

1.1

0.9

1.2

0.9

0.8

1.2

0.9

O.M6

0.593

-.056

0.894

0.184

0.455

0.614

0.208

0.140

0.521

0.585

-.230

0.896

0.755

0.769

0.712

0.902

0.847

0.788

0.823

1.051

0.000

0.803

1.305

0.241

1.011

7

MI

MI

6

MI

MI

MI

MI

MI

MI

MI

MI

5

-
12

MI

4

8

11

9

2

MI

10

1

3

*Rank is given for the twelve items used in the final instrument.
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TABLE 31.--Statistical Values for Scale "E" of the Pilot Study Item
Analysis (Interpersonal Relations)

Item

Number
Mean Variance Standard

Deviation
Discriminative

Index
Rank*

High Low High Low

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

2.5

3.5

3.3

3.9

2.8

2.9

3.1

4.0

2.8

3.2

2.5

3.1

2.9

3.2

3.3

3.6

3.6

3.1

2.5

2.4

3.7

3.8

3.2

3.0

2.8

3.3

2.2

3.0

2.5

3.2

2.1

2.3

3.0

2.6

2.9

2.3

2.3

2.5

2.5

3.1

3.0

3.0

3.0

2.0

2.1

2.7

2.4

2.8

2.1

3.2

2.6

3.4

0.9

0.9

1.2

0.7

0.9

0.9

0.9

1.3

1.0

0.9

1.2

0.8

1.3

0.8

1.2

0.8

0.9

1.5

1.6

1.2

0.8

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.8

1.1

1.2

1.8

1.6

1.7

1.2

1.3

1.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.8

2.3

1.6

1.6

2.2

1.6

1.7

1.2

1.4

2.2

1.4

1.6

0.7

1.1

1.8

1.1

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.1

1.0

1.0

1.1

1.3

1.1

0.9

1.0

1.2

1.2

1.1

1.3

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.0

1.1

0.8

0.9

1.1

1.0

0.261

0.482

0.699

0.638

0.653

0.549

0.108

1.050

-.090

0.940

0.214

0.465

0.359

0.081

0.188

0.546

0.466

0.966

0.260

-.229

1.243

0.904

1.217

-.272

0.160

-.105

12

7

9

8

10

3

_

5

-

11

-

4

1

6

2

MO

*Rank io given for the twelve items used in the final instrument.
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TABLE 32.--Values for Independent Variables of Final Analyses

Organization Innovation Hierarchy Division Rules Rewards Relations

1. 2.996 23.20 39.45 41.24 38.57 39.34

2. 2.990 27.43 41.66 39.57 39.21 38.65

3. 2.917 28.80 39.33 42.30 39.40 35.67

4. 3.606 23.20 36.78 38.57 36.49 30.08

5. 3.669 29.60 42.60 44.72 41.00 40.65

6. 2.957 29.54 42.90 47.63 41.54 40.66

7. 2.124 34.15 43.25 44.15 39.49 42.25

8. 3.677 24.92 39.03 40.15 39.26 34.41

9. 3.011 22.40 41.20 43.07 42.19 42.08

10. 1.441 34.15 39.80 40.85 39.64 36.51

11. 1.546 28.80 40.20 39.93 38.55 38.67

12. 3.718 24.80 41.73 42.46 43.33 37.87

13. 3.935 26.57 42.71 42.83 41.29 39.92

14. 4.518 28.00 42.79 45.44 43.19 40.43

15. 2.924 29.54 42.46 43.14 40.14 44.72

16. 4.126 25.60 40.36 42.53 38.75 35.78

17. 2.385 26.49 42.75 45.19 41.45 43.25

18. 2.288 35.00 41.51 44.50 41.02 37.18

19. 2.205 26.00 39.27 41.61 38.50 34.22

20. 2.790 41.31 39.77 42.46 39.34 33.00

21. 4.437 32.00 43.93 44.87 42.93 37.80

22. 2.687 26.57 39.96 42.36 38.88 34.40

23. 2.356 24.00 40.36 43.29 38.64 38.14

24. 4.840 27.20 41.85 44.15 41.08 39.99
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TABLE 32.- -Continued

Organization Innovation Hierarchy Division Rules Rewards Relations

25. 2.059 29.60 39.10 41.13 38.72 36.19

26. 1.346 26.77 39.10 41.59 35.19 32.83

27. 1.496 27.00 40.17 45.37 41.57 37.69

28. 2.346 26.00 42.75 44.22 41.28 40.73

29. 1.375 24.00 40.20 41.14 38.75 36.94

30. 3.910 33.82 43.64 47.27 41.73 41.29

31. 4.684 26.40 40.34 44.35 41.03 38.33

32. 2.200 32.00 42.80 41.93 39.74 40.41

33. 4.109 24.00 39.74 39.15 39.15 36.80

34. 3.968 30.55 44.36 45.00 42.73 39.82

35. 4.007 29.60 41.72 41.60 41.35 43.01

36. 2.980 21.60 40.27 40.93 41.00 38.60

37. 1.502 31.20 40.36 40.04 38.94 33.96

38. 2.146 22.29 41.28 39.50 41.01 38.02

39. 3.164 32.00 43.33 41.25 42.25 38.52

40. 1.754 30.00 44.28 44.36 41.79 40.99

41. 3.609 27.20 42.25 40.66 38.78 39.58

42. 3.597 28.00 39.17 41.86 39.40 40.07

43. 3.836 34.00 42.68 44.87 41.08 33.52

44. 4.607 25.00 43.05 42.75 40.42 36.33

45. 1.630 18.86 40.94 42.84 40.14 44.36
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TABLE 33.--Values for Three Covariates of the Final Analyses*

Organization Service Tenure Levels

1. 3.20 2.47 2.53

2. 3.93 3.14 3.00

3. 3.53 3.27 2.53

4. 4.00 3.27 3.60

5. 3.13 2.53 2.60

6. 2.92 2.39 2.62

7. 3.62 3.39 1.62

8. 3.46 3.00 3.69

9. 3.60 3.20 3.07

10. 3.85 3.23 2.85

11. 3.80 3.13 2.13

12. 3.67 3.00 3.47

13. 3.71 3.57 2.71

14. 4.13 31147 3.07

15. 3.46 3.08 3.00

16. 3.53 2.87 3.27

17. 3.60 3.00 3.60

18. 3.42 2.58 3.75

19. 3.67 2.83 3.00

20. 3.62 3.23 3.23

21. 3.33 3.13 2.60

22. 3.21 2.71 2.93

23. 3.79 3.14 3.64

24. 3.67 2.80 3.73
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TABLE 33. - -Continued

Organization Service Tenure Levels

25. 3.73 2.60 2.33

26. 2.31 1.92 2.23

27. 2.92 2.58 2.00

28. 2.92 2.58 2.58

29. 3.39 3.00 3.00

30. 3.46 2.91 3.18

31. 3.33 3.07 3.87

32. 3.53 3.13 2.67

33. 3.62 3.23 3.54

34. 3.73 2.73 3.18

35. 3.47 3.00 2.67

36. 3.67 3.07 3.13

37. 3.33 3,00 2.67

38. 3.21 2.71 3.07

39. 3.50 2.83 2.58

40. 3.64 3,50 1.71

41. 3,67 3,33 3.47

42. 3.40 2.80 2.67

43. 3.67 3.08 3.42

44. 3.50 3.25 3.92

45, 3.43 3.07 3.14

*The covariates, "personnel" and "budget" are not given because the
values for these variables could be used to identify the state organi-

zations.
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TABLE 34.--Analysis of Variance for the Wisconsin Ratings*

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares

dfSource of

Variation

Raters 138.756 3.304 42

Subjects 966.222 19.719 49

Residual 1625.701 0.790 2058

Total 2730.678 2149

*Reliability coefficient - mean square estimate = 0.96,

TABLE 35.--Analysis of Variance for the Washington Ratings*

Mean
dfSource of Sum of

Variation Squares Squares

Raters 0.792 0.088 9

Subjects 974.872 19.895 49

Residual 26.208 0.059 441

Total 1001.872 499

*Reliability coefficient - mean square estimate - 0.99.



APPENDIX III

CORRESPONDENCE



207

Letter Enclosed with Pilot Study Instrument

Note to the Respondent:

The enclosed instrument is a preliminary draft of a rating scale
which I am developing to do organizational research, as part of a
doctoral program in the Department of Education at The University of
Chicago. The cooperation of you and some of your associates is needed
for obtaining the necessary information. I am interested in determin-
ing the perceptions of staff members concerning certain administrative
characteristics which are found in organizations in varying degrees,
depending upon the purposes or goals of the organization.

Recognizing that this request will add to the burden of a busy
schedule, I have purposely contacted only a small number of the staff
members in the organization; therefore, I place additional importance
upon your contribution in order that adequate data may be obtained. The

instrument is much longer than it will be in the final form, but a
response is needed on each item at this stage even though some items
may appear to be similar.

Permission has been granted to me for making this request. Please
follow the brief instructions for responding to the items. Your help
will be greatly appreciated.

Thank you,

Wayne B. Ringer
Graduate Student
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Letter to State Extension S^rvice Directors
Re uestin Permission for Stud

April 3, 1967

In partial fulfillment of the requirements for the doctoral pro-
gram in adult education at The University of Chicago, I am conducting
a study of the state Cooperative Extension Service Organizations. The

focus of the investigation will be on the characteristics of organiza-
tional administration which may influence innovativeness in program
development. It will be necessary to obtain the cooperation and approval
of most of the state Extension Service organizations to secure adequate
data. Your support would be greatly appreciated.

In order that you might be aware of the extent to which your organ-
ization would be involved, I will be specific in stating what is needed.
I want to mail a questionnaire to no more than 15 members of your super-
visory and program staff; twenty minutes should be adequate time to
respond to the instrument. The participants are to be selected as a
random sample, so it will be necessary to obtain a current listing of
personnel in supervisory and program specialist positions or persons
serving in both capacities.

The data collected will be treated confidentially by the inves-
tigator, and the anonymity of organizations and individuals will be
maintained in any reports which are released.

If you are able to give an affirmative reply to my request, would
you please send me a current mailing list of supervisory and program
specialist personnel? A self-addressed stamped envelope is enclosed for
your convenience. Your cooperation will be appreciated.

Yours truly,

Wayne B. Ringer
Graduate Student
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Letter to State Extension Service Directors
Requesting Confirmation

of Mailing List

August 10, 1967

In April you were kind enough to grant permission to mail a ques-
tionnaire to staff members of your organization so that I might obtain
their help on a dissertation research problem. My questionnaire has
been mailed to a random sample consisting of 15 members of the super-
visory and program specialist staff; a list is enclosed.

In my first letter I may have failed to communicate clearly by
using the term "program specialists" when it should have been "program
leaders" and "subject matter specialists." The enclosed list of staff
members may include personnel working as supervisors, program leaders
and subject matter specialists or personnel assigned in only two of
the three types of positions.

I have attempted to minimize the total organizational time and
effort involved in responding to the questionnaire through instrument
design and random sampling, but in so doing, I have become increasingly
dependent upon those who have been called upon to provide information.
It will be necessary to obtain P response from most of the people on
the enclosed list if adequate data are to be provided. If there are
people on the list who are no longer on your staff, on extended leave or
who are otherwise unable to respond, I would like to have an opportunity
to substitute another name in their place. Please give me the names of
people who fall in the above categories on the enclosed post card, if
there are any.

Your support on this project is certainly appreciated, and I wish
to thank you.

Yours truly,

Wayne B. Ringer

Research Associate in Adult Education
Extension Agricultural Engineer
Utah (ln Leave)

WBR:jmr
Enclosure
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Letter Enclosed with Questionnaire

August 10, 1967

Dear Fellow Extension Worker:

As part of the requirements for the doctoral program in Adult Education
at The University of Chicago, I am conducting a study of the state
Cooperative Extension Service organizations. While it is difficult to
7redict the outcome of a study, it is my hope that some small contri-
Iltion will be made toward a better understanding of our Extension
Service organization. The results of the study will be submitted to
the Extension journal for publication. The enclosed questionnaire has
been designed to measure certain administrative characteristics of
organizations as perceived by their employees. Your cooperation along
with that of a randomly selected sample of your associates is needed
to provide data about your organization for this study.

Recognizing that this request will add to the burden of a busy schedule,
I have tried to minimize the time required for responding to the instru-
ment and have provided a stamped, addressed envelope for your convenience.

Your response to this letter is important to me if I am to successfully
complete the study, and it will certainly be appreciated.

An administrator* of your organization was contacted in April and
responded favorably to this request.

WBR: jmr

*Director

"...ours truly,

Wayne B. Ringer

Research Associate in Adult Education
Extension Agricultural Engineer
Utah (On Leave)
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Follow-up Letter

Dear Fellow Extension Worker:

August 30, 1967

In checking through the returns from my research questionnaire, I
observed that the responses from your state were too few to represent
your organization adequately. I have sent the questionnaires to
only a limited number of people in your state to minimize total organ-
izational time and effort and, therefore, need your help, provided
that you have not already fulfilled my request.

Having worked for the Extension Service for a number of years, I am
well aware of the demands placed on the staff member's time and also
aware of the possibility that you may have been traveling in the state
at the time my letter arrived. After considering the possible causes
for delay, I thought it might be well to remind you of my continuing
need for your assistance on this problem. If the questionnaire has
been misplaced, would you please send me the enclosed, self-addressed
post card, and I will mail you another copy.

May I take this opportunity to thank you for your coneideration of my
request, and I hope that it will be possible for me to return the
favor some time.

Yours truly,

Wayne B. Ringer

Research Associate in Adult Education
Extension Agricultural Engineer
Utah (On Leave)

WBR:bw

Enclosure
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Post Card Request for Second Copy
of Questionnaire

Send me another copy of the questiornaire.

The questionnaire arrived while I was out
of the office. I will complete it as soon
as possible.

The questionnaire has been mailed.

Signature State
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