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ABSTRACT 


Leadership effectiveness is a complex phenomenon involving personality traits, 

learned and natural skills and abilities, and the resulting behaviors as leadership is 

performed within context. Because of leadership influences upon organizational 

outcomes, it is critical for an organization to identify job-specific leadership indicators, to 

recognize potential leaders, and to recognize the absence of desirable traits in existing 

leadership. This descriptive study explored the relationships between performance and 

leadership traits for county directors, the first-line administrative personnel in the 
\. 

University of Tennessee Extension. Performance appraisal scores were compared to items 

measured in a Managerial Assessment ofProficiency (MAPTM) and an inventory 

measuring aptitude and personality dimensions currently utilized as a pre-employment 

evaluation (Personal Style Inventory, PSI) in Tennessee Extension. Statistical 

relationships were expressed using Pearson's Correlation coefficient (rho, p) and multiple 

regression was utilized to express predictive potential. 

Relationships did exist between Tennessee Extension County Director 

performance and MAP and PSI constructs. Though inconsistent, seven MAP constructs 

(communication and MAP overall proficiencies; advising, theory X and theory Y 

communication response styles; and the sensor and feeler personal style) were 

significantly.(p<0.05) correlated with one or more performance scores/years. Correlation 

coefficients ranged from 0.22 to 0.32. A total of sixteen PSI constructs were correlated 

with one or more performance scores/years. Pearson's rho values ranged from 0.19 to 

Vll 

http:significantly.(p<0.05


~ 

0.49. The constructs work drive and overall personality score demonstrated the most 

frequent and strongest relationships with performance. The PSI constructs of interest in 

community development, conscientiousness, customer responsiveness, openness to new 

experience, optimism, achievement/status striving, potential for long tenure, work drive, 

big 5 model ofpersonality and overall personality score all exhibited one or more 

moderate (r>0.30, p<0.05) relationships with performance. The PSI construct ofwork 

drive was the strongest predictor variable in both the correlation and regression analysis. 

Regression analysis produced a workable model of MAP, PSI and demographic variables 

that accounted for 50.2 percent of the variance in program performance, 56.7 percent of 

administrative and 51.5 percent of total performance score. Major non-demographic 

contributors to the model were work drive, theory X and theory Y management styles, the 

advising communication response style, verbal cognitive reasoning, big 5 model of 

personality score, MAP communication and cognitive composites, and customer 

service/responsiveness score. 

Demographically, male county directors scored higher in the theory X 

management style than did female county directors. Female county directors scored 

higher in the PSI constructs of agreeableness, child management skills, conscientiousness, 

extroversion, integrity & values, optimism, achievement/status striving and overall 

personality score. County directors with an earned master's degree exhibited higher work 

drive scores than did those with a bachelor's degree only. 

Recommendations for practice and for further study are offered. 
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upon Jung or MyerslBriggs personality tests) and a determination of 
Theory X, Theory Y orientations (based upon work of McGregor, 1960). 

PSI 	 Personal Style Inventory is a psychometric indication of Extension Agent 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Background 

Local office administrative leadership needs were recognized in the Cooperative 

Extension Service soon after this informal educational arm of the Land Grant University 

was established. As early as 1929, some states charged the county agent assigned 

responsibility for agricultural programs with the duties of office management and 

maintenance in addition to educational program responsibilities (Lyles & Warmbrod, 

1994). By 1963, 36 states had designated a person as chairman, coordinator or director of 

the county Extension staff (Clark & Abdullah, 1964). In the fall of 1970 the Tennessee 

Extension organization followed suit by formally establishing a first-line management 

position in each of the 95 counties of Tennessee. Following the example of other states, 

the Dean and Director of The University of Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service, 

Vernon W. Darter, appointed the agent in each county Extension office responsible for 

adult agricultural programs to the position then called the County Extension Leader 

(Clark & Abdullah, 1964; Humberd & Sewell, 1990; Turner 1974). 

J ames Buford, an Extension Management Scientist at Auburn University, has 

observed (1993, p. 3), "You can put a county agent in a carpeted office with a row of 

buttons on the telephone, but you still have a county agent." This statement has both 

positive and negative implications when applied to the agent administratively responsible 

for operations of the county Extension office and county-wide educational programs. 
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On the plus side, county agents tend to be skilled in identifying individual, 

community, and county-wide problems; and working toward solving problems by 

developing educational programs to meet these specific needs. According to an Extension 

Public Issues Education Competencies Task Force, agents often fill roles of a networker, 

convenor, program designer, diplomat, forecaster, facilitator, trainer, information 

provider, researcher and technical expert (Cooperative Extension National Public Policy 

Education Committee, 2002). Many of the same problem-solving and program 

development skills have been identified as applicable to management situations within an 

Extension office (Turner, 1974; Whiteside, 1985; Whiteside & Bachtel, 1987). 

Skillful leadership is critical to success of county programs. Because of the critical 

nature of the county director position, it is likely a negative situation when the county 

agent gets the phone bank, carpet on the floor and the new administrative title, yet 

remains solely a county agent. Kenneth and Miriam Clark, in Choosing to Lead (1994, p. 

vii), state the problem in these words: 

People cannot be assigned to be leaders; it is not enough to be assigned a position, 

given a challenge to take charge, asked to be the tough one in tough times, or want 

to straighten around a particular situation. Rather, leaders must make a choice; 

they must commit themselves to lead. This commitment is more than a contract to 

fill a position ... In every case, leadership occurs only when one chooses to lead. 

Many would agree that desire to lead is an ingredient pursuant to effective 

leadership, but wanting to lead is not enough by itself. Individuals must also possess 

certain knowledge, skills and experience to be effective. Haynes (2000) argues that 
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effective managementl is especially needed in the county Extension office because there 

is often geographic and programmatic fragmentation; managers must effectively utilize 

human, economic and material resources to address specific and general issues; and these 

functions must be performed while remaining inside the parameters of organizational 

mission, vision and values. "The leadershipl role of county Extension directors has 

become an increasingly critical element in the successful implementation of county 

Extension programs" (Radhakrishna, Yoder, & Baggett, 1994, p. 1). Unfortunately, 

excellent educators do not necessarily bring to the position the skills required to be 

excellent administratorsl (Hyatt, 1966; Pittman & Bruny, 1986). Ferguson (1964), writing 

about the county level Extension administrator, observes: "Too often good county agents 

with brilliant careers of leadership have faltered under the morass ofmanagement 

operation chores or with the assignment that they organize and guide the efforts of others" 

(p. 21). If "good county agents" stumble when placed in a county director role, we must 

seek to find contributing factors and determine corrective strategies. 

Some writers familiar with Extension believe, primarily on the basis of anecdotal 

observations, that at least one reason for county director failure lies within the selection 

process. Ayers & Stone (1999) suggested that county director selection should be based 

upon desired, observable behaviors rather than traditional methods which have been 

utilized. Recorded histories of county director appointment, as previously mentioned, 

1 There is a substantive body of leadership literature devoted to debate upon whether there are 
palpable differences in leadership and management, and where administration falls in the spectrum (Bennis 
& Nanus, 1997; Clark & Clark, 1994; Kotter, 1996). For the purpose of this study these terms are used 
interchangeably. 
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indicated that initially the only requirement was to be the incumbent agent in charge of 

Agricultural programs (Clark & Abdullah, 1964; Humberd & Sewell, 1990; Lyles & 

Warmbrod, 1994; Turner 1974). Other county directors were perceived to have been 

selected primarily because they demonstrated program success as county agents (Bachtel 

& Whiteside, 1987; Lyles & Warmbrod, 1994; Patterson, 1997; Pittman & Bruny, 1986). 

These instances of county director selection without overt consideration ofneeded 

abilities directly related to county administrator duties have contributed to questions of 

the effectiveness of the selection process. 

Patterson (1997) described the county director selection process as being 

"fundamentally flawed" (p. 1) because leadership, management, and/or administrative 

training or preparation before appointment has infrequently been required. William L. 

Carpenter observed an absence of administrative training as early as 1966 when he stated 

that, "Many county Extension chairman are administrators not by choice or training" (p. 

23). Minimum qualifications for county agents include among requirements a 

baccalaureate degree and often stipulate an advanced degree must have been earned. Yet 

for county Extension directors no formal study, preparation or specific educational 

requirement in administration is demanded (Lyles & Warmbrod, 1994). Linder (2001) 

observed that of all extension managers, county administrators were least likely to have 

had formal education or specialized training in critical impact areas such as human 

resources. As a result, "many states are looking for more effective ways to identify and 

prepare potential county extension leaders, chairs, directors and coordinators" (Lyles & 

Warmbrod, 1994, p. 11). Others are calling for changes to be made in the criteria for 
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selection of individuals placed in leadership roles within Extension organizations (Apps, 

1993; Buford, 1990; Patterson, 1997; Patterson, 1998; Patton, 1987; Smith, 1990). These 

calls to change county director selection criteria lead us to investigate what objective 

criteria are available for this purpose. 

Howard Gardner, in Leading Minds: An Anatomy ofLeadership (1995), points out 

that by the time we are a five-year-old child we have developed the ingredients necessary 

for entering into a leader-follower relationship. In fact, since early childhood many of us 

have practiced leadership in the form of games, sports, family or school activities, and a 

number of other ways. Yet, Gardner (1995, p.32) states, "few systematic efforts have 

been undertaken to pinpoint the early markers of leadership." Efforts to systematically 

identify early markers of leadership in Extension are largely absent from the literature. 

In The University of Tennessee Extension there would be great benefit in being 
.) 

able to "pinpoint the early markers of leadership" (Gardner, 1995, p.32) near the 

beginning of an extension agent's career. This would enable the organization to provide a 

leadership training track for agents who showed promise and interest in leadership 

competencies. Recognizing and training such a cadre ofpotential leaders would 

strengthen the organization by allowing hiring decisions to be made from agents who 

demonstrate leadership aptitudes and/or are trained and prepared for the position. Current 

practice often relegates hiring decisions to factors other than those desirable for effective 

leadership. The selected agent must then learn and develop herlhis leadership skills and 

abilities in "on the job training" if these qualities are developed at all. Those that hover 

near the lower end of the leadership learning curve are often costly to the organization in 
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terms of increased turnover of employees and decreased effectiveness of team-delivered 

educational programs. 

The desire to find measurable criteria with potential for use in the identification 

and selection of effective county directors has led to the use ofvarious assessments in 

Extension circles, examples ofwhich appear in table 1. Two other assessments currently 

being used in Extension, the Managerial Assessment ofProficiency (MAPTM; Training 

House Inc., 1996) and the Personal Style Inventory (PSI; Gibson, 1999), may have 

application in assessing Extension leadership potential. Each instrument seeks to quantify 

traits, characteristics, behaviors or styles in individuals that have been identified in 

various studies as contributors to effective leadership. 

MAPTM and PSI were each developed, at least in part, to assist in making 

employment decisions. As the developers ofMAPTM suggest, the assessment can be used 
r 

"to diagnose individual and organizational training-development needs; to evaluate 

competency and style gains from training-development programs; and to make personnel 

selection decisions" (Kehoe, 1992, p. 500). The PSI was developed specifically for UT 

Extension as a pre-employment evaluation tool intended to provide additional 

information on applicants considered for Extension positions. No research is currently 

available about the ability of these assessments to predict effective leadership potential in 

UT Extension county directors. 

The Managerial Assessment of Proficiency (MAPTM, Training House Inc., 1996) 

was first utilized in Extension's Southern Region in April, 1994 (Ladewig & Rohs, 2000). 

As of June 2000, MAPTM had been administered as part of the Southern Extension 
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Table 1. Assessments utilized in recent Extension studies of County Director 
leadership 

Assessment Instrument Reference or Source Extension Studies 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator Myers (1962) Barrett & Homer (1989) 
(MBTI) Earnest (1994) 

Multi-factorial Leadership Bass (1985) Brown, Birnstihl, & 
Questionnaire (MLQ) Bass & Avolio (1990) Wheeler (1996) 

Woodrum & Safrit (2003) 

Leadership Orientations Survey Bolman & Deal Bowen (2004) 
(Bolman, 2001) Hollingsworth (1995) 

Leadership Practices Inventory Kouzes & Posner Rudd (2000) 
(LPI) (1995) Lowery (1996) 

Woodrum & Safrit (2003) 

Least Preferred Co-Worker Fielder (1996, 1967) Radhakrishna et al. (1994) 
Scale (LPC) Dvorak (1975) 

Quality Potential Assessment, Teleometrics Broshar & Jost (1995) 
Productive Practices Survey, International, 
Management Styles Inventory Woodlands, TX 

Leadership Development (SELD) program with over 900 participants. Past participants in 

SELD MAPTM workshops have included upper-level administrators, middle managers, 

county directors, faculty and potential leaders for Extension in 13 southern states plus 

Delaware. Data obtained from MAPTM workshops have been utilized for individual 

assessment/reflection, in developing individual and/or organizational professional 

development plans, and as information for making hiring/promotion decisions (Ladewig 

& Rohs, 1998,2000; Rohs, 2004). The current wide-spread use ofMAPTM in Extension 

increases the need to determine if results of the assessment are valid, reliable and 
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applicable to Extension management and leadership needs. However, little research 

currently exists to determine validity and applicability in Extension settings. 

According to Howard Ladewig (personal communication, August 31, 2004) the 

SELD committee selected MAPTM, in part, because of the perceived face/content validity 

of the video-based assessment. Ladewig and Rohs (2000) indicated "the competency­

based approach builds around the skills individuals and groups in Cooperative Extension 

need to be effective in the future" (p. 9). Ladewig & Rohs (1998) also reported that 91 

participants evaluating MAPTM workshops rated the statement, "MAPTM would provide a 

good assessment of the managerial skills" needed in Extension, a 9.6 on an II-point scale 

(1 =strongly disagree, 11= strongly agree). Therefore, MAPTM program evaluations seem 

to support content validity of the MAPTM assessment. 

There are other factors offered in support ofusing MAPTM as an assessment tool. 

Proponents ofMAPTM cite the value of the large database from which norms are derived 

- as of August 2004 over 70,000 managers in 500-plus organizations had completed 

MAPTM (Rohs, 2004). Detractors note that the only published information regarding the 

norming population is relative to the industry type in which MAPTM participants work 

(Kehoe, 1992). Data relative to gender, race, age and other demographic type variables 

have not been reported in literature or promotional materials to date. The use ofMAPTM 

is further supported by one study in which Rohs (2002, 2003) found a higher turnover rate 

(26% versus 5%) among 145 Extension agents who did not complete MAP/EXCELTM 

assessments and training versus a group of 40 Extension agents who completed 
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MAP/EXCELTM. More complete data on Rohs' norming population and group make-up 

would contribute to more objective conclusions relative to instrument validity. 

In promotional materials for MAPTM, Rohs (2004, p. 2) states, "MAPTM is the 

premier tool to provide your managers and your trainers with a valid, reliable, objective 

data base on which to build HRD decisions." Ladewig & Rohs (2000) cited validity and 

reliability data from Training House, Inc. MAPTM instructor materials. Validation studies 

were done with over 250 managers in several organizations employing rank order 

correlation analysis where rank injob performance was paired with MAPTM composite 

scores. Validation correlation i-values ranged from 0.75 to 0.92. Assessment reliability, 

determined by the split-half method, was reported to be between 0.75 and 0.76. While 

these reliability values are acceptable and validity scores would be considered to be 

"high," in Jerard F. Kehoe's (1992) review ofMAPTM for the Eleventh Mental 

Measurements Yearbook the objectivity of scoring, reliability and validity of the 

instrument was called to question. Kehoe summarized: 

The ease, orderliness, and attractiveness of the MAP materials belie the 

significant lack of supporting evidence for the reliability and validity of MAP 

scores. Certainly, the available reliability and validity evidence fails to meet 

even the most minimal professional standards for assessment procedures and 

fails to meet the regulatory requirements for selection procedures. (p. 502) 

Gerald Stone (1992) reviewed another assessment utilized in a MAPTM workshop (the 

Personal Style Assessment, PSA), and categorized the assessment as a "parlor game" (p. 

667) because o·f the lack of validity evidence presented. The disagreement in reports 
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regarding validity an4 reliability suggests more research is needed if the assessment is to 

be used for purposes of employee assessment and selection. 

The Personal Style Inventory (PSI, Gibson, 1999), like MAPTM, also appears to 

have a high degree of face or content validity. The instrument was developed by industrial 

psychologist Dr. Lucy Gibson ofResource Associates, Inc., after interviews with county, 

district and state level educators in UT Extension. A matrix ofneeded agent competencies 

and proposed aptitude and personality dimensions was composed following these 

interviews (table A-I). A concurrent criterion-related selection test was completed by 

extension agents to determine reliability and validity of the assessment. The overall PSI 

score was normed against a population ofUT Extension employees and projects 

percentile ranges (1 0 groups) in which the employee's performance could be expected to 

fall. The PSI has been used in UT Extension with all applicants since January, 2000. 

Since then, regional directors and state-level administrators have expressed close 

agreement with the scores ofnew hires and their subsequent performance in the 

organization, thus supporting the face validity of the instrument. 

Though MAPTM and PSI assessments are similar in sharing a perceived high 

face validity, they differ in methods of reliability and validity calculation. The PSI 

assessment reliability and validity coefficients were calculated by methods deemed to be 

more acceptable for psychometric measures (Gay & Airaisian, 2000; Gibson, 1999) . 

Cronbach Alpha coefficients reflect a high degree of test reliability for the PSI, ranging 

from 0.70 to 0.90 (x = 0.82) for the 14 different scales (table A-2). Validity correlations 

were calculated by comparing a regional director's 0-9 ranking of employee performance 
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on each item of the scale to the individual's test results relating to that item (table A-3). 

An average of the 14 performance scores was also correlated with an individual's overall 

test score, and three aptitude constructs (table A-4). Validity correlations calculated for 

the PSI were significant (p<0.05) for all but three comparisons. However, correlation 

coefficients would be considered low to moderate (ranging between 0.10 to 0.35) by 

some standards (Gay & Airaisian, 2000; Miller, 1994). Therefore, if there is a problem 

with the use of PSI, it lies in the somewhat low correlation coefficients obtained. 

The use of assessments to aid in the selection of leaders is supported from 

several perspectives. In more than fifty studies over a period of thirty years, Paul Meehl 

compared decisions based on statistical combinations of data with decisions based on the 

best clinical judgement ofprofessionals. He found that in judging people, a formula based 

on objective data yielded a better prediction of future performance than the best 

judgement of the most qualified and experienced observers. Clark and Clark (1994) 

summarize Meehl's findings by stating: 

...the use of tests, assessments, and items of information, properly combined, 

provide a better basis for prediction than does the judgement of an executive­

search professional, a management team, the leader whose successor is being 

sought, or in fact, anyone else. (p. 54) 

Further, in a "research roundup" of leadership measurement, Larry Lashway (1998) 

summarizes conclusions of Wendel, Schmidt and, Loch when he says: 

...measuring leadership is still an inexact science requiring careful reflection and 

caution, yet the right test, "one that fits the purpose of the examiner, if 
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administered properly, if scored with exactitude, and if interpreted correctly, will 

yield good results." Conversely, those who rely on intuition or unsystematic 

procedures are taking major risks. (p. 2) 

Reducing organizational risk in making more accurate predictions ofpersonnel 

performance is certainly a meaningful organizational pursuit which could positively effect 

UT Extension. 

To summarize, in UT Extension the County Director fills a role critical for local 

program and organizational success. Too often, appointment decisions are based upon 

criteria other than those factors believed to result in effective county leadership. Two 

assessments, MAPTM and PSI, have been utilized in UT Extension that seek to measure a 

number ofpersonality traits, aptitudes, behaviors and preferences connected with 

effective leadership in various studies. We do not know if these assessments predict either 

in part, alone, or together, effective leadership as measured by performance appraisal in 

UT Extension. 

Statement of the Problem 

The original selection method utilized in the appointment of the first County 

Extension Leaders (CEDs) in Tennessee resulted in a predominately male cohort 2 with 

lengthy employment in the organization, and usually that particular county. This newly 

2 Claire Nell Breeden, Meigs County, was the fIrst female and the fIrst non-agriculture educated 
county director to be appointed (Aug. 1, 1975). Twenty-fIve years were required to appoint a black county 
director, Steven OffIcer, who was appointed in DeKalb County in 1986. The fIrst agent with a 100 percent 
4-H assignment to be appointed county director was Eugene Medley, in Overton county in 1987 (Humberd 
& Sewell, 1990). 
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selected CED generally had a high level of technical expertise and know ledge in his 

subject-matter field (some area of agriculture) and had demonstrated excellence in his 

discipline. In all likelihood, the county agent was placed in the position of CED because 

of this observed program strength or sometimes his political ties in the county. In some 

cases he just happened to be in that place at an opportune time to receive what has been 

considered informally a "lifetime appointment." Very few newly-appointed CEDs have 

had formal training in managerial and administrative duties. In other words, many CEDs 

in Tennessee are perceived to have entered an administrative position with a patriarchal, 

autocratic type ofmanagement style and were often hired based upon program-related 

performance, rather than an evaluation of the abilities needed in the CED role. This 

phenomenon is not particular to Tennessee but has been reported in other states with 

similar positions (Campbell, Grieshop, Sokolow,& Wright, 2004; Ganter, 1989; Hyatt, 

1966; Ladewig & Rohs, 2000; Lowery, 1996; O'Neill, Thomasino & Barbour, 1987; 

Patterson, 1997; Pittman & Bruny, 1986; Prince, 1978). 

The basis of this study rests on the premise that determining indicators of CED 

effectiveness would improve CED selection. Improved CED selection would in turn 

positively impact CED effectiveness with an overall benefit to the organization at large. 

Application of this information would be particularly useful in the organization in at least 

four levels of critical impact. These are at the selection and appointment of CEDs 

(Burden, 2003; Whiteside, 1985), identifying "high potentials" in early career (Berke, 

2003), training newly appointed and existing CED's in less-proficient areas (Bowen, 

2004; Owen, 2004; Sortor, 2003), and in developing training programs for agents who 
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have an interest in preparing for the CED role (Bowen, 2004; Clark & Abdullah, 1964; 

Mees, 1963; Owen, 2004; Skelton, 1963). 

Identifying indicators of CED effectiveness would support selection ofnew 

CEDs on the merit of observed traits, abilities, skills, knowledge and other measures 

related to the role of County Director. Anecdotal observations have indicated selection 

methods based upon these criteria, rather than the previous methods discussed earlier, 

may have a positive impact on the organization. 

Currently, Tennessee County Director appointments are made on the basis of an 

individua1's past program performance and the best subjective judgement of regional and 

state-level administrators. Though two assessments (MAPTM and PSI) have been utilized 

in Tennessee which purportedly should be used in making human resources decisions, 

there is no empirical evidence which demonstrates the capability of MAPTM and PSI in 

measuring or predicting leadership effectiveness in Tennessee County Directors or 

candidates for such positions. 

Statement of Purpose 

This study explored the relationships and potential predictive validity of two 

existing job-related assessments on county extension director effectiveness as reflected by 

annual performance appraisal scores in UT Extension. 
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Research Questions 

This study sought answers to the following research questions: 

1. 	 What is the relationship between Tennessee County Director perfonnance 

as measured by the UT Extension Performance Appraisal for County 

Extension Leaders and the competencies, management styles and personal 

values as determined by the Managerial Assessment of Proficiency 

(MAPTM)? 

2. 	 What is the relationship between Tennessee County Director performance 

as measured by the UT Extension Performance Appraisal for County 

Extension Leaders and the personality traits, personal preferences and 

aptitudes determined by the Personal Style Inventory (PSI) currently used 

as a pre-employment evaluation in Tennessee Extension? 

3. 	 Are there differences in perceived leadership effectiveness, competencies, 

management styles and personal values in UT Extension relative to 

demographic indicators such as age, gender, race, tenure, time in 

administrative position, title/rank, program area assigned, and location? 

4. 	 What, if any, competencies, management styles, personal values, traits, 

preferences, and aptitudes represented by the PSI and/or MAPTM variables 

predict subsequent successful leadership in multiple regression analysis 

and what is the power of the prediction? 

5. 	 What is the relationship in the UT Extension between program-related 

performance and administrative performance as measured by the UT 
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Extension Performance Appraisal for County Extension Faculty and 

County Extension Leaders? 

Significance 

There are a number of leadership issues which have been explored across Land­

Grant University System Extension programs. One area has been the need to identify and 

select first-line supervisors who have the skills and abilities to conduct first-rate 

programs. These supervisors must also be able to create a team within the county staff 

and other stakeholders to effectively address educational needs in the county. In 

Tennessee, these first-line supervisors in each county are the County Directors. 

In speaking of the county director role, Campbell et al. (2004) commented, 

"While the job of county director necessarily involves a good deal ofpaperwork.. .it is 

more appropriately seen as a position of significant administrative and community 

leadership" (p. 28). This county director can have tremendous impact on personnel, 

funding, community and political support, overall county program direction, facilities, 

access to mass media outlets, and the longevity and long-term success of other agents in 

the county. The position is critical to organizational success. 

However, the critical nature of the county director position has not always been 

reflected in the selection process employed. As previously mentioned, too often the 

County Director was selected because he/she was already located where the vacancy had 

occurred, had been at least somewhat successful in delivery of educational programs, and 

was one of the "senior" agents in the area / county. Few agents who have assumed the 
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administrative responsibilities of a County Director have had training or much relative 

experience prior to herlhis appointment. Mees (1963) reminded us that we should not 

assume that someone with relative experience comes to us with an advantage because 

experience teaches different people different things. Some learn "right" and some learn 

"wrong" under the experience headmaster. Additional information to better inform 

selection decisions would be a significant contribution of this research. 

There is another potential contribution related to county director selection. 

Tremendous benefit could result from an ability to identify agents early in their career 

who have skills and abilities pre-requisite to desirable leadership practice (Hyatt, 1966). 

Artner (2000) raised serious implications ofmissing talent in an article aptly entitled 

"Identify your star performers before you lose them." He introduced "Artner's Law 3.1.1 

'Law of star performers, '" which states, "Taking care of your star performers is easy. 

Figuring out who they are is hard" (p. 13). Berke (2003) labeled this group "high 

potentials" and discussed critical organizational benefits to identifying them. He 

suggested that identifying an organization's "high potentials" involves more than looking 

at performance and IQ. It is important to seek employees who are learning agile, learn 

from experiences, have a personality that fits organizational needs, and demonstrate 

strong analytical and problem-solving skill. Once employees with these characteristics are 

identified, potentially the desire for and ability to serve in administrative roles could be 

fostered with various strategies while employees early in their career. This is especially 

critical if an organization is to follow the recommendation offered by Berke (2002) to 

develop at least three potential internal candidates for any administrative position pool. 
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There are a number ofpotential benefits from identifying "high potentials" in 

Tennessee Extension. For instance, developmental programs could be designed and 

implemented to benefit individuals and the organization. Agents identified to have 

leadership aptitudes, interests, and potential early in their careers could be offered 

proactive training and developmental opportunities before they elected to pursue 

promotion to County Director. UT Extension's ability to prepare agents for the CED role 

in advance using proactive, job-related strategies ensures more qualified candidates for 

CED positions. Similar training offered to newly appointed and existing CEDs to expand 

the agent's leadership skills, behaviors, aptitudes and abilities could be conducted to 

enhance performance, hopefully before these must be developed, tested, practiced or 

exercised under fire. 

If MAP or PSI are found to be reflective of CED performance, this research 

could make significant contributions to training programs in UT Extension. Gunderson 

and Haynes (2000) indicated that assessments are beneficial to the organization in three 

ways: better selection decisions are made with greater job-related information, 

competencies and skills lacking in employees are diagnosed, and agents are able to gain 

training in those areas as part of a developmental plan. Radhakrishna, Yoder, and Baggett 

(1994, p. 1) indicated that "Identifying leadership styles, behaviors, and practices is 

valuable and important for contributing to the professional growth and development of 

individual CEDs and attainment of organizational goals." There are then at least three 

areas ofpotential impact relative to training. These include preparatory programs for 

agents desiring to later move into director positions, "survival" training for newly 
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appointed county directors, and training to address low-competency areas of existing 

county directors. 

First, training programs could be developed for agents who show propensity for 

leadership early in their careers. As a result of the training we would expect a higher 

qualified group of applicants prepared in advance of CED vacancies which occur, and 

greater opportunities to have observed leadership-related growth and practice on the part 

of these participants (Hyatt, 1966; Mees, 1963; Skelton, 1963). 

Training programs designed for newly appointed county directors are important 

from the standpoint ofproviding critical knowledge, skills and information necessary to 

establish success soon after being appointed to the role. Skelton (1963) noted that newly 

appointed County Directors understood their responsibility was to "secure maximum 

effectiveness of the county staffby using all available resources" (p. 38). However, he 

added that the new directors needed immediate answers to questions such as: "Where do I 

start? What is involved? How do I get this worked out? And, do I know what I am trying 

to do?" (p. 38). Early training ofnew appointees could help county directors answer these 

questions and to develop a strategy for meeting county educational and staff needs. It is 

also possible that participating in training with others under similar career demands 

would facilitate development of informal support networks and comradery among peers. 

A third group that would benefit from a designed county director training 

program includes existing county directors (Clark & Abdullah, 1964; Cooper & Graham, 

2001; Durfee, 1963; Lyles & Warmbrod, 1994; Mees, 1963). Carter (1968) stressed the 

importance of learning and relearning for persons in the county supervisory role and 
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stated, "We should learn something every day" (p. 96). Owen (2004) proposed using 

periodic self-assessments to determine competency areas of county directors which need 

improvement and addressing deficient areas with training. Rohs (2004) and Ladewig (also 

Rohs, 2000) indicated one use ofMAPTM is to serve as an assessment to determine areas 

for followup training in workshops called EXCELTM. Someone once said, "You don't 

have to be sick to get better." Strengthening existing county directors through training 

tailored to their assessed administrative needs could yield significant organizational 

returns. 

Improvement in CED development and selection is likely to catalyze overall 

organizational effectiveness. Potential areas of impact include enhanced agent job 

satisfaction, reduced turnover and associated costs, stronger county teams and coalitions, 

increased budgetary and legislative support, and improved programs and student learning. 

Assessment and training programs in Ohio and Minnesota have demonstrated many of 

these desired outcomes (Smith & Clark, 1987; Haynes, 2000; Gunderson & Haynes, 

2000). 

In a more general sense, this study should contribute to the body ofknowledge 

related to extension leadership in Tennessee. These findings may be of interest to those in 

administrative roles at the state, regional and county levels. Because most states have 

similar positions, the findings may further define the county leadership position at large. 

Contributions may include increased knowledge and understanding of leadership 

assessment, leader behaviors, and traits and skills needed for effective county leadership. 

Strengths, problems and opportunities may be revealed relative to leadership assessment 
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and appraisal ofperfonnance within UT Extension. This study may also add to the 

general body of research seeking to empirically define effective leadership. 

The over-arching desire and objective of this research would be to impact the 

UT Extension organization in a manner which furthers an enhanced quality of life for 

Tennesseans through educational programs, the UT Extension mission. 

Delimitations / Limitations 

The population for this study is delimited to the County Extension Directors in 

one state, Tennessee. Because of the population, proprietary data in the PSI assessment, 

and uniqueness of Tennessee's perfonnance appraisal system, findings of this study, 

though suggestive, may not be transferrable to a larger population. 

This study utilized existing data collected during a MAPTM workshop March 16­

18, 1998 and during the validation phase of development of the Personal Style Inventory 

in the summer of 1999. Though there may be additional assessments which could 

possibly reflect county director leadership effectiveness, this study was limited to the use 

ofMAPTM and PSI. Thus, no detenninations were made as to the relative predictive 

value of other assessments not a part of this study except where general findings in the 

literature are compared. 

Overview of Research Methods 

This was a descriptive correlational study ofbehaviors and traits consistent with 

effective leadership of Tennessee County Extension Directors. Specifically, the study 
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sought to describe existing relationships between data (competencies, management styles, 

personal values, traits, preferences, and aptitudes) measured by two existing j 0 b-related 

assessments that were completed by county directors ofUT Extension and job 

performance as measured by annual performance review scores of these directors. The 

predictive ability of the data was evaluated where statistically significant relationships 

were found. 

Relationships were determined by calculating Pearson's rho ( p ) correlation 

coefficients. Statistical significance was set at the five percent level (p<.05), a level 

consistent with much educational research (Schlotzhauer & Lettell, 1997). At this level of 

significance, the relationships observed would be expected to occur no more than five 

times out of a hundred by chance. Multiple regression was utilized in determining 

predictability and the extent to which anyone variable contributed to an estimate of 

performance. "Goodness of fit" of the regression model was reflected by the R2 value 

which is an indicator of the percentage of variation explained by the model. 

Demographic data were also collected on County Directors from UT Extension 

records and personnel files and included in this analysis. Factors such as age, race, 

gender, total Extension service, time served in the county director position, area of 

responsibility, number of staff for which they are responsible, and educational level 

(though for recent appointments a master's degree was required) were considered as 

possible sources of variation, either individually or as they interacted with other 

dependent variables. The regression model was adjusted to remove the effect of any 

significant demographic influences. 
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Statistical analysis utilized SAS® (Copyright© 1999-2001 by SAS Institute Inc., 

Cary, NC, USA, SAS® Proprietary Software Release 8.2) to test for linear relationships, 

to construct scatterplots of data, to calculate descriptive statistics such as means and 

measures of variance, and to calculate Pearson's rho (p) correlation coefficients, tests of 

significance, and predictability ofmultiple regression models. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In beginning this literature review, it is interesting to think for a moment about 

those questions which are to be considered relative to identifying potential leaders: What 

do we know? What do we not know? What do we want to know? It is perhaps a 

philosophic paradox ofmankind that the more we know, the more we want to understand, 

thus the generation ofmore questions. In the search for identifying measurable 

characteristics and forecasting effective leadership, there has been what appears to be an 

exponential increase in the number ofvolumes written in a relatively short period of time, 

particularly over the past 30 years. Extensive leadership reviews such as Bass and 

Stogdill's Handbook ofLeadership, 3rd Edition (Bass, 1990), Clark and Clark's (1990) 

Measures ofLeadership, or Leadership Education: A Source Book (Freeman, Knott, & 

Schwartz, 1994) can be evaluated by the inch or by the pound, impressive works by either 

measure. Yet, there is much to learn about identifying effective leaders. 

This study seeks answers to a number of organizational questions. Therefore, we 

will explore available knowledge anew in hopes we can add to our answers. Perhaps the 

process will also assist in framing future questions some currently poorly formed, and 

others as ofyet unknown. Could it be that the "asking of better questions" is the greater 

challenge in any search for answers? A review of pertinent literature in this chapter will 

explore leadership definitions, look at the evolution of leadership theory, review the 

importance of effective leadership in Extension and conclude with information related to 

appraising performance in organizations. 
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Leadership Defined 

In his critique ofleadership studies, Joseph Rost (1991) chastised the writers on 

leadership who failed to define it, citing 366 of 587 books or book chapters on leadership 

without a definition. Rost offered a detailed list and analysis of definitions, tracing what 

authors had written by decade from 1900 to 1989. In categorizing definitions of the 

1980s, he labeled some "do the leader's wishes" (p. 70), others "achieving group or 

organizational goals" (p. 75), then management, influence, traits, transformation, and 

finally named a miscellaneous category. As Dr. Grady Bogue (Chancellor Emeritus of 

LSU, Shreveport and Professor of Leadership Studies at The University of Tennessee) has 

often told his students, if it takes three different theories to explain the phenomenon of 

light, why should we be surprised at the variety of ways we seek to describe, explain, or 

otherwise make sense of complicated human interactions such as those we call 

leadership? Leadership, like light, is a single entity requiring multiple truths for 

description and explanation. 

It also is striking that if one defined or described another human being to 

someone else, we would do so using relationships, unique or notable attributes, 

behaviors, special traits or abilities, accomplishments, labels, stereotypes or other such 

identifiers that described herlhim wi thin the realm of our common understanding. We 

will see that many have defined, or sought to understand leadership by similar means. 

Heifetz (1994, p. 19) offered some guidance in evaluating leadership definitions. 

He recommended four criteria that a leadership definition should meet: (1) the "definition 

must sufficiently resemble current cultural assumptions so that, when feasible, one's 
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nonnal understanding of what it means to lead will apply~" (2) it "must be practical so 

that practitioners can make use of it;" (3) it "should point toward socially useful 

activities~" and it should (4) "offer a broad definition of social usefulness" (Heifetz, 1994, 

p. 19) The definitions which follow are for the purpose of establishing a foundation for 

understanding common themes associated with the tenn leadership. 

John Maxwell introduced two important leadership concepts, influence and 

followership, in his short and simple definition. He said, "Leadership is influence - the 

ability to get people to follow you" (2001, p. viii). He reinforced this implied leader 

follower relationship when he stated: "He who thinketh he leadeth and hath no one 

following him is only taking a walk (p. vii)." However, Garry Willis (1994) reminded us 

in his book Certain Trumpets, "Influence is not, of itself, leadership. The weather 

influences us. So do earthquakes, or background music in public places" (p. 19). Willis 

also added that the leader who forgets that followers have some input on where they are 

led, will eventually be without a following. Therefore, his or her clear trumpet call to 

"rally the troops" must be to people who are capable and willing to respond. 

In The Leadership Challenge, Kouzes and Posner (1995, p. 19) incorporated this 

concept of leader and follower choice into the definition having said, "Leadership is a 

reciprocal relationship between those who choose to lead and those who decide to 

follow." James MacGregor Burns (1978), one of the scholars of leadership study, 

described a symbiotic relationship, an interdependence, between those who choose to lead 

or follow: "Leaders and followers are engaged in a common enterprise; they are 

dependant on each other, their fortunes rise and fall together, they share the results of 
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planned change together" (p. 426). Or, in the words of Murphy's (1996, p. 14) leader 

motto, "If! fail, we fail; if we fail, I fail." 

It is also worth being reminded that influence works two ways - leaders 

influence others but are also influenced themselves by peers, constituents and others. I 

saw a bumper sticker recently that reflects reciprocal influence at an extreme. It boldly 

said, "If the people lead, their leaders will follow." This one statement could represent 

either the best or worst ofleadership: leadership that has empowered people, or people 

filling the leadership void of a title-only incumbent. John Gardner warned of the cynicism 

that develops when so-called leaders find out where the parade will be and then hurry to 

get out front, giving the appearance, at least for a time, that they are leading the parade 

(Gardner, 1990). 

Leadership involves relationships. A partnership of sorts exists between 

leader(s) and follower(s). As we look at this further, again quoting Burns (1978), 

leadership is " .. .inducing followers to act for certain goals that represent the values and 

the motivations - the wants and needs, the aspirations and expectations - ofboth leaders 

andfollowers" (p. 19). John Gardner (1990) tied methods ofleader (or leadership group) 

influence together with shared objectives when he defined leadership as "the process of 

persuasion or example by which an individual [or leadership team] induces a group to 

pursue objectives held by the leader or shared by the leader and his or her followers" (p. 

1). Burns (1978) later put a leader in the context of resources and conflict when he 

indicated leadership ... 
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.. .is the reciprocal process ofmobilizing, by persons with certain motives and 

values, various economic, political, and other resources, in a context of 

competition and conflict, in order to realize goals independently or lllU.~U.a.lly 

held by both leaders and followers. (p. 425) 

After considering (and criticizing) hundreds of leadership definitions proposed between 

1900 and 1980, Joseph Rost (1991) offered his own saying, "Leadership is an influence 

relationship among leaders and followers who intend real changes that reflect their 

mutual purposes" (p. 102). A leader, then, influences others (followers) to work toward 

some objective or goal. These concepts are critical to a good working definition of 

leadership, yet, there are still some other ideas to be considered. 

Several authors framed leadership around the concept of a performing art. Max 

DePree, in his book Leadership is an Art (1989), stated his concept of the art of 

leadership as "liberating people to do what is required of them in the most effective and 

humane way possible" (p. 1). Kouzes and Posner (1995) expressed the artistry of 

leadership this way, 

Leadership is a performing art a collection ofpractices and behaviors not a 

position.... Excellence rises from within; it can't be imposed from without. Thus 

we define leadership as the art ofmobilizing others to want to struggle for 

shared aspirations. (p. 30) 

In my personal favorite, DePree (1989) summed up progress of an artful leader with these 

words: "The first responsibility of a leader is to define reality. The last is to say thank 

you. In between the two, the leader must become a servant and debtor" (p. 11). Leader 

29 




acting in the role of servant is a concept Robert Greenleaf explored in his written 

"journey into the nature oflegitimate power and greatness," Servant Leadership (1977). 

In addition to being a performing art, leadership is also a faith-based enterprise. 

Leaders hold organizations, people, and values in trust. Several researchers and authors 

(Bennis, 1993; Gardner, 1968; Kouzes & Posner, 1993) indicated that good leaders make 

people hopeful. Gardner stated, "The first and last task of a leader is to keep hope alive" 

(p. 134). Nanus and Dobbs (1999) credited Napoleon Bonaparte with saying "A leader is 

a dealer in hope" (p. 7). Lee Bolman and Terry Deal, in Leading With Soul (1995), 

combined several faith-based concepts when they indicated: "Leading is giving. 

Leadership is an ethic, a gift of oneself... .It is offering oneself and one's spirit" (p. 102). 

Frances Hesselbein, CEO of Girl Scouts from 1976-1990 offered some insight 

useful in drawing our attempt to define leadership to a close. She said, 

Leadership is a matter of how to be, not how to do it. We spend our lives 

learning how to do it, but in the end, it's the "how to be" that defines the quality 

and character ofour performance and contribution. A good leader embodies the 

vision, mission, and principles of the organization. (Vlamis, 1999, p. 25) 

One study of Extension excellence found the "how" to excellence included an acute sense 

of context, thoughtful loyalty to goals, consideration of alternative means and reflective 

judgement based upon balance (Sandmann & Copa, 1987). This balance included the 

leader's need to navigate the tensions in herlhis work such as being responsive vs. taking 

a stand, giving visibility to self and programs vs. empowering others, seeing the big 

picture vs. doing detail work, dealing with technical information vs. the people 
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knowledge required, or private life vs. job responsibilities and demands. Thus "how to 

be" requires reflexive as well as thoughtful choices on approach and implementation. 

"How to be" can often be seen in the word pictures ofvarious metaphors for 

leaders. Grady Bogue, Chancellor Emeritus ofLSU, Shreveport, and Professor of 

Leadership Studies at UT, (1994, 1999,2000) has offered such metaphors for today's 

leadership as guardian, guerilla, coach, covenant maker, maestro, mentor, servant, 

steward, designer, mobilizer, team developer, role model, partner, moral exemplar, 

change agent, agent of adaptation and responsibility, and community builder. You can see 

the "how to be" choices for leadership practice are as varied as the colors of an artist's 

palette and work together in similar fashion when the leadership portrait is well 

composed. 

Definitions related to transformational leadership align well with the nature of 

Extension work. In fact, effective extension agents, and particularly County Extension 

Directors, embody what James MacGregor Bums (1978) introduced as transformative 

leadership. These leaders "shape and alter and elevate the motives and values and goals of 

followers through the vital teaching role ofleadership" (p. 425). Warren Bennis and Bert 

Nanus further expanded the role when they wrote, "The new leader .. .is one who converts 

followers into leaders, and who may convert leaders into agents of change" (Bennis & 

Nanus, 1997, p. 3). From a very early point in Extension's history to the present day, a 

phrase often used ofextension workers is "Change Agent" (Clark, 1964; Humberd & 

Sewell, 1990; Rasmussen, 1989; Sims, 1939, 1952). 
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Effective extension agents and CED's build strong relationships, work to build 

influence such that clientele will learn and follow research-based practices, must analyze 

people and situations to prepare clientele to face present and future problems, lead by 

serving people and community needs, define what is and what can be, create community 

networks and work together toward shared goals. UT Extension directors operate on the 

principles ofkeeping faith and hope alive in the lives ofthose they touch each day as they 

transform those lives through educational leadership. The effective Extension worker, 

because of the very nature ofherlhis occupation, must embody most of the key 

components we have now observed in definitions of leadership. 

Evolution of Leadership Theory 

In the exploration ofleadership definitions, evidence ofleadership theory 

development over time is apparent. A closer look at leadership theory evolution is 

pertinent to this study as it informs us ofways in which others have attempted to identify, 

describe, recognize or quantify leadership capabilities. 

Trait and Behavior Theories ofLeadership 

The 2002 Wisconsin Extension Calendar showcased a trait for each month 

which is considered to be desirable in an Extension agent. The following twelve traits 

were used to describe an effective Extension professional: honest, creative, scholar, risk­

taker, dependable, passionate, mentor, fair-minded, inclusive, flexible, a visionary, and 

capable. Just as these traits were used to picture the ideal Extension agent, there is a body 
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of research that has sought to create an image of leadership by describing identifying 

characteristics or behaviors. 

Trait or competency theories were among some of the first to be explored in 

researching effective leadership. Trait research, especially that done around the late 1800s 

or early 1900s focused primarily on physical attributes and was based upon a theory that 

leaders were born, not made. A related theory was later called the "Great Man" theory 

and captured much research attention. Several leadership study reviewers have 

documented trait research findings, including these early ones (Bass, 1990; Clark & 

Clark, 1990; YukI, 1981). There remains a benefit in looking at characteristics of 

effective leaders, though studies more contemporary to our lean more to observable 

behaviors or a combined trait and behavior study. 

Warren Bennis and his co-writers/researchers (Bennis, 1993; Bennis & Nanus, 

1997) continue to look at leader characteristics and indicated, "Leadership competencies 

have remained constant but our understanding ofwhat it is, how it works, and the ways in 

which people learn to apply it have shifted"(Bennis & Nanus, 1997, p. 3). One study 

recorded observations of 90 successful leaders in 1984, resulting in the identification of 

four areas ofleadership management (attention, meaning, trust, self). Bennis' research 

also investigated the nature of leadership that requires multiple models for adequate 

description. In Leaders: Strategies for Taking Charge (Bennis & Nanus, 1997), and again 

in his latest venture, Geeks & Geezers (Bennis & Thomas, 2002), a "new theory of 

leadership" was proposed. This latest theory was built around what the authors called a 

crucible event a defining point in a leader's journey. In exploring these defining 
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experiences, Bennis & Thomas observed four leadership qualities at work that are 

described in the chapter entitled "The Alchemy of Leadership." The 18 "geeks" and 25 

"geezers" in the study were found to have a great (1) adaptive capacity, "an almost 

magical ability to transcend adversity, with all of its attendant stress, and to emerge 

stronger than before" (p. 121). They also (2) engaged others by creating shared meaning, 

and demonstrated the competencies of(3) voice and (4) integrity. The competency of 

voice was described as communicating purpose, exhibiting self awareness and 

confidence, and demonstrating "EQ"- emotional intelligence. Integrity was composed of 

ambition, competence, and a moral compass which the authors called the "Integrity 

Tripod" (p. 123), in the image of a 3-legged support where if one fails, all fall. Various 

traits were associated with the four qualities, including hardiness, being a "first class 

noticer," seeking to actively learn leading, proactively seizing opportunities, creativity, 

encouragement ofvocalized dissent, empathy, and obsessive communication. Bennis & 

Thomas (2002) claimed, though it is not fully supported in the text, that these qualities 

are evident in leaders in every culture and context. 

Kouzes and Posner (1995) have also been involved in identifying personal traits 

desired in leaders. In 1987, from a study which combined qualitative interviews and 

quantitative surveys, they published their first list of the top 20 leadership traits desired in 

those who lead. The list was revised from further research in 1993 (Kouzes & Posner, 

1993) and again in their revision of The Leadership Challenge in 1995. Of these 20 

characteristics of admired leaders, the top four (honest, forward looking, inspiring, and 

competent) remained at the top of the list each time survey results were tabulated. A 
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mini-study identifying desirable traits ofTennessee County Directors (Byrd, 2000, 

unpublished manuscript) found traits consistent with these. Another study by Kouzes and 

Posner (1993) identified characteristics of credible leaders. This research detennined 

there were six disciplines required: discovering your self, appreciating constituents, 

affinning shared values, developing capacity, serving a purpose, and sustaining hope. 

Each of these has particular application to the work of leaders in Extension. 

The business world has defined desirable leadership traits, competencies and 

behaviors, as have researchers in public and private institutions. Human resources 

professionals have encouraged the definition of leader characteristics needed In response 

to the overall business strategy ofa finn (Winters, 1997). For instance, Giber, Carter & 

Goldsmith (1999) listed fifteen case studies of top companies who had developed 

exemplary leadership identification and training programs. Ofthe fifteen companies 

listed, half used programs based upon desired leadership traits in different workforce 

functions and levels ofmanagement. 

Other studies documented attempts to detennine desirable leadership traits in the 

electronics manufacturing sector (Daniel, 1992), and ofdepartment leaders in industrial 

technology education (Paige, 1997), school principals (Perez, 1998), and vocational 

administrators (Finch, 1991). Similar trait-based competency models are now used in the 

USDA (USDA, 2001), and in Texas (Ayers & Stone, 1999; Boltes, Lippke, & Gregory, 

1995), North Carolina (Lowry, 1996), Iowa (Broshar & Jost, 1995), Pennsylvania 

(Radhakrishna, Yoder & Baggett, 1991, 1994), and New Mexico (Seevers, Treat, 

Cummings, & Wright, 1996) Cooperative Extension Systems. The USDA leadership 
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competencies were proposed as those which should be required of anyone aspiring to the 

practice ofleadership in USDA and related agencies. This USDA (2001) bulletin 

"Leadership Effectiveness Framework Core Competencies" included eight criteria in 

"Leading Change," four items in "Leading People," six indicators of being "Results 

Driven," three aspects of"Business Acumen," and six competencies within "Building 

Coalitions and Communication." Much success has been reported when desirable 

leadership traits can be identified. But, leadership is also described effectively by 

behaviors which have been observed. 

In addition to the traits mentioned earlier, Kouzes and Posner's (1995, 2002) 

work also identified various behaviors. This research was interesting in that it included 

both quantitative and qualitative components. In the qualitative portion of the work, 

leaders were asked to describe their actions in leading others in situations where they 

were at their "personal best." Five practices and ten commitments were identified that are 

representative ofleaders at their best. Leaders at their best (1) challenged the process, (2) 

inspired a shared vision, (3) enabled others to act, (4) modeled the way, and (5) 

encouraged the heart. These behaviors were credited with helping organizations and the 

people in them to overcome sometimes great obstacles and to emerge even more prepared 

to reach organizational goals and objectives. 

In another mixed-method study, Jim Collins (2001) looked at leadership that 

took companies from Good to Great. He and his research team identified what they called 

"Level 5" leaders. In this model, one was classified at Level 1 as a "highly capable 

individual," at Level 2 as a "contributing team member,"and Level 3 as a "competent 
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manager." A Level 4 leader was classified as an "effective leader" who "catalyzes 

commitment to and vigorous pursuit of a clear and compelling vision, stimulating higher 

performance standards" (p. 21). Level 5 Leaders possessed the traits ofleaders at the 

lower four levels plus they built "enduring greatness through a paradoxical blend of 

personal humility and professional will" where their "ambition is first and foremost for 

the institution, not for themselves" (p. 21). Collins condensed the Level 5 leader's 

characteristics into a two-factor formula, "[Personal] HUMILITY + [Professional] WILL 

= LEVEL 5 [Leadership]" (p.22). Especially interesting was a behavior he described as 

the "window and mirror." Collins said that when things go well, Level 5 leaders look 

outward, crediting factors outside of self, even crediting "luck" if unassignable to another 

person or event. The outward-looking window became a mirror when the Level 5 leader 

apportioned responsibility, and in this case, bad luck was not blamed during poor 

circumstances. This behavior at its extreme could be a bit Pollyannaish. However, it also 

hinted of key leadership ingredients such as optimism, motivation, and expectancy theory. 

Edwin Locke, writing in The Essence ofLeadership (1991), proposed another 

approach to effective leadership which combined characteristics and behaviors. In this 

model developed in a qualitative study, four main components were involved. One 

component involved motives (drive and leadership motivation - socialized and 

personalized) and traits (honesty, integrity, self-confidence, originality, creativity, 

flexibility, and charisma). Another main component was made up of knowledge 

(technical and of organization), skills (people and management) and ability (cognitive). 

The last two components involved four aspects of developing a vision and then seven 
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steps to the final component, implementing the vision. Ofthe aspects involved in the 

model, Locke (1991) stated some are required of all leaders to be effective. These include 

"desiring to lead, having honesty and integrity, dealing effectively with people, and 

creating and communicating a vision" (p.11). 

This discussion oftraits and behaviors would not be complete without including 

comments of Max DePree. His list had some substantial variations from those already 

observed. DePree (1992) described leaders as being in a position of servanthood and in a 

posture of debt. While some see leadership in the vein of exercise of power, DePree 

described it as a forfeiture of rights. In his model, a leader must become vulnerable since 

an invulnerable leader can only "be as good as his or her own performance" (p. 221). 

Integrity, discernment, awareness of the human spirit, courage in relationships, a sense of 

humor, intellectual energy and curiosity, predictability, breadth, comfort with ambiguity, 

and presence were qualities on DePree's list. DePree also indicated that leaders must 

move constantly back and forth from the present to the future and therefore must have 

"respect for the future, regard for the present, and understanding of the past" (p. 223). He 

certainly offered a different perspective on what constitutes leadership than some list­

makers. 

A multitude ofwriters listed traits, characteristics, qualities and behaviors 

required of those who would be leaders. Traits, abilities, personality and certain behaviors 

are necessary to varying degrees, yet, leadership has not happened until these are 

exercised. Until they are exercised they are only potential energy stored in an object at 

rest. A decision or choice to lead puts these qualities into playas a would-be leader enters 
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an arena of relationships. But, we must keep in mind a fact regarding potential: Gardner 

(1984) reminded us that a person can have great gifts, but unless they are unwrapped and 

used, they benefit no one. In other words, traits are great, but to practice effective 

leadership, desire and action are required. 

Therefore, the art of leadership is in the practical application ofpersonal traits, 

skills, abilities, values, competencies and strategies to a leadership task, setting or 

situation. A meta-analytic study (Y oungjohn, 1999) which looked at leadership 

effectiveness based upon Locke's (1991) model asked the question, "Is leadership trait 

theory fact or fiction?" The answer here was a resounding "fact." There are some 

detractors, however. Some writers labeled trait- and behavior-based investigation 

"faddish" and issued calls for "results-based" leadership identifiers (Ulrich, Zenger, & 

Smallwood, 1999, pp. 1,21; also see Rost, 1991). Rost (1991) labeled trait-based 

leadership strategies as an industrial age model of leadership and called for everyone, 

especially researchers and scholars, to abandon the outmoded practice and join the post­

industrial information age. One ofhis arguments also surrounded the inability of trait 

types of research to establish cause-effect relationships. Barker (1997) contended, 

however, that studies are most effective when conducted within the context of the 

leadership work done. In addition, he said, "Ifwe limit ourselves to rational or scientific 

approaches to understanding leadership that presume cause-effect relationships, then we 

will exclude much of the experience ofleadership" (p. 361). 

Alternatives to the trait and behavior approaches to describing leadership are 

based upon the premise that no recipe of traits can be prescribed for all situations where 
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leadership is demonstrated. Thus, researchers turn to situational and contingency 

leadership theory where various moderating variables can be considered. 

Situational and Contingency Theories ofLeadership 

William Pollard (1996) once stressed the relationship between two necessary 

components by saying one without the other " ... makes about as much sense as dishing up 

flour, sugar, water, eggs, shortening and baking powder on a plate and calling it a cake" 

(p. 35). We have, so far, discussed some "ingredients" of effective leadership. Yet, none 

of these are meaningful until mixed together and finished in the fire of practice. Gardner 

(1990) reminded us that "Leaders cannot be thought of separately from the historic 

context in which they arise, the setting in which they function, or the system over which 

they preside" (p. 1) . This brings us to a look at some leadership and organizational 

theories that encompass more of the context in which the leadership takes place. 

Douglas McGregor's (1960) Theory X and Theory Y leader orientations is 

considered a landmark study in organizational and leadership theory. Each orientation has 

a different philosophy ofhow work gets done and how workers are motivated in the 

workplace. The leader's opinion ofcolleagues becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy 

(Buford & Bedeian, 1988). 

Theory X assumptions see subordinates as lazy, indifferent, and uncooperative, 

preferring to avoid work if possible. This orientation results in a command and control 

type of leadership described as a parent-child relationship. An administrator in a Theory 

X mind set may hold four assumptions: (1) The average person inherently dislikes work 
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and will avoid it whenever possible; (2) People who dislike work must be supervised 

closely, directed, coerced, or threatened with punishment to achieve adequate effort 

toward organizational objectives; (3) The average worker shirks responsibility and seeks 

formal direction from those in charge; (4) Most workers value job security above other 

job-related factors and have little ambition (Owens, 1998, p. 35). Theory X managers can 

exert control by being critical and coercive (hard X) or advising and manipulative under a 

soft X. Pugh (1977) described this as the "carrot and stick" theory ofmotivation. 

In Theory Y orientations, the leader treats workers as responsible adults who 

exercise self-control and self-direction in what they do, allowing for imagination, 

ingenuity and creativity. This explanation of workers assumes: "(1) If it is satisfying to 

them, employees will view work as natural and as acceptable as play; (2) People at work 

will exercise initiative, self-direction, and self-control on the job if they are committed to 

the objectives of the organization; (3) The average person, under proper conditions, learns 

not only to accept responsibility on the job to it; (4) The average employee 

values creativity that is, the ability to make good decisions - and seeks opportunities to 

be creative at work" (Owens, 1998, p.36). Therefore, a leader's Theory Y assumptions 

about those being led influences her/him to create a collaborative workplace. Again, Pugh 

(1977) described Theory Y as an integrative principle where members of the organization 

can achieve their own goals best by making their focus the success of the organization. 

Rensis Likert, developed a leadership model similar to that ofMcGregor in what 

are called the "Michigan Studies" (Buford & Bedein, 1988). This model focuses on either 

job-centered or employee-centered leader behavior. In Likert's nomenclature, System 1 
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management is exploitive and authoritative, System 2 is benevolent - authoritative, 

System 3 is consultative and System 4 is deemed participative - group. Systems 1-3 are 

analogous to Theory X beliefs, and System 4 is similar to Theory Y (Owens, 1998). 

Other theories somewhat related to these mentioned above include Robert 

House's Path-Goal theory, Ralph Stogdill's Ohio State Leadership Studies, and Victor 

Vroom and Yetton's Normative Theory ofLeadership. They each involve leader 

effectiveness in motivating employees and leader choice of motivation. 

In the Path-Goal theory, leader behavior is defined as either supportive, 

directive, participative or achievement-oriented. In this case, the situation moderates the 

type of leadership behavior used to achieve a certain employee motivation and 

satisfaction (YukI, 1981). Stogdill's studies defined two types ofleader behaviors that are 

used by the leader in appropriate situations. Consideration is defined as treating 

subordinates as equals, developing a closeness between leader and followers. The other 

behavior is initiating structure, or a concern for actively directing subordinates toward 

getting work done (Buford & Bedein, 1988). Finally, Vroom and Yetton offer five levels 

of leadership which progress in degree of subordinate participation. There are two 

autocratic levels: in Autocratic I the leader makes all decisions without consultation of 

others and in Autocratic II, the leader makes the decisions but gets necessary information 

from subordinates. There are also two levels of Consultative, where the leader shares 

problems and information with individuals (I) to get feedback, or with groups (II). 

Finally, at the Group Participation level, the leader and group solve the problems 

together. Vroom and 
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Yetton also offered a decision tree to detennine what method should be used in various 

contexts (Buford & Bedein, 1988). 

There is another body ofleadership effectiveness research and theory that has 

received a good bit of attention in education and Extension (Radhakrishna, Yoder, & 

Baggett, 1994) which is called Contingency Theory (Buford & Bedeian, 1988; Fielder, 

1996, 1967; Fielder & Chemers, 1976). In Fielder's model, leader effectiveness depends 

upon how well the leader's personality, abilities, and behaviors match the situation in 

which the leader operates. Three factors combine to influence whether or not the group 

being led is effective. These are (1) the task versus relationship orientation or leadership 

style of the leader, (2) position power ofthe leader, and (3) the favorableness of the group 

to being led. Combinations ofthese factors result in a of eight possible situations 

that are comparably more, or less, favorable for group effectiveness. Examples abound of 

situations where we can imagine no other person accomplishing comparable results. We 

can also call to mind settings where highly credentialed, combat-decorated veterans from 

one campaign fail miserably when transferred to a different arena. 

Fielder's contingency theory suggests that the leader who is successful when in 

favorable leader-member relations, may perhaps fail in conditions ofpoor leader-member 

relations. Guest, Hersey and Blanchard (1986) indicated that in Fielder's model, three 

variables detennine situational favorability. These include personal relationships, the 

nature of tasks perfonned by followers, and the legitimacy ofa leader's position-power 

and authority. 
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One negative to this model of leadership effectiveness is that it seems to place 

more importance on the situation and followers than the leader. In fact, Fielder and 

Chemers (1976) suggested that it would be best to design ajob or position to fit the 

person, rather than asking a leader to adjust to the situation. It would stand to reason, 

however, that great leaders would change postures, for example from task to relationship 

orientations, leader-member relations, and/or change leadership position-power 

when effectiveness is less than desired. 

Though somewhat ofa chimera of leadership theory a blend of situational, 

contingency and other theories Bolman and Deal's theory of frames as presented in 

Reframing Organizations (1997) assists the leader in viewing leadership opportunities 

from distinct perspectives. In model, leaders should look at organizational problems 

through four different frames. These frames serve as both "windows on the world and 

lenses that bring the world into focus." They "filter out some things while allowing others 

to pass through easily" (p12). Let's turn now to the descriptions of the frames; the 

structural, human resources, political and symbolic. 

When looking at organizational issues from the structural frame, leaders see the 

organization as a factory or machine. Issues are addressed from the standpoint of rules, 

roles, goals, technology and physical environment. From the human resources perspective 

a leader is focused on people needs and empowerment. The organization is viewed as a 

family where relationships are central and leaders attempt to align organizational and 

human needs. The leader viewing the world through the political frame sees herlhis role 

as an advocate, developing agendas and a power base. Power, conflict, competition and 
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organizational politics are central concepts here. In the symbolic frame, the leader seeks 

to inspire others in order to create culture, faith, beauty and meaning within the 

organization. This view of the organization can be described as a carnival, temple, theater 

or tribe. Now that we have some idea ofwhat each frame looks like, we can look at 

effective leadership and leadership process within each one. 

In the context ofleadership effectiveness, "frames help us order experience and 

decide what to do" (Bo1man & Deal, 1997, p. 12). The effective leader in the structural 

frame seeks excellence. Analysis and design are the elements of process he/she uses in 

functioning as an architect or analyst. However, at an extreme he/she begins to manage by 

detail and fiat, becoming an ineffective petty tyrant in the end. An effective leader from 

the human resources perspective operates as a catalyst and servant, and is known for 

caring about individuals. He/she is most effective in supporting and empowering others in 

the organization. A danger here is that he/she can be seen by others as a weakling and a 

pushover, with hislher actions viewed as an abdication of duty. Leaders of the political 

persuasion, when effective, operate as advocates and negotiators as they strive for justice. 

In their strength they are coalition builders, yet at their worst they are considered to be 

thugs and con artists who manipulate others with fraudulent ploys. Prophets and poets 

represent the symbolic leaders at their best as they inspire others, develop strong 

organizational culture and foster celebration, storytelling, and ritual within the 

organization. Faith, hope and significance are the organizational ethics they seek to 

endue. However, those who utilize this frame ineffectively are seen as fanatics and fools 

who try to manage with smoke and mirrors. They typically see situations in mirage-like 
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fashion, manufacturing a delusional image of reality. Therefore, each frame has its own 

strengths and weaknesses. 

The artful leader uses each frame to view leadership tasks and to take 

appropriate action. Leaders who find co-workers in role confusion and budgets amuck in 

red ink, formulate strategies, policies, and organize the work environment from the 

structural frame. When desired outcomes are smothered in bureaucratic hierarchy, the 

leader operates in the human resources frame by developing training programs to ensure 

competence; a culture of participation and involvement is fostered; then, people are 

empowered to act and make decisions at the level where the work is done. When co­

workers are in conflict and enlisting others to take sides, the leader enters the political 

frame as an advocate for those without power and negotiates outcomes which benefit the 

team. In the midst of dramatic change, the symbolic frame may be used to mourn the past, 

celebrate present gains and create stories about future promise. As Price Pritchett, in 

Carpe'Manana (2000, p. 38), suggests, "Replace rules with a reason ... capture people's 

hearts and their bodies will follow." Using each frame, a leader is then able to discover 

personal blind spots, see and address areas of organizational poverty, and expose the 

tactics of corporate charlatans who seek to avoid accountability for their own 

responsibilities. 

Ken Blanchard and Paul Hersey add to the leadership effectiveness discussion 

with their theory of "Situational Leadership" (Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Zigarmi, 1985; 

Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). They first denoted three required leadership competencies: 

diagnosing (a cognitive competence), adapting (a behavioral competence) and 
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communication (a process competence). These competencies, leadership styles, and either 

directive or supportive behaviors are utilized in the situational leadership model. The four 

styles of leadership are described as directing, coaching, supporting and delegating. Either 

directive or supportive behavior and one of the four leadership styles are then chosen in 

combination to best correspond to' the follower readiness or developmental leveL Hersey 

and Blanchard define this follower development level based upon low or high 

competence, and low or high commitment. Therefore, situational leadership, by definition 

is changing style to fit the person and situation. In fact, these authors (Blanchard, et aI., 

1985, p. 27) indicated that the situational leader is eclectic - "someone who has both feet 

planted firmly in mid air!" The attraction ofthis theory is that the leader operates in the 

realm of decision and choice, armed with various strategies to apply artfully to the 

accomplishment of determined objectives. It is no surprise, then, that these authors 

subscribed to the belief that "There is nothing so unequal as the equal treatment of 

unequals" (p. 33). 

Knowledge of situational and contingency theories ofleadership management 

and effectiveness enable leaders to determine the circumstances in which they operate, 

evaluate their own abilities and available resources (including people assets), then set 

priorities for what can and should take place, and begin to achieve organizational 

objectives. 
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Leadership Importance in Extension 

Howard Gardner (1995) seemed to be directly addressing the importance of 

leadership to Extension as he said we "must find or form leaders with some link to expert 

knowledge on the one hand, and some ability to communicate to non-experts on the other. 

Otherwise, our world is likely to spin further out of control" (p. 302). Extension agents 

are at different times both the expert and the link communicating to non-experts. They 

not only serve as the community link to the land-grant research base, but they also must 

investigate, analyze, and apply knowledge to local situations, then develop educational 

programs to help people change. It's a highly responsible and lofty profession that keeps 

the world from spinning out of control! It is also one that functions in the realm of 

leadership most of the time. 

James Buford and Arthur Bedeian (1988), co-authors ofManagement in 

Extension, devoted a chapter to effective leadership in Extension. Their leadership 

definition, "the art of influencing individual or group activities toward achievement of 

Extension objectives" (p. 163), is similar to some discussed earlier. They offer five 

reasons that an understanding of leadership is important in Extension: (1) work groups 

are bound together by leadership and it is the "catalyst that triggers motivation;" (2) to 

select managers to serve in leadership positions, you must know what constitutes 

effective leadership; (3) managers can better develop their own leadership skills if they 

understand leadership theory; (4) "knowledge of when and how leadership works is basic 

to the success of leadership training;" and, (5) effective leadership is a fundamental 

component of other managerial functions like planning, organizing, and staffing. 
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A look then at how these leadership and managerial functions play out in the 

county office setting is pertinent to our theoretical framework and significance ofthis 

study. To accomplish this, a more in-depth look at Extension's history, mission and 

organization in Tennessee is helpfuL 

UT Extension Background 

Some background on the University ofTennessee Extension (UT Extension) is 

helpful to further set the stage for this study. History, mission, educational program 

staffing patterns and assignments, and County Director roles will be discussed. 

The idea of informal agricultural education in the United States is believed to 

have begun in organized forms as early as the 700s (Vines & Anderson, 1976). 

Societies, state boards of agriculture, and farmer's institutes were the primary avenues for 

educating the populace until three key acts of federal legislation made a formalized 

Extension system possible. The Morill Act of 1862 established a land-grant university in 

every state. A second Morill Act in 1890 required land-grant institutions to be open to 

both black and white students or that "separate-but-equal" facilities be established. The 

Extension system was officially established in 1914 with legislative passage of the Smith­

Lever Act. With the Smith-Lever Act, a unique cooperative venture among federal, state 

and county governments was created with the state land-grant college(s) as the 

administrative center. Tennessee's Extension program is conducted by the 1862 and 1890 

land-grant universities. Respectively, these are The University ofTennessee and 

Tennessee State University, each a partner in carrying out the Extension mission. 
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Extension, as the service arm of the University, was charged with a specific, but 

far-reaching educational mission from the very beginning. The reason for being is to "aid 

in disseminating among the people ofthe United States useful and practical information 

on subjects relating to agriculture and home economics, and to encourage application of 

the same" (Knowles, 1964, p. 44). In other words, Extension, in its role as an informal, 

non-degree form of education, is to "help people improve the quality of their lives by 

providing research-based information and informal educational opportunities focused on 

issues and needs" (USDA Extension Service Handbook, 1926, p. 55). Homer (1984, p. 

15), further described the mission in terms of an Extension Agent's role: "The Extension 

educator is the linkage between citizen and policymaker, between academia and the 'real 

world,' and between learners and leaders. Extension educators are 'natural prime­

movers' ... they can link leaders-in-learning to leaders in the 'real world. '" Seamon Knapp, 

a key figure in the early days ofExtension, has said, "What makes a nation firm and great 

and wise is to have education percolate all through the people" (Seevers, Graham, 

Gamon, & Conklin, 1997, p. 1). Extension workers, then and now, are to take research­

based knowledge from the University to the citizens of Tennessee who normally are not 

enrolled in the University in a formal degree-seeking program. 

The resident Extension staff in each of Tennessee's 95 counties is composed of a 

minimum of one agent assigned to work predominately in that particular county. This 

county affiliation has led many to use the unofficial title, "The County Agent," in 

referring to county Extension educators. County Extension Agents are considered, in part, 

county employees and receive a portion of their salary and benefits from county 
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appropriations. However, county Extension Agents are employed by the State of 

Tennessee as exempt staff of The University of Tennessee and/or Tennessee State 

Uni versity, the official employing entities. Until January 31, 2003 agents were also 

considered to be federal employees and held an Excepted, Schedule-A appointment with 

the United States Department of Agriculture. This cooperative venture between county, 

state and federal government has led to the nomenclature used Federally (and in most 

states) in referring to Extension as the Cooperative Extension Service or System. 

Extension education generally falls within four major program areas: Agriculture 

and Natural Resources (ANR), Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS), 4-H Youth 

Development (4-H), and Resource Development (RD). To be employed as an Extension 

Agent in Tennessee, most prospective employees will have earned a bachelors degree in 

some field ofAgriculture or Family and Consumer Sciences (also often called Home 

Economics, Human Ecology, Human & Environmental Sciences, etc.). Degrees in 

Education or other tracks dealing in youth issues are accepted for agents working with 4­

H youth audiences only. Therefore, agents have received a minimum of a Bachelor's 

degree within the program area in which they teach. A Master's degree related to 

Extension education is strongly preferred and is required for some specialized field 

positions and for the county administrative role. 

Extension programs in all four educational program areas are conducted in each 

county ofTennessee. However, the way programmatic responsibilities are assigned in 

each county may vary. Some county Extension Agents may be assigned only one major 

program area (either ANR, FCS, 4-H or RD), and may have a specialty in a discipline in 
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that program area. An example would be an agent who is assigned to work in adult ANR 

a specific assignment in Commercial and Home Horticulture. A more common 

assignment would find an agent splitting responsibility in adult and youth programs (e.g. 

adult ANR and 4-H, adult FCS and 4-H, ANR and RD, or FCS and RD). In some cases, 

an agent will have responsibility in as many as three of these four educational program 

areas. Instances exist in UT Extension, for example, where an agent is responsible for 

ANR, 4-H and RD programs, while another agent works in FCS, 4-H and RD programs. 

When an agent also carries administrative responsibility as a county Extension Director 

(CED), this duty is in addition to the programmatic assignment(s). A good Extension 

Agent is definitely a ''jack of all trades," but a master of at least one program area or 

discipline. 

While no Tennessee county has less than one agent, the ideal staffing pattern for 

an average sized county would have four agents: one agent in charge of adult agriculture 

programs, one agent leading adult family and consumer sciences programs and two agents 

working with 4-H youth development programs. As mentioned earlier, one ofthese 

agents, the CED, has additional administrative responsibility beyond his or her program 

assignment. Each county has at least one secretary and may have other employees, 

Program Assistants, who are non-exempt, usually part-time educators somewhat 

analogous to "teacher's aides" in the school system. Figure 1 shows the number of agents 

recommended for each Tennessee county as stated in the UT Extension staffing plan 

which was effective on July 1, 2002 following a statewide strategic planning process. 
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A CED is appointed to this role in each of the 95 counties ofTennessee. 

Administratively, the CED reports to one of three Regional Directors. The official "chain 

of command" from this point goes to the Dean and Director ofUT Extension, the Vice 

President for The University of Tennessee Institute ofAgriculture (UTIA), and then to the 

President, The University of Tennessee (See Figure 2. Organizational Chart of the 

University of Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service). 

As the first-line administrative representative of the university, CED leadership 

responsibilities broadly fall within three categories. He/she: 1) provides effective 

leadership for county Extension programs, 2) secures and manages the county Extension 

budget in support ofthe total county Extension program, and 3) gives leadership in 

managing the county's personnel and other resources. The CED also has a minimum of 

45 percent (ranging from 45 to 90 percent) ofherlhis time allocated to an educational 

program area in addition to the above named duties. The CED is instrumental in 

marketing all Extension programs in the county, works with county government officials 

(County Agricultural Extension Committee, County Commission, County Executive) and 

forms partnerships with other groups, either formally or informally. 

The CED fills a critical position in the framework ofUT Extension. County 

Directors are in a position with great impact potential in helping fellow county agents 

develop educational programs to improve the quality of life for citizens of Tennessee. 

Conversely, there is potentially great cost in terms ofhuman resources, county financial 

support, county facilities, and overall county program effectiveness in the absence of 

effective CED leadership. 
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Making sound hiring decisions at the level of County Director, therefore, has 

substantial implications for organizational success in Extension. Experienced and 

prepared candidates for these positions, with known skills and abilities would be 

preferred when vacancies in the leadership role occur. 

Leader Impact on Employee Satisfaction 

Another important issue relative to the need to identify excellence in Extension 

Leaders is one ofemployment, supervision and employee development. Duncan & 

Warden (1999, p. 225) stated, "Leaders playa defining and often pivotal role in shaping 

the future and career paths of the people they lead ... " Unpublished data (Byrd, 1999) in 

the Tennessee Extension Service indicated that at one time, four ofTennessee's ninety­

five counties accounted for nearly half of total agent turnover. It has been perceived by 

UT Extension regional and state-level administrators that local leadership is one ofthe 

major contributors to an agent's leaving Extension employment. This has been supported 

in recent work by Ezell (2003) as three of five variables found to significantly impact 

turnover intentions of employees were directly related to, or under at least partial control 

of the local county director. 

Though there are limited data published on why agents leave Extension, there is 

a substantial body ofresearch in a comparable profession, teaching. In the education field 

as well as industry, a person's working relationship with his or her immediate supervisor 

is the number one influence on whether that person stays or leaves the position. Evans 

997) found school leadership to be the most important factor influencing the morale 
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andjob satisfaction of teachers in England. The principal's management style, ability to 

resolve conflict, and counseling ability were some of the main influences. Directly, she 

found the principal impacted teacher satisfaction through personality, interpersonal 

behaviors, ability to communicate mission, establishing a professional workplace, and in 

overall management skills. Weiss (1999) conducted research which confirmed school 

leadership and culture most influenced morale, career choice commitment and intended 

retention. In a study ofjob satisfaction among America's teachers, Perie and Baker (1997) 

found again that administrative support and leadership had the most bearing on teacher 

satisfaction. Whitener & Gruber (1997) found that in public schools, 29.1 percent of 

teachers who were dissatisfied with teaching left directly because of inadequate support 

from administration. In private schools, this percentage is even larger (42.7). Inadequate 

administrator support accounted for 54.5 of public school transfers and 57.2 percent of 

private school transfers. In cases ofhigh turnover, administrative personnel should not 

overlook the possibility that leadership issues could be contributing to turnover problems. 

Administrative influences also impact other aspects of teacher turnover. 

Teachers who leave often cite loss of autonomy in the classroom and limited influence on 

school and district policies as a reason for leaving the job (Ballou & Podursky, 1998; 

Gritz & Theobald, 1996; Mont & Rees, 1996; Pearson, 1998; Perie & Baker, 1997). 

Ingersoll (1997) found that only a minority of school teachers had as much decision­

making influence over key issues as did administrators. Assignments given to new 

teachers by administrators are also associated with turnover. On average, a teacher's 

required work time at school is only three-fourths the amount of time spent on the job 

57 




(National Center for Education Statistics Report 97-371, 1997). Often, new teachers are 

given the highest classroom loads and are overburdened with extracurricular assignments 

and administrative paperwork (Norton, 1999). Mont and Rees (1996) found that as class 

size increased above the mean (21 students), the likelihood of that teacher quitting 

increased linearly. New teachers are also most often the ones assigned outside of their 

area of certification. In fact, emergency and temporary certification was highest in 

teachers with less than three years of experience (Lewis, Parsad, Carey, Bartfai & Farris, 

1999). As this condition increases by ten percent, the leaving rate increases three percent. 

Miller et ai. (1999) found a similar significant relationship with special education 

instructors where teaching out of certification had the highest influence of four factors 

measured on these teachers leaving. Workload, feelings ofpreparedness (Lewis et aI., 

1999) and involvement in decision-making (Bobbitt & Quinn, 1997; Hope, 1999) are all 

influenced by administrative policy and communication and can positively or negatively 

impact turnover. 

Once a new teacher is in the classroom, school leadership and culture are the 

strongest influences upon the first-year teacher's desire to stay (Weiss, 1999). Weiss 

explained that principals have the greatest control in establishing a supporting and 

encouraging environment. In one of the Tennessee counties which at one time suffered 

from a high turnover rate, an agent responsible for 4-H Youth Development programs 

recounted his experience in his first day of work. He arrived early, excited to begin his 

new career. Since it was his first day, he did not yet have a key and had to wait 30-45 

minutes before the secretary arrived. When he was shown to his desk and office, a note 
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was on his desk infonning him that none of the other agents would be in that day. The 

note also infonned him that he was to meet 4-H clubs at such-and-such school, provided 

the schedule (beginning at 9:00 a.m. until 3:00 p.m.), and offered driving instructions of 

how to get there. What a welcome to the world ofwork! This was one county director 

who was abandoning most ofhis responsibilities as a leader, lacked common courtesies 

of social order, and was failing as the administrative representative ofThe University of 

Tennessee in his county. Some of the important factors relating to whether educators stay 

in their teaching environment include clear communication of expectations, enforcement 

of student rules ofconduct, instructional or management guidance when needed, and fair 

evaluation and recognition. Effective principals empower teachers by allowing teacher 

participation in, and influence over, school policy ( Ballou & Podursky, 1998; Shen, 

1997). Ingersoll (1997) adds his recommendation for a more distributed management 

style which empowers teachers. He found that in schools with high levels of teacher 

policymaking influence, 60 percent of teachers rated their commitment as high. In schools 

where faculty policy influence was low, only 18 percent of teachers were highly 

committed to their jobs. Principals must also work to create a shared vision, a 

cooperative, collaborative and sharing environment ( Ballou & Podursky, 1998; Miller et 

aI., 1999) which reduces teacher isolation to create a sense ofcommunity (Royal, 

DeAngelis, & Rossi, 1996). While this sense ofcommunity is much easier to create in 

small or private schools, it can exist when principals communicate shared beliefs, clear 

goals and priorities. Evans (1997) stressed the importance of setting realistic expectations 

of teachers. All of the above-mentioned factors combined to influence whether teachers 
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(especially new ones) felt they were doing their best work, whether they would choose 

teaching again as a career and whether they planned to remain in teaching. Most ofthese 

factors, ifnot all, would also have strong bearing in Extension. 

Several studies conducted with Extension educators reflected similar 

relationships between county supervisors and employees. One Texas (Boltes et 

aI., 1995) found significant relationships between county director leadership and 

employee satisfaction. Because a "top-down, " paternalistic style of management was 

predominant, 75 percent ofthose participating in the survey indicated a change to a more 

shared type ofleadership was necessary. Broshar and Jost (1995) also found a need to 

shift from patriarchal leadership traits in Extension to traits and styles which promote 

staff collaboration, commitment and creativity. They expressed a need for a wholesale 

change in management culture to be able to fully tap the competence of the staff at the 

county level in Iowa. In a study of Western state Extension Agents, three of the six major 

contributors to job satisfaction were directly related to supervision. These were: having 

authority to run their own programs, their immediate supervisor, and being given an 

opportunity for growth (Riggs & Beus, 1993). A 1998 study (deVries, Roe, & Taillieu) 

found a robust relationship between human-oriented leadership and employee job 

satisfaction. Also, task-oriented leadership styles substantially increased employee job 

stress. Richard Clark (1987, p. 6) observed that "employees are more satisfied, have less 

turnover, and are generally more productive when they feel that their employer is 

concerned about them as individuals." In any case, there is substantial evidence that we 
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must select leaders who are effective in managing the complex interactions between their 

position of authority and the social environment in which they work (Fiedler, 1996). 

A study by Shipper & Wilson (as cited in Clark & Clark, 1994) found a number 

ofcritical employee factors were directly influenced by supervisory leadership. These 

included worker loyalty, motivation and satisfaction, and subordinate attitudes toward 

supervisors. These factors were found to significantly enhance unit performance when 

positively influenced by effective leadership. The body of literature on this subject from 

the field of education, industry and also Extension indicates that there would be 

substantial gains to be made in agent turnover, overall employee job satisfaction and 

county educational programs when county supervisory leadership is effective. 

Training and Assessment Implications Relative to Leadership 

Recognizing the need for certain leadership traits, behaviors and contingencies is 

not enough by itself. A primary reason for discovery of leadership potential early in an 

employee's career is to enable training opportunities to be offered to further prepare 

her/him for future leadership roles (Ganter, 1989; Turner, 1974; Whiteside, 1985,). In his 

landmark work on leadership, Bums (1978, p. 1) stated "Ifwe know all too much about 

our leaders, we know far too little about leadership." Barker (1997) developed the thesis 

that we must know what constitutes leadership in our context before we can adequately 

train leaders. He asked, "How can we train leaders ifwe do not know what leadership 

is?"(Barker, 1997, p. 343). It is such a simple question, yet the implications are somewhat 
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our training, are we teaching the skills, behaviors, strategies, and ethics 

which will aid in the development ofour present and future leaders? 

At least some programs in Extension believe the answer is, "Yes!" Ohio has 

been a leader in exploring training options. In one example, Pittman and Bruny (1986) 

reported upon Ohio's efforts to train future administrative staffbefore appointments were 

required because of vacancies. In this Supervisor-In-Training program, agents and 

specialists interested in future administrative roles gained actual on-the-job practice in 

addition to leadership training. Ohio also began developing what was called the 

Executive Development Center in 1984. Two years were spent putting together an 

experiential, county director job-related training program with an assessment component 

included. Training and assessment were conducted by utilizing actual "in-box" 

correspondence simulations, follow-up interviews surrounding the participant's written 

responses, leaderless group problem-solving exercises assigned and unassigned 

roles and responsibilities, case studies, background interviews ofthe participants, office 

conflict simulations, and simulated performance appraisal interviews (Smith and Clark, 

1987; Kutilek, Gunderson, & Conklin, 2002). Training modules were created using job 

analysis and descriptions of the county director role. Training and assessment were 

conducted in16 areas: oral and written communications, leadership, initiative, planning 

and organization, decision-making and judgement, development of co-workers, 

behavioral flexibility, organizational sensitivity, assertiveness, objectivity, perception, 

sensitivity, management control, collaborativeness, and evaluation. Several benefits of the 

training and assessment are reported, partiCUlarly from the assessment function of the 
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center. These included greater validity for promotion and selection than traditional 

techniques they had used, a highly content-valid process since it was developed based 

upon the job analysis, a better indicator of future success than other tools they had tried, a 

very objective standards-based method ofjudgement, and a means of early identification 

ofleadership potential and assessment of developmental needs. One important finding 

was that when job-related measures ofleadership ability are utilized in training and 

assessment, there is also potential to further forecast future leadership success. 

We must note, in the future it will become more and more important for all 

organizations to identifY and develop new leaders. Properly structured training programs 

could also serve to meet a substantial need to further train existing CED'S. ThIS was 

particularly indicated by Earnest (1994) who found that in Ohio Extension, often the 

poorest leaders, particularly in dealing with conflict, were those who had the longest 

tenure in the organization. 

In short, then, the connection between identifYing characteristics ofeffective 

leaders and training has at least three facets. One aspect is to inform any training 

programs which are developed to develop the skills and abilities of potential and existing 

leaders. Another could include selection of those who would participate. Evaluation of 

employee growth and development could also involve the characteristics if identified. 

Attempts to Measure and Forecast Leadership Abilities 

There have been a number ofattempts to quantify, measure, assess or predict 

leadership abilities ofmanagers and administrators. Freeman et aL (1994), in a list of 
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leadership educational programs and tools, described a total of 63 different inventories, 

questionnaires, and surveys designed to do so. There were an additional 59 simulations, 

exercises or games listed, many ofwhich made some assessment ofleadership-related 

tendencies, styles or behaviors. 

Projections of leadership from various assessment tools have taken several 

forms. One of these, used in some Extension circles, is the MBTI (Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator; Myers, 1962; Keirsey & Bates, 1984). Keirsey and Bates expanded on MBTI 

by listing professional tendencies for each combination of their four pairs of preferences 

(Extroversion-Introversion, Sensing-iNtuitive, Thinking-Feeling, Perceiving-judging). 

Combinations perceived to relate to leadership include ENTJ (Fieldmarshal), ENFJ 

(Pedagogue), ESTJ (Administrator) and ISTJ (Trustee). The implication is that certain 

identifiable personality types predispose one toward various leadership roles. Williams & 

Deal (2003) proposed a Management-Leadership Model which places management in the 

Myers-Briggs Thinking-Sensing pair and leadership in the Feeling-iNtuition combination. 

Their ideal leader is able to balance the management-leadership aspects in order to be 

most effective. 

Related to extension, Barrett & Homer (1989) looked at types of agricultural 

leaders. They found that county extension leaders were 61 percent SJ, sensing - jUdging. 

This SJ-type tended to be a traditionalist, stabilizer, and consolidator. He/she valued 

caution, carefulness and accuracy. According to these authors, the SJ-type tended to be 

higher in rural areas. They liked to be of service to others and found the call to extension 
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positions appealing. In a paradoxical behavior, they were good at putting ideas ofothers 

into practice but resisted change themselves. 

In another study, Earnest (1994) compared MBTI preferences to conflict 

management styles of county and district directors in the north central extension region. 

Intuitive administrators were more likely to use an integrating/collaborating style to 

resolve conflict. Administrators with a Judging preference were more likely to deal with 

conflict by the Avoiding method. As tenure in extension increased, administrator use of 

the Avoiding style also increased. As time in the administrative position increased, styles 

tended to shift from an Integrating or Obliging style to one ofDominating. Therefore, 

tenure in the organization, and time in the administrative role was negatively correlated to 

positive conflict resolution. 

Broshar and Jost (1995) utilized three instruments developed by Teleometrics 

International, Woodlands TX to look at Iowa Extension's management and leadership 

culture. A Quality Potential Assessment determined three competence components: 

collaboration, commitment, and creativity. The administrators were also given a 

Productive Practices Survey and a Management Styles Inventory. Each of these 

instruments had a corresponding subordinate survey which was completed by 6 

responders per manager. Relative to competencies, the group scored comparatively low 

on all three measures, but lowest in collaboration and highest in creativity. In 

management styles, administrators self-reported only 11 percent in the developer style 

which was seen as ideaL Eighty-three percent reported styles of regulator or comforter 

which are seen as the least desirable of the five for the organization. Staff ratings of their 
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administrators were 20 percent in developer and 69 percent in regulator and comforter. 

The regulator and comforter roles tend to translate to a patriarchal administrative style 

a low propensity for risk. 

Similarities oftransformationalleadership to extension work have already been 

mentioned. A Nebraska Extension study published by Brown, Brinstihl, and Wheeler 

(1996) looked at transformational vs. transactional leadership in a cross-section of 

extension professionals (n=57). The study utilized the Multi-factorial Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass, 1985; Bass, 1998; Bass & Avolio, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 

1994) which claims to measure a full range ofleadership. This range includes four I's 

(individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation and 

idealized influence) associated with transformational leadership, a measure ofcontingent 

reward representing transactional leadership, a type ofproblem-preventing and -solving 

leadership noted as management by exception, and finally laissez fair or inactivity and 

disassociation from leadership. In addition, the MLQ measures six organizational 

outcomes (follower willingness to expend extra effort, effective representation of 

follower needs to superiors, unit effectiveness, job effectiveness, organizational 

effectiveness and job satisfaction). Brown et al. (1996) found consistently high 

correlations (.62 to .95) of transformational leadership characteristics to organizational 

outcomes. Contingent reward also correlated positively to organizational outcomes, 

ranging from 0.60 to 0.75. Management by exception and laissez faire types were mostly 

very weakly positive or weakly negative, with correlation coefficients in the range of 
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-0.23 to +0.38. These authors concluded that the transformational qualities emanated 

exclusively from the leader and very strongly impacted organizational outcomes. 

Fielder's Contingency Theory (Fielder, 1996, 1967; Fielder & Chemers, 1976; 

Buford & Bedeian, 1988; Guest et aI., 1986) ofleadership effectiveness is another 

measure that Pennsylvania and New York (Radhakrishna et aI., 1994; Dvorak, 1975) 

researchers in Extension have used to evaluate county chair or director effectiveness. The 

instrument utilized to determine leadership style is the LPC Least Preferred Co-worker 

Scale. The Radhakrishna et al. (1994) study also used other surveys to collect data 

relative to leadership behaviors and practices, team concepts, and background 

characteristics. Almost three-fourths ofcounty directors were determined to have a 

relationship oriented style on the LPC. Leadership behaviors were positively correlated 

with team concepts with Pearson's r ranging from 0.30 to 0.48. Comparisons of the LPC 

to other measures were not reported. 

Finally, at least two studies have been conducted in Extension ranks which used 

Kouzes and Posner's (1995) Leadership Practices Inventory to determine leadership 

behaviors. The Leadership Challenge (Kouzes & Posner's, 1995) was mentioned earlier 

in a discussion ofleadership traits. Another portion of their work determined that when 

leaders were at their best, they exhibited five practices and ten commitments. The 

leadership practices were: challenge the process, (2) inspire a shared vision, (3) enable 

others to act, (4) model the way, and (5) encourage the heart. There are two commitments 

which correspond to each of the practices. The leaders who challenge process are 

committed to searching out challenges in change, growth, innovation and improvement. 
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They also experiment, take risks, and learn from mistakes. In one who inspires a shared 

vision, not only is an and ennobling future envisioned, but others are enlisted 

a common vision through their values, interests, hopes and dreams. Leaders who enable 

others to act foster collaborations and cooperation among people who are empowered to 

meet their responsibilities. Leaders modeling the way are committed to being an example 

ofvalue-based action toward small wins, plus make consistent progress and 

commitments. Finally, when a leader encourages the heart he/she recognizes and 

celebrates individual contributions and team accomplishments regularly. 

A study ofFlorida CEDs was reported by Rick Rudd (2000). Rudd envisioned 

CEDs as both managers and leaders. He utilized two instruments, the LPI-self assessment 

and the LPI-observer where the CEDs' district director, another county director familiar 

with them, and three agents or program assistants working under the CED evaluated the 

leader as well. Florida CED scores, converted to a nationally norrned percentile were at 

the 50th in challenging the process, 53rd in inspiring a shared vision, 55th in enabling 

others, 60th in modeling the way, and 52nd in encouraging the heart. It is interesting to note 

that women (23.9% ofthe sample) scored significantly higher in every practice except 

modeling the way. Also, worthy ofnote was that observer scores for women were higher 

than the female CED self completed inventories. The men, however, rated themselves 

higher than observers in all LPI constructs. Other demographic variables were not 

included for comparison. 

Another study based upon Kouzes and Posner's work was conducted by Cathie 

Lowery (1996) in North Carolina with 84 county directors. Survey data were collected on 
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each CED using a human patterns instrument. The responses collected on the 250 items 

were classified as proactive or reactive, assigned under one ofthe five LPI practices, were 

indicative ofwork tasks preferred, or related to a variety ofleadership behaviors. Her 

work compared the five leadership practices to the preferred work tasks which were 

further classified as proactive or reactive. This study found no relationship of 

performance appraisal scores and LPI preferences, nor was work task preference found to 

be related to performance scores. Several demographic variables were significantly 

related to other factors. Staff size was positively correlated with CED job satisfaction. 

Younger CEDs tended to rate themselves higher on self-reported leadership abilities than 

their observer group. A similar finding to Rudd was observed in that women rated 

higher in the leadership practices than did the men. Lowery suggested that male CEDs 

tended to spend more percentage time on the technical and program aspects of their job 

than did female CEDs. 

We can see researchers have utilized a number of instruments attempt 

to measure leadership potential or effectiveness. Two that are not reviewed in Freeman et 

al. (1994) look interesting and bear mention. One plays on the trend for looking at 

multiple intelligence measures and is called "Leadership IQ" (Murphy, 1996). This 

instrument centers around seven guiding principles (be an achiever, be pragmatic, 

practice strategic humility, be customer focused, be committed, be a learned optimist, and 

be responsible) and the LIQ instrument identifies eight leader roles (Selector, Connector, 

Problem Solver, Evaluator, Negotiator, Healer, Protector, and Synergizer). 

Another instrument has been in development at the Center for Creative 
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Leadership and is called the Campbell Leadership Descriptor (Campbell, 2002). Leaders 

rate themselves (1-4) in nine categories (Vision, Management, Empowerment, 

Diplomacy, Feedback, Entrepreneurialism, Personal Style, Personal Energy, and 

Multicultural Awareness). The first six of these relate to organizational leadership and 

then three relate to personal characteristics. In another part of the assessment, the leader 

rates someone he/she believes to be a good leader, and another one he/she believes to be a 

poor leader. In analysis, attention is focused on areas of excellence and areas which could 

be improved. Recognition of the need for leaders to have multicultural competence is one 

ofthe aspects of this instrument which set it apart from others. 

Much discussion thus far has centered upon attempts to measure, quantify or 

describe leadership effectiveness. We cannot overlook the existence of a process to rate 

abilities, often including leadership aspects, that exists as regular practice in many 

organizations - individual performance appraisals. 

Appraisal of Performance 

Performance appraisal is defined as "evaluating an employee's current or past 

performance relative to his or her performance standards" (Dessler, 1999, p. 321). Dessler 

(1999) indicated the performance appraisal process involves setting work standards, 

assessing an employee's actual work performed relative to these standards, and providing 

the employee feedback relative to deficiencies and/or performance excellence. The aim is 

to motivate the employee to perform herlhis job at the level (or above) required for the 

position. 
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There are four reasons offered by Dessler (1999) for appraising performance. 

First, performance appraisals provide information upon which salary and promotion (or 

termination) decisions can be made. Second, they give an opportunity for supervisors and 

employees to discuss work-related behaviors, allowing for reinforcement of positive 

performance and development of improvement plans to correct deficiencies. Third, career 

plans can be discussed based upon the organization's needs and the strengths and 

weakness ofthe employee. And fourth, appraising performance can improve the overall 

effectiveness of the organization and help meet organizational goals. Buford (1988, p. 

126-127) acknowledged that, "A well-designed performance appraisal system can 

improve the effectiveness of the Extension Service, serve as a developmental tool, and 

provide a basis for many types ofhuman resource functions." Dessler (1999, p. 320) 

reminded us, "You get what you measure." 

In a study of performance appraisal in 13 southern region states, Davis and 

Verma (993) reported extension agent perspectives ofthe process which confirmed 

many of the above mentioned purposes for using performance appraisal. Of 602 agents 

surveyed in six states, 95 percent wanted supervisors to help them grow more personally, 

become more competent in their job, and to discuss job-related performance using the 

system both as a scorecard and a counseling tooL Use of performance appraisal for merit 

pay decisions was desired by 66 percent of agents, but they also emphasized the need for 

accurate appraisal because salary increases were tied to the score. Eighty-two percent 

wanted to use the performance appraisal time to discuss career goals and opportunities for 

advancement. When agents participating in the study were asked what they believed were 
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the purposes ofperformance appraisal in extension, 91 percent indicated it was to make 

them more effective, 98 percent agreed that appraisals were to evaluate the quality of their 

work, 92 percent saw the process as a means to improve their ability to perform the job, 

and 92 percent agreed it was a time to provide feedback. Davis and Verma (1993) 

concluded by saying, 

Agents are trained professionals and wish to be treated as professionals when 

they're evaluated on job performance. They want to know what's expected of 

them, have the system explained to them in advance, and be told in a 

professional manner whether they're accomplishing the job and supervisory 

expectations. A well designed and well-executed performance appraisal 

system ... could lead to greater efficiency, effectiveness, and improved employee 

morale in the Cooperative Extension System. (paragraphs 12 and 13). 

In discussing Extension management in the information age, Buford (1990) 

indicated that performance appraisal will be one key to organizational success. However, 

performance appraisal should be accurately measured and rewarded. He suggested that 

desired performance measures must be clearly linked to reward or else motivation and 

performance will be diminished. His evaluation of Extension appraisal systems was that 

their ratings were often vague, SUbjective and impressionistic, showing a need for 

appraisals concentrated on specific, well-defined objectives. Dessler (1999) believed that 

when performance appraisals have failed, they have done so because either the job was 

not well defined, the appraiser did not accurately evaluate the employee, or appropriate 

feedback was not given. Buford (1990) proposed that all extension workers should have a 
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copy of the "score" similar to the players in an orchestra. They would then be better able 

to "play" with the rest of the team and achieve desired results. Therefore, effective 

performance appraisal systems that are properly administered are expected by many to 

have a positive impact on organizational effectiveness. 

Not all "experts" agree on the positive nature ofperformance appraisal on an 

organization - even when properly designed and administrated. W. Edwards Deming has 

been proclaimed as one of the foremost management, organizational change, and quality 

innovators of our age. In his landmark book, Out ojthe Crisis, Deming (1986) listed 

performance evaluations, merit ratings and annual performance reviews as the third 

"deadly disease" standing in the way of organizational transformation. Deming stated that 

management by objectives (MBO) or management by numbers is really "management by 

fear" that.. . 

... nourishes short-term performance, annihilates long-term planning, builds fear, 

demolishes team-work, nourishes rivalry and politics. It leaves people bitter, 

crushed, bruised, battered, desolate, despondent, dejected, feeling inferior, some 

even depressed, unfit for work for weeks after receipt of rating, unable to 

comprehend why they are inferior. It is unfair, as it ascribes to the people in a 

group differences that may be caused totally by the system that they work in 

(Deming, 1986, p.102). 

Demingts strong opinions are somewhat vested in his belief that performance appraisals 

"do not require anyone to face the problems ofpeople. It is easier to rate them; focus on 

the outcome" (Deming, 1986, p.117). Instead, Deming proposed eight methods to 
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improve organizational outcomes. Among these, he recommended educational programs 

in leadership obligations, principles, and methods; careful selection of employees; better 

training programs for employees once hired; rewarding team-work and group successes; 

interviewing employees at least once per year to gain information related to the work 

environment and to get system improvement suggestions; and use ofperformance figures 

to evaluate system successes or problems, not individual problems. Deming proposed the 

idea that when leadership is promoted in the organization, leadership displaces the need 

for performance reviews. 

While some disagre~ on whether performance appraisals should be used at all, 

others disagree on the ways in which performance scores can be used. When performance 

appraisal scores are compared to leadership effectiveness, there is some debate as to 

whether a relationship exists. One would expect that if the performance instrument 

measured traits and behaviors exhibited by effective leaders that some relationship would 

exist. Clark and Clark (1990) in Measures ofLeadership indicated that routinely collected 

performance appraisal records did not provide good criteria. They cited too much "error 

variance or noise" (p. 33), resulting from the wide variety ofpurpose for which 

performance appraisals are utilized. However, ratings collected for the purpose of 

determining leadership effectiveness and performance ratings by subordinates were found 

to be effective. Lowery (1996) cited four dissertations relative to extension leadership in 

North Carolina which found strong relationships between leadership indicators and 

performance scores. However, her own study found no relationship between performance 

scores and a leadership scale similar to ofKouzes and Posner (1995). Chemers, 
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Watson and May (2000) reported a strong relationship between perfonnance evaluations 

and leadership efficacy, whether completed by peers or routinely by supervisors. It is 

interesting that the leadership theory reviews by YukI (1981) and Bass (1990) were 

largely silent in comparisons ofperfonnance appraisal to measures of leadership. 

Just a few years after the county Extension Leader positions were created in 

Tennessee, Turner (1974) compared job descriptions to roles and perfonnance appraisal 

scores. Findings indicated 31 of39 roles listed in job descriptions were ideal for the job 

and 29 of the 39 roles were perfonned satisfactorily as indicated in perfonnance scores. 

In another study, Radhakrishna, Yoder, and Baggett (1991) compared time 

management skills of 52 Pennsylvania CEDs to perfonnance appraisal scores. 

study a significant relationship between overall score and time management was apparent 

(r 0.64, p = .001). Therefore, in this case a quality of successful leaders (time 

management) was found to relate to measured perfonnance. 

The usefulness and integrity ofperfonnance appraisal lies in effective 

supervisory implementation of the process. Properly administered, perfonnance appraisal 

can offer benefits to individuals and the organization. Several Extension-based studies 

offered instances where perfonnance scores were strongly correlated to traits, behaviors 

and other constructs representative of effective leadership. 

Literature Review Summation 

Leadership is a multi-faceted phenomenon. As such, multiple theoretical 

approaches are required to describe it. Trait and behavior, situatio'nal and contingency, 
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multiple intelligence, and power, influence and motivation theories are just some of the 

ways in which leadership has been scrutinized. The leadership art form is the manner in 

which an individual's knowledge and abilities are applied. Contextually, interpersonal 

relationships form the dance. 

Various assessments have been developed in attempts to describe, categorize or 

predict effective leadership, or as a diagnostic tool to identify strengths and weaknesses 

for professional development purposes. For these assessments to be utilized effectively 

within an organization, they must be reliable and produce a valid construct. Routinely 

collected performance appraisal scores have been found in some studies as a criterion by 

which assessment validity can be determined. Organizations can benefit from a valid 

inventory of leadership capitol and the ability to predict future leadership potential. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Population 

The population for this study was composed of the County Extension Directors 

ofThe University of Tennessee Extension. As previously mentioned, if at staff there 

are 95 CEDs, one in each county of the state. For some parts of this study the number 

participating was less than 95 because ofvacancies or because corresponding data m one 

instrument or the other could not be matched to a participant. 

Data Sources 

This descriptive study explored relationships among data from four existing 

databases via correlational analyses. The first database included the criterion (dependant 

variable), consisting ofperformance appraisal scores collected annually for each 

Extension employee. The second database is comprised ofUT personnel data from which 

demographic information on each individual was obtained. A third database contained 

scores obtained for 91 CEDs attending a MAPTM workshop March 16-18, 1998. The final 

database contained both raw and calculated scores gathered for a pre-employment 

evaluation and selection instrument validation study (Personal Style Inventory, PSI) 

during the summer of 1999. MAPTM and PSI scores were the predictor or independent 

variables. Demographic data were utilized for purposes of describing the sample group as 

well as included in statistical models to check for the possibility of their influence or 
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moderating effect on the dependant variable. More detailed information regarding the 

variables from each source and the statistical comparisons which were made is provided 

later in this chapter. 

The instruments or assessments that were used to collect the data that will be 

examined in this study will be discussed in tum. Performance Appraisal in UT Extension 

will be followed by a look at the MAPTM assessments, the Personal Style Inventory and 

then demographic information that was included. 

Performance Appraisal in UT Extension 

Performance appraisals are completed at least annually in UT Extension for all 

employees. A standardized form is utilized for each group of employees (program 

assistant, secretary, agent, county director, area and regional field staff, specialists, etc.). 

Written material describing each item to be evaluated is provided each employee to be 

evaluated in addition to the appraisal form itself. In most cases, additional formal or 

informal training was provided for employees as well as supervisors involved in 

evaluating staff members. The appraisal interview is an opportunity to review job 

descriptions for accuracy and completeness, to review progress toward goals for the 

previous year, and to discuss any other issues surrounding the employee's work and 

working environment. The person being evaluated may supply herlhis supervisor with 

materials and information to document or support herlhis work, either in written or verbal 

form. While supervisors are encouraged to informally discuss performance successes and 

areas needing improvement frequently with employees, the annual performance appraisal 
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gives opportunity for fonnal two-way communication between an employee and herlhis 

supervisor around job-related criteria important for individual and organizational 

effectiveness. The only other times fonnal perfonnance evaluations take place is with 

new employees still in a probationary status, or employees being evaluated on a 

scheduled perfonnance improvement plan. 

In most cases, the county director is responsible for completing a performance 

review and interview with each employee in herlhis county. A perfonnance appraisal 

summary fonn is completed and signed by the employee and the county director. Before a 

later date specified statewide, the Regional Director, with input from Regional Program 

Leaders, is then responsible for reviewing all of the county appraisals and conducts the 

appraisal review and interview with each county director in hislher region, also 

completing and signing a fonn when the review is final. 

After a look at reliability and validity considerations ofperfonnance appraisal 

instruments, the perfonnance appraisal documents utilized in UT Extension will be 

discussed in more detail. 

Reliability and Validity ofPerformance Appraisal Instruments 

Buford & Bedeian (1988) discussed perfonnance appraisal design and 

implementation for Extension in their work on Management in Extension. While 

important considerations in perfonnance appraisal have already been discussed in the 

literature review, it is important to consider the reliability and validity ofperformance 

appraisal instruments. 
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Reliability was defined by Buford & Bedeian (1988, p. 129) relative to 

performance appraisal: "Results of appraisals should be consistent; in other words the 

ratings of equally qualified appraisers should generally agree on the performance of an 

individuaL" With each instrument used in UT Extension, standards for each level of 

appraisal are described and training has been conducted with employees and supervisory 

staff reviewing each standard. In the current system, regional program leaders are 

involved in evaluating agents' plans of work. The program leader then makes a final 

rating for the multiple plans ofwork and this rating is transferred to the performance 

appraisal form. Since two raters per district (eight were involved in evaluating 

performance measures relative to program planning ability, reliability concerns were 

addressed by having each program leader prepare sample plans and rate each plan he or 

she created as well as individually rating the plans created by the other program leaders. 

In two days of training, these program leaders came to a consensus on what each plan 

should be rated and they set criteria each would use in evaluating herlhis own staff. 

Additional training sessions were conducted with regional level directors and program 

leaders reviewing each performance standard and how it was to be evaluated. Thus, the 

training sessions accompanied with written standards, help to ensure reliable and 

consistent evaluations. Having the regional director look over all performance appraisals 

for the region also works toward reducing rater variability which might occur. 

Now we tum our discussion to performance appraisal validity. Again quoting 

Buford & Bedeian (1988), "Appraisals must measure what they purport to measure. They 

should be job related and criteria should be observable, measurable job-behavior 
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elements of the job"(p. 129). When the perfonnance evaluation criteria are based upon 

major critical work behaviors of the job, the instrument is said to have content validity. 

Buford & Bedeian indicate that content validity is often the most practical and effective 

type ofvalidity for perfonnance instruments ifbased upon job analysis. To help ensure 

content validity, a panel of experts including agents, CEDs, Regional Directors, 

Specialists, Administrators and HR staff reviewed the perfonnance appraisal instrument 

to confinn that it reflected a realistic measure of an extension agent's critical job 

function. The standards for each perfonnance appraisal instrument were derived from a 

detailed job analysis and detennination ofcritical functions related to the job. 

Each perfonnance appraisal instrument was detennined to have met the criteria 

for content validity (Buford & Bedeian,1988): 

1. 	 The systems were based on job analysis. Actual job behaviors and 

outcomes are part of the standards. Persons providing appraisal 

infonnation were regularly and systematically observing job perfonnance. 

Appraisers were trained in the process ofperfonnance counseling and 

measuring perfonnance. 

The purpose and use ofeach perfonnance system was clearly stated 

including how often appraisals were to be completed, what documentation 

was required, recourse and other similar areas. 

3. 	 Individuals had access to all of their own perfonnance appraisal materials. 

4. 	 Each appraisal process was periodically reviewed for effectiveness. 
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Reliability and validity are deemed to have adequate rigor for this study, recognizing that 

some variation from one regional director to the next has been found as previously 

mentioned (Byrd & Norman, 2002). Discussion will now be turned to the performance 

appraisal instruments which have been used in UT Extension from 1998 to the date of 

this writing. 

Performance Appraisal ofCounty Extension Leaders 1998-2001 

Performance appraisals are, and have been for many years, an annual part of 

staff development and evaluation in Tennessee Extension. As recommended by Buford & 

Bedeian (1988) and other HR professionals, the process has been periodically reviewed 

and revised or updated. The first instrument which will provide data for this study was 

initially used beginning on October 1993. It was last revised in early 1998 for use in 

evaluating county director program and administrative performance annually from 

October 1, 1997 through September 30,2001. The appraisal process utilizes a form ofthe 

Management by Objectives (MBO) method ofperformance evaluation where each 

standard is accompanied by a set of expected results for each level ofrating given. Under 

this performance system, a county director actually completed two forms, one for 

program performance and another for the supervisory portion ofherlhis job. 

Each agent in Tennessee was evaluated on 13 standards related to herlhis 

educational program responsibility. Descriptions of the standards and scoring system are 

found in Appendix B. The performance system had an additional three supervisory items 

on which CEDs were evaluated (Appendix C). A county director's final score was 
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calculated by adjusting scores by the percentage program responsibility and percentage 

administrative duty to keep herlhis overall score on the same scale as other agents. Table 

2 shows the rating categories and the point value associated each. Table 3 lists the 

appraisal items and a point value (weight) which would be multiplied by the rating value 

to get an item score. For example, as indicated in the table 2, a person could receive 

ratings of Special Merit, Merit, Good, Needs Improvement, or Unsatisfactory on each 

performance item listed in table 3. If an agent was rated Special Merit (point value, 4 

from table 2) on the performance appraisal Item 1 (point value, 4 from table 3), that agent 

would have a score of 16 for that item. These individual item scores are summed to get 

overall performance score. Again looking at table 2, a top-performing agent with an 

overall performance score of427 or above would be rated "Special Merit" overall. 

All agents, including county directors were evaluated on Items 1-13 in table 3. In 

addition, county directors were evaluated on Items 14-16. A county director's final score 

was calculated to fall in the same point scale as all other agent scores. (Sum ofItem 1-13 

Scores) x (Percentage ofProgram Assignment) + (Sum ofItem 14-16 Scores) x (Percent 

of Administrative Assignment). The sum of Program and Administrative Percentages 

must have equaled 100 percent. 

For the purpose of this study, Raw Program Score (numeric value ranging from 

0-488), Raw Administrative Score (value range from 0-120) and the final overall score as 

calculated above be utilized as the criterion or dependant variables. The performance 

scores independently for each year (1998, 1999, 2000, and 2001) be used 

calculating correlations of performance with independent and demographic variables. 
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Table 2. Rating categories, point values, and final scores for performance appraisal, 
1998-2001. 

Rating Category Point Value Overall Rating Score Ranges 

Special Merit 4 427 - 488 

Merit 3 335 - 426 

Good 2 213-334 

Needs Improvement 122 - 212 

Unsatisfactory o 0-121 

Source: Adm. F-142 (10-95), Appendix B 

Table 3. Performance appraisal items 1998 - 2001 with weighting point value. 

Point 
Performance Item Value 

1. Completed needs assessment to determine program direction. 4 

2. Involved advisory committee 8 

3. Completed/maintained an annual Plan of Work based upon documented needs assessment 10 
and national initiatives. 

4. Implemented objectives described in the Plan of Work and worked to expand audiences. 18 

5. Marketed Extension programs and used a wide variety of educational delivery methods 10 
appropriate for topic and clientele. 

6. Documented the utilization of volunteers. 8 

7. Networked and linked with other agencies/organizations 6 

8a. Collected and reported evaluation data to show impact - Evaluated Programs 12 

8b. Collected and reported evaluation data to show impact - Reported Accomplishments 8 

9. Maintained good working relationships 5 

10. Keep accurate records and submitted on time and complied with appropriate policies and 5 
procedures 

11. Maintained proficiency in subject matter and teaching skills lO 

12. Enhanced personaVprofessional proficiency through continued education 8 

13. Effectiveness and impact ofbase programs lO 

14. Provided effective leadership for County Extension Programs lO 

15. Secured and managed the County Extension Budget in support of the total County 10 
Extension Program 

16. Provided leadership in Managing of the County's Personnel and other resources lO 

Source: Performance Appraisal for County Extension Faculty/Leaders, See Appendix B and Appendix C 

84 




Performance Appraisal ofCounty Extension Directors 2002-2003 

An electronic process was implemented for the appraisal ofperformance 

covering October 1, 2001 through December 31, 2002 for the initial transition year. 

Beginning January 1, 2003 the appraisal system is used to cover a calendar year running, 

January 1 st through December 31 st. Performance documents are completed, approved, 

and stored in a secure online personnel Lotus Notes / Domino database. 

The rationale behind this instrument was that there are three critical areas of 

performance for all agents, and a fourth area for a county director's administrative 

responsibility. The assumption is that if agents do an exemplary job of program planning, 

do what they said they would do in exemplary fashion relative to program delivery, and 

meet an exemplary level ofprofessionalism, they are rated as exemplary overall. Items in 

the appraisal, appraisal sections, and overall rating can be Exemplary, Meets 

Expectations, or Unsatisfactory. The additional section for CEDs and administrative 

responsibility uses the same ratings. 

This performance appraisal system was designed as an "anytime system," 

available year-round for agents or supervisors to file supporting information, or for goal 

review and progress documentation. Formally, agents prepare from one to three program 

plans comprising in aggregate sixty percent of planned work for the year. These are due to 

regional program leaders in the late fall. Regional program leaders rate plans and make 

suggestions for improvement through the electronic system. When final revisions are 

complete, each plan receives a final rating and the program leader completes a composite 

rating for all of the agent's plans in the performance appraisal system. Agents, county 
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directors and regional staff can add documentation and comments to the performance 

appraisal document all during the year. At the end of the program and calendar year 

administrative personnel complete the performance instrument and finalize scores in a 

face-to-face performance appraisal conference. 

Scoring is based upon the analogy of a chain and its weakest link. In general the 

lowest score assigned on one of the four sections becomes the overall performance rating. 

In the previous system, agents with low percentages of administrative responsibility could 

somewhat ignore those duties because their program related ratings would overwhelm 

CED administrative ratings. As mentioned earlier, letter scores E, M, and U are assigned 

to appraisal items, sections, and for overall appraisal rating representing performance that 

is Exemplary, Meets Expectations, and Unsatisfactory. At this time a numerical score is 

not a part of the score reported to CEDs or other agents. However, a rating score ranging 

from 0 - 600 is calculated for the purpose of ranking individuals based upon the 

performance rating overall, section ratings and individual ratings. Scores are calculated 

such that points are added for E's and points are deducted for U's. A rating ofM is not 

adjusted point-wise and does not change the base score. 

Items measured in the County Agent and Director Performance Appraisal 

standards are described in detail in appendix D. Table 4 lists the items which are 

evaluated under each section of the appraisal form, Program Planning, Program 

Accountability, Professionalism and for County Director Responsibilities. 

For the purpose ofthis study, a Program Score will be calculated by adding 

section scores for Program Planning, Program Accountability, and Professionalism 
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Table 4. County Extension Director performance items (10-1-2001 to present) 
Section 

Program Development 

Performance Item 

Needs Assessment 

Communicates Program Issues 

Networking 

Funding 

Appropriate Delivery Methods 

Clear Implementation Steps 

Plans for Evaluation 

Reaches Diverse Audience 

Program Accountabll1ty from Plan 

Effectively Marketed Programs 

Teaching Method Effectiveness 

Utilized Planned Evaluation Methods 

Reported Program Progress 

Reported Accomplishments 

Networking 

Utilized Available Funding Sources 

Civil Rights Parity and Diversity 

Maintenance of Base Programming 

Professionalism 	 Effective Internal Relationships 

Effective External Relationships 

Trained in High Priority Program Areas 

Seeks Appropriate Professional Development 

Work Habits 

Knows / Follows Policy and Procedure 

Oral and Written Communication 

Effective Skills 

Markets UT / TSU Extension 

Director 	 Total County Program Leadership 

Guidance of Personnel 

Evaluation of Personnel 

Financial Management 

Management ofFacilitieslEquipment 

Public Relations 

Communications / Office Management 

Knows Policies / Meets Deadlines 

EEO/CRlAAIADA Policy & Implementation 
Source: Performance Appraisal of County Extension Directors, See Appendix D. 
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resulting in a numeric value between 0 and 600. The score for County Director 

responsibilities is a numeric value between 0 and 100. The overall score as calculated in 

the database is a multiplication factor to adjust the scores back to a 600-point scale since 

a perfect score (E rating on every item and overall score) for a county director would 

actually total to 700. These three variables (overall performance score, program 

performance score and administrative performance score) were used as criterion or 

dependant variables in this study. The performance years 2002 and 2003 were used in 

calculating correlations with independent/criterion and demographic variables. Specific 

correlations computed are shown in detail under the statistical analysis section. 

Managerial Assessment of Proficiency (MAP) 

In looking at any assessment, several characteristics are important if one is able 

to gain an understanding of its function. In this section the purpose, application, 

organization, content, reliability and validity of the Managerial Assessment ofProficiency 

(MAPTM) will be discussed. A summary ofhow it has been used and with whom will also 

follow. 

Purpose ofMAP 

The Managerial Assessment ofProficiency (MAPTM) "shows a participant's 

strengths and weaknesses in twelve areas ofmanagement competency and two 

dimensions of management style" (Kehoe, 1992, p. 500). Two other assessments which 

are part of the MAP workshop identifY eight values or drives. The competency values 
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reflect abilities - what one is able to do. Styles, values or drives are more indicative of 

leanings - what one is likely to do (Training House, 1996). 

Application ofMAP 

According to the developer ofMAPTM, the profile data has several applications: 

" ... to diagnose individual and organizational training-development needs; to evaluate 

competency and style gains from training-development programs; and to make personnel 

selection decisions" (Kehoe, 1992, p. 501). Richard Rohs, an Extension Specialist in 

Georgia and a MAP workshop facilitator, also supports applying MAPTM profile data in 

making human resources choices related to selection and promotion. Rohs stated, "Map is 

the premier tool to provide your managers and your trainers with a valid and reliable 

objective data base on which to build HRD decisions" (Rohs, 2004, p.2). Thus, 

application of profile data provided by MAPTM is proposed to benefit individuals and 

organizations in evaluative and predictive capacities. 

MAP Workshop Organization 

The MAPTM assessments are usually completed and discussed in a workshop 

setting. A MAP workshop is generally organized across 2 Y2 days, including an evening 

introductory session, a day spent completing three different assessment instruments 

(MAPTM, Personal Style Assessment, Communication Response Style), and a third day 

interpreting results and developing learning plans. The MAPTM assessment itself is scored 

by computer overnight with individual and group profiles available for participants' use 
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on the final day (Ladewig & Rohs, 1998,2000; Rohs, 2004). The Personal Style 

Assessment and the Communication Response Style assessment are self-administered and 

self-scored (Hall, 1992; Norris, 1992; Sodowsky, 1992; Stone, 1992). 

Content ofMAP Assessments 

MAprM. MAPTM is a case method simulation ofmanagement and leadership 

situations presented in 12 video episodes (Training House, 1996). Participants watch 

video segments of interactions between five different managers and their staff in 

situations such as staff meetings, performance appraisal and discipline interviews, 

employee selection interviews, delegating sessions, goal setting meetings and progress 

reports. A participant workbook also provides supporting documents such as letters, 

performance appraisal forms, and other related material. After each video segment, the 

video is stopped and participants answer multiple choice questions relative to what they 

perceived in the film. Of the four choices offered there may be one, two, three or four 

correct answers. On average, 50 percent ofthe choices are correct. The assessment takes 

six to seven hours for participants to respond to 200 items, making 800 choices in that 

time. A second day is needed to discuss the meaning of the results and to formulate a 

personal development plan (Ladewig & Rohs, 1998; Ladewig & Rohs, 2000; Training 

House, Inc., 1996). 

Now that the method of administration has been discussed, a look at the 

information generated by the assessments is in order. The data provided in a full 

individual profile are shown in table 5. As discussed above, these data are provided from 
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Table 5. MAPTM Managerial Assessment ofProficiency profile data 
Data Type / People/Task 

Title Co~cy, Style or Value Scale Orientation 

Managing Your Job Time Management %-ile,0-100 Task 

Setting Goals %-ile,0-100 Task 

Planning & Scheduling Work %-ile, 0-100 Task 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMPOSITE Avg.,0-100 Task 

Relating to Others Listening & Organizing 0-100 People 

Giving Clear Information %-ile, 0-100 People 

Getting Unbiased Information %-ile,0-100 People 

COMMUNICATION COMPOSITE Avg., 0-100 People 

Building the Team Training, Coaching, Delegating %-ile, 0-100 People 

Appraising People & Performance 0-100 People 

Disciplining & Counseling 0-100 People 

SUPERVISORY COMPOSITE Avg., 0-100 People 

Thinking Clearly IdentifYing & Solving Problems %-ile, 0-100 Task 

Making Decision, Weighing Risk %-ile, 0-100 Task 

Thinking Clearly & Analytically %-ile, 0-100 Task 

COGNITIVE COMPOSITE Avg.,0-100 Task 

OVERALL PROFICIENCY COMPOSITE Avg.,0-100 

Leadership Styles Theory X (Parent-Child) %-ile, 0-100 

Theory Y (Adult-Adult) %-ile,0-100 

Communication Response Style Empathetic 0-60* * The four 

Critical 0-60* scores at left 
must sum to 

Searching 0-60* 60 points 

Advising 0-60* 

Theory X Critical (hard) + Advising (soft) 0-60** **The sum 
ofTheory X 
and Y scores 

Theory Y Empathetic Searching 0-60** must equal 
60 

Personal Style Assessment Thinker 10 -40 

(the 4 values must total Intuitor 10 40 

Sensor 10 -40 

Feeler 10 -40 

Source: Training House, Inc., (1996). 
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completing three different assessment instruments and be discussed separately 

according to the instrument from which the data are derived. 

MAPTM profile data are comprised of 12 competency areas and two management 

styles. The competency areas are organized into four groups of three competencies each. 

One grouping relates to "Managing Your Job" and the three competencies under this 

heading are averaged to show an Administrative Composite. Another group is titled 

"Relating to Others" and these three competencies form a Communication Composite. 

"Building the Team" competencies make up the Supervisory Composite, and "Thinking 

Clearly" competencies combine for a Cognitive Composite. The 12 competency scores 

are averaged to show an overall "Proficiency Composite." Ladewig & Rohs 

indicate that Training House believes good managers "manage tasks" and "lead people." 

Therefore, the groupings "Managing your Job" and "Thinking Clearly" are indicative of 

"task" competencies, while "Relating to Others" and "Building the Team" reflect 

"people" competencies. Descriptions of the 12 competencies are offered in table 6. 

Two other percentile scores are provided from the MAPTM assessment, a Theory 

X and Theory Y management style based upon McGregor's (1960) work. In the MAPTM 

assessment, 45 responses reflect an adult-child response, more prone to command and 

control, and 45 others an adult-adult response where the person addressed is trusted to 

complete the responsibilities ofherlhis job without close supervision and micro­

management. According to Training House, Inc. (1996), someone with very low Theory 

X, Theory Y scores has not yet developed a management style; someone with one much 

higher than the other has developed a preference for that one style; and someone with 
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Table 6. Descriptions of 12 compe:tencies detennined by MAPTM. 

Competency 	 Description 

Time Management Effectively manages time of self and others. 
Detennines and negotiates priorities according to goals 
and budgets time accordingly. Exercises self-discipline 

IU 
> 

and control ofothers who interrupt, so as to achieve 
goals. 

:~ Setting Goals and standards Sets goals and standards according to organizational 


J 
 outcomes. Utilizes resources of manpower, methods, 

materials, machines, money, etc. to meet those goals. 

« 
Planning & Scheduling Work 	 Plans, schedules and controls the work for which 

he/she and others are responsible. Is able to manage 
routine work as well as one-time affairs without 
precedent. 

Listening & Organizing 	 Ability to understand, organize, and analyze what you 
are hearing so you can decide what to think and do in 
response to the message. Involves getting both facts 

c:: 	 and feelings as a means to quality information. o 
.~ 

Giving Clear Information 	 Constructing clear, concise, complete, well-organized 
'2 

and convincing messages. Recognizing and adjusting E to communication barriers. Keeps on target. Uses e o 
u 	 persuasion effectively and builds climate of trust. 

Getting Unbiased Information 	 Use ofquestions, probes and interviewing techniques 
to minimize filtering and editing in information transfer 
from person to person. 

Training, Coaching, Delegating 	 Ability to develop people. Transferring authorship and 
responsibility to employees. Reinforcing positive 
performance and giving appropriate rewards. 

Appraising People & Performance Achieves joint appraisal of an individual's 
til performance, agreement on future expectations and 

development ofplans of how to achieve them. Gives 'i 
~ 

(Z) 	 ongoing feedback. 

Disciplining & Counseling Restores employee performance to desired standards 
without loss of respect or trust. Describes measurable, 
observable behaviors. Establishes timed expectations, 

Identifying & Solving Problems Involves analytical skills and intuition to identifY and 
solve problems. Able to move barriers to reaching 
goals, and determine strategies and courses ofaction. 

IU 

-.6 Making Decision, Weighing Risk Explores options. Identifies limits, desirables and risks 
'2 to be considered. Assesses risk and selects best 

8 options. 

Thinking Clearly & Analytically Identifies valid premises and draws logical 
conclusions. Separates fact from inference and 
assumption. inductive and deductive reasoning. 

Source: Training House, Inc. (1996). 
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both scores high is able to adapt herihis responsive in either style depending upon the 

type of employee and situation. Another assessment, The Communication Response 

Styles also contributes information relative to Theory X and Theory Y as discussed next. 

Communication Response Style. The Communication Response Style 

assessment also draws on McGregor's Theory X, Theory Y management styles. This 

assessment consists of twenty situations described in written form (not video as in 

MAPTM) that commonly occur in the workplace. These situations are presented in most 

cases as a statement made by a hypothetical co-worker. Participants are asked to assign a 

total of 3 points among 4 responses, with the value (0, 1, 2, 3) being assigned according 

to the level of agreement or preferred response for that situation. The resulting profile 

(see table 5) is a score distributing 60 total points among the four communication styles 

of Empathetic, Critical, Searching, or Advising. The empathetic response is a non­

judgmental reply mirroring the theme or feeling expressed without communicating 

personal values. A critical response expresses judgement or evaluation, may be perceived 

as a put-down or threat, and tends to thwart open and honest communication. Responses 

asking for additional information are searching responses, generally positive toward good 

communication but can become over-used and interfere with good listening. The fourth 

communication style, the advising response, gives advice and recommendations, wants to 

fix problems, and may also be a barrier to further communication. Training House (1996) 

indicated two response styles, Critical and Advising, are "parent state" responses and fall 

within a Theory X framework. Conversely, Empathetic and Searching styles are deemed 

"adult state" responses and correspond with more Theory Y management. Therefore, if 
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mind is racing ahead. All of us tend to have some portion of each of these personality 

types (Training House, 1997). 

MAP Reliability 

Ladewig & Rohs (2000) and Training House (2000) reported that MAP has 

strong assessment and predictive capacity because of the instrument's high reliability and 

validity. Reliability was tested using a matched, split-half method where two groups 

(n=22 and n=27) were trained on half of the proficiencies and were untrained on the other 

two areas before the assessment was taken. One group was assessed as a pre-test, and the 

other group post-test, groups were alternated on the material so they could serve as a 

control for the other. Improvements of 64.3% were demonstrated on the competencies 

that were taught with a non-significant decline on those that were not. In another 

reliability test, two different supervisors put the same 13 employees in rank-order by 

performance and then their scores were compared with MAPTM. Rank difference 

correlations resulted in coefficients of 0.75 and 0.76. (Ladewig & Rohs, 2000; Training 

House Inc., 2000). Training House Inc. (1996) participant materials indicated an item 

analysis for determining internal consistency of responses within each category was 

conducted but no further details were provided. Based upon these data, Training House, 

Inc. (2000) stated they were able to verify the reliability ofMAPTM. Therefore, it comes 

as little surprise that in the review for Mental Measurements Yearbook, Kehoe (1992) 

contests the reliability data in saying, "In fact, no reliability evidence is presented" 

(p.501). Kehoe continues that the MAP developer "severely misconstrues" the meanings 
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one adds the paired scores together, another indication of Theory X, Theory Y tendency is 

given. Training House indicated that the Theory X and Theory Y scores derived from 

MApTM and Communication Response Style assessments may not necessarily agree since 

the latter was a forced-choice assessment and MAPTM choices were independent ofone 

another. 

Personal Style Assessment. The Personal Style Assessment draws its theory 

base from the Jungian psychological functions of thinking, feeling, intuiting and sensing. 

A participant responds to 10 groups of4 words each, assigning a 4 to the value perceived 

to be most like them, 3, 2 and 1 in descending order (Training House, 1997). 

An assessment ofPersonal Styles, is designed to reveal a participant's 

preferences regarding four styles reflecting how he/she understands and relates to the 

world around them and also to other people. These styles are labeled the intuitor, thinker, 

feeler and sensor. In this model the intuitor appears to sit alone and daydream, but all the 

while he/she is forming global concepts, looking for meaning in each, and looking for the 

why behind the concepts. Often, the intuitor learns best from personal experience. The 

thinker wants to be correct. The person with this personal style is structured, learns 

systematically and enjoys detail and precision. A person of the feeling type enjoys moods, 

feelings, and emotions of self and others. Empathy, sentiment and being in tune with 

other's feelings are important. Reactions ofothers are often more important to them than 

objective reality. Individuals who are sensors are action-oriented and prefer to leam-by­

doing. Often restless, this person may be physically busy (like tapping feet) while herlhis 
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of test-retest and split-half reliability, finding the results presented actually point toward 

the possibility of low reliability. Reliability results are questioned also on the basis of low 

numbers ofparticipants involved in the tests and sensitivity of test results to "directly and 

indirectly related experiences, including the experience of taking the MAP itself' (Kehoe, 

1992, p. 501). There appear to be concrete reasons to question the reliability of the 

MApTM assessment. No information was given regarding the reliability of the other two 

assessments, The Personal Style Assessment and the Communication Response Styles 

assessment (Hall, 1992; Norris, 1992; Sodowsky, 1992; Stone, 1992). 

MAP Validity 

MAPTM construct validation studies utilizing rank-order correlation analyses 

have been conducted with over 250 managers in 11 organizations. Performance on the job 

paired with performance on MAPTM resulted in correlation coefficients ranging from 0.75 

to 0.92 (significance level was not reported; Ladewig & Rohs, 2000). In other studies, 

managers ranked performance on each of the 12 constructs and also the two leadership 

styles and these rankings were compared to performance data deemed to be related by 

Training House. In these studies, individual construct proficiency score correlations to 

performance measures ranged from 0.39 to 0.83 while the leadership styles correlations to 

performance rankings ranged from 0.46 to 0.97. Based upon these scores, predictive 

validity would be considered moderate to very high. 

Another validity measure explored by Training House was face validity. One 

way to look at face validity involves having knowledgeable "experts" examine 
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instrument and resulting measures and determine if these seem to represent what they 

propose based upon accepted industry and "expert" understanding. In the case of 

MAPTM, some managers who had completed the assessment were interviewed to 

determine face validity. These industry "experts" were asked to give an assessment of 

whether the instrument cases and questions actually reflected what was being measured. 

Interview findings indicated the situations closely reflected actual management and 

leadership work situations and resulting profiles were reflective of participant 

performance. During field tests of MAP, a panel of 10 experts (group not defined in 

source) reviewed answers on each item. Ifa minimum of 8 of the 10 experts agreed on 

the answers, the question went forward. About 113 of the questions were re-written until 

the 8 of 10 criterion was met. Further refinements were made by asking the original 256 

managers involved in the field tests to identify questions they believed to be ambiguous 

or "trick questions." These questions were reworked or eliminated. No further detail or 

supporting information was provided (Training House, Inc., 1996). According to this 

information, the face validity of the MAPTM assessment is not as solid as it might be since 

no supporting credentials are given on the "expert" managers and panel. Further, the 

criteria these experts used to evaluate the assessment statements and results is not 

discussed. Ladewig & Rohs (2000) agreed that the video portion of the assessment did 

seem to present realistic managerial situations, thus supporting the face validity of the 

instrument. 

In the lone review of the MAPTM assessment, Kehoe (1992) raised several issues 

with the validity study as it was conducted. First, the developer ofMAPTM claimed the 
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scores predict managerial job performance. However, in the validation studies, the 

predictor variable (MAPTM score) was used as the basis for the criterion, creating artificial 

circular bias for validity. As reported by Kehoe, other factors which weaken the validity 

results include: small sample sizes; differences in reported values from the 1985 vs. 1986 

validity studies were not explained; the effects ofrevising items and scoring rules in the 

same trials as validity tests were not reported; and the rating procedure positively biased 

the individual competency validity r-values. These factors led Kehoe to recommend 

MAPTM not be used for personnel selection purposes, and to state that use for 

developmental purposes could yield flawed results. 

Reviewers of the Personal Style Assessment and Communications Response 

Style assessments were not provided with validity data on these instruments (Hall, 1992; 

Norris, 1992; Sodowsky, 1992; Stone, 1992). In review of the Personal Style Assessment, 

Hall (1992) suggested no "thought to proper standards for psychological test development 

or theoretical postulates" (p. 665) is given. Stone (1992) referred to the Personal Style 

Assessment as a "parlor game" (p. 667), at least until validity evidence is presented 

supporting these Jungian-related constructs. In similar fashion, with the Communications 

Response Style Assessment, Norris (1992) suggested a lack ofvalidity evidence made it 

inappropriate for any clinical or assessment purpose. Sodowsky (1992) was more specific 

in citing changes needed to make the Communications Response Style more acceptable: 

"research into the development, psychometric properties, and uses of the measure; a test 

manual; standardization and normative data; standard or transformed scores; protected 

scoring keys; the control of response sets; and reference to original sources" (p. 210). 
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Therefore, validity concerns with the other assessment instruments utilized in a MAP 

workshop seem consistent with those found with the MAPTM assessment itself. 

MAP Use 

The Managerial Assessment ofProficiency (MApTM) has been used to reflect 

leadership and management abilities in Extension through the Southern Region 

Leadership Development (SELD) initiative because the competencies, values and 

tendencies measured closely reflect those desired in Extension leaders. (Ladewig & 

Rohs, 2000). From April of 1994, when the instrument was first used with extension 

agents, to June of 2000 over 900 extension faculty, agents and administrators have 

completed the MAPTM assessment (Ladewig & Rohs, 2000). MAPTM was administered to 

91 of Tennessee's 95 County Directors and several other administrative staff and subject­

matter specialists March 16-18, 1998. At that time, the norming population (managers 

who had completed the MAPTM assessment) consisted of about 60,000 individuals 

(Ladewig & Rohs, personal communication, March 18, 1998). More recently, Rohs 

(2004) reports a norming population of over 70,000 records representing 500 

organizations. However, published data are limited to that available from the 2002 

MAPTM instnictor manual on 62,841 records. No information was available that indicated 

if these were unique individuals or if the data included those who had completed the 

MAPTM instrument multiple times. Descriptive data included some breakdown by gender, 

industry, rank, education, and culture. 
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While 2002 instructor manual data included over 62,000 records, the published 

gender data were limited to 1,700 human resource [sic] managers who were directors of 

personnel and/or training (Training House, Inc., 2002). These data reported an overall 

average MAPTM composite proficiency score of63 for males and females (n=850 males, 

n=850 females). Differences were observed for this group in individual competency areas 

where females scored higher on Listening and Organizing (61 vs. 57), and on Giving 

Clear Information (69 vs. 64). Females also were higher in the MAPTM score for Theory 

Y (67 vs. 63). Higher style scores for females were observed in the Empathetic 

Communication Response Style (64 vs. 54) and on the Feeling Personal Style Assessment 

(62 vs. 58). In contrast, males were higher on the MAPTM Theory X score (44 vs. 39), the 

Critical Communication Response Style (47 vs. 37) and the Thinking Personal Style 

Assessment score (44 vs. 35). No indication was given as to the statistical significance of 

these data. 

Data were collected on the type of industry participants represent (by Standard 

Industry Code - SIC code) for use in preparing industry composite profiles. Overall 

MAPTM proficiency composite, Theory X and Theory Y scores (all are percentiles with 50 

being average for the popUlation) were given on the industries: Chemical (56, 43,56), 

Communications (53, 46,53), Education (56,59,59), Financial Service (53, 54, 53), 

Government (51,53,48), Health Service (55,51,59), Insurance (56,49,55), 

Manufacturing (52,52,51), Retailing (50, 49, 46), Service (53, 57, 52), Transportation 

(42,64,37), and Utilities (53, 56,49). Training House indicated no group listed contained 

less than 1,000 members but no other popUlation numbers or statistical significance was 
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offered. Training House (2002) commented that the top four highest scoring industry 

groups by MAPTM overall score were also strongest in Theory Y score. Conversely~ the 

lowest four proficiency groups were highest in Theory X score (Training House, Inc., 

2002). The meaning ofthis is unclear, however, since 1998 data (Training House, Inc., 

2000) with more than 1,400 managers showed a correlation coefficient of 0.97 between 

an organization's overall MAPTM proficiency composite score to Theory Y proficiency 

percentile score. Clearly, these industry data serve descriptive purposes only, since 

supporting statistical parameters were not provided. One must wonder if Theory and 

Theory Yare true constructs or ifTheory Y is simply deeply nested within overall 

MAPTM proficiency composite. 

When the 62,000 plus MAPTM participants were examined by rank:, 4,427 senior 

mangers scored in the 58th percentile, middle mangers (n=18,479) scored 54, 11,335 

individuals in a professional/technical role averaged 51, and the largest role group of 

26,355 members, first-level supervisors, averaged a percentile score of48. Training 

House perceives the score was higher for the professional group (who had no direct 

reports) over the first-level supervisors because of a difference in educational level 

(Training House, Inc., 2002). But again, statistical support was not provided. 

Training House (2002) data indicate a person's highest educational level is a 

strong influence upon overall composite score and management style. Population size, 

MAPTM composite scores, Theory X and Theory Y scores were provided for individuals 

by highest educational level attained including those with a post-graduate degree 

(n=13,318; MAP=59; X=48; Y=60), a college degree (n=29,302; MAP=53; X=54; 

102 



Y=53), a high school diploma (n=16,827; MAP=43; X=60; Y=43) or less a high 

school diploma (n=855; MAP=28; X=67; Y=26). No explanation for these data was 

offered by Training House except to describe management style of least educated 

individuals to trend toward a "carrot-and-stick" type ofmotivation (Theory X) while 

more educated individuals tried to persuade more with reasoning and logic (Theory V). 

Breakdown and analysis ofMAPTM data was not offered by race. This presents 

potential problems for organizations utilizing MAPTM scores for employment-related 

decisions as no adverse impact detennination on the basis of race has been made (or made 

public by Training House, mc.). Data that may be considered for descriptive purposes 

only, since supporting statistical infonnation was not given, were offered according to the 

label given by Training House as "Culture." The 2002 instructor manual provided data on 

population number, Theory X, Theory Y, overall MAPTM proficiency composite, task 

composite and people composite scores listed by country of origin. The MAPTM 

video/assessment, available in seven languages, has resulted in its use in 17 countries. 

Assessment use has been greatest in the Unites States with 50,017 assessments recorded. 

Other countries and the number of assessments in each country group include Canada 

(1,676), Australia (482), the United Kingdom (480), Mexico (2,762), Brazil (30), 

Columbia (30), Jamaica (160), Panama (241), mdonesia (90), Singapore (384), Malaysia 

(721), the Philippines (218), Taiwan (4,256), mdia (161), South Africa (1,562) and 

Zimbabwe (115). These population group numbers make meaningful comparisons 

questionable. However, MAPTM may have a definite bias toward a European management 

and leadership style since the only countries in which overall composite scores were 
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above average (50%) included the United Kingdom, the USA, Canada, and Australia with 

respective scores in the 57 th, 56th, 55th, and 51 st percentiles. Scores from other countries 

ranged between a low of a 22nd percentile average for Mexico to the for India. 

Training House noted that five countries (Brazil, Columbia, Indonesia, India and South 

Africa) had a "marked preference" for task-handling preferences. However, the meaning 

of this must remain uncertain given that the total number of assessments for all five 

countries combined is 1873 with only 30 each for Columbia and Brazil. Again, a lack of 

statistical support for the information provided relegates the data to solely a descriptive 

role. 

MAP Summary 

According to materials in the MAPTM Participant Workbook (Training House 

Inc., 1996, 1998), the MAPTM assessment's 12 competencies were distilled from internal 

studies ofmanagement and leadership in the American Management Association, AT&T, 

Martin Marietta, Ford Motor Company, Kodak (Tennessee Eastman Company), and IBM. 

Two other theoretical foundations, the work of McGregor (1960) and Carl Jung (Myers, 

1962; Kiersey & Bates, 1984), are critical components ofthe MAP workshop and 

contribute, to assessments and the resulting individual profile. 

While the MAP assessments have been promoted as having high reliability and 

validity (Ladewig & Rohs, 2000; Rohs, 2002, 20003, 2004), a critical review ofthe 

documentation provided by Training House, Inc. for the instruments is lacking in basic 

statistical and psychometric support. Therefore, Kehoe (1992) and other reviewers (Hall, 
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1992; Norris, 1992; Sodowsky, 1992; Stone, 1992) question the practical application of 

MAP profiles. In fact, critical review of the supporting materials leaves many questions, 

particularly questions impacting reliability and validity, and questions related to the 

impact of moderating variables (training, previously taking the MAP assessments, race, 

gender, time in position, etc.) on the results. One also wonders if the constructs are valid, 

especially since Theory Y and overall MAPTM proficiency scores are so closely 

correlated. These questions are magnified since scientific linkages to the McGregor and 

Jung theoretical bases of assessments used in MAP workshops are not provided. 

The need for further research with MAPTM profile data is a combination of 

several factors. First is a lack ofpublicly published defining research on the part of the 

MAP assessment developers. If an organization is to have the confidence to provide MAP 

workshops and make any application of the resulting individual and group profiles, more 

information specific to the organization must be obtained. A second compelling 

contributor to the argument ofneeded research involves the perceived face validity of 

MAPTM, particularly the perceived applicability to Extension leadership by Southern 

Region administrators, specialists, and previous participants who are in a position of 

knowledge to make educated recommendations. It seems problematic that the adoption 

and use ofMApTM has such little support from any quantitative or qualitative research 

perspective. Further, the widespread use ofMAPTM in Southern Region Extension circles 

adds to the importance of determining ifMAPTM can make real contributions to 

Extension individuals or organizations in theory, practice or at some combined level. The 

MApTM return on investment study by Rohs (2003) and participant evaluations reported 
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by Ladewig & Rohs (1998) offer anecdotal evidence in support ofMAPTM use in 

Extension. Other objective study is needed if confident and continued use ofMAPTM is to 

be possible and prudent. 

Personal Style Inventory (PSI) 

The second human resources assessment instrument that provided data for this 

study is called the Personal Style Inventory (PSI). In the late 1990s, UT Extension sought 

increased information to be considered in hiring decisions the hope ofreducing 

agent turnover. Development of a pre-employment selection test was pursued through Dr. 

Lucy Gibson, a licensed Industrial Psychologist ofResource Associates, Incorporated. 

Human resources professionals (Dessler, 2000; Handler, 2001) have recommended 

utilization of a certified psychologist in the development ofany selection test that is to be 

utilized as part of an employment process. After extensive interviews, Dr. Gibson 

developed a personal style, personality, and cognitive ability assessment specifically 

designed for UT Extension. The instrument and data collected from the assessment are 

discussed here in detail as previously explored for MAP (purpose, application, 

organization, content, reliability, validity and use). 

Purpose ofPSI 

The purpose of the Personal Style Inventory was to develop a pre-employment 

evaluation to reflect potential performance and work preferences ofapplicants ifhired 

Extension. The PSI was the instrument used in a concurrent criterion-related test 
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validation study. This validation study resulted in a modified final assessment instrument 

currently being used in UT Extension with applicants for Extension Agent employment. 

Extension agents who participated in the validation study serve as the norming population 

to which new applicants' test results are compared. 

Foss & Handler (2001) report that these types of instruments are valuable in 

decreasing the number ofpotential candidates a middle manager must sort through in 

filling positions, yields a higher quality ofcandidate to herlhim, and provides more 

information on which employment decisions can be made. An eventual purpose of the 

PSI as currently used will be to set a score minimum where lower scoring applicants for 

employment would be screened out of the applicant pool and would no longer be 

considered for employment. 

For this study, data on County Extension Directors will be extracted from the 

database for the purpose of seeking to identify personality, preference, and aptitude 

indicators ofeffective county leadership. 

Application ofPSI 

The PSI instrument and related materials that were used in the validation study 

were distributed to district directors at their regular monthly administrative meeting 

(March 1999). District directors, in tum, provided county directors with enough copies 

for all agents in herlhis county including instruction sheets, test booklets, answer sheets 

and a letter from Dr. Bill Hicks, Dean (appendix E) explaining the purpose ofthe 

validation study. District directors were also given a performance form, with written 
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explanations, based upon 14 PSI dimensions to complete on each agent. Completed 

answer sheets and performance forms were returned directly to Resource Associates, Inc. 

Individual contacts were made with those not returning the answer sheet by April 20, 

1999 by phone and by letter. A total of269 complete and useable forms were returned 

a response rate of71 percent (Gibson, 1999). Dr. Lucy Gibson ofResource Associates 

prepared a summary report of validity, reliability and supported measures for evaluation 

by UT Extension administrative personnel. No ratings ofExtension Agents or PSI results 

were shared with UT Extension personnel as the purpose was to develop the pre­

employment test with existing Extension Agents serving as the norming population. 

PSI Organization 

The PSI validation study consisted of two components. The self-administered 

PSI assessment included a total of 196 statements or questions to which a value of5, 4, 3, 

2, or 1 were assigned to indicate level ofagreement or preference. Another 30 items 

gathered information from which verbal, numerical and analytical aptitude could be 

measured. With current applicants, answers to test items result in an overall personality 

score reported as a percentile range. For instance, a person scoring in the 50-59th 

percentile would be expected to perform at a level similar to an average, or slightly above 

average, agent's performance. Other assessed items are reported on applicants as a level 

oflow, below average, average, above average or high. Each record validation 

database consists of similar scores including a numeric value calculated from test 

answers. 
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The second component involved a measure ofagent performance. Each district 

director evaluated every Extension Agent's performance on the scales and dimensions the 

PSI sought to assess with a Likert-type scale of one to eight. The performance appraisal 

scores routinely used in UT Extension were not utilized because the performance 

instrument used in Extension did not directly relate to the constructs of the inventory. 

Therefore, a specific appraisal form relating directly to the test dimensions was developed 

and then used as the criterion variable for validity tests. These performance dimensions 

upon which each agent was evaluated in the validation study are shown in table 7. The 

eight-point evaluation scale which was utilized is shown in table 8. An overall 

performance score was calculated by averaging the scores for the 13 dimensions. 

Individual performance items and overall performance scores were the criterion variables 

for the validation study. 

Resource Associates, Incorporated matched the individual's PSI assessment with 

the appropriate supervisor's evaluation and keyed these data values into spreadsheet form. 

Reliability of the PSI instrument was assessed with Chronbach's Alpha. Statistical 

analysis included calculation ofPearson's rho correlation coefficients as a test ofvalidity 

and regression analysis to test for adverse impact upon EEO protected demographic 

groups. 

Content ofthe PSI Assessment 

Dessler (2000) indicated that employment screening tests must be based upon 

observable and critical job related behaviors and criteria. Individuals who should be 
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Table 7. PSI validation study performance dimensions and descriptions (criterion 
variables). 

Dimension 	 Description 

Ability to process Is able to handle and prioritize large amounts of information. Learns new 
information job-related information quickly. Profits from information gained from other 

more experienced workers. 

Reasoning ability 	 Appears to make good judgements based upon multiple sources of 
information. Demonstrates insight into complex problems. Demonstrates 
good reasoning whenever making an exception to a standard procedure. 
Shows insight into finding good solutions for given situations. 

Job skills competencies 	 Effective in conducting needs assessments, planning and evaluation, 
designing and implementing programs for clientele. Demonstrates 
competency in subject matter relative to assignment. Learns new 
information needed for job regardless ofacademic background. 

Capacity for growth 	 Adept at gaining new information and insights on own. Strives to 
understand community-wide issues. Analyzes work to fmd better ways of 
doing things. Seeks input from others on way in which he/she can improve. 
Interested in career development and growth. 

Productivity 	 Highly productive on the job. Puts forth much effort and works hard to 
meet deadlines. Takes initiative rather than being told what to do. Meets or 
exceeds expectations in accomplishments. Effectively uses time, even 
'downtime.' Arrives early or on time. 

Teamwork 	 Coordinates work with others in the office. Readily provides assistance to 
others. Is known to support co-workers. Collaborates with others on new 
ideas or solutions. Has best interest of entire office at heart. Relates well to 
all staff, not just peers. 

Relationships with AES Collaborates with director in program planning. Coordinates development 
leaders and implementation ofprograms with other AES personnel statewide. 

Keeps administration informed ofprogram accomplishments and other 
important information. 

Relationships with local Initiates good working relationships with community representatives. Has 
community political savvy, part of community fabric. Established as a community 

leader. Involved in leadership roles in other county organizations. Relates 
well to groups. Effectively markets AES programs to community groups. 

Relationships with 
clientele 

Sensitive to developmental needs of clientele. Establishes warm, friendly, 
helpful, trusting relationships with clientele. Is approachable and 
knowledgeable of clientele needs. 

Relationships with young Relates easily to young people and enjoys being around them. 
people Communicates well and develops effective developmental appropriate 

activities and programs. Establishes a mentoring relationship. Manages 
young people effectively, uses appropriate discipline. 

Professional attitudes Respectful, positive attitude, takes pride in self/job, dedicated, serves. 

Dependability and Always keeps word, rules and policies, is honest, uses time well, has valid 
integrity excuse if absent, is on time and meets obligations. 

Ability to function under Even-tempered at all times, calm and rational in crisis. Handles conflict in 
stress mature, professional manner. Seeks constructive win/win solutions. 

Source: Gibson (1999). 
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Table 8. Rating categories for evaluating employees on PSI validation study dimensions. 

Score Description 
assigned 

1 Performance does not meet or rarely meets minimum job standards. 

2 Performance is less than satisfactory in many respects. 

3 Performance is satisfactory in most respects but not all. 

4 Performance is satisfactory in all respects. 

5 Performance is above average performance but not superior. 

6 Performance is superior in almost all respects. 

7 Performance is definitely superior in all respects. 

8 Single best performance I have ever observed or even hope to observe. 

NA Cannot make a rating on this dimension because employee's 
performance has not been observed in this area. 

Source: Gibson (1999). 

involved in development of an assessment include members of the job group the 

inventory is designed to reflect, experts involved in the evaluation (regional directors), 

and other knowledgeable individuals (human resources personnel, legal counsel). 

Interviews conducted by Dr. Lucy Gibson to determine what factors contribute to 

effective Extension Agent performance included each constituent group mentioned by 

Dessler. Dr. Gibson then made recommendations on various aptitudes, traits, and 

preference measures for UT Extension's Personal Style Inventory. These are described in 

the appendix, table A-I. 

Handler (2001) recommended that personality testing should be utilized as only 

one part of a broader selection system and that cognitive assessments, interviews, 
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simulations or other assessments which measure critical job skills should accompany 

personal style results. The combination ofpersonality and individual preference measures 

with cognitive aptitUdes strengthens this PSI inventory. 

PSI Reliability 

As previously mentioned, assessment tools must be valid and reliable if they are 

to be helpful in assessment or prediction. For the PSI instrument validation and reliability 

calculations, significance levels were set at the 5 percent level. The predictor variables for 

which validity and reliability were tested are listed in table 9. Criterion variables have 

already been listed in table 7. 

Scale reliability coefficients are listed for each personality or preference 

dimension utilized in the PSI in table A-2. Reliability was determined for each of the 14 

predictor variables using Cronbach's Alpha. Scores ranged from a low of 0.70 to a high 

of 0.90, while they averaged 0.82 (p<0.05). This average is well above the overall 

minimum of 0.75 recommended by Handler (2001) when reliability is evaluated for any 

assessment which is being considered for use in employment situations. 

PSI Validity 

Validity determinations were made by two methods, criterion related concurrent 

validity and construct validity. In the criterion validity, job performance criteria (tables 7 

and 8) were correlated with the personality, preference and cognitive measures (table 9) 

to see if the constructed PSI personal styles could predict performance. Results of the 
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Table 9. PSI predictor variables: personality, preferences and cognitive constructs. 

Type of Dimension Predictor Variable 

Personality* 	 Conscientiousness 

Agreeableness 

Extroversion 

Emotional Stability 

Openness to New Experience 

Cognitive Ability 	 Numerical Reasoning 

Verbal Reasoning 

Abstract Reasoning 

Other Dimensions 	 Customer Responsiveness 

Work Drive 

Optimism 

Potential for Long Tenure 

Achievement Striving / Status Striving 

Integrity and Values 

Nurturance 

Child Management Skills 

Interest in Community Development 

* 'Big Five Model ofPersonality' 	 Source: Gibson (1999). 
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concurrent criterion relationships revealed tremendous variability with most significant 

relationships ranging from a correlation coefficient of 0.1 07 to a high of 0.348 (see tables 

A-3 and A-4 for details). There were 196 comparisons made, and of this number only 16 

failed to meet the significance test at the five percent level. This is mainly a function of 

degrees of freedom, and though significant, most would suggest the relationships were 

low to very low. Gibson (1999) indicated that correlation coefficients in the range of 0.18 

and 0.30 were to be expected in social science research. 

At the highest correlation found in the validation study (+0.348), a bit over 12 

percent of the common variance in performance is explained by the predictor variable. 

The predictor criteria averaged 0.23 when correlated to overall or average performance 

score. Gay & Airasian (2000) reported that correlation coefficients will often be low 

when data compared have a small range of values over which they can vary. This could 

perhaps be the case since a 1-5 scale was utilized. Also, as earlier discussed, having four 

raters and not adjusting for rater variability could impact correlation values obtained. 

Validity can also be estimated by a method called construct validity. In this case, 

an instrument is said to have construct validity if it is based on specific job-related 

criteria. In the development of this instrument, Dr. Gibson traveled over Tennessee and 

interviewed county office staff members and district office staff members which were 

representative of the variability of Extension programming in Tennessee. Counties visited 

were Hamilton, Grundy, Sevier, Madison and Lauderdale. These are representative of 

small and large rural counties, medium and large urban programs, and a county heavily 

oriented to tourism. The Central District office staffwere also interviewed. Interview 
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questions centered on characteristics ofhighly desirable employees, characteristics ofless 

desirable employees, and key task responsibilities of county extension agents. Specific 

job dimensions were charted with corresponding instrument dimensions which are 

reflective of those skills psychometrically. These materials were reviewed with county, 

district and state staff for relevance and determined to be applicable. The criteria therefore 

met Buford and Bedeian's (1988) published requirements for meeting construct validity. 

Another type of validity which can be of importance is face validity. Face 

validity answers the question, "When the construct dimensions are observed in action, do 

the instrument projections seem to hold true?" Reflections here are purely anecdotal, yet 

in some situations where results were questioned, the PSI results have been deemed 

accurate. An encouraging observation has been that applicants ranking in the upper 

percentiles on the PSI seem to be among the brightest staff members in their regions. It 

will be important to later correlate actual performance scores to the initial PSI scores of 

extension agents hired in the past three years (Foss & Handler, 2001). 

VseofPSI 

The validation study resulted in a PSI instrument which is administered to every 

applicant for Extension Agent and Area Specialist positions with UT Extension. To date, 

just over 300 assessments have been completed. Applicants are given up to one hour to 

complete the assessment, normally preceding or following an interview with a UT 

Extension Regional Director or state-level administrator. Answer sheets and a personal 

information form with demographic information are sent to Resource Associates where 
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they are scored. Individual results are returned to Extension where the results are 

keyed into an applicant database. A sample summary fonn and explanation sheet are 

included in appendix F. These individual summary sheets with an explanation or results 

are available to all Regional Directors and state-level administration in an online 

applicant database and are used in making hiring and placement decisions. 

PSI Summary 

The Personal Style Inventory, or PSI, was developed for UT Extension to help 

the organization identify effective Extension Agents pre-employment. An initial 

inventory ofpersonality trait tendencies, personal work preferences, and cognitive 

aptitudes was developed and administered to Tennessee Extension Agents in order to 

establish a valid and reliable assessment for use applicants. Because instrument 

was based upon factors detennined to be critical for Extension Agent effectiveness, there 

IS the possibility that effective county leadership on the part of the County Extension 

Director could also be predicted from one or more ofthe items measured by PSI. 

Confidentiality and Data Protection 

These data sources utilized in this study were collected under written promises 

of confidentiality and careful use. Since the data resided in separate databases, a person 

authorized to handle all records who was not in a supervisory role aggregated all data. A 

code was created to use in consolidating data for each individual so that this researcher 

could not identify a person with hislher PSI or MAPTM profiles. Original data and keys 
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were destroyed once surety of data integrity was reached. All data were handled according 

to University of Tennessee records policies. 

Demographic Data 

Haynes (2000) found significant differences in gender, tenure, time in 

administrative position and program area served in his study of management skills of 127 

County Extension administrators in Ohio and Minnesota. Rudd (2000) found significant 

differences among men and women in leadership and management traits reflective of 

effectiveness. Lowery (1996) found the number of employees supervised to be an 

indicator of CED success and job satisfaction. Demographic indicators are often sources 

ofvariation that can have substantial bearings on study conclusions and implications. 

Demographic data were be collected on County Directors from UT Extension 

records and personnel files to include in this analysis. Factors such as age, race, gender, 

total service time, time served in county director position, area of program responsibility, 

number of staff for which they are responsible, and educational level (though for most a 

MS was required) were collected from personnel files and other UT Extension sources. 

Table 10 offers an operational definition of each of these demographic variables. 

When demographic data were found to be statistically significant contributors to 

variation, the regression model was adjusted for moderating influence. Therefore, any 

prediction models listed include demographic influences unless otherwise noted. 
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Table Definitions ofdemographic variables considered in this study. 

Demographic 
Variable Definition 

Age Age in years at the time the MAP assessment was completed. 

Audience Assigned audience in county program delivery, either primarily 
Served Adult, Youth or a mixed assignment of Both. 

District / 	 The district or regional geographical area to which the county is 
Region * 	 assigned. District or region sets the administrative channel in which 

county Extension Directors operate. Districts were Western, Central, 
Cumberland and Smoky Mountain. Regions are Western, Central 
and Eastern. 

Gender The sex or gender of the individual, Male or Female 

Greatest Last terminal degree attained by the County Director at the time the 
Educational MAP assessment was completed. County Directors hired after 1990 
Level Attained were required to have an earned Master's degree, minimum. 

Number of 
Staff 

Total number of staff members assigned in the county under the 
County Director's supervision at the time the MAP assessment was 
completed. 

Program Area 	 Primary Extension program area served: Agriculture, Family and 
Consumer Sciences, 4-H Youth or Resource Development. Primary 
responsibility is determined by the larger percentage ofprogram 
assignment as listed in personnel records or job description. 

Race Race or Ethnicity ofthe individual: White, Black, Hispanic, Asian 
or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaskan Native 

Rater * 	 The supervisor conducting the performance rating for the county 
director appraisal score. In some cases this is synonymous with 
district or region. Classification data will be rater's last name. 

Subj ect Matter The area of training of all county directors at the bachelor level was 
Base either Agriculture or Family and Consumer Sciences 

Time in County Total years served in a county director role, including time served in 
Director Role a similar role in any other state Extension organization, measured at 

the time the MAP assessment was completed. 

Total Extension Total years served with Extension, including service time in any 
Service Time another state Extension organization, measured at the time the MAP 

assessment was completed. 

* See Figures 3 and 4 for district and regional maps and supervisory raters over time. 
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Central 

WESTERN CENTRAL CUMBERLAND SMOKY 
James McKee Stephen H. Lester Ivory W. Lyles MOUNTAIN 
50111988-6/30/2001 8/1I1996-Present 7/111997-9/30/2000 Alice Ann Moore 

9/111992-11130/2002 
Mike Gordon James Stewart * Brenda Kucharski * 
12/112001-Present 11112000-3/3112000 10/112000-2/28/2001 Connie Heiskell 

7/15/2003-Present 
John Jared 

* Acting District Director 3/1/200 I-Present 

Figure 3. University of Tennessee Extension Districts and District Directors (l0-1-97 to 
6-30-04). 

Western Central Eastern 


Mike Gordon Stephen H. Lester Connie Heiskell 
Western Region Director Central Region Director Eastern Region Director 

Figure 4. University of Tennessee Extension Regions (7-1-2004 to present). 
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Statistical Analysis 

Statistical analysis utilized SAS® (Copyright© 2002-2003 by SAS Institute Inc., 

Cary, NC, USA, SAS® for Windows Release 9.1) software to test for linear relationships, 

to construct scatterplots of data, to calculate descriptive statistics such as means and 

measures of variance, and to calculate correlation coefficients, tests of significance, and 

linear regression for predictability and level of contribution to the model. 

This was a descriptive, correlational study in that no cause and effect 

relationship was determined. Correlation research attempts to determine whether, and to 

what degree, a relationship exists between two or more variables. The objective was to 

quantify the degree of correspondence between variables termed predictor (x or 

independent variable) or criterion (y or dependant variable). It was descriptive in that it 

described an existing condition (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Care must be taken to compare 

variables that should be expected to have a relationship since two variables could show a 

significant correlation because they each really relate to a common third factor 

(Huntsberger & Billingsley, 1981). 

Correlation coefficients are most commonly calculated with Pearson's rho (p ) 

for nominal data. Spearman's rho (p ) is a correlation calculation for rank or ordinal data. 

Other means of calculating correlations include discriminant function analysis for 

categorical values, path analysis for pattern analysis, cannonical correlation for groups of 

predictors and groups of criterion variables, and factor analysis for a large group of 

variables to put them into a smaller number of clusters (Gay & Airasian, 2000). 
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Correlations can only be meaningful when the relationships are linear. In linear 

relationships, the correlation coefficient will be a numeric value between or including 

negative one and positive one (-1 to +1). A negative one would represent a perfect 

relationship where as one variable increased the other decreased in an exact proportion. A 

perfect positive correlation would be true in the opposite case. A correlation coefficient of 

zero indicates no relationship between the two variables (Schlotzhauer & Lettell, 1997). 

There has been much discussion on what levels ofcorrelation coefficients are 

meaningful. Gay & Airasian (2000) suggested that scores below ± 0.35 indicate the 

relationship is low or not related, from ±0.35 to ±0.65 there is a moderate relationship, 

and if above ±0.65 the variables are highly related. Further, they indicated coefficients 

below ± 0.50 are generally useless for group or individual prediction, coefficients in the 

±0.60 to ±0.70 range can be used for group predictions, and coefficients above ±0.80 can 

be used to make individual predictions. 

Another writer in the field of agricultural education suggested a bit different 

scale. He proposed that scores be classified at ± 1.0 as perfect, from ±0.70 to ±0.99 as 

very high, from ±0.50 to ±0.69 as substantial, from ±0.30 to ±0.49 as moderate, ±0.1 to 

±0.29 as low, and to 0.099 as negligible (Miller, 1994). These conventions will be 

used when correlation coefficients are discussed in this study. 

Clark and Clark (1994) offered some insight on the use of even relatively small 

correlation coefficients, suggesting that coefficients of0.30 or even a bit smaller are large 

enough to make real-life differences. They indicated that a correlation coefficient of0.28 

relative to work output made a 2.3 million dollar difference in income for a Virginia 
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study. In a medical study that recommended an aspirin a day to prevent heart attacks, the 

doctors halted the study early because ofmoral implications over withholding aspirin 

from the control (placebo) group over a correlation in the study of0.03. 

Another measure ofcorrelational relationships is also useful. When the 

correlation coefficient (p) is squared, the resulting value is called the coefficient of 

determination. This value is indicative of the shared variance accounted for in the two 

related variables (Gay & Airasian, 2000). 

Significance is also an important consideration in looking at correlation 

coefficients. When significance levels are reported, they are testing the null hypothesis 

represented by the formula Ho: p=O. In other words, significance level gives us an idea of 

the probability of accepting a relationship as valid when it could have really happened by 

chance. In most educational and social research, a level of significance is set to five 

percent or higher (p=.05, p=.OI, etc.). At a significance level ofp=.05, there would be 

five times out of a hundred that we could determine a relationship existed when, in fact, it 

happened by chance (Miller, 1994). 

Finally, correlation coefficients do not tell us a lot about the regression line. To 

predict outcomes, linear or multiple regression statistics are used. The simple regression 

equation is y=ax+b where, y=the dependent variable, a= the slope of the line or the 

estimate of the independent variable, x=the independent variable and the y intercept or 

where the value ofx=O. Multiple regression equations calculate a three dimensional 

model along the same principles. Regression equations allow us to predict a value of"y" 

when we know "x" (Gay & Airasian, 2000). 
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I Multiple regression analyses were conducted with UT Extension Perfonnance 

(Overall, Administrative, and Program scores) scores by year as a function ofMAP, PSI 

and Demographic predictors (P Overall PProgram=j (MAP I_19, PSII_22, Demol_IO))· 

Expressed in fonnula fonn, the regression equations are as follows: 

POverall 1998-2003 MAP1-19 POverall 1998-2003 = PSI I _22 POverall 1998-2003 = Demo 1-10 


PAdmin 1998-2003 MAP1-19 PAdmin 1998-2003 = PSI I _22 PAdmin 1998-2003 = Demo 1-10 


PProgram 1998-2003 MAP1-19 PProgram 1998-2003 = PSII_22 PProgram 1998-2003 = Demo 1-10 


19 22POverall = MAP I _ PSII _


POverall PAdmin Pprogram= MAP I _19 * Demo 1-10 


POverall PAdmin Pprogram= PSII _22 * Demo 1-10 


POverall PAdmin Pprogram= (MAPI_19 PSII_22) * Demo 1-10 


where P Overall = Overall UT Extension Perfonnance Score by year 1998-2003, P Admin = 

Administrative Perfonnance Score by year 1998-2003, Pprogram = Program Perfonnance 

Score by year 1998-2003, MAP 1-19 = the 19 variables listed in table 11 from an individual 

MAP profile, PSII_22 = the 22 variables listed in table12 derived from PSI data, and Demo 

1-10 = the Demographic variables listed in table 10. 

Correlation coefficients were calculated between the variables shown in tables 

11 and 12. Statistical regression models were run including MAP data, PSI data, and with 

MAP and PSI together. The effects of the demographic variables previously listed in table 

were also evaluated '~-"J and in interaction with MAP and PSI via regression. 

Means, standard deviations and other descriptive statistics were also reported. 
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Table 11. Correlation analysis utilizing MAP data. 

Predictor Variables 

Criterion Variables 

By Year 
1998-2001 

By Year 
2002-2003 
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Administrative Compo X X X X X X 

Communication Compo X X X X X X 

Supervisory Compo X X X X X X 

Cognitive Compo X X X X X X 

Task=(Admin.+ Cog.)/2 X X X X X X X X 

People=(Com.+Sup. )/2 X X X X X X X X 

Overall MAP Score X X X X X X X X X X 

Theory X from MAP X X X X X X X 

Theory Y from MAP X X X X X X X 

Empathetic Comm. Style X X X X X X 

Critical Comm. Style X X X X X X 

Searching Comm. Style X X X X X X 

Advising Comm. Style X X X X X X 

Theory X from CRS X X X X X X X 

Theory Y from CRS X X X X X X X 

Thinking Personal Style X X X X X X 

Intuitive Personal Style X X X X X X 

Sensing Personal Style X X X X X X 

Feeling Personal Style X X X X X X 
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j Table 12. Correlation analysis utilizing PSI data. 

Predictor Variables 

Criterion Variables 

By Year 
1998-2001 

By Year 
2002-2003 
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PSI Perfonnance Score X X X X X X 

Overall PSI Percentile X X X X X X 

Big 5 Personality (Avg. of five below) X X X X X X 

Conscientiousness X X X X X X 

Agreeab leness X X X X X X 

Extroversion X X X X X X 

Emotional Stability X X X X X X 

Openness to New Experiences X X X X X X 

Overall Cognitive (A+N+V)/3 X X X X X X 

Overall Cognitive 2 (N+A)/2 X X X X X X 

Abstract Reasoning X X X X X X 

Numeric Reasoning X X X X X X 

Verbal Reasoning X X X X X X 

Customer Responsiveness X X X X X X 

Work Drive X X X X X X 

Optimism X X X X X X 

Long Tenure Potential X X X X X 

Status-Striving X X X X X 

IntegrityNalues X X X X X X 

Nurturance X X X X X 

Child Management Skills X X X X X X 

Community Development Interest X X X X X X 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to explore the predictive validity of two existing 

job-related assessments on UT Extension county director effectiveness as measured by 

annual performance appraisals. In pursuit of this end, statistical analyses included 

calculating frequencies, sample means, exploring relationships among variables with 

correlation, t-test and regression analyses, and testing predictive models with multiple 

regression. 

fu this results chapter, sample demographics and related descriptive statistics are 

first presented. Because data from two separate assessments administered about one year 

apart were utilized, individual assessment analyses reflect some differences in these 

sample demographics. Therefore, the data reported are organized around the Managerial 

Assessment ofProficiency (MAP) and the Personal Style Inventory (PSI) assessments, 

individually and then combined. Following presentation of sample descriptive statistics, 

the data related to each research question are provided. 

Sample Demographics and Descriptive Statistics 

The population for this study consisted of the 95 individuals assigned 

administrative responsibility in each of Tennessee's counties, namely the County 

Extension Director (CED). Two counties, Humphreys and Campbell, had a vacancy in 

role and another county's CED (Madison) was not in attendance. These counties with 
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missing directors represented three different districts and included both males and a 

female, and were all Caucasian. Therefore, had they been present, they would not have 

significantly altered the make-up of the participating group. Because this study was 

investigating the predictive ability ofMAP and PSI, agents who would later become 

CEDs for whom relevant data existed were also included in the study. Therefore, the 

resultant sample for the MAP analysis totaled 93 individuals, and the PSI group totaled 

104 individuals. However, when these two databases were combined, there were 76 

individuals with both MAP and PSI scores who were serving as a county director at the 

time of the assessments, or who would later become a county director. A more detailed 

description of MAP and PSI groups follows. 

MAP Sample and Descriptive Statistics 

A total of 120 UT Extension educators participated in a MAP workshop March 

16-18, 1998. The group consisted of state- or district-level administrators, state or area 

specialists, county extension directors or agents that would later become county directors. 

Included in this study was a subset made up of 93 individuals, 86 who held a county 

director March 1998 and seven others would later become county directors. 

These seven agents were serving in the role of acting county director at the time they 

participated in the MAP workshop. 

Table 13 lists breakdowns of the group by various demographic delimitations. 

Mean and median values for five numeric demographic variables are listed in table 14. 

These data indicate that the sample was mostly male (79.6 %), white (98.9 %) and 
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Table 13. Distribution of study MAP participants* by demographic variables. 

Demographic Variable Frequency (n) Percent 

Gender 
Female 
Male 

19 
74 

20.4 
79.6 

Age 
40 or greater 82 88.2 
Under 40 11 11.8 

30 to 39 11 11.8 
40 to 49 44 47.3 
50 to 59 33 35.5 
60 or greater 5 5.4 

Race / Ethnicity 
African American 1 1.1 
Caucasian 92 98.9 

Extension Years of Service 
oto 4.9 3 3.2 
5 to 9.9 7 7.5 

10 to 14.9 10 10.7 
15to19.9 18 19.4 
20 to 24.9 22 23.7 
25 to 29.9 20 21.5 
30 to 34.9 9 9.7 
35 or greater 4 4.3 

Educational Level Attained 
Bachelor's Degree 9 9.7 
Master's Degree 84 90.3 

Subject Matter Base 
Agriculture 75 80.6 
Family & Consumer Sciences 18 19.4 

Primary Audience Assignment 
Adult 70 75.3 
Youth 5 5.4 
Adult and Youth 18 19.3 

Extension District Where Assigned 
Central 24 25.8 
Cumberland 26 28.0 
Smoky Mountain 23 24.7 
Western 20 21.5 

Total MAP Participants* 93 100.00 

* MAP participants listed here include all holding a county director title in March 1998, individuals filling 
an acting county director role, and/or those who later became a county director. Any date calculations listed 
above were computed as of March 18,1998. 
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Table 14. MAP sample descriptive statistics for five numeric demographic indicators. 

Dem~hic Variable Mean± Std. Dev. Median Min. Max. 

Age* 48.1 ± 7.4 48.4 32.0 69.8 

Years of Service in Extension* a 21.7 ± 8.6 21.7 0.1 46.6 

Years in Present Title* 11.2 ± 7.5 10.9 0.1 27.3 

Years as a County Director* 10.1 ± 7.8 10.5 -1.23 27.3 

Employees Supervised** 6.45 ± 4.5 5.0 2.0 28.0 
* Date values were calculated from March 18, 1998. 

** All county staff members, including the county director. Mode = 4.0. 
a Includes Extension service, if applicable, in another state or states. 

in the EEO protected class of 40 years of age or older (88.2%). Average age of the group 

was 48 with a mean length of service in Extension ofnearly 22 years. Over 89 percent of 

the group had worked for UT or another state Extension program for more than ten years. 

Nearly 60 percent had twenty years ofservice or greater. 

Relative to educational background, just over 90 percent of the group had an 

earned master's degree. The subject matter base in which the county directors were 

trained closely mimics gender proportions with 80.6 percent trained in some field of 

agriculture and the remaining 19.4 percent trained in an area within family and consumer 

sciences. According to area ofassignment, 75 percent were assigned to work primarily 

with adult audiences, 19.3 percent had split assignments working with adult and youth 

programs and 5.4 percent of the group worked largely with youth audiences (4-H). 

UT Extension titles are a reflection oflength of service, relative experience and 

indicate administrative responsibility with the county director tag. Within the 86 agents 

130 




officially assigned the county director title, 14 (15.1 %) were an Extension Agent II & 

County Director, and 72 (77.4 %) were an Extension Agent III & County Director. Ofthe 

seven agents in an acting role, four were an Extension Agent II and three carried the 

Extension Agent III title (4.3 and 3.2 % respectively). In regard to titles, the vast majority 

of the group (77.4%) held the highest title possible at the county leveL 

The seven agents who would later become county directors differed slightly from 

the group at large. All seven were white. Five were male and two female. All seven had 

earned a master's degree, with five trained in agriculture and two in family and consumer 

sciences. Four individuals were forty or older, three were in their 30s, three in their 40s 

and one was in hislher 50s. Most (4) had served Extension from between 10 and 14.9 

years, with one individual in the 5 to 9.9 year bracket, one between 15 and 19.9 years and 

one between 25 and 29.9 years. Each district was represented in this group with three 

from the Central District, one each from the Cumberland and Smoky Mountain Districts 

and two were located within the Western District. On average, these agents officially 

assumed the role of county director within six months ofMarch, 1998 (appointment to 

this role for the group ranged from within one month up to 15 months later). 

With the demographic make-up ofMAP participants included in this study having 

been presented, table 15 presents descriptive statistics for the group as reflected in the 

MAP assessment variables. Competency composite scores for UT Extension county 

directors reflect group averages at or near the norming group mid-point which was 

comprised of approximately 60,000 records in March, 1998 (Howard Ladewig, personal 

communication, March 17, 1998). Of the four composite areas, the Administrative 
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Table 15. Competencies, management styles and personal values ofUT Extension 
County Directors*. 

MAP Variable Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Mode(s) Min. Max. 

Administrative Composite (AC) 
"Managing Your Job" 

55.5 ± 15.6 52 47 22 87 

Communications Composite (CC) 
"Relating to Others" 

50.6 ± 18.3 51 46 13 93 

Supervisory Composite (SC) 
"Building the Team" 

51.0 ± 15.3 50 50,54,65 13 89 

Cognitive Composite (GC) 
"Thinking Clearly" 

49.5 18.1 49 48 8 94 

Total MAP Proficiency Composite 51.8 ± 12.4 50 44 22 80 

Task Composite (AC+GC)/2 52.5 13.9 52 59.5 21 83 


People Composite (CC+SC)/2 50.8 14.0 49 45 23 87 


Theory X Management Style 60.8 28.6 62 44,96 0 96 


Theory Y Management Style 59.5 22.2 64 56,64 96 


Empathetic (E) 16.6 ± 6.7 16 16 2 34 
.£ '" 
b 
IZl Critical (C) 7.3± 5.0 7 5,9 0 22 
(I) 

!:i'" 
0 Searching (S) 15.3±7.0 15 6,10 3 31fE' 
(I) 

~ 
!:i Advising (A) 20.6 7.1 21 22 7 400 
.~ 

!:II 
.Sl 
!:i Theory X (C+ A) 27.9 ± 8.4 28 26,35 10 47 

0 
~ Theory Y (E +S) 32.0 ± 8.6 32 25,34 13 50 
u 

Thinking 26.5 5.2 26 25 14 38 

:;'" 
IZl Intuiting 22.1 5.4 23 25 12 36 

~ 
0 Sensing 27.7 ± 4.2 27 26 16 38 
.... '" (I) 

Q.. Feeling 23.7 ± 4.3 24 24 13 38 

* Includes 93 MAP workshop participants of which 86 held the title of County Director. Seven individuals 
were in an acting county director role and would later be assigned the County Director title and 
responsibility. 
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Composite reflected the highest level ofcompetency at nearly the 56th percentile. Overall, 

the group ranked at just under the 52nd percentile (51.8). Task and People orientations 

were calculated by averaging the Administrative and the Cognitive Composite scores for 

Task, and the Communications and Supervisory Composite scores for the People 

orientation. These scores were again just over the mid-point with the Task orientation 

slightly higher at 52.5 versus a score of 50.8 for the People orientation. Of scores 

computed during the video-based MAP assessment, the last are the Management Styles 

referred to as theory X (parent-child) and theory Y (adult-adult). These scores are very 

similar with theory X at 60.8 and theory Y at 59.5. Because these are percentile scores, a 

score at the mid point percentile) would reflect competence above half of the 

popUlation and below half ofthe population. Therefore, theory X and theory Y style 

scores are higher than about 60 percent of those who have completed the assessment. 

Communication Response Styles were assessed with a forced choice instrument 

distributed a of 60 points among four style choices or preferences. The 

Tennessee county director group on average scored highest in the advising style (20.6) 

and lowest in the critical style (7.3). The empathetic and searching styles were similar 

with scores of 16.6 and 15.3 respectively. According to MAP developers, the critical 

score represents a "hard" theory X response and an advising score represents a "soft" 

theory X response. These two scores are added together to reflect a theory X response 

score of28. Conversely, the empathetic and searching communication response styles are 

considered a theory Y form of communication. The county directors averaged a score of 

32 on this scale, indicating a slight preference for theory Y. 
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The last part of the MAP workshop scores is represented by an assessment of 

Personal Styles that attempts to reflect a personality style similar to a Jungian or Myers-

Briggs Personality Typology. In scale, 100 points were allocated between the four 

styles but no one style could have a score less than 10 or more than 40. Group averages 

show the intuitor and feeler styles were the lowest scores at 22.1 and 23.7, respectively. 

The sensor personality style was highest at 27.7 with the thinker style just behind at 26.5. 

Therefore, the group was fairly evenly distributed among all four personality styles. 

The dependant or criterion variables in this study consisted ofperformance 

appraisal scores collected for each individual as part ofherlhis annual performance 

review. For county directors, the score consists of a program score and an administrative 

responsibility score which make up the final or total performance score. Averages for the 

sample in this study are shown by year in table 16. Mean performance scores from 1998 

to 2001 performance appraisals would have been in the "Merit" category and considered 

to be above average performance. Scores in the 2003 t02003 performance system, on 

average, would be classified in the upper end of "Meets Expectations." 

Table 16 also illustrates one of the problems often observed with time-series 

oriented studies - a declining population over time. UT Extension offered early retirement 

and retirement incentives on two occasions from 1998 to 2003. Therefore, the impact of 

retirements, promotions to positions beyond the county level, and county directors 

leaving for other positions outside Extension is evident in the decline from 93 county 

directors at the outset of the study time frame to 61 useable records in 2002 and 2003. 
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Table 16. MAP data set annual performance appraisal score averages for UT Extension 
county directors* from 1998 to 2003. 

No. of 
Yr Performance Score Observations Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Min. Max. 

Program 92 352.4± 49.3 350 193 473 
00 
0'1 Administrative 88 65.0 ± 12.6 70 20 1100'1 ,....... 


Total 92 361.5 48.0 359 179 464 

Program 90 364.2 44.3 358 273 483 
0'1 
0'1 
0'1 ,....... 

Administrative 88 83.8 ± 18.5 80 30 120 

Total 90 372.3 ± 43.9 369 260 468 

Program 85 365.3 44.0 361 273 452 
0 
0 
0 Administrative 84 85.3 ± 18.6 90 30 120 
N 

Total 85 373.3 ± 46.1 372 260 453 

Program 66 353.0 42.5 344 266 442 
,....... 
0 
0 Administrative 65 93.6 13.2 90 60 120 
N 

Total 67 359.8 ± 41.6 354 236 444 

Program 61 392.8 ± 91.5 365 205 600 
N 
0 
0 Administrative 61 75.3 15.3 80 30 100 
N 

Total 61 397.9 ± 95.0 371 176 600 

Program 61 423.5 ± 100.1 380 280 590 
("") 
0 
0 Administrative 60 76.6 12.6 80 50 100 
N 

Total 61 426.0 100.0 382 285 593 

* Includes 93 MAP workshop participants of which 86 held the title of County Director. Seven individuals 
were in an acting county director role and would later be assigned the County Director title and 
responsibility. The performance appraisal system was changed to a 600 point scale in 2002. Administrative 

scores in the 2002 and 2003 systems could range from 0 to 100. 
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One assumption that is made in this research analysis is that these data are 

normally distributed. Comparisons ofthe measures of central tendency (mean, median 

and mode) in tables 14 -16 reflect the accuracy of this assumption. Two additional 

indications of the distribution and shape of the normal curve include skewness and 

kurtosis. A high positive value for skewness indicates data to the right of the mean are 

more spread out than the values located to the left of the mean. A high negative value 

indicates the opposite. High values for kurtosis indicate the distribution has "heavy tails" 

or is "flat," or some values are distant from the mean compared to most (Schlotzhauer & 

""'lU""", 1997). Table 17 lists MAP data set variables with the most disagreement in 

central tendency measures along with skewness and kurtosis variables. It is also helpful to 

Table 17. Comparison of selected MAP data set measures of central tendency and 

distribution skewness and kurtosis estimates. 


Variable Name Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Mode(s) Skewness Kurtosis 

Administrative Composite 55.5 ± 15.6 52 47 0.1299 -0.8968 

Searching Communication 
Response Style 15.3 7.0 15 6,10 0.3524 -0.7901 

Task Orientation Compo 51.8 12.4 52 59.5 0.1132 -0.7901 

MAP Proficiency Score 51.8 ± 12.4 50 44 0.1373 -0.5646 

Number of Employees 
Supervised 6.45 4.5 5 4 2.7221 9.3125 

2002 Program Performance 392.8 91.5 365 310 0.9070 -0.1083 

2002 Total Performance 397.9 95.0 371 360 0.7702 -0.1939 

2003 Program Performance 423.5 ± 100.1 380 330 0.4477 -1.5359 

375,551 
2003 Total Performance 426.0 ± 100.0 382 558.75 0.4588 -1.5596 
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1 

view the data distribution graphically in testing for nonnality. Figures 5 and 6 

demonstrate these relationships for the MAP Administrative Composite and Searching 

Communication Style predictor/independent variables. A review of the distributions and 

the relatively low skewness and kurtosis values for the four MAP variables in question 

l 


support the assumption ofnonnality for the purpose of this study. 

Figure 7 shows the distribution for the only demographic variable to indicate 

potential distribution problems. This variable, the number of employees supervised, 

shows a heavy distribution left of the mean, a very short left tail and a long and extended 

right tail. Skewness and kurtosis values of2.7 and 9.3 are indicative of this effect. 

Because this variable is not considered a main effect and will be included in a multiple 

regression model, no adjustments were made in the experimental design. 

When looking at perfonnance appraisal scores, the widest disagreement in mean, 

median and mode values was in the 2002 program perfonnance and 2003 total score. 

Table 17 values for skewness show the 2002 program score with the highest of the four, 

0.9070, and this is visible in figure 8. Total perfonnance score in 2003 displayed the 

highest kurtosis score of the four listed in table 17 and is represented graphically in figure 

9. Again, these differences were not deemed sufficient to change the analysis and design 

of this study. 

This concludes the section of this chapter describing the population included in 

the MAP portion of the study. A description ofthe population ofcounty directors (or 

agents who later became county directors) included as part of the Personal Style Inventory 

portion follows the figures shown on the next three pages. 
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variable. 
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Figure 9. Distribution histogram showing 2003 total performance appraisal 
scores for UT Extension county directors. 
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PSI Sample and Descriptive Statistics 

A calendar year separated the MAP workshop and the administration of the 

assessment which would become UT Extension's Personal Style Inventory. The data 

utilized in this portion of the study were collected as part of a concurrent criterion-related 

validation study to develop a pre-employment selection test for county extension agents. 

The assessment was distributed to all extension agents in Tennessee, and thus was 

designed to predict performance potential of an extension agent, in general. One purpose 

of this portion of the study is to see if data from the PSI can also predict successful county 

director performance. 

Because of the wider distribution in UT Extension ofPSI as compared to MAP, 

the sample for this portion of the study included 104 extension professionals. Seventy two 

of this number carried the official county director title when the MAP workshop was 

held. Seven agents of the group were acting county directors at the time of MAP and were 

named a county director over the months that followed. The sample also included an 

additional 25 agents who were appointed to the county director role from 1999 through 

2004. The criteria for inclusion were that performance data were available for the 

individual and that the individual had completed the PSI assessment in 1999. 

A demographic data profile of the PSI sample is shown in table 18. This group, 
/ 

like MAP, was predominately male (78 %), white (96 %) and over 40 years old (79 %). 

Most (87 %) had earned a master's degree with 81 percent having trained in some field of 

agriculture. Seventy-nine percent had worked in Extension at least 10 years with nearly 

half of the group (49%) having served 20 or more years. A full three-quarters of the 
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Table 18. Distribution of study PSI participants* by demographic variables. 

Demographic Variable Frequency (n) Percent 

Gender 
Female 23 22.1 
Male 81 77.9 

Age 40 or 82 78.8 
Under 40 22 21.2 

20 to 29 3 2.9 
30 to 39 19 18.3 
40 to 49 49 47.1 
50 to 59 29 27.9 
60 or greater 4 3.8 

Race I Ethnicity 
African American 4 3.8 
Caucasian 100 96.2 

Extension Years of Service 
oto 4.9 7 6.7 
5 to 9.9 15 14.4 

10 to 14.9 11 10.6 
15 to 19.9 20 19.2 
20 to 24.9 19 18.3 
25 to 29.9 22 21.2 
30 to 34.9 7 6.7 
35 or greater 3 2.9 

Educational Level Attained 
Bachelor's Degree 13 12.5 
Master's Degree 91 87.5 

Subject Matter Base 
Agriculture 84 80.8 
Family & Consumer Sciences 20 19.2 

Primary Audience Assignment 
Adult 78 75.0 
Youth 7 6.7 
Adult and Youth 19 18.3 

Extension District Where Assigned 
Central 27 25.9 
Cumberland 29 27.9 
Smoky Mountain 24 23.1 
Western 24 23.1 

Total PSI Population* 104 100.00 

* PSI participants listed here include all who held a county director title in March 1998, individuals filling 
an acting county director role, and/or those who later became a county director. Any date calculations listed 
above were computed as of March 18, 1998. 
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group worked primarily with adult audiences, followed by 18 percent that worked with 

both adults and youth, and nearly seven percent worked totally the 4-H youth 

program. The group was fairly well distributed across districts with 27 and 29, 

respectively, from the Central and Cumberland districts and 24 each from the Western 

and Smoky Mountain districts. 

Table 19 below describes the group from the perspective of five different interval 

demographic indicators. Forty-six years separate the youngest (23 years old) and most 

elder (69 years old) of the PSI group that averaged 46 years in age. The group averaged 

just under 20 years of service to Extension. Agents/county directors represented had held 

their current title almost 10 years (9.5), and the 72 that had a county director title by 

March 1998 averaged holding the title for that role for nearly 12 years (11.5). In the 

county supervisory role, the county directors were responsible for 6.5 staff members on 

Table 19. PSI sample descriptive statistics for five numeric demographic 

indicators. 


Demographic Variable Mean ± Std. Median Min. Max. 
Dev. 

Age * 46.0 7.1 46.3 23.6 69.8 

Years of Service in Extension* a 19.4 9.3 19.6 -0.5 46.6 

Years in Present Title* 9.5 7.1 8.1 -0.5 27.3 

Years as a County Director* 11.5 7.3 10.7 0.0 27.3 

Employees Supervised** 6.5 4.2 5.0 2.0 28.0 
* Date values were calculated from March 18, 1998. 

** All county staff members, including the county director. Mode 4.0. 
a Includes Extension service time, if applicable, in another state(s). 
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average. However, in this statistic an average is somewhat deceptive because of a heavy 

concentration of offices around the mode of four employees per office (see the 

distribution histogram for number of employees supervised in figure 7 noted earlier). 

The independent or predictor variables for this portion of the study consisted of 

the personal styles, values and aptitudes reflected by the Personal Style Inventory. A 

tabular representation of the group averages and other descriptive statistics can be found 

in table 20. 

PSI scores consisted of three different scales. First, the PSI perfornlance scores 

were completed by district directors for each agent in the district using an eight point 

Likert scale. The perfornlance scale listed in table 20 labelled PSI Perfornlance consists 

of averages for 12 personality, preference and performance rating areas. In the case of the 

second, a 13th area is averaged with the others, rating an individual's ability to function 

under stress. Scores on the PSI performance scales could have ranged from a low ofone 

to a high of eight. The actual range of 1.75 to 7.92 is shown in table 20. PSI performance 

data could be matched to PSI personality scales for 79 of the 104 records in this data set. 

A second scale included the personality and personal style preferences which were 

coded with a 5-point Likert scale (1-5). These included the "Big 5 Personality Model" 

scores for agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, extroversion and 

openness to new experience; along with the scales for customer responsiveness, work 

drive, optimism, potential for long tenure, achievement- or status-striving, integrity and 

values, nurturance, child management skills, and interest in community development. The 

overall personality score is an average of the 11 personality scales indicated in table 20. 
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Table 20. Personal styles, values and aptitude scores ofUT Extension county directors. * 
PSI Variable Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Mode(s) Min. Max. 

PSI Performance 5.15±1.25 5.25 4.00,5.25 
5.67,5.87 

1.75 7.92 

PSI Performance + Stress Tolerance 
Scale Value (all scales) 

5.11 ± 1.24 5.31 4.0,5.38 1.77 7.77 

Agreeableness a 

Conscientiousness a 

Emotional Stability a 

Extroversion a 

Openness to New Experience 

3.94 ± 0.59 

3.38 ± 0.60 

3.53 ± 0.62 

3.80 ± 0.65 

3.35 ± 0.70 

3.91 

3.33 

3.54 

3.92 

3.40 

3.80,3.90 

3.33 

3.21,3.35 
3.50,3.57 
3.71,4.00 

3.75,3.92 

3.00,3.50 

1.27 

1.17 

1.64 

1.50 

1.50 

5.00 

4.92 

4.86 

5.00 

5.00 

Big 5 Model of Personality Total 18.0 ± 2.39 17.96 7.08 24.26 

Numerical Reasoning (NR) 0.83 ±0.19 0.90 1.00 0.00 1.00 
<3) '" 
~ 
t':S '" 
<3) 

Verbal Reasoning (VR) 0.61±0.]5 0.57 0.57 0.21 1.00 
~ 

~ Abstract Reasoning (AR) 0.58 ± 0.24 0.58 0.66 0.00 1.00 

~ 
<3) 

Average ofNR, AR 0.70 ± 0.19 0.72 0.88 0.09 1.00'E'S 
bO 
0 

U Average ofNR, VR, AR 0.66± 0.15 0.67 0.77 0.28 1.00 

Customer Responsiveness a 4.09± 0.62 4.13 4.00 1.00 5.00 

'"I=: Work Drive a 3.52 ± 0.68 3.54 3.00 1.62 5.00 
.9 

rJ) 

§ Optimism a 3.82± 0.67 3.89 3.57,4.11 1.22 5.00 
S a Potential for Long Tenure a 3.62 ± 0.63 3.72 3.78 1.1] 4.89 
... 
<3) 

oS Achievement/Status Striving a 3.61 ± 0.65 3.63 3.63 1.63 5.00 
0 

Integrity and Values a 3.98 ± 0.57 4.06 4.00,4.06 1.13 5.00 

Nurturance 3.62 ± 0.62 3.64 3.55,4.09 1.36 4.91 

Child Management Skills 3.60 ± 0.71 3.60 3.60 1.00 5.00 

Interest in Community 3.74 ± 0.67 3.86 3.86 1.00 5.00 
Development a 

Overall Personality Score 3.73 0.48 3.77 1.31 4.82 

* Includes 79 individuals completing the PSI assessment with the title of County Director. Twenty-five 
individuals later were assigned the County Director title and responsibility, for a total of 104 observations. 
a These eleven scales are averaged to compute the overall personality score. 
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The last scale utilized in the PSI assessment is a zero to one scale which 

corresponds to incorrect or correct answers on the numeric, verbal or abstract reasoning 

portion of the inventory labeled Cognitive Ability Measures in table 20. A total cognitive 

score was calculated by averaging the three (numeric, verbal, and abstract). A secondary 

cognitive measure was obtained by averaging just the numeric and abstract scores. 

Because these scores are averages ofresponses scored 0 or 1, the minimum and 

maximum values are respectively 0 and 1, also. 

When the three measures of central tendency for each variable listed in table 20 

were compared, no apparent areas of concern were noted. Distribution histograms 

supported the assumption ofa normal popUlation. 

Table 21 displays average performance scores and other descriptive statistics for 

104 county directors, or county directors to be who also participated in the PSI 

assessment. As observed in MAP, the number ofobservations declined as years advanced 

through the time-series. However, in the case ofPSI, the number of administrative scores 

increased in the last two years as new county directors came into the system. 

Performance scores for this group were very close to those of the MAP group 

throughout. The largest difference was for the MAP group's 1999 total performance score 

which was 4.6 points higher than the same mean score for the PSI popUlation. There were 

some differences, however, in the PSI group composition as compared to MAP. 

The PSI group included 79 county directors who were part of the MAP group 

(including the seven agents who became a county director in the year following MAP), 

plus another 25 agents who participated in the PSI only but also were named to a county 
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Table 21. Annual perfonnance appraisal score averages for UT Extension county 
directors* from 1998 to 2003 from records in the PSI data set. 

No. of 
Yr Performance Score Observations Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Min. Max. 

Program 103 352.1 ± 52.3 352 193 473 
00 
0\ 
0\,..., Administrative 74 64.9 ± 13.3 70 20 110 

Total 103 358.2 ± 52.0 361 179 464 

Program 102 362.5 ± 45.7 358 266 483 
0\ 
0\ 
0\,..., Administrative 74 83.0 ± 19.2 80 30 120 

Total 102 367.7 ± 46.0 368 260 468 

Program 98 363.9 ± 46.3 362 233 452 
0 
0 
0 Administrative 72 85.5 18.6 90 30 120 
N 

Total 98 369.6 48.0 369 233 452 

Program 82 354.1 ± 42.2 344 266 442 
,..., 
0 
0 Administrative 61 93.8 ± 13.5 90 60 120 
N 

Total 84 359.5 ± 41.0 349 263 443 

Program 79 396.8 ± 89.7 375 205 600 
N 
0 
0 Administrative 71 73.9 ± 15.1 80 30 100 
N 

Total 79 398.2 ± 91.4 375 176 600 

Program 76 423.3 ± 105.9 380 105 590 

Administrative 71 74.7 ± 14.8 80 20 100 

Total 76 424.3 ± 106.9 379 94 593 

* Includes 79 individuals completing the PSI assessment with the title of County Director. Twenty-five 
individuals later were assigned the County Director title and responsibility. The performance appraisal 
system was changed to a 600 point scale in 2002. Administrative scores in the 2002 and 2003 systems could 
range from 0 to 100. 
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director role at some later date. Comparatively, the CED group had held their present 

county director title for nearly 11 12 years, while the "later" group had held their present 

title for five years and would not be assigned the county director role for another 3.3 

years. Existing CEDs were on average 48.3 years old, had served Extension for 22.3 years 

and supervised 5.8 employees. In contrast, the agents who would later become CEDs had 

worked five years in Extension and were assigned a county director title 3.4 years later. 

On average they would supervise 4.8 employees. 

Combined MAP and PSI Sample Demographics and Descriptive Statistics 

When MAP and PSI data sets were combined the merged data set had 76 records. 

To be included in this data set, records for an individual must have included complete 

MAP and PSI data and at least one year ofUT Extension performance data. A 

comparison of data for the three data sets revealed only minute differences in independent 

variables, dependent variables, and sample demographics. 

Table 22 describes the sample according to demographic categories. Percentages 

ofthe various measures displayed here closely follow those already discussed for MAP 

and PSI. 

In table 23, interval demographic data for the group is listed, followed by 

frequencies and percentage distributions by Extension Title in table 24. Means ofMAP 

variables are shown in table 25 and PSI means are listed in table 26. The section on 

demographic and descriptive statistics is concluded with table 27 showing mean 

performance scores for the group from 1998 to 2003. 

148 



Table 22. Distribution ofparticipants* by demographic variables in the combined MAP 
and PSI data set. 

Demographic Variable 	 Frequency (n) Percent 

Gender 
Female 16 21.1 
Male 60 78.9 

Age 	 40 or greater 
Under 40 

30 to 39 
40 to 49 
50 to 59 
60 or greater 

Race / Ethnicity 

African American 


i Caucasian 


I 	 Extension Years of Service 
oto 4.9 

1 	 5 to 9.9 
10 to 14.9 
15 to 19.9 
20 to 24.9 
25 to 29.9 
30 to 34.9 
35 or greater 

Educational Level Attained 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 

Subject Matter Base 
Agriculture 
Family & Consumer Sciences 

Primary Audience Assignment 
Adult 
Youth 
Adult and Youth 

Extension District Where Assigned 
Central 
Cumberland 
Smoky Mountain 
Western 

66 86.8 
10 13.2 

10 13.2 
37 48.7 
25 32.9 

4 5.3 

1 1.3 
75 98.7 

2 2.6 
7 9.2 
8 to.5 

17 22.4 
13 17.1 
19 25.0 
7 9.2 
3 4.0 

9 11.8 
67 88.2 

61 80.3 
15 19.7 

60 78.9 
3 4.0 

13 17.1 

20 26.3 
22 28.9 
16 21.1 
18 23.7 

Total PSI Population* 	 76 100.00 
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Table 23. Sample descriptive statistics for five numeric demographic indicators 
the combined MAP and PSI data set. 

Demo~raehic Variable Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Min. Max. 

Age * 47.8 ± 7.7 48.2 32.0 69.8 

Years of Service in Extension* a 21.6 ± 8.6 21.0 2.5 46.6 

Years in Present Title* 10.8 ± 7.4 10.1 -0.5 27.3 

Years as a County Director* lO.5 ± 7.7 9.9 0.0 27.3 

Employees Supervised** 6.7 ± 4.6 5.0 2.0 28.0 

* Date values were calculated from March 18, 1998. 
** All county staff members, including the county director. Mode = 4.0. 

a Includes Extension service time, if applicable, in another state( s). 

Table 24. Combined MAP and PSI data set composition by Extension Title*. 

Title Frequency Percent 

Extension Agent II 4 5.3 

Extension Agent II and County Director 11 14.5 

Extension Agent III 3 3.9 

Extension Agent III and County Director 58 76.3 

Total 76 

* Title held as of March 18, 1998. 
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Table 25. Mean MAP competencies, management styles and personal values ofUT 
Extension County Directors* making up a combined MAP and PSI data set. 

MAP Variable Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Mode(s) Min. Max. 

Administrative Composite (AC) 54.7 ± 15.4 51.5 47.0 28.0 87.0 
"Managing Your Job" 

Communications Composite (CC) 49.6± 18.0 50.0 38.0 15.0 93.0 
"Relating to Others" 

Supervisory Composite (SC) 51.4 ± 16.0 50.0 50.0 13.0 89.0 
"Building the Team" 65.0 

Cognitive Composite (GC) 48.3± 18.3 48.0 48.0 8.0 90.0 
"Thinking Clearly" 

Total MAP Proficiency Composite 51.1 ± 12.2 50.0 44.0 22.0 80.0 

Task Composite (AC+GC)/2 51.5 ± 13.7 50.3 44.0,47.0 21.0 83.0 
61.0 

People Composite (CC+SC)/2 50.5 ± 14.1 48.8 36.0 23.0 87.0 

Theory X Management Style 61.6 ± 28.9 62.0 96.0 1.0 96.0 


Theory Y Management Style 58.4 ± 23.1 64.0 56.0,64.0 1.0 96.0 


<J'J 
(])-»..... 

U':J 
(]) 
<J'J = 0 
~ 

Empathetic (E) 

Critical (C) 

Searching (S) 

16.7 ± 6.9 

7.2±4.9 

15.4 7.2 

16.0 

6.5 

14.5 

16.0 

5.0 

6.0 

2.0 

0.0 

3.0 

34.0 

22.0 

31.0 

~ 
= 0 

'J:l 
~ 

Advising (A) 20.5 ± 7.0 21.0 22.0 8.0 40.0 

.~ = Theory X (C+A) 27.7 ± 8.5 27.0 35.0 11.0 47.0 

~ 
0 

U 
Theory Y (E+S) 32.1 8.7 33.0 25.0 13.0 49.0 

til Thinking 26.5 ± 5.3 26.0 25.0 14.0 38.0 
..!:l » 
U5 Intuiting 22.0 ± 5.5 22.5 19.0 12.0 36.0 
t;; 
= 0 
til... Sensing 27.7 ± 4.2 28.0 30.0 16.0 37.0 
(]) 

Po. Feeling 23.9 ±4.4 24.0 24.0 13.0 38.0 

* Includes 69 county directors assigned the title and seven agents that would later become county directors. 
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Table 26. Mean PSI personal styles, values and aptitude scores ofUT Extension county 
directors* making up a combined MAP and PSI data set. 

PSI Variable Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Mode(s) Min. Max. 

PSI Perfonnance 5.20 1.35 5.33 4.00,5.25 1.75 7.92 

5.16 ± 1.34 5.35 4.00,5.38 1.77 7.77 
Scale Value 

Agreeableness a 3.94 ± 0.64 3.95 3.45,3.90 1.27 5.00 

Conscientiousness a 3.41 0.61 3.37 3.08 1.17 4.92 

Emotional Stability a 3.52 ± 0.67 3.50 3.71 1.64 4.86 

Extroversion a 3.80 0.71 3.92 3.92 1.50 5.00 

Openness to New Experience 3.35 ± 0.72 3.40 3.50 1.50 5.00 

Big 5 Model ofPersonality Total 18.0 ± 2.60 18.11 7.08 24.26 

'" !l.) ..... 
;:3 

'" c:tI 
!l.) 

Numerical Reasoning (NR) 

Verbal Reasoning (VR) 

0.85 0.18 

0.61 ±0.15 

0.90 

0.57 

1.00 

0.57 

0.10 

0.21 

1.00 

1.00 
~ 
g 
:E « 

Abstract Reasoning (AR) 0.58 0.24 0.58 0.67 0.00 1.00 

!l.)

-;
'S 
00 
0 

U 

Average ofNR, AR 

Average ofNR, VR, AR 

0.71 0.19 

0.66 ± 0.15 

0.73 

0.67 

0.87,0.92 

0.78 

0.09 

0.28 

1.00 

1.00 

Customer Responsiveness a 4.12 0.66 4.13 4.00 1.00 5.00 

Work Drive a 3.63 ± 0.68 3.69 3.69 1.62 5.00 

'"c 
.9 Optimism a 3.82 ± 0.67 3.89 3.56,4.11 1.22 5.00 
'"c 
.§ 
Ci 
..... 

Potential for Long Tenure a 

Achievement/Status Striving a 

3.69 ± 0.61 

3.66± 0.72 

3.78 

3.69 

3.78 

3.63 

1.11 

1.63 

4.89 

5.00 

.s 
0 Integrity and Values a 3.98 ± 0.62 4.06 4.06 1.13 5.00 

Nurturance 3.63 ± 0.63 3.64 3.64,3.91 1.36 4.91 
4.09 

Child Management Skills 3.58 ± 0.74 3.70 3.70,3.90 1.00 5.00 
4.10 

Interest in Community 3.81 ± 0.66 3.86 3.86 1.00 5.00 
Development a 

Overall Personality Score 3.76 ± 0.52 3.79 1.31 4.82 

* Includes 69 county directors assigned the title and seven agents that would later become county directors. 
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Table 27. Mean annual performance appraisal score averages for the combined MAP 
and PSI data set ofUT Extension county directors* from 1998 to 2003. 

No. of 
Yr Performance Score Observations Mean ± Std. Dev. Median Min. Max. 

Program 75 355.4 ± 50.4 352 193 473 
00 
0\ Administrative 72 65.3 ± 13.2 70 20 1100\- Total 75 363.7 ± 49.2 365 179 464 

Program 74 365.6 ± 45.0 359 273 483 
0\ 
0\ Administrative 72 83.7 ± 19.0 80 30 1200\- Total 74 373.3 ± 44.6 371 260 468 

Program 70 365.4 ± 45.3 362 273 452 
0 
0 
0 Administrative 69 85.9± 18.4 90 30 120 
N 

Total 70 373.4 ± 47.5 374 260 453 
,~
l - Program 56 353.6 ± 44.1 344 266 442 

"1 

I 
I 

0 
0 
N 

Administrative 54 94.3 ± 14.0 90 60 120 

I 
I 

Total 56 361.2 ± 43.6 357 263 444 

I 
I 

I N 

Program 51 393.9 ± 93.4 375 205 600 

0 
0 Administrative 51 75.8 ± 15.8 80 30 100 

I 
I 

N 

Total 51 396.5 ± 95.9 379 176 600 

I 
I 

Program 50 429.8 ± 100.9 383 280 590 

I
I 

M 
0 
0 
N 

Administrative 

Total 

49 

50 

76.9 ± 12.8 

431.7± 101.0 

80 

384 

50 

285 

100 

593 
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Research Questions 

Five research questions were framed to guide this study. The first two questions 

explored the relationships of two different personnel assessments (MAP and PSI) to 

annual performance appraisal scores Extension. A third research question 

investigated demographic differences among the data analyzed in this study. The fourth 

question dealt with the validity of the assessments, separately and together, in predicting 

performance. Finally, the fifth question sought to determine if relationships existed 

between county director program performance and administrative performance. The 

research findings relative to each of these research questions will be presented in tum. 

Research Question One 

Research question one asked, "What is the relationship between Tennessee 

County Director performance as measured by the Tennessee Agricultural Extension 

Service Performance Appraisal for County Extension Leaders and the competencies, 

management styles and personal values as determined by the Managerial Assessment of 

Proficiency (MAPTM)?" To explore this relationship, MAP competencies, styles and 

preference scores were compared to the annual program, administrative and total 

performance appraisal score for 1998 to 2003. The performance time frame began the 

year the MAP assessment was administered and continued through 2003, the last year for 

which performance scores were available at the time of this writing. 

Pearson's correlation coefficient (rho, p) was utilized to reflect the magnitude and 

direction of linear relationships. An assumption ofa linear relationship is made when 
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correlations are reported. Therefore, MAP variables vs. performance data scatter plots 

were constructed to visually appraise the relationships. Predictor I criterion scatter plots 

confirmed linearity, and ruled out potential logarithmic, quadratic, quartic or other 

curvilinear expressions of data relationship. Scatter plots were consistent across 

performance years within score type (program, administrative and total). Scatter plots of 

the MAP predictor variables versus average program, administrative and total 

performance are included in appendix G, figures G-2 through G-5. 

Table G-6 lists correlation coefficients by year and by performance score type for 

all MAP variable comparisons. Probabilities that the coefficient is statistically different 

than zero and the number ofobservations included in the calculation of the coefficient are 

also listed. 

The criterion group of performance appraisal scores consisted of six years (1998­

2003) and three scores per year (program, administrative and total) for a total of 18. 

Predictor variables were made up of seven MAP composite scores (administrative, 

communication, supervisory, cognitive, task, people, overall MAP proficiency score), two 

management style scores (theory X, theory V), six communication response styles 

(empathetic, critical, searching, advising, theory X, theory Y) and four personal styles 

(thinker, intuitor, sensor, feeler) for a total of 19. Therefore there were 342 correlation 

combinations computed (18 x19). Of these 342 correlations, a total of 17 (4.97 %) were 

found to meet the level of significance specified (p < 0.05). 

Table 28 lists the 17 correlation coefficients that met the criterion of a five percent 

level of significance. The largest correlation was found between a theory Y 
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Table 28. Statistically significant Pearson's rho correlation coefficients for MAP 
predictor vs. UT Extension perfonnance appraisal criterion variables. 

Performance Appraisal Correlation Prob. > I r I 
MAP Predictor Variable Criterion Variable n* Coefficient Ho: Rho=O 

Communication Composite 1998 Program 92 -0.24081 0.0208 

1998 Total 92 -0.23213 0.0260 

MAP Overall Proficiency 1998 Program 92 -0.22286 0.0327 

1998 Total 92 -0.22758 0.0291 

Advising Comm Response 2001 Program 66 -0.30365 0.0132 

2001 Total 67 -0.31805 0.0087 

Theory X Comm. Response 1998 Administrative 88 -0.22130 0.0383 

2001 Program 66 -0.30365 0.0098 

2001 Total 67 -0.31810 0.0087 

Theory Y Comm. Response 2001 Program 66 0.32001 0.0088 

2001 Total 67 0.31440 0.0096 

Sensor Personal Style 1998 Administrative 88 0.24938 0.0191 

1998 Total 92 0.21974 0.0353 

2000 Administrative 84 0.22431 0.0402 

2002 Program 61 0.25215 0.0499 

Feeler Personal Style 1999 Administrative 88 -0.22767 0.0329 

2000 Administrative 84 -0.22279 0.0417 

* n = number of observations 
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communication response style and 2001 program performance. With a correlation 

coefficient of 0.32, 10.24 percent of the common variance between the two variables was 

explained. The smallest statistically significant correlation was between the sensor 

personal style and 1998 performance. relationship, 4.8 percent of the variance 

in total performance score was attributable to the sensor style (r = 0.21974). Figure 10 

shows a graphical representation of the predicted linear relationship for both of these 

values. The correlation coefficient is the slope of the predicted line, resulting in the 

slightly flatter line evident in the lower graph. 

Eleven of the relationships were negative, indicating that as the predictor variable 

increased in value, the performance criterion decreased, or vice-versa. Negative 

correlations were observed for the communication composite, overall MAP proficiency, 

the advising and theory X communication response styles, and the feeler personal style. 

Six positive correlations were observed between the theory Y communication response 

style, the sensor personal style and performance scores. Figure 11 depicts a graphical 

representation of two correlations similar in magnitude, one a negative and the other a 

positive correlation. 

The greatest number of significant correlations was observed in the years 1998 

and 2001 with a total of seven and six, respectively. There were two correlations 

significant in 2000, and one in each of the years 1999 and 2002. The only year to show no 

significant correlation was 2003. 

Four of the seven MAP variables had significant relationships with scores in only 

one year of performance appraisaL Composites for communications and MAP overall 
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correlated significantly with 1998 program and total performance. The advising and 

theory Y communication response styles (CRS) correlated significantly only with 2001 

program and total performance. Those variables crossing years included the theory X 

CRS (1998 administrative, 2001 program and total performance), the sensor personal 

style (1998 administrative and total, 2000 administrative, and 2000 program 

performance), and the feeler personal style (1999 and 2000 administrative performance). 

Correlations were fairly distributed among performance score type SIX 

significant rho values among both program and total performance and five within 

administrative performance scores. 

Research Question Two 

This question asked "What is the relationship between Tennessee County Director 

performance as measured by the Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service Performance 

Appraisal for County Extension Leaders and the personality traits, personal preferences 

and aptitudes determined by the Personal Style Inventory (PSI) currently used as a pre­

employment evaluation in Tennessee Extension?" As discussed with MAP, data 

relationships were first checked visually via scatter plots to check for non-linearity (see 

figure H-6 in appendix H for examples ofPSI versus average performance plots). All of 

the correlation calculations can be found in appendix H, table H-7. A look at significant 

correlations ofPS! variables with UT Extension performance appraisal follows. 

When the PSI validation study (the source ofthese data) was conducted, a rating 

of employee performance was completed by district directors according to the standards 
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and scale shown in tables 7 and 8 (pages 110 and 111). The first PSI perfonnance score 

averaged 12 rating areas, omitting the score for "ability to function under stress." The 

second PSI perfonnance score included al113 evaluation areas. Therefore, the first set of 

correlations for this research question compared the PSI perfonnance scores to UT 

Extension perfonnance appraisal scores. 

Sixteen of a possible 36 perfonnance (2 PSI times 18 UT) comparisons were 

statistically significant, or 44.4 percent. Both PSI perfonnance areas correlated 

significantly with the same UT perfonnance years and UT score types. In comparison to 

1998 UT perfonnance scores, both correlated positively with program and total 

perfonnance. For the years 1999 and 2000, all three scores (program, administrative 

and total) were positively correlated. Correlation coefficients ranged from a low of 0.295 

to a high of 0.391. At these magnitudes of correlation, PSI perfonnance accounted for 

between 8.7 and 15.3 percent of the common variance in the associated UT perfonnance 

score. There were no significant correlations between PSI perfonnance and 

perfonnance in the years 2001,2002, or 2003. 

When correlation coefficients were calculated for the PSI assessment variables, a 

total of 109 pairings (28.8 %) resulted in coefficients significant at p<0.05. Five variables 

had no significant correlations across the six years ofperfonnance data. These were child 

management skills and four cognitive reasoning scores, numeric, abstract, numeric + 

abstract, and the total cognitive score. Significant correlations are listed in table 29. 
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Table 29. Statistically significant Pearson's rho correlation coefficients for PSI 
predictor vs. UT Extension performance appraisal criterion variables. 

Performance Appraisal Correlation Prob. > I r 
PSI Predictor Variable Criterion Variable n Coefficient Ho: Rho=O 

Agreeableness 1998 Program 103 0.19399 0.0496 

Interest in Community Dev. 1998 Program 103 0.26088 0.0078 

1998 Total 103 0.26494 0.0068 

2002 Administrative 71 0.30603 0.0094 

2003 Administrative 71 0.24658 0.0382 

Conscientiousness 1998 Program 103 0.30863 0.0015 

1998 Administrative 74 0.23676 0.0423 

1998 Total 103 0.29122 0.0028 

1999 Total 102 0.21542 0.0297 

2003 Program 76 0.27524 0.0161 

2003 Administrative 71 0.38092 0.0010 

2003 Total 76 0.29134 0.0107 

Customer Responsiveness 1998 Program 103 0.35178 0.0003 

1998 Administrative 74 0.36876 0.0012 

1998 Total 103 0.35277 0.0003 

1999 Program 102 0.27571 0.0050 

1999 Total 102 0.33286 0.0006 

2000 Program 98 0.31128 0.0018 

2000 Administrative 72 0.29969 0.0105 

2000 Total 98 0.36352 0.0002 

2002 Administrative 71 0.26329 0.0265 

2003 Administrative 71 0.24743 0.0375 

Emotional Stability 2002 Program 79 0.22738 0.0439 

2002 Total 79 0.22167 0.0496 

Extroversion 	 1998 Program 103 0.21148 0.0320 

1998 Total 103 0.20967 0.0335 

2002 Administrative 71 0.28584 0.0157 

Integrity and Values 	 1998 Program 103 0.26029 0.0079 

1998 Administrative 74 0.23274 0.0460 

1998 Total 103 0.24085 0.0144 

n number of observations 
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Table 29. Continued. 

Performance Appraisal Correlation Prob. > I r 
PSI Predictor Variable Criterion Variable n* Coefficient Ho: Rho=O 

Nurturance 	 1998 Program 103 0.25181 0.0103 

1998 Administrative 74 0.25167 0.0305 

1998 Total 103 0.24085 0.0143 

1999 Total 102 0.20286 0.0409 

2000 Program 98 0.20790 0.0400 

2000 Total 98 0.21607 0.0326 

2002 Administrative 71 0.24608 0.0386 

Openness to New Experience 1998 Program 103 0.30367 0.0018 

1998 Total 103 0.30329 0.0018 

1999 Program 102 0.26551 0.0070 

1999 Total 102 0.29399 0.0027 

2000 Program 98 0.32687 0.0010 

2000 Total 98 0.34403 0.0005 

2001 Administrative 61 0.28955 0.0236 

2003 Program 76 0.24932 0.0299 

2003 Total 76 0.24041 0.0364 

Optimism 1998 Program 103 0.32255 0.0009 

1998 Total 103 0.29546 0.0024 

1999 Total 102 0.23242 0.0187 

2000 Program 98 0.23281 0.0211 

2000 Total 98 0.28137 0.0050 

2002 Program 79 0.34398 0.0019 

2002 Administrative 71 0.37999 0.0011 

2002 Total 79 0.34449 0.0019 

2003 Program 76 0.35649 0.0016 

2003 Total 71 0.25591 0.0312 

2003 Administrative 76 0.35119 0.0019 

Achievement Striving & 	 1998 Program 103 0.23716 0.0159 

Status Striving 	 1998 Total 103 0.23836 0.0153 

1999 Total 102 0.20929 0.0348 

2002 Administrative 71 0.35215 0.0026 

* n = number of observations 
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Table 29. Continued. 

Performance Appraisal Correlation Prob. > I r I 
PSI Predictor Variable Criterion Variable n Coefficient Ho: Rho=O 

Potential for Long Tenure 1998 Program 103 0.27936 0.0043 

1998 Administrative 74 0.31486 0.0063 

1998 Total 103 0.28704 0.0033 

1999 Program 102 0.25568 0.0095 

1999 Total 102 0.30807 0.0016 

2000 Program 98 0.27797 0.0056 

2000 Administrative 72 0.25862 0.0283 

2000 Total 98 0.28051 0.0051 

2002 Administrative 71 0.30170 0.0106 

2003 Administrative 71 0.27608 0.0198 

Work Drive 1998 Program 103 0.47981 <0.0001 

1998 Administrative 74 0.33390 0.0063 

1998 Total 103 0.48374 <0.0001 

1999 Program 102 0.42854 <0.0001 

1999 Total 102 0.47210 <0.0001 

2000 Program 98 0.44473 <0.0001 

2000 Administrative 72 0.32164 0.0059 

2000 Total 98 0.48611 <0.0001 

2001 Administrative 61 0.30439 0.0171 

2002 Administrative 71 0.34724 0.0030 

2003 Program 76 0.31153 0.0062 

2003 Administrative 71 0.34360 0.0033 

2003 Total 76 0.30977 0.0065 

Co~tive- V erbal Reasonin~ 2003 Total 98 0.20051 0.0477 

n = number of observations 
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Table 29. Continued. 

Performance Appraisal Correlation Prob. > I r I 
PSI Predictor Variable Criterion Variable n Coefficient Ho: Rho=O 

Big 5 Model ofPersonality 1998 Program 

1998 Total 

1999 Total 

2000 Program 

2000 Total 

2002 Program 

2002 Administrative 

2002 Total 

2003 Program 

2003 Administrative 

2003 Total 

103 

103 

102 

98 

98 

79 

71 

79 

76 

71 

76 

0.30071 0.0020 

0.27913 0.0043 

0.22544 0.0227 

0.22608 0.0252 

0.25713 0.0106 

0.22967 0.0417 

0.28790 0.0149 

0.23100 0.0405 

0.29347 0.0101 

0.27757 0.0191 

0.29751 0.0091 

I 
Overall Personality Score 1998 Program 103 0.36741 0.0001 

1998 Administrative 74 0.27775 0.0166 

1998 Total 103 0.35430 0.0002 

1999 Program 102 0.22957 0.0203 

1999 Total 102 0.29477 0.0026 

2000 Program 98 0.26230 0.0091 
~ 

2000 Total 98 0.30169 0.0025 

2002 Program 79 0.25058 0.0259 

2002 Administrative 71 0.37418 0.0013 

2002 Total 79 0.25835 0.0215 

2003 Program 76 0.31795 0.0051 

2003 Administrative 71 0.33092 0.0048 

2003 Total 76 0.32400 0.0043 
n = number of observations 
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Statistically significant correlation coefficients for the 109 PSIlUT perfonnance 

score pairings were all positive. Ofthese, 37 were with program perfonnance scores, 30 

were with administrative scores, and the balance (42) were with total perfonnance scores. 

Correlation coefficients ranged from a low of 0.194 (1998 program vs. agreeableness) to 

a high of 0.486 (2000 total perfonnance vs. work drive), accounting for 3.8 and 23.6 

percent of the common variance between the paired variables, respectively. An average of 

correlation coefficients by perfonnance score type resulted in little difference between the 

three. Significant administrative perfonnance correlation coefficients averaged 0.303, 

program perfonnance averaged 0.290, and total perfonnance averaged 0.289. 

Looking at how the significant correlations were dispersed among years, 1998 had 

the largest number at 34. Of these, 14 were with program perfonnance, seven with 

administrative, and 13 with the total perfonnance score. The years 2000 and 2003 each 

had 20 significant correlations with PSI variables, 2002 followed with 18, 1999 with 15 

and the year 2001 with two. Significant correlations in 1999 fell mostly within total score 

(10), but five were with program perfonnance. In 2000, nine significant correlations were 

with total, eight with program, and three were with administrative perfonnance. 

Administrative perfonnance correlated significantly more PSI variables other 

perfonnance score types in the years 2001 to 2003. In 2001 the only two correlations 

significant (p<0.05) were with administrative perfonnance. There were 10 administrative 

perfonnance correlations significant in 2002 and eight in 2003. Figure 12 depicts a 

graphical comparison of the number of statistically significant correlations for all PSI 

variables with UT Extension perfonnance scores. 
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Significant correlation coefficients averaged 0.29315 across all PSI variables and all 

years. Comparing an average of significant correlation coefficients, little difference is 

observed among years. Average correlation r-values by year from lowest to highest were 

0.283 in 1999, 0.292 in 2002, 0.2937 in 1998,0.294 in 2003,0.297 in 2001 and 0.300 

2000. A comparison of averaged significant rho values by PSI variable illustrates the 

range of scores from 0.19 to 0.38. The differences among PSI variables with significant 

correlations can be observed graphically by looking at average r-values displayed in 

figure 13. 

Attention now be turned toward demographic differences determined under 

research question 3. 

Research Question Three 

Under this research query, differences in perceived leadership effectiveness, 

competencies, management styles and personal values in UT Extension relative to 

demographic indicators such as age, gender, race, tenure, time in administrative position, 

title/rank, program area assigned, and location were explored. Relationships 

continuous numeric demographic measures were reflected by Pearson's correlation 

coefficients (appendix I). For categorical demographic variables, mean scores were 

compared with analysis of variance (ANOVA) and statistical differences calculated with 

the student's t-test. Means were considered to be statistically different ifthe probability of 

the null hypothesis ()11 =)12) being true was less than 0.05 (p < 0.05). All means for 

demographic variables within MAP and PSI variables are listed in appendix I. 
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Figure 13. Average of significant correlation coefficients for each PSI variable across all 
years and performance appraisal score types. 
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Five numeric demographic measures were available in these data. These included 

the number of years an employee had carried herihis present title, the number of years 

each had served as a county director, each individual's age in years, the total number of 

years of service in Extension, and the total number of employees each person supervised. 

Pearson's correlations were calculated between each variable mentioned above with each 

of the MAP and PSI variables. As previously mentioned, for this study statistical 

significance was set at the five percent level. 

MAP I Numeric Demographic Correlations. Correlation coefficients for all 19 

MAP versus the five demographic variable pairs are listed in table 1-8. Only one 

demographic variable of the five, number of employees supervised, did not exhibit a 

significant correlation with any MAP variable. There were a total of 23 significant (p< 

0.05) correlations. Most (19 of 23) were negative indicating that as the number ofyears 

increased, the MAP variable score tended to decrease. The exceptions to this trend were 

in the critical and empathetic communication response styles (CRS). The empathetic CRS 

exhibited a low, positive correlation with Extension years of service ( r = 0.209, P 

0.04), and critical CRS scores correlated positively the number ofyears in present 

title, years served as a county director, and Extension years of service ( r = 0.288, P = 

0.005; r = 0.294, P = 0.004; and r = 0.245, P 0.018, respectively). Low negative 

correlations (ranging from an r of -0.21 to -0.29) were observed between the number of 

years in current title, and years as a county director, versus the MAP variable scores for 

cognitive competency, overall MAP, task orientation score, and the searching CRS. In 

addition, low and negative correlations were found between an individual's age with 
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herihis communication competency score, their people orientation score, and searching 

CRS. The relationships between total years ofExtension service and the MAP variable 

scores for administrative competency and empathetic and critical CRS scores were low 

and negative. Moderate ( r between 0.301 and 0.468) and negative relationships were 

observed between an individual's age and overall MAP score; and total years of service 

with cognitive competency score, overall MAP score, and task orientation score. 

Analysis ofvariance with Student's t-test was utilized to test mean differences for 

11 demographic class variables. There were no significant differences for MAP variable 

means by EEO age group (40 and over vs. under 40 years old), educational level 

(Bachelor's vs. Master's or higher degree), area of subject matter training (agriculture or 

family and consumer sciences), Extension District (Western, Central, Cumberland, and 

Smoky Mountain), or primary audience served (adult, youth, adult and youth). Results of 

race comparisons were not reported because only one person would be represented in a 

race category. All MAP means by demographic categories, including statistical 

differences ifpresent, are presented in tabular form in appendix J, tables J-9 to J-12. 

MAP by Title. When MAP assessment scores were compared within title (at the 

time MAP was taken) groupings, agents with the Extension Agent IT title (n=4) scored 

higher in the communication (68.5 vs. 45.1), supervisory (64.5 vs. 52.4) and people (66.5 

vs. 48.1) composites than Extension Agent n and County Directors (n=14). The Agent n 

group also scored higher in the thinker personal style score (31.3 vs. 25.1). When Agent II 

scores were compared to Extension Agent III and County Director (n=72) scores, agents 

with the title Extension Agent IT scored higher in the overall MAP score (63.5 vs. 50.7) 

171 


l 



and people composite score (66.5 vs. 50.7). Agents holding the title Extension Agent II 

and County Director had higher scores than agents holding Extension Agent III and 

County Director titles in the cognitive (58.0 vs. 46.9) and task (58.5 vs. 50.4) composites. 

The Extension Agent II and County Director group also scored higher in their empathetic 

communication response style (15.4 vs. 6.7) than Extension Agent III's (n=3), and higher 

the intuitor personal style than Extension Agent II's (24.0 vs. 16.8). No further 

statistical differences (p<0.05) were found in MAP variable means within the title group. 

MAP by Title Type. MAP scores were analyzed comparing County Directors 

who held that title at the time when the MAP assessment was administered (CED, n=85) 

versus agents who were named County Directors at some time after the assessment was 

given (later, n=8). Where statistical differences were found at the five percent level, the 

later group had higher scores than CEDs in four of five areas. These included MAP 

overall (62.6 vs. 50.9), administrative (66.7 vs. 54.6), Task (62.9 vs. 51.7) and people 

(61.6 vs. 49.9) composite scores. CED's scored higher in the empathetic communication 

response style (17.1 vs. 11.4). It should be noted that on average CED's had held their 

current title years longer and had held a county director appointment over 12 years 

longer than the later group. The CED group also averaged six years older (48.5 vs. 42.6) 

and 7.5 years greater total Extension experience (22.2 vs. 14.75) than the later agents. 

MAP by Age Group. There were six mean pairs that were statistically different 

when MAP scores were compared within ten-year agent age groups. Forty year olds 

scored higher than sixty year olds in MAP total, cognitive and people competencies, and 

higher than fifty year olds in the searching communication response style. In the 
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empathetic communication response style, fifty year olds scored higher than thirty year 

olds, but thirty year olds scored higher than fifty in the searching communication 

response style. 

MAP by Gender. Only one statistical difference was found relative to gender. 

Males (n=74) scored higher in the theory X management style score (64.1 versus 47.8) 

than did females (n=19). Theory X and theory Y scores were found to exhibit a moderate 

and negative correlation (r=-0.3285, p=O.0013) to one another in this study as did the 

communication response style (CRS) theory X and theory Y constructs to each other (r=­

0.992, p<O.OOOI). Theory X was correlated to CRS-X (r=0.4414, p<O.OOI) and theory Y 

was correlated with CRS-Y (r=0.3264, p=0.0014). Given this, one might expect 

significant differences in theory Y, CRS-X and CRS-Y score means by gender. Though, 

females scored higher in theory Y and CRS-Y, and lower in CRS-X than males, these 

differences were not found to be statistically significant. 

MAP by Years of Extension Service. The final categorical demographic variable 

to show statistical differences among MAP variables was Extension years of service 

(YOS). Categories were <5 years, 5 to 5.9, 6 to 9.9, 10 to 14.9, 15 to 19.9,20 to 24.9, 25 

to 29.9, 30 to 34.9, and 35 or more years. Therefore, with these eight categories there 

were 28 possible mean pair comparisons within each of the 19 MAP variables. A total of 

74 mean pairs were statistically different. There were 11 pair differences within MAP 

total score, one pair difference in the administrative competency, nine in the 

communications competency, four in the supervisory competency, 14 in the cognitive 

competency, 12 in the task composite, and three in the people composite. Within the 
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communication response styles, eight mean pairs were different in the empathetic style, 

two were different in the critical style and five were different in the searching style. 

Within personal styles, there were two differences in the intuitor style and three in the 

sensor style. Many of these differences followed no meaningful pattern. The exceptions to 

this statement are further noted. The mean differences further discussed below were 

significantly different at the five percent level of significance. Actual mean scores for 

each group are listed along with significant difference in appendix I, tables 1-9 to 1-12. 

A trend existed in YOS category differences and total MAP score. Extension 

agents with less than 25 years ofexperience had overall MAP scores above those with 30 

years of experience or greater. In addition, the 15 to 19.9 YOS group scored higher than 

the 25 to 29.9 YOS group. A similar trend was observed in the task orientation construct 

and cognitive competency scores. Agents with YOS below 20 years had higher task 

scores than agents with 25 or more YOS. Agents with 20-24.9 YOS had higher task 

scores than the 30-34.9 YOS group. Within cognitive competency scores, agents who had 

worked less than 20 years had higher scores than agents that had worked 25 or more. The 

group that had worked from 20 to 24.9 years had higher cognitive competency scores than 

those agents who had worked between 25 to 34.9 years. 

Finally, in the people construct, mid-career agents (10-24.9 YOS) scored higher 

than agents serving 35 or more years. The mid-career group also scored higher on the 

communication composite score than did agents working 25 years or more. However, the 

35 or more YOS group scored higher than the agents with 5 to 14.9 years in the critical 

communication response style score. 
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PSI/Numeric Demographic Correlations. Pearson's correlation coefficients 

were calculated between the five numeric demographic variables (years in title held at the 

time MAP was administered, years as a CED, age in years, Extension years of service, 

and number of employees supervised) and 23 PSI variables (including the two PSI 

performance measures). The r value and significance level for each pairing are shown in 

appendix I, table I-B. 

Of 115 possible pairings, a total of 17 were significant at the five percent level. 

Two were moderate in magnitude with the balance classified as low. Six PSI variables 

correlated significantly with Extension years of service, four each with years in title and 

age in years, two with years as a CED, and one with the number of employees supervised. 

Eight of the 17 significant correlations were negative relationships. With one 

exception, all negative correlations were with cognitive PSI constructs. Abstract cognitive 

reasoning correlated significantly with years in title (r=-0.296, p=0.002), years as aCED 

(r=-0.233, p=0.017), age in years (r=-0.311, p=O.OOl), and Extension YOS (r=-0.203, 

p=0.039). Overall cognitive score (numeric, verbal and abstract) exhibited low and 

negative correlations with years in title (r=-0.198, p=0.043) and age in years (r=-0.217, 

p=0.027). The correlation coefficient between overall cognitive score (numeric and 

abstract) and age in years was -0.226 (p=0.021). Number of employees supervised and 

child management skills formed the last of the negative correlations (r=-0.229, p=0.019). 

As noted before with negative MAP / demographic correlations, in this case when these 

demographic variable values increased, the corresponding PSI variable score tended to 
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decrease in value. Or, the converse would be where the PSI variable value increased, the 

corresponding demographic value decreased. 

Analysis ofvariance with Student's t-test was utilized to test PSI variable mean 

differences within the 11 demographic class variables. There were no significant 

differences (p<0.05) in means for the variable title type which delineated the group 

holding a County Director title in March of 1998 and the group of agents who at some 

point in time later became a county director. Statistically significant differences among 

PSI/demographic variable grouping means are discussed below. All PSI means by 

demographic categories are listed in appendix I, tables 1-14 thru 1-17. 

PSI by Title. Only one PSI variable, potential for long tenure, showed significant 

differences among score means by Extension title held in March 1998. Agents with the 

title Extension Agent III indicated a greater tendency for staying in their position than 

agents holding the title Extension Agent II and County Director (3.7 vs 3.4, n=13 in each 

title group). Further, agents with the title Extension Agent III and County Director 

exhibited a similar preference averaging 3.8 on the response scale as compared to 3.4 for 

those in an Extension Agent II and County Director title, 3.2 for Extension Agent II 

(n=8), and 3.3 for Extension Agent I (n=5). 

PSI by EEO Age Group. Two PSI variables, potential for long tenure and 

achievement / status striving, exhibited statistically significant differences among means 

by EEO age group. In each case, the group of agents 40 years of age or older indicated 

stronger mean response scores than the group of agents under 40 years of age. In tenure 

potential, the 40 or more group averaged a score of3.68 versus 3.35 for the younger 
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group. The older age category also had a higher interest for achievement and status within 

their community than the under 40 group (3.71 vs. 3.29). There were 22 agents in the 

group under 40 years ofage and 82 agents in the EEO protected age class. 

PSI by Age Group. Once again, potential for long tenure response scale average 

scores differed within age categories. Sixty year olds indicated stronger tenure potential 

than 20 or 30 year olds (4.06 vs. 3.04 and 3.28, respectively). Forty and 50 year olds had 

higher tenure tendencies than did 30 year olds (3.74 and 3.64 vs. 3.28). 

PSI by Race. County Directors in Tennessee were made up of four black and 100 

white individuals in the population of this study. White individuals expressed on average 

a higher propensity for child management skills (3.63 vs 2.88) and openness (3.38 vs. 

2.60) than did black CEDs. It should be noted that all four people of color in this 

population were male, which may have contributed to the child management score as we 

will see next. 

PSI by Gender. There were eight PSI variables in which statistically significant 

differences existed between means for males (n=81) versus females (n=23). In each case, 

women had higher scores than their male counterparts. Women scored higher in 

agreeableness (4.2 vs. 3.9), child management skills (4.1 vs. 3.7), conscientiousness (3.7 

vs. 3.3), extroversion (4.1 vs. 3.7), integrity & values (4.3 vs. 4.0), optimism (4.1 vs. 3.7), 

achievement & status striving (3.9 vs. 3.5) and overall personality score (4.0 vs. 3.7). 

These PSI variable differences are shown graphically in figure 14. 

PSI by Years of Service Categories. Three PSI variables (extroversion, 

achievement & status striving, and potential for long tenure) exhibited differences in 
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Figure 14. Selected PSI variable mean scores by gender. 
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score means when viewed within YOS categories. When analyzed for extroversion, the 

11 individuals in the 10-14.9 YOS bracket scored lower (3.2) than all the other YOS 

categories except the under 5 YOS group (3.4). The under 5 group was statistically lower 

than the 5 to 9.9 and the 25 to 29.9 groups as each of these had a score of4.0. The 35 and 

over group scored 4.1, then the 30 to 34.9, 20 to 24.9, and 15 to 19.9 groups each scored 

3.9. Within the achievement & status striving preference scores, the 10 to 14.9 group was 

again lower (3.1) than the 15 to 19.9,25 to 29.9, and 35 or more YOS groups (3.8,3.9 

and 4.0, respectively). A general trend potential for long tenure was observed with 

agents serving 20 years or more indicating a stronger preference for continued tenure than 

agents working less than 15 years. These score means are found in table 1-14. 

PSI by Educational Level Attained. Only one PSI variable demonstrated 

significant differences when analyzed within the terminal degree categories ofBachelor's 

or Master's. This study found that CEDs who had completed a Master's degree scored 

higher on the work drive scale than did those CEDs whose highest earned degree was a 

Bachelor's (3.58 versus 3.11). 

PSI by CED Subject Matter Base (SMB). The CEDs in this study all had at 

least one degree in either Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS) or Agriculture (Ag). 

When PSI means were viewed by 5MB eight variables exhibited significant differences. 

CEDs with a FCS background scored higher than CEDs and Ag background in each 

case. These included agreeableness (4.23 vs. 3.88), child management skills (3.9 vs. 

3.53), community development interest (4.02 vs. 3.68), conscientiousness (3.74 vs. 3.30), 

extroversion (4.05 vs. 3.73), optimism (4.14 vs. 3.74), achievement & status striving 
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(3.72 vs. 3.53) and overall personality score (3.96 vs. 3.68). For a visual comparison of 

these 5MB differences by PSI variable, see figure 15. 

These areas of significant difference vary from the gender differences only in the 

exchange of integrity & values for community development interest. This similarity may 

be at least in part because all 20 of the FCS group were female while the Ag group 

included 81 males and three females. 

PSI by Primary Audience Served. All Extension Agents, including CEDs, have 

an assigned primary audience with whom they work. Assignments may be with adults, 

youth, or both. The popUlation for this study included 78 CEDs working primarily with 

adults, 19 working with both audiences seven assigned to youth. Looking at means in this 

light, youth CEDs scored lower (3.1) in nurturance and potential for long tenure scale 

scores than did the adult group (3.6) or CEDs working with both (3.8). 

PSI by District. At the time MAP and PSI were administered, Tennessee was 

divided into four Extension Districts: Western, Central, Cumberland and Smoky 

Mountain. Comparing PSI means within these groups indicated the following statistical 

differences. The Smoky Mountain (3.6) and Cumberland (3.5) District CEDs indicated a 

higher level of openness than did CEDs serving in the Western District (3.1). The other 

two areas of difference were in the PSI performance scores where CEDs were rated 

higher by the District Director in the Western District than in the Smoky Mountain and 

Central Districts. Also, the Cumberland and Smoky Mountain District CEDs were rated 

higher than the Central District CEDs. These mean scores are listed in table I -14. 
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Research Question Four 

Can competencies, management styles, personal values, traits, preferences, and 

aptitudes represented by the Personal Style Inventory (PSI) and/or MAPTM variables be 

utilized to predict subsequent successful leadership? General Linear Regression models 

were constructed in an attempt to answer this research question. The predictive ability of 

MAP and PSI were evaluated separately and with the two combined. 

As previously mentioned in the research design section, one school of thought in 

the literature on conducting this type of research is to first look at simple correlations and 

the independent variables in the regression equation which were statistically 

significant and ofsufficient magnitude (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Another approach is to 

put all independent variables possibly thought to contribute to the dependent variables in 

the model and look to see which ones are the greatest contributors to the model, and thus 

would make the better predictors. The outcome for each approach was evaluated for both 

MAP and PSI. Each regression model was run by performance appraisal year with 

program performance, administrative performance and total performance score as the 

dependent variable in each model. In addition, the data were combined longitudinally 

across years and the same regression models were run on this data set. In analyzing the 

data in longitudinal form, the model would be able to adjust for differences by 

performance appraisal year. 

MAP Regression. Results of MAP variable regression upon UT Extension 

performance appraisal variables are summarized in appendix J, tables J-18 to J-21. Four 

different models were run. The first utilized the MAP variables found to have significant 
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correlations with performance in the simple correlation study. A second model added the 

demographic variables found to correlate with MAP. The third model included all MAP 

variables with the fourth adding all demographic variables with MAPlDemographic 

interactions identified in the ANOVA and t-test analysis. The variables included in each 

model are listed in table 30. 

Table J-18 summarizes the results ofMAP total score, communication composite 

score, advising communication response style (CRS) score, CRS theory X, CRS theory Y, 

sensor personal style and feeler personal style regressed upon the dependent variables of 

program performance, administrative performance and total performance score. The 

analysis was run by year and then longitudinally including all years. Only one model run 

by year proved to meet the five percent level of significance cut-off The model was 

significant (p=0.037) when regressed upon 1998 total performance. The variables listed 

above accounted for 15.9 percent of the common variance in 1998 total performance 

score. The same model run upon longitudinal data resulted in significant models for all 

three dependant variables: program (p<O.OOOI), administrative (p=0.0058) and total 

performance(p<O.OOOI). However, R2 values indicated the model accounted for only 8.7, 

4.4 and 9.4 percent, respectively of the common variance in the performance score. 

Taking the regression models listed above, but adding demographic variables to 

the model resulted in two significant models in the 2000 performance year. The models 

for administrative and total performance demonstrated significance levels of 0.021 and 
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Table 30. Variables utilized in MAP regression models. 

Run Dependant Independent PSI Variables Independent Demographic 
Performance Variables 

Variables 

1 1998 Program MAP Total Score, Communication None 
1998 Administrative Composite Score, Advising 
1998 Total Communication Response Style 

Score (CRS), CRS Theory X Score, 
1999 Program CRS Theory Y Score, Sensor 
1999 Administrative Personal Style, Feeler Personal Style 

- 1999 Total 
2 All MAP variables listed in Run 1 Title, Title Type, Group (by 

2000 Program above decade groupings), Race, Gender, 

2000 Administrative Years of Extension Service, Years in 

2000 Total Title, Years as CED, and Age 

- 2001 Program 
3 2001 Administrative All variables listed in Run 1 above None 

2001 Total with the following ADDITIONS: 
Composite Scores (Administrative, 

2002 Program Supervisory, Cognitive, Task, 
2002 Administrative People), Theory Y Score, 
2002 Total Communication Response Style 

Scores (Empathetic, Critical, 
2003 Program Searching), and Personal Styles 
2003 Administrative (Thinker, Intuitor) 
2003 Total -

4 1998-2003 Program All MAP variables listed in Run 1 All variables listed for Run 2 above 
and Run 3 above. with the following ADDITION: 

1998-2003 Number ofEmployees Supervised 

Administrative 

1998-2003 Total 
Interactions: Title*Task, Title*Empathic, Title Type*Map Total, Title 
Type*Thinker, Years ofService*Map Total, Years of 
Service*Communication Composite, Years of Service*Cognitive, Years of 
Service*Tas~ Years ofService*Empathetic, Race*Empathic, Race*Feeler, 
Gender*Theory X 
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0.032 with respective R2 values of 0.44 and 0.42. Again, in the longitudinal regressions, 

all three were significant (p<O.OOO1). Though R2 values increased, they were still too low 

for practical use in predictive capacity (program, 0.169; administrative, 0.1295; and total 

performance, 0.187). 

A third attempt at a meaningful MAP regression model utilized all MAP variables 

on the independent side of the equation. fu this case, the model results meeting statistical 

significance criteria were for the 2003 program and total Performance, and all three 

longitudinal models. All MAP variables accounted for 40.5 percent of the common 

variance in 2003 program performance (p=0.0334) and 40.7 percent of the 2003 total 

performance score (p=0.0314). In the longitudinal model program, administrative and 

total score regression results were all statistically significant, but again R2 values were 

low accounting for only 13.5 percent, 7.5 percent and 15.2 percent of the common 

variance in respective program, administrative and total performance. 

When all MAP variables, all demographic variables and MAP/demographic 

variable interactions were included in regression models, the 2002 program performance 

and longitudinal performance in all three categories were statistically significant. R-

square values were increased substantially over other models previously discussed. The 

model accounted for 97.1 percent (p=0.0495) ofthe common variance in 2002 program 

performance. In the longitudinal regressions, the model explained 51.5 percent of 

program performance, 59.6 percent of administrative performance and 52.4 percent of 

total performance (p<O.OOOI). However, in these models many variables or variable 

interactions could not be uniquely estimated because ofmulticollinearity and had no 
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value for use in a prediction equation. Therefore, before these models could be useful for 

predictive purposes more refinement in the form of the elimination of duplicative 

variables would be necessary. 

PSI Regression. Results of PSI variable regression upon UT Extension 

performance appraisal variables are summarized in appendix J, tables J-22 to J-25. 

Similar to PSI, four different models were run. The first utilized the PSI variables found 

to have significant correlations with performance in the simple correlation study. A 

second model added the demographic variables found to correlate with PSI. The third 

model included all PSI variables with the fourth adding all demographic variables with 

PSI/Demographic interactions identified in the ANDV A and t-test analysis. The variables 

utilized in the MAP regression analysis are listed in table 31. 

Regression analysis utilizing PSI variables which had significant correlation 

coefficients in the simple correlation portion of this study produced several models 

meeting significance criteria (table J-22). Program and total performance models for the 

years 1998, 1999 and 2000, plus all three performance categories in the longitudinal 

models were significant (p<0.05). In 1998 the model accounted for 31.4 percent of 

program performance and 32.6 percent of total performance. The 1999 models accounted 

for 29.7 and 33.6 percent of respective program and total performance. Program and total 

performance models for 2000 had the highest common variance shared between 

dependent and independent variables at 35.1 percent for program and 40.7 for total 

performance score. While highly significant (p<O.OOOl), the longitudinal models had low 

R2 values for program (0.153), administrative (0.132) and total (0.167) performance. 
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Table 31. Variables utilized in PSI regression models. 

Run Dependant Independent PSI Variables Independent Demographic 
Performance Variables 

Variables 

1 1998 Program i\greeableness, Interest in None 
1998 i\dministrative Community Development, 
1998 Total Conscientiousness, Customer 

Responsiveness, Emotional Stability, 
1999 Program Extroversion, Integrity & Values, 
1999 i\dministrati ve Nurturance, Openness to New 
1999 Total Experience, Optimism, i\chievement 

& Status Striving, Potential for Long 
2000 Program Tenure, Work Drive, Cognitive­
2000 i\dministrative Verbal Reasoning, Big 5 Model of 
2000 Total Personality, and Overall Personality 

Score 
- 2001 Program 

2 2001 i\dministrative i\ll PSI variables listed in Run 1 Title, EEO i\ge Group, i\ge Group 

2001 Total above. (by decade groups), Race, Gender, 
Years of Service Categories, 

2002 Program Educational Level, Subject Matter 

2002 i\dministrative Base, i\udience, and District 

- 2002 Total 
3 i\ll variables listed in Run 1 above None 

2003 Program with the following i\DDITIONS: 
2003 i\dministrative Child Management Skills, Cognitive 
2003 Total Reasoning (i\bstract, Numeric, 

Numeric+ i\bstract, Overall), 

- 1998-2003 Program 
4 i\ll PSI variables listed in Run 1 and i\ll variables listed for Run 2 above 

1998-2003 Run 3 above. with the following i\DDITIONS: 
i\dministrative i\ge, Years in Title, Years as CED, 

Years of Service, Number of 
1998-2003 Total Employees Supervised 

Interactions: Race*(Overall Personality Score, Work Drive, Child 
Management Skills, Openness), Gender*(Overall Personality Score, Work 
Drive, Tenure, i\greeableness, Child Management Skills, 
Conscientiousness, Extroversion, Integrity & Values, Optimism, 
i\chievement & Status Striving), Subject Matter Base*(i\greeableness, 
Child Management Skills, Community Development Interest, 
Conscientiousness, Extroversion, Optimism, i\chievement & Status 
Striving, Overall Personality Score), i\udience*(Nurturance, Tenure), i\ge 
Group*(i\chievement & Status Striving, Tenure), Years of Service 
Categories*(i\chievement & Status Striving, Tenure) and Educational 
Level*Work Drive 
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The addition of demographic variables (run 2, table 31) to the model and keeping 

the same PSI independent variables utilized in run 1 increased the amount of common 

variation explained by the model substantially. Again, a complete summary of model 

results for each year and the longitudinal runs are listed in table 23. Models which met 

significance standards and the R2 value for each are as follows. The model for 1998 total 

performance accounted for 51.9 percent and 1999 total performance, 54.7 percent. All 

three performance categories in 2000 were significant with the program model accounting 

for 60.4 percent, the administrative performance model 71.3 percent and the total 

performance model, 63.8 percent. The longitudinal models were all significant 

(p<O.OOOI) and accounted for24.9 percent ofthe variance in program, 23.6 percent of 

administrative, and 26.3 percent of total performance score. 

Table J-24 in appendix J lists a summary of the regression models of all PSI 

independent variables upon performance ofUT Extension county directors. Results 

closely mirrored those found when regression models were run utilizing variables that 

correlated significantly, with one to two percentage point gains in R2 values. Program and 

total performance score models with all PSI independent variables produced R2 values of 

0.320 (p=0.0053) and 0.335 (p=0.0028) for the 1998 program year; 0.314 (p=0.0076) and 

0.345 (p=0.0021) for 1999; and 0.373 (p=0.0011) and 0.420 (p=0.0001) for 2000. Models 

for all years longitudinally were significant (p<O.OOOl) with R2 values of 0.162 for 

program, 0.137 for administrative and 0.178 for total performance. 

Regression model results for all PSI variables plus demographic variables and 

PSI/demographic variable interactions are listed in table J-25 (refer to table 31 for model 
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components). Under these models, only 1998 program and total performance, and 2000 

total performance met statistical significance standards. Models did achieve high R2 

values, reaching 0.809 (p=0.0398) for 2000 total performance, 0.784 (0.0417) for 1998 

total performance and 0.779 (0.0498) for 1998 program performance. Once again, 

longitudinal models were significant (p=0.0001). The model accounted for 52.7 percent 

ofprogram performance, 62.4 percent of administrative performance and 52.9 percent of 

total performance. As evidenced with MAP regressions earlier, a high degree of 

multicollinearity existed, thus a substantial number of beta values could not be uniquely 

estimated. Therefore, these models were not useful for predictive equations. 

Predictive Capacity of MAP and PSI. As one purpose of this study was to 

identify the best predictive model for identifying CEDs, the next step was to see ifMAP 

and PSI data utilized in a regression model across performance better predicted scores 

than either assessment alone. For this purpose, regression models were run on all 

performance data longitudinally across all performance years (1998 to 2003). Table 32 

indicates the level at which MAP total score and PSI total score together contributed to 

common variance in performance. In these simple models, MAP contributed least and 

was not significant in the model. The f-value and probability of a greater Jfor MAP total 

score in the program model was 0.91 (0.3412), administrative was 2.02 (0.1558) and total 

performance was 1.01 (0.3163). In contrast, total PSI score was significant in all three 

models (p<O.OOOI) withf-values of 19.5 for program, 16.33 for administrative and 23.3 

for total performance. Except for offering a comparison ofPSI and MAP overall scores 
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Table 32. Regression model results with independent variables MAP and PSI total 
scores regressed upon program, administrative and total performance. 

Performance Type 

Program 

Administrative 

Degrees ofFreedom 
(Model, Error) 

2,373 

2,364 

f-value 

9.82 

8.56 

Probability 
of>! 

<0.0001 

0.0002 

R2 Value 

0.050033 

0.044920 

Total 
~ ..... 

2,373 11.72 <0.0001 0.059129 

and giving a minimalist model benchmark, these models have further application as 

they accounted for only 4.5 to 5.9 percent ofperformance in UT Extension. 

regression models including all MAP and PSI variables, all demographic 

variables and demographic x MAP and PSI interactions (table J-26) were run to evaluate 

the maximum amount ofvariation in performance measures that could be explained 

statistically. A summary of these model results is shown in table 33. The R2 value for the 

administrative performance model is an improvement of 5.9 percentage points over the 

highest PSI model R2, and 8.7 percentage points over the highest MAP model R2. In the 

administrative performance model, independent variables accounted for 68.3 percent of 

the variation in administrative performance score. This R2 value would correspond to a R-

value of 0.826595 which would be classified in Miller's (1994) scale as very high. 

However, the application of these models to producing prediction equations was 

hampered because many variables in the model moved so closely together 

(multicollinearity) that they were not uniquely estimable. Specifically, the program model 

produced 95 interactions and 14 main effects that were not estimable. In the 

administrative model, 71 interactions and 17 main effects were not estimable. For the 
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Table 33. Multiple regression results utilizing a model* including all MAP, PSI, and 
demographic variables with independent variable interactions. 

Performance Sum of Mean 
Score Type Source df Squares Square j-value Pr>f R2 

Program 	 Model 80 1135954.91 14199.44 6.97 <.0001 0.647685 

Error 295 617914.82 2094.63 

Corrected Total 375 1753869.73 

Administrative 	 Model 80 84251.16 1053.14 7.71 <.0001 0.683260 

Error 286 39056.40 136.56 

Corrected Total 366 123307.56 

Total 	 Model 80 1136482.61 14206.03 6.97 <.0001 0.653933 

Error 295 601436.96 2038.77 

Corrected Total 375 1737919.57 

*See appendix J, table J-26 for a detail of variables included in this model. 

total performance model 90 interactions and 14 main effects were not estimable because 

other variables in the model were so closely related. Therefore is was necessary to remove 

duplicative variables from prediction models while maintaining the highest possible 

model R2 value. 

Analysis results ofthe final performance prediction models are shown in table 34. 

The administrative model explained 56.7 percent ofperformance variance, the total 

performance model followed at 51.5 percent, and the program performance model 

accounted for 50.2 percent of score variation. When these R2 values are translated into R-

values (multiple correlation coefficients), they range from 0.708 to 0.753 and would be 

considered to be very high according to Miller's (1994) scale. The model consisted of33 

variables: 8 demographic, 11 from PSI and 14 from MAP. 
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Table 34. Multiple regression results* from final performance prediction models. 

Performance Sum of Mean 
R2Score Type Source df Squares Square f-value Pr>f 

Program Model 39 879906.38 22561.70 8.67 <.0001 0.501694 

Error 336 873693.35 2601.08 

Corrected Total 375 1753869.73 

Administrative Model 39 69901.55 1792.35 10.97 <.0001 0.566888 

Error 327 53406.01 163.32 

Corrected Total 366 123307.56 

Total Model 39 894961.42 22947.73 9.15 <.0001 0.514961 

Error 336 842958.16 2508.80 

Corrected Total 375 1737919.57 

* For detailed analysis results see Appendix J, table J-27 for program, table J-28 for administrative and 
table J-29 for total performance model type III sum ofsquares, variable f-value and level of significance. 

More detailed final model results are provided for program, administrative and 

total performance in appendix J, tables J-27, J-28 and J-29. These tables list Type ill Sum 

of Squares,fvalue and the probability ofobtaining a greater f(significance level) for all 

model variables. Rankings based upon variable fvalue of the top ten independent 

variable contributors to each model are shown in table 35. Three variables ranked in the 

top five contributors to all three models. These variables included work drive, 

performance appraisal year and the theory Y management style. Three other variables, the 

advising communication response style, the big 5 personality score and the number of 

years in title were consistent within the top ten of the three performance score types. The 

advising CRS was the only one of these three to appear in the top five, ranking fifth in 

both program and administrative performance and tenth in the total performance model. 

Program performance was heaviest in demographic measures with five in the top ten, 
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Table 35. Top contributors to final perfonnance prediction models based upon 
independent variable f-value. 

Program Performance Administrative Performance Total Performance 

Rank Variable j-value Rank Variable I-value Rank Variable j-value 

1 Work Drive 44.3 

2 Gender 19.3 

3 TheoryY 18.1 

4 Perf App Year 16.9 

5 Advising CRS 11.6 

1 Year 36.2 

2 Work Drive 26.5 

3 TheoryX 19.7 

4 TheoryY 9.3 

5 Advising CRS 8.9 

1 Work Drive 47.2 

2 Gender 19.0 

3 Theory Y 18.1 

4 Year 14.1 

5 Verbal Cognitive 10.1 

6 Race 10.4 

7 Years in Title 9.9 

8 Verbal Cognitive 8.2 

9 Big 5 Personality 7.9 

10 Extension yaS 7.4 

6 T Big 5 Personality 8.1 

Communication 
6 T Composite 8.1 

8 Years in Title 7.7 

7.6 
9 Customer Service 

10 Cognitive Compo 7.5 

6 Years in Title 9.9 

7 Big 5 Personality 9.8 

8 Race 9.7 

9 Cognitive Compo 9.5 

10 Advising CRS 8.8 
CRS = Communication Response Style yas = Years of Service 

total perfonnance models utilized four in the top ten, and administrative two 

(perfonnance appraisal year and number of years in title). 

Several independent variables contributed much more strongly in one 

perfonnance type than it did in the others. Extension years of service ranked tenth in 

program perfonnance and eleventh in total perfonnance was insignificant in the 

administrative model (p=O.2117). Theory X and customer service had highf-values in the 

administrative multiple regression model, but did not meet a five percent level of 

significance in the program perfonnance model. 

This research question asked if CED leadership (as measured by perfonnance 

appraisal scores) could be predicted from MAP, PSI or a combination of these along with 

demographic classifications. Equation coefficients that were generated by the statistical 
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models for performance and for administrative performance are listed in tables 36 

and 37, respectively. These estimates (often called beta values) could be utilized in 

predictive equations to calculate a predicted total or administrative performance score 

based upon the known independent variable measures listed. Program performance 

equation coefficients, though calculated, are not reported here as they were not an 

objective of this research question. 

Research Question Five 

The fifth research question seeks to respond to anecdotal observations that 

Extension CEDs are often selected based upon strength of program performance and not 

necessarily upon observed leadership or administrative traits. Therefore this question 

asked, what is the relationship in Tennessee Extension between program-related 

performance and administrative performance as measured by the Tennessee Agricultural 

Extension Service Performance Appraisal for County Extension Faculty and County 

Extension Leaders? 

A comparison ofprogram performance appraisal scores and administrative 

performance appraisal scores was made using data in the combined MAP and PSI data 

set. These data represented 122 individuals who were either existing county directors or 

later became county directors. 

The mean and standard deviation of program scores was 367.5 ± 50.79 and ranged 

from a minimum of248 and a maximum of478. The score of367 would fall in the lower 

range ofwhat was called "Merit" performance in the system utilized thru 2001. 
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Table 36. Coefficients for MAP, PSI and demographic variables utilized in an equation 
to 12redict total12erformance a1212raisal score for CEDs in UT Extension. 

Standard 
Parameter Beta Estimate Error t Value Pr> ItI 
Interce:Qt -2438.906895 1184.551532 -2.06 0.0403 
Total MAP Score 43.711279 15.830507 2.76 0.0061 
Administrative Composite -10.643422 3.953728 -2.69 0.0075 
Communications Composite -12.260382 3.971918 -3.09 0.0022 
Cognitive Composite -11.550317 4.005762 -2.88 0.0042 
Supervisory Composite -9.682570 3.963690 -2.44 0.0151 

'Ii 
I 	 Theory X Management Style 0.311189 0.144415 2.l5 0.0319 

Theory Y Management Style 0.658392 0.154661 4.26 <.0001 
Critical Communication Response Style -1.219620 0.784835 -1.55 0.1211 
Searching Communication Response Style 0.975637 0.740933 1.32 0.1888 
Advising Communication Response Style -1.776237 0.597424 -2.97 0.0032 
Thinker Personal Style 25.926700 11.752701 2.21 0.0281 
Intuitor Personal Style 25.308212 11.761456 2.l5 0.0321 
Sensor Personal Style 30.848749 11.922813 2.59 0.0101 
Feeler Personal S!yle 28.886864 11.680604 2.47 0.0139 
Overall Personality Score -19.387384 7.127884 -2.72 0.0069 
Big 5 Model ofPersonality 20.799294 6.635507 3.13 0.0019 
Community Development Interest -5.338333 14.361298 -0.37 0.7103 
Customer Service 20.553389 9.791655 2.l0 0.0366 
Integrity and Values 35.028043 15.724304 2.23 0.0266 
Optimism 21.590520 12.553827 1.72 0.0864 
Achievement & Status Striving 22.987144 9.948985 2.31 0.0215 
Potential for Long Tenure -7.084817 11.473379 -0.62 0.5373 
Work Drive 69.808268 10.l59727 6.87 <.0001 
Numeric Cognitive Ability -38.367375 19.506373 -1.97 0.0500 
Verbal Cognitive Abili!y -117.651660 36.980424 -3.l8 0.0016 
Performance Appraisal Year 1998 -64.356339 9.294419 -6.92 <.0001 
Performance Appraisal Year 1999 -54.897512 9.279739 -5.92 <.0001 
Performance Appraisal Year 2000 -53.792933 9.381968 -5.73 <.0001il 

t 	 Performance Appraisal Year 2001 -72.092887 9.771590 -7.38 <.0001 
Performance Appraisal Year 2002 -35.348673 9.982215 -3.54 0.0005 
Performance Appraisal Year 2003 0.000000 
Race (Black) -87.413513 28.105069 -3.11 0.0020 
Race (White) 0.000000 
Gender (Female) -45.193911 10.380249 -4.35 <.0001 
Gender (Male) 0.000000 
Central District 25.415268 8.986515 2.83 0.0050 
Cumberland District 8.103551 10.047225 0.81 0.4205 
Smoky Mountain District -7.306082 10.597776 -0.69 0.4910 
Western District 0.000000 
Number of Years in Title -8.199012 2.609411 -3.l4 0.0018 
Number of Years as aCED 4.538667 2.404492 1.89 0.0599 
Extension Years of Service 1.919943 0.653411 2.94 0.0035 
Number of Employees Supervised -0.244756 0.826175 -0.30 0.7672 
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Table 37. Coefficients for MAP, PSI and demographic variables utilized to predict 
administrative performance scores ofCEDs in UT Extension. 

Standard 
Parameter Beta Estimate Error t Value Pr> ItI 
Interc~t -491.3098780 311.2834232 -1.58 0.1155 
Total MAP Score 10.8506631 4.0800856 2.66 0.0082 
Administrative Composite -2.6453394 1.0201945 -2.59 0.0099 
Communications Composite -2.9037938 1.0237282 -2.84 0.0048 
Cognitive Composite -2.8350823 1.0333700 -2.74 0.0064 
Supervisory Composite -2.5124553 1.0212131 -2.46 0.0144 
Theory X Management Style 0.1650713 0.0372343 4.43 <.0001 
Theory Y Management Style 0.1210915 0.0398081 3.04 0.0025 
Critical Communication Response Style -0.3681776 0.2021947 -1.82 0.0695 
Searching Communication Response Style 0.2707357 0.1919236 1.41 0.1593 
Advising Communication Response Style -0.4571629 0.1535103 -2.98 0.0031 
Thinker Personal Style 5.1277458 3.0908743 1.66 0.0981 
Intuitor Personal Style 4.7465522 3.0889257 1.54 0.1253 
Sensor Personal Style 5.9583940 3.1353971 1.90 0.0583 
Feeler Personal Sn:.le 5.6462064 3.0757800 1.84 0.0673 
Overall Personality Score -3.1950568 1.8291442 -1.75 0.0816 
Big 5 Model of Personality 4.8242793 1.7007580 2.84 0.0048 
Community Development Interest 1.5915860 3.6933524 0.43 0.6668 
Customer Service 7.0775029 2.5638457 2.76 0.0061 
Integrity and Values 2.6200099 4.0280481 0.65 0.5159 
Optimism -2.9325582 3.2366977 -0.91 0.3656 
Achievement & Status Striving 4.9569087 2.5576139 1.94 0.0535 
Potential for Long Tenure -2.8074516 2.9353114 -0.96 0.3396 
Work Drive 13.6988845 2.6603142 5.15 <.0001 
Numeric Cognitive Ability -5.8577686 5.0547578 -1.16 0.2474 
Verbal Cognitive Abili!J:: -25.3874545 9.6920370 -2.62 0.0092 
Performance Appraisal Year 1998 -9.3490170 2.4132604 -3.87 0.0001 
Performance Appraisal Year 1999 8.6067092 2.3953984 3.59 0.0004 
Performance Appraisal Year 2000 10.9716519 2.4133780 4.55 <.0001 
Performance Appraisal Year 2001 17.5331564 2.5301986 6.93 <.0001 
Performance Appraisal Year 2002 -1.5468492 2.5603440 -0.60 0.5462 
Performance Appraisal Year 2003 0.0000000 
Race (Black) -17.2275571 7.3247711 -2.35 0.0193 
Race (White) 0.0000000 
Gender (Female) -6.5050182 2.6661024 -2.44 0.0152 
Gender (Male) 0.0000000 
Central District -3.2371121 2.3549555 -1.37 0.1702 
Cumberland District -11.3300851 2.5749124 -4.40 <.0001 
Smoky Mountain District -4.3570292 2.7453043 -1.59 0.1135 
Western District 0.0000000 
Number of Years in Title -1.8549877 0.6688497 -2.77 0.0059 
Number of Years as aCED 0.9597851 0.6145583 1.56 0.1193 
Extension Years of Service 0.2269346 0.1813364 1.25 0.2117 
Number of Employees Supervised 0.2212099 0.2137381 1.03 0.3015 
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Administrative performance averaged 76.26 ± 13.78 and ranged from 30 to 103. The 

score of76 falls in the upper end of the category of"Good," the level just below Merit. 

Overall performance scores averaged 372.7 ± 51.67, ranged from 233 to 477 and also 

would be categorized as a solid "Merit" (the merit category ranged from 335 to 426 

points) under the categorical scale utilized 2001. 

The above data offer one comparison ofprogram versus administrative 

performance. A more direct comparison required scores to be converted to a common 

scale. This was accomplished by converting scores to a percentage of possible total score, 

allowing direct comparison of program and administrative scores within program year on 

an equal basis. In comparing these percentage score means, program performance was 

slightly higher than administrative percentage score means, 71.26 ± 12.09 versus 69.61 ± 

15.79, respectively. Student's t-test analysis of these means indicated a statistical 

difference at the 5 percent level (the probability of III=1l2 was less than 5 percent, 

p<0.0448; t=2.01). In percentage scores, program scores ranged from 17.5 to 100 and 

administrative scores ranged from 16.7 to 100. 

Averages across all scores give one picture ofperformance. Another way to 

compare these scores is to average percentage scores ofprogram performance and 

administrative performance across years and then to take their ratio. When an individual's 

program percentage score was divided by herlhis administrative percentage score, a score 

below one was indicative of stronger performance administratively, a score of 1.0 

reflected equal program and administrative performance, and a score greater than one 

indicated stronger program performance than administrative. The distribution of scores is 
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shown in figure 16. Looking at program versus administrative scores in this way indicated 

that 64 individuals had higher administrative scores than program scores, seven had equal 

program and administrative scores and 51 were strongest in programmatic performance. 

The correlation between scores was also reflective of relationships. Again, using 

percentage ofpotential performance scores for program and administrative performance, 

the correlation was positive (r=0.47, n=510) and significant (p<0.0001). As one would 

expect, percentage program and administrative performance was also positively and 

significantly correlated with total performance score. Pearson's correlation coefficient for 

program performance with total performance was 0.85 (n=651, p<O.OOOl), while the 

correlation coefficient for administrative and total performance was 0.62 (n=512, 

p<O.OOOl). 
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Figure 16. Distribution histogram ofUT Extension performance appraisal 
program I administrative percentage score ratios. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter reflects upon data and information presented. A brief review of the 

study purpose, research questions and methods is followed by a summary and discussion 

of the findings, particularly in light of related literature. Conclusions, recommendations 

and implications for practice and further research bring this study to a close. 

Summary 

Extension Agents who hold the added title and responsibility of County Director 

occupy a position critical to the success ofExtension Programs. CED selection criteria 

have not always reflected the importance and long-term impact ofthe hiring or 

appointment decision in Tennessee Extension. Are there objective indicators that could 

be utilized as additional data upon which hiring decisions and forecasts of future 

performance as a CED could be based? 

Two different assessments have been utilized with existing county directors that 

attempt to measure various skills, personality traits, preferences and behaviors. Many 

characteristics that the Managerial Assessment of Proficiency (MAP) and the Personal 

Style Inventory (PSI) claim to assess have been identified as contributors to effective 

leadership in various studies documented in available literature. A brief summary ofMAP 

and PSI assessments is offered, followed by a summary of the research design. 
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Eighty-six CEDs and seven agents who would later become CEDs completed the 

Training House, Inc. MAP assessment March 16-18, 1998. The main MAP assessment 

instrument was a case-method, video-based simulation accompanied by a multiple choice 

questionnaire. Each question had one or more correct responses, for a total of 

approximately 200 decisions in the instrument. Scoring and individual results were 

generated overnight via computer and a proprietary software program. The result was a 

profile with the purpose of showing an individual's strengths and weaknesses in twelve 

areas of management competency and proficiency in two management styles (theory X, 

theory V). Two other companion instruments accompany MAP, namely communication 

response styles (CRS) and Personal Styles. 

The self-scored CRS instrument presents 20 written office scenarios with four 

types of responses offered to each. A participant assigns the value of 0, 1,2 or 3 to each 

response, using no more than three points for anyone scenario. The result is a distribution 

of 60 points across four communication response styles including empathetic, critical, 

searching and advising. 

Personal Styles were assessed with a forced choice instrument where four 

responses per item were ranked from most like the individual (4 points) down to least like 

the individual (1 point). The instrument seeks to assess Jungian psychological functions 

of thinking, feeling, intuiting, and sensing and was also self-scored. 

The Personal Style Inventory was developed by Dr. Lucy Gibson, an industrial 

psychologist with Resource Associates, Inc., as a pre-employment assessment tool 

specifically for UT Extension. Data utilized for this study were collected as a concurrent 
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criterion-related selection test validation study following a qualitative job analysis of the 

Extension Agent position. The instrument was a 232 item inventory consisting of 

personality styles, various workplace preferences and abstract, numeric and verbal 

cognitive dimensions. Personality styles and workplace preference scales were composed 

ofdichotomous statements between which a 1 - 5 scale was interposed. Abstract, numeric 

and verbal aptitude scales were made up ofmultiple choice answer questions scored a 

zero for an incorrect response or one if answered correctly. Scale and style scores were 

averages of all responses for each category. Overall scores were computed for personality 

or preference styles and also the cognitive aptitudes. 

Dependent variables for this study consisted ofperformance appraisal scores. 

Employee performance appraisals are conducted routinely on an annual basis for all 

Extension employees. As the population for this study consisted of Tennessee County 

Directors, the sample group in this study consisted of existing county directors or agents 

who would later be named a county director. Performance scores for these individuals 

were pulled manually from UT personnel files beginning in 1998, the year MAP was 

administered, through 2001. Scores for 2002 and 2003 were available in an online 

system. Total program performance, total administrative performance and overall score 

were captured on each individual who at some time held a county director from 1998 

to 2003. 

Demographic data were also collected on each individual from UT Extension 

personnel files. Twelve items previously identified in available literature plus some 
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categorical breakdowns ofcontinuous numeric demographic variables (eg. Age) were 

utilized in analyses. 

This study sought to identify any relationships that might exist between MAP and 

PSI constructs and Tennessee CED leadership as reflected in annually collected 

performance appraisal scores. Contingent upon relationships, the predictive capacity of 

MAP, PSI or both was a second objective. Another purpose was to identify any 

demographic relationships that might exist with MAP, PSI and performance. And finally, 

information was sought to respond to an anecdotal beliefthat CEDs are selected because 

of successful program performance rather than perceived potential leadership ability. 

These objectives were framed within five research questions to guide the study. 

Statistical analysis was conducted via SAS® (Copyright© 2002-2003 by SAS 

Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA, SAS® for Windows Release 9.1) software. Where 

relationships between ratio (continuous numeric) data were explored Pearson's rho (p ) 

correlation coefficients were calculated. Relationships between categorical data and 

dependent or other independent variables were tested for significant differences with 

Student's t-test. Multiple regression was utilized in efforts to evaluate the ability of 

independent data to predict performance ofUT Extension CEDs. Other descriptive 

statistics were calculated and provided. Where statistical significance was determined, the 

five percent level of significance was utilized, accepting the probability that the 

relationship could have occurred by chance five times or less out of one hundred cases. 

Background for the study, population, research questions and methods have been 

briefly summarized. Attention will now tum to a summary of major findings. 
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Major Findings 

Based upon the research results presented in chapter 4, the following major 

findings are presented. 

MAP Correlations 

Statistically significant correlations ofUT performance with MAP variables were .~ 

few in number and low to moderate in magnitude. Slightly less than five percent of the 

possible correlate pairs produced significant (p<0.05) relationships. Pearson's r values 

ranged from a low in magnitude of 0.21974 for 1998 Total score and the Sensor Personal 

Style. The largest correlation magnitude was between the 2001 Program score and the 

Theory Y Communication Response Style (r=0.32). At these magnitudes, between 4.8 

and 10.2 percent of the common variance among variable pairs was accounted for. 

Of the 17 statistically significant correlation coefficients, the six ofmoderate 

magnitude were all with Communication Response Style (CRS) variables. Two were with 

the advising CRS (-0.304, -0.318), two with theory X CRS (-0.304, -0.318) and two with 

ttheory Y CRS (0.320, 0.314). Other variables with significant correlations included the 

MAP Communication composite (-0.241, -0.232), Overall MAP (-0.223, -0.228), and the 

Personal Styles, sensor (0.249,0.220,0.224,0.252) and feeler (-0.228, -0.223). Eleven of 

the correlation coefficients were negative. No performance / MAP variable pairings 

produced significant correlations for the years 2002 and 2003. 
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PSI Correlations 

Nearly 30 percent ofUT Performance score / PSI variable pairings resulted in 

statistically significant relationships. All relationships were positive in value, ranging 

from 0.194 (agreeableness vs. 1998 program performance) to 0.486 (work drive vs. 2000 

total performance). Calculating the coefficient ofdetermination for these pairs (~), 3.8 

percent ofthe common variance is accounted for on the low end and 23.6 percent at the 

upper magnitude of relationships. No year included in this study (1998-2003) had less 

than two performance / PSI pairings that were statistically significant at the five percent 

level. 

looking at PSI variable correlations, five variables showed no significant 

relationships. These included child management skills and the cognitive reasoning scores 

for numeric, abstract, numeric+abstract and total cognitive. In addition to two PSI 

performance scores, sixteen other PSI variables demonstrated statistically significant 

relationships. These variables are listed in table 38 along with the number of significant 

correlations with performance (1998-2003 program, administrative and/or total) and the 

range (low and high) ofr-values for each variable. Work drive and overall personality 

score demonstrated the greatest number of significant correlations with 13 each. At 

eleven, were optimism and Big 5 model ofpersonality, an average of agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, emotional stability, extroversion and openness scale scores. Customer 

responsiveness and long tenure potential followed with ten significant correlations. All of 

these had at least one correlation coefficient in the moderate range except agreeableness, 

emotional stability, extroversion, integrity and values, nurturance and verbal aptitude. 
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Table 38. Number ofUT Extension performance score / PSI variable significant 
correlations with coefficient low and high value. 

Number of 
Significant (p<0.05) Low High 

PSI Variable Correlations* Coefficient Value Coefficient Value 

Agreeableness 0.1940 

Community Development Interest 4 0.2466 0.3060 

Conscientiousness 7 0.2154 0.3809 

Customer Responsiveness 10 0.2474 0.3688 

Emotional Stability 2 0.2217 0.2274 

Extroversion 3 0.2097 0.2858 

Integrity and Values 3 0.2327 0.2603 

Nurturance 7 0.2029 0.2518 

Openness to New Experience 9 0.2404 0.3440 

Optimism 11 0.2324 0.3800 

Achievement I Status Striving 4 0.2093 0.3522 

Potential for Long Tenure 10 0.2557 0.3149 

Work Drive 13 0.3044 0.4861 

Cognitive - Verbal Reasoning 0.2005 

5 Model of Personality 11 0.2254 0.3007 

Overall Personality Score 13 0.2296 0.3742 

* Number of statistically correlation coefficients between listed variable and program, administrative, or 
total performance from 1998 to 2003. 
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All thirteen significant r-values for work drive relationships were in the moderate range, 

between 0.30 to 0.49 in magnitude. 

Trends in MAP and PSI Constructs by Numeric Demographics 

Trends in MAP and PSI scores according to five numeric demographic measures 

were explored with Pearson's correlations. Four of the five variables were based upon 

time. These included age, years in title, years as a CED and total Extension service time. 

A number of trends were consistent among time-related variables. There was a 

tendency of low to moderate magnitude for a number of construct scores to decrease as 

age or time increased. These included decreases in the scores for cognitive competency, 

overall MAP, task composite, and searching communication response style. Most r-values 

for these relationships ranged from -0.25 to -0.37. However, the correlation between 

Extension years of service and cognitive competency was -0.468, and with task composite 

was -0.459. The trend for decreasing cognitive scores continued with the PSI constructs 

as either abstract cognitive, overall cognitive, or both scores decreased with age, years in 

title and as a CED and Extension service time. Positive trends existed between work drive 

and time in title and as a CED. As one would expect, the potential for long tenure tended 

to increase with age(r=0.280) and years in title (r=0.427). There was also a tendency for 

CEDs to use a critical response style more as years in title, as a CED and as total 

Extension service time increased. As years in Extension service increased, community 

development interest, nurturance and overall personality score also tended to increase. 
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Other comparisons were made with categorical demographic data within MAP 

and PSI constructs. Several differences in scores were found and are discussed next. 

Demographic Differences in MAP and PSI Variable Means 

There were a number of significant (p<0.05) differences in MAP and PSI variable 

means when compared with Student's t-test. These findings will be briefly noted within 

demographic variable groups. 

Extension Title. Extension title represents a combination ofdegree, years of 

service, professional accomplishment and expertise. As one might expect, agents holding 

Extension Agent III or Extension Agent III and County Director titles scored higher in 

potential for long tenure than agents holding other titles. Mid-career agents, Extension 

Agent II and Extension Agent II and County Director titles, scored higher in MAP 

cognitive and task composite scores and in the use of the empathetic communication 

response style than did Extension Agent TIl and County Directors. 

Extension Title Type. Eight agents who became county directors at some time 

past March 1998 make up a group (Later) compared to agents that already held a county 

director title at that time (Existing). The Later group scored higher than Existing CEDs in 

overall MAP score and Administrative, Task and People composite scores. Existing 

CEDs showed a greater preference for the empathetic CRS than did the Later group. 

There were no differences by title type in any PSI variable. 

Age Groups by Ten-year Periods. Extension agents were assigned to age groups 

based upon their age on March 16, 1998. Agents were either in their twenties, thirties, 
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forties, fifties or sixties. Agents in their forties scored higher than those in their sixties in 

MAP total score, and the cognitive and people composites. The forties group was also 

higher than the fifties group in the searching communication response style. Also in CRS, 

the fifties group scored higher than the agents in the thirties in empathetic; but the 

converse was true for searching CRS. Other differences existed in the PSI construct, 

potential for long tenure. Agents in their sixties scored higher than those in their twenties 

or thirties. The thirties group was also lower in potential for long tenure scores than 

agents in the forties or fifties age group. 

EEO Age Group. The EEO Age groups were set up according to EEO categories 

of under forty and the protected class of forty and older. In this study, the forty and older 

group scored higher in potential for long tenure and in a preference for achievement and 

status striving. Both of these were PSI constructs. There were no differences in MAP 

variables by EEO age group. 

Gender. This study found a number of statistical differences in MAP and PSI 

variable means when comparisons were made by male and female groups. On the MAP 

side, male CEDs scored significantly higher in the Theory X management style score than 

did females (64.1 vs. 47.8, respectively). In PSI variables, females scored significantly 

(p<0.05) higher than males in scores for agreeableness, child management skills, 

conscientiousness, extroversion, integrity and values, optimism, achievement and status 

striving, and in overall personality score. 

Educational Level Attained. There were no significant differences between 

MAP variable means by highest educational level attained (bachelors or masters). 
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However, in PSI variables, CEDs who had attained the MS degree scored higher in work 

drive than did agents earning a bachelors degree only. 

Subject Matter Base. All county directors had earned at least one degree in either 

Agriculture or Family and Consumer Sciences. Agents with a FCS degree scored higher 

in the PSI constructs of agreeableness, child management skills, community development 

interest, conscientiousness, extroversion, optimism, achievement and status striving, and 

overall personality score. There were no differences in MAP variable means when 

compared within subject matter base. 

Primary Audience Served. MAP data were not significantly different according 

to audience served. In PSI, agents serving adult audiences, or with split appointments 

serving both adults and youth, scored higher in nurturance as well as potential for long 

tenure as compared to agents assigned to 100 percent youth positions. 

Extension Years of Service Categories and Extension District. There were a 

number of significant differences in MAP and PSI variable means when data were 

compared by years of service categories. Within district categories, only one PSI variable 

showed statistical differences. These differences lacked consistency or pattern and while 

earlier reported are not listed here. The one exception supports earlier differences 

observed, agents serving 20 years or over scored higher in potential for long tenure than 

did agents working less than 15 years. 
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Prediction ofCED Performance 

Multiple regression via SAS general liner model (GLM) was utilized to explore 

the ability of MAP and PSI data, with and without demographics, to predict CED 

leadership as measured by program, administrative or performance appraisal scores. 

Multicollinearity Effects In Regression. As mentioned in chapter 4, several 

models were limited by a phenomenon called multicollinearity. Younger (1985) indicated 

that multicollinearity is particularly present in social science research. A quick definition 

ofmulticollinearity and how it influences regression models is in order before continuing 

with discussion ofthe results. 

Multicollinearity arises when two or more predictor (independent) variables are 

correlated (McClave & Benson, 1979; Younger, 1985). According to Younger (1985), 

collinear refers to a linear relationship and multicollinear signifies that any and all 

predictors may be related with any and all others. These correlated independent variables 

then contribute redundant information to the regression model, with the contribution of 

one variable overlapping that of others. Regression beta coefficients, is even possible 

to calculate them, become unreliable measures of the effects oftheir associated predictor 

variables because of the confounding effects of correlated predictors. The net result is that 

individual beta values may be far from what they should be in magnitude and even sign. 

While beta values average out to be correct, Younger (1985) explains, "not only does b l 

measure a lot of the effect ofX2 as well as the effect ofX j , you cannot trust b, to be 

anywhere near the correct magnitude or even have the correct sign" (p. 412). 
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When seeking to identify variables contributing to multicollinearity, several 

options are available beyond simple trial and error. McClave & Benson (1979) suggested 

stepwise regression will identify variables to eliminate since each new variable added to 

the regression model is tested for contribution in the presence of all variables already 

included. Younger (1985) recommended statistical tests for eigen value or characteristic 

root analysis to spot multicollinear relationships among predictor variables. 

This study utilized regression analysis for predictive purposes. As discussed later, 

some models were not useful for predictive purposes because a number ofregression beta 

coefficients were not uniquely estimable. Models where beta values are calculated can be 

utilized for predictive purposes since the estimates in aggregate are reliable. However, 

because of the effect ofmulticollinearity upon beta estimates, the individual beta values 

are not discussed. 

Predictability of Performance by MAP. In the multiple regression model: 

program, administrative and total performance = all MAP variables across all 

performance years, 16.9 percent ofprogram, 12.9 percent ofadministrative and 18.7 

percent of total performance was accounted for by the model. When all MAP variables, 

all demographic variables and MAP/demographic interactions composed the independent 

variables in the model, it was possible to account for 51.5,59.6 and 52.4 percent ofthe 

variation in respective program, administrative and total performance scores. This latter 

model was not useful for predictive purposes because of a high level ofmulticollinearity 

which prevented statistical beta values from being computed for a large percentage of 
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variables. Models run by individual performance years produced inconsistent results and 

few models statistically significant at the five percent leveL 

Predictability of Performance by PSI. Very similar results as reported above for 

MAP regressions were found with PSI data. When all PSI variables were included as the 

independent side ofthe equation, the program performance model had an R2 value of 

0.162, administrative was 0.137 and total performance was 0.178. The full model with all 

PSI variables, all demographic variables and the interactions between the two accounted 

for 52.7, 62.4 and 52.9 ofthe variance in program, administrative and total performance 

scores respectively. Again, problems with multicollinearity limited the usefulness ofthese 

models as not all variable beta values were estimable. PSI models were more often 

statistically significant when run by individual performance years than were MAP 

models. However, like MAP, meaningful patterns were lacking across years and models. 

Predictability of Performance by MAP and PSI Together. MAP and PSI data 

sets were combined to analyze the ability of these data together in predicting 

performance. The longitudinal models where performance (pgrn., admin., total) = MAP 

and PSI overall score, were statistically significant but had low R2 values indicating only 

five percent of program, 4.5 percent of administrative and 5.9 percent of total 

performance variation was accounted for in the respective modeL Further, in these three 

models, PSI total score was the only statistically significant contributor of the two in the 

model when looking at type III sum of squares. However, using various combinations of 

MAP, PSI and demographic independent variables, with interactions, it was possible to 

predict 64.8 percent of program, 68.3 percent of administrative and 65.4 percent of total 
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performance. Again, multicollinearity and the inability to generate beta values prevented 

use of these models for predictive equations. 

Adjusting model independent variables by removing variables demonstrating high 

levels of multicollinearity and all demographic interactions did produce models with 

predictive capacity (refer to tables 34-37). For example, when the theory X and Y 

communication response styles were removed from the model, beta values were then 

calculated for the management styles of theory X and theory Y. Another instance was 

between the "big 5" personality variables (agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional 

stability, extroversion, and openness). When these variables were included in the model 

in aggregate (big 5 personality score), the multicollinearity between them and other 

variables was mitigated. 

The final models constructed included fourteen MAP variables, eleven PSI 

variables and eight demographic variables (33 total independent variables) that accounted 

for 50.2 percent ofprogram, 56.7 percent ofadministrative and 51.5 percent of total 

performance variation. Some of the more significant contributors to the models as shown 

by f-values from type III sum of squares included work drive, theory X and theory Y 

management styles, big 5 model personality (agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional 

stability, extroversion, and openness) scores, advising communication response style, 

MAP communication and cognitive composites, and the PSI verbal cognitive reasoning. 

Work drive was by far the largest single non-demographic contributor in all three models 

(program, administrative and total performance). Beta estimates were calculated for all 33 

independent variables and the intercept. 
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Relationships ofProgram Performance and Administrative Performance 

There has long been a perception that CEDs are often selected on the basis of 

strong program performance and not necessarily upon perceived leadership abilities or 

potential. This study looked at relationships between Tennessee CED program and 

administrative performance scores from four perspectives, averaged scores and ratings, 

percentage of total score, program Iadministrative score ratios and simple correlation. 

Based upon averaged scores and the rating category assigned to the score, 

Tennessee CEDs appeared to be stronger in program performance than administrative. 

The averaged program score placed the rating description in the "Merit" category while 

averaged administrative performance would fall in the "Good" category. 

Converting scores to a percentage ofpossible score basis allowed program and 

administrative scores to be compared more directly. On this basis, agents averaged a 

program score of71.3 percent of maximum. Administrative scores averaged 69.6 percent 

ofmaximum. Therefore, agents were slightly stronger in program performance than 

administrative performance (p=0.0448, t=2.01). 

The percentage scores mentioned above were manipulated again to give another 

look at the data. An individual's program percentage was divided by herlhis 

administrative percentage score to produce a ratio. Scores below 1.0 would indicate 

stronger administrative performance and scores above 1.0 would indicate stronger 

program performance. The distribution of these scores indicated 64 individuals had 

stronger administrative performance, seven were essentially equal, and 51 were strongest 

in program performance. 
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Correlation coefficients give another perspective on this relationship. The r-value 

for program/administrative performance was 0.47 (p<O.OOOl), indicating a moderate and 

positive relationship between the variables. The correlation of program performance to 

total performance score was 0.85 with administrativeltotal performance rho calculated to 

be 0.62, each significant at 

Many of the findings stated in this section will now be discussed in light of other 

pertinent research found in available literature. 

Discussion 

Various findings from this study merit further discussion. This section will 

include a further look at MAP and PSI; discuss specific findings relative to female 

leaders, management styles and work drive; and conclude with remarks on program 

versus administrative performance. 

Relationship ofMAP to UT Extension Performance 

Research question one asked what relationship(s) existed between competencies 

and styles assessed by the Managerial Assessment of Proficiency and companion 

assessments utilized in a SELD MAP workshop performance ofTennessee CEDs. 

Based upon simple correlation analysis performed in this study, the answer would be 

"very little." Multiple regression, where variable interactions could be considered, 

reflected some potentially useful relationships. 
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Results in correlation analysis were somewhat surprising given published 

information on MAP. 

First, there has been support for using MAP in Extension circles as it is perceived 

to build around the "skill individuals and groups in Cooperative Extension need to be 

effective in the future" (Rohs, 2004b, p. 30). Other proposed uses include using MAP 

data in making HRD decisions (Rohs, 1994a; Kehoe, 1992) and in the diagnosis of 

training needs oforganizational leaders (Kehoe, 1992). Participants have indicated 

significant gains in know ledge based upon before and after surveys at SELD workshops. 

Further, participants rated the benefit ofparticipating in MAP, and that MAP provided a 

good assessment ofneeded managerial skills, each a 9.6 on an 11 point Likert scale where 

11 was "strongly agree." Rohs (2002, 2003, 2004b) has also found that MAP workshops 

have produced a return on investment in Georgia Extension of$3.86 for every dollar 

invested. Face validity for MAP seems to be supported. 

Second, data published relative to the validity and reliability of the MAP 

assessment produced very high correlations ofMAP scores to supervisor assessed 

performance. In the analysis, supervisors of eight organizations (184 individuals total) 

ranked the individuals in their organization according to performance. MAP overall 

proficiency scores were then correlated to performance rankings using a rank difference 

method. Correlations reported ranged from a low of 0.71 to a high of 0.90 (Training 

House, Inc., 2000). Another reported validation study was composed of 12 individuals 

where the supervisor rated each one on each of the 12 MAP competencies. Correlation 
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coefficients here ranged from 0.39 to 0.83 (Kehoe, 1992). Based upon these data one 

would expect similar findings when MAP is compared to performance scores. 

Results of MAP variable correlation with performance ofUT Extension CEDs 

resulted in significant correlations in less than five percent of variable pairs. Further, the 

highest correlation coefficient in magnitude was lower than any reported above (0.32). 

The correlations of largest magnitude found in this study were with the Communication 

Response Style variables; advising, theory X, and theory Y. Each of these had at least two 

correlation pairs above an absolute value of 0.30, indicating a moderate relationship. The 

only main MAP variables to show significant correlation with performance scores were 

the communication composite and the overall MAP proficiency score. In these cases, 

there was a low and negative relationship between MAP and performance. If MAP and 

performance appraisal scores both reflected the skills needed to be effective, one would 

expect a positive relationship between the scores. 

These results lead one to reflect on why such differences were found in this study. 

Several considerations come to mind. 

One might wonder if the UT Extension CEDs were just different from other 

groups that had participated in MAP. Table 39 compares scores of Tennessee CEDs to 

CEDs in the Extension Southern Region states as well as all Extension personnel in the 

Souther Region who had been assessed as ofMarch 17, 1998. A non-statistical perusal of 

the scores shows little difference in any value. 

Another consideration should focus on validity. First, is performance appraisal as 

'I 
! 

conducted in UT Extension valid? The performance appraisal process and document do 
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Table 39. MAP profiles for Tennessee and Southern Region CEDs. 

So. Region All So. 
TNCEDs CEDs Region 

Cluster Competency (n=91) (n=422) (n=822) 

Time management & prioritizing 56% 52% 52% 

e:.o..o 
.S ~ 

Setting goals & standards 51% 50% 50% 

e:.o 
~ 
I:: 

.... 
;::I
0 

Planning & scheduling work 59% 61% 62% 

~>- ADMINISTRAnVE COMPOSITE 55% 54% 55% 

Listening & organizing 41% 47% 47% 
e:.o'" 
I:: ~ .;:: .;3 Giving clear information 52% 53% 56% 
~O 
~S Getting unbiased information 55% 49% 50% 

COMMUNICAnON COMPOSITE 49% 50% 51% 

Training, coaching & delegating 54% 56% 57% 
e:.oS

.£1 ~ 
'"C v
:-;::;Eo-< 
;::I v 
~.;3 

Appraising people & performance 

Disciplining & counseling 

52% 

46% 

52% 

48% 

54% 

52% 

SUPERVISORY COMPOSITE 51% 52% 54% 

Identifying & solving problems 55% 56% 58% 

gjl;.... Making decisions, weighing risk 58% 55% 57% 
~] 

Thinking clearly & analytically 36% 40% 41%i§D 
COGNITIVE COMPOSITE 50% 50% 52% 

Overall MAP Proficiency Composite 51% 52% 53% 

Mgmt Theory X 61% 58% 58% 

Style TheoryY 59% 58% 59% 

Empathetic 17 16 16 

1:1 Il)
0­'';:: ..?;> 

Critical 7 7 7 

!:51Zl 
.­ v Searching 15 16 16 

1:1 '" 

~ ~ Advising 21 20 19 

8~ CRS Theory X 28 27 26 

CRS TheoryY 32 32 32 

Thinker 26 26 25 

] v Intuitor 22 22 22 
0­oo ;............. 

v 1Zl Sensor 28 27 27 

Q., 

Feeler 24 24 24 

Source: Howard Ladewig, personal communication, March 17, 1998. 
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follow the guidelines for appraisal as documented by Buford & Bedeian (1988). With the 

exception of rater differences, regression analyses have shown performance appraisal 

scores to be free ofgender, ethnicity or other tangible bias. There is some disagreement in 

the literature as to whether performance scores reliably reflect leadership ability. Clark & 

Clark (1990) propose that routinely collected performance scores include too much error 

variance or noise, unless the performance was rated by subordinates. However, Chemers 

et al. (2000) found leadership efficacy to be strongly related to performance evaluations 

or reviews ofboth peers and supervisors. The Extension organization assumes 

performance scores to be valid enough that merit salary increase have been based upon 

these scores in recent years. 

Based upon reviews ofMAP assessments for the Mental Measurements Yearbook, 1:1 

:" 

one cannot help but to consider their validity and reliability. Kehoe (1992) indicated that 

no real reliability information for MAP was presented and the available information 

pointed toward the possibility of rather low reliability. Further, Kehoe stated that the 

evidence for validity was weak in spite of the high values Training House, Inc. reported. 

Kehoe concluded the assessment was attractive, but developmental applications of the 

instrument would be flawed by the lack of reliable and valid outcome measures. 

Reviewers of the Communication Response Style (Norris, 1992; Sodowsky, 1992) and 

Personal Style (Hall, 1992; Stone, 1992) instruments reached similar conclusions. Stone 

labels the Personal Style assessment a "parlor game," such a time as validity and 

reliability information could be provided. 
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The correlation portion of this study, while not designed to validate MAP 

instruments, does nothing to diminish the reviewer conclusions indicated above. In fact, 

the correlation data do not support the use of MAP as a reflection of CED leadership 

effectiveness in UT Extension. The absence of (or failure of Training House, Inc. to 

provide) demographic data on the entire norrning population is another point on which 

the validity and reliability of the instrument and results are called to question. Without 

this data being provided, one cannot have confidence that the norrning population is 

representative ofvarious groups. For example, if the norrning population was heavily one 

demographic group, the MAP scores of the minority group may artificially be different. 

These phenomena are potentially further confounded with the high degree ofcorrelation 

ofMAP variables with other MAP constructs. 

Multiple regression analyses conducted as part of this study provide some ideas 

for further consideration. Multiple regression (GLM) including all MAP, CRS and 

personal style variables in the model produced results similar to correlation analysis, one 

oflow relationships. These models resulted inR2 values of 0.135 forprograrn, 0.075 for 

administrative and 0.152 for perfonnance longitudinally. It was discovered in the 

regression analysis that MAP variables exhibited a high degree ofmulticollinearity. In 

other words, multiple variables moved so closely together that beta estimates could not be 

made for the variables independently. Correlations of CED MAP data with other MAP 

variables resulted in significant relationships injust over 40 percent of the comparisons. 

Correlation coefficients ranged from a low in magnitude of 0.20 up to -0.99 for the CRS 

theory X, CRS theory Y pair. The cognitive and theory Y composites and the advising 
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CRS demonstrated the greatest number ofrelationships with 14, 13 and 13 significant 

correlations out of a possible 18 each. Training House, Inc. (2000) reports a significant 

and very high correlation (0.97) between theory Y and the overall MAP proficiency score. 

With the exception noted above for the CRS theory X and Y pairs, none approached the 

very high r value reported by Training House. However, this level of correlation between 

constructs helps to explain the multicollinearity found in this study. One also wonders if 

assessment modifications to eliminate at least some of the similarities in constructs might 

not strengthen the instrument and participant understanding of results. If the constructs 

are not unique and distinguishable from each other, regression analysis for the purpose of 

prediction cannot produce unique and accurate estimates (beta values). 

Training House, Inc. (2000) also indicates that there are differences in MAP 

scores when viewed within various demographic categories. Education is said to be the 

greatest factor in the score on the MAP proficiencies - more than experience. Education 

also increased the score for theory Y and the communication and cognitive competencies. 

This study found no differences according to educational level- bachelor's degree versus 

master's. Among genders, Training House reported females scoring higher in two of the 

three communication subscales, in theory Y, empathetic CRS, and the feeler personal 

style. Males scored higher in theory X, critical and advising CRS and the thinker personal 

style. The only difference found in this study was that males scored significantly higher in 

the theory X management style. 

Comparisons ofmeans was only one way to observe demographic and 

independent variable interactions. These were also observed in regression models. 
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Regression models with all MAP workshop independent variables accounted for 15 

percent of total performance score and 7.5 percent of administrative performance. Adding 

demographic variables and MAP/demographic interactions increased the coefficients of 

determination to 52.4 and 59.6 percent, respectively. These R values would be 

considered to be very high in most social research. As mentioned earlier, the problem of 

multicollinearity prevents effective use of these models because beta values cannot be 

calculated for these intertwined independent variables. When beta values cannot be 

estimated for each independent variable, construction of a prediction equation is not 

possible. 

Relationship ofPSI to UT Extension Performance 

The Personal Style Inventory (PSI) was developed specifically for Tennessee 

Extension as a pre-employment selection test. While the validation study for the PSI 

included individuals holding any Extension AgeJ?t this study utilized a subset of the 

validation data made up only of agents who were assigned the County Director role in 

addition to their program assignment(s), 

Relati~nships were found to exist between PSI data and UT Extension 

performance even though County Directors were not the sole object of the validation 

study. One would have expected this for at least two reasons. First, assessment was 

developed for UT Extension after job analysis, including in-depth interviews. Second, 

validation was based upon a performance evaluation one designed for the validation 
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study. District Directors who supervised the CEDs completed the PSI performance 

evaluation as well as UT's annual performance review instrument. 

This study found that statistically significant correlations existed in almost 30 

percent ofPSI variablefUT Performance correlate pairs. A comparison of the earlier PSI 

validation study findings with findings of this study is in table 40. Correlation coefficients 

tended to be higher in this study with the exceptions of community development interest, 

conscientiousness, emotional stability and optimism. Agreeableness, child management 

skills, customer responsiveness, extroversion, integrity & values, nurturance, openness, 

long tenure potential and work drive produced higher r values when correlated with PSI 

performance than did the same variables in the PSI validation study. This may imply that 'I 
the relationships of these variables to CED performance are stronger than they were for 

agents in general. 


The five PSI variables for cognitive reasoning were found to be statistically 


significant in the PSI validation study with some of the higher r value magnitudes, but 

produced no significant relationships PSI performance study. When 

correlated with Extension performance, verbal reasoning was the only cognitive 

measure to show significant r values. However, verbal reasoning was a consistent 

contributor with some of the higher f-values of the final regression models. YukI (2002) 

relates several studies where cognitive skills such as analytical ability, logical thinking, 

concept formulation and inductive or deductive reasoning have been indicators of 

leadership ability. Hendrick (1990) found cognitive complexity to positively impact 
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Table 40. Comparison of correlation coefficients from this study to PSI validation 
study correlation r values (PSI variableslPSI Performance). 

This Study This Study ... Validation Study 
PSIvs UT PSI vs PSI PSI vs PSI 

PSI VariabIe Performance (r) Performance (r) Performance (r) 

Agreeableness 0.19 0.31 0.26 

Child Development Skill NS 0.33 0.24 

Community Development Interest 0.25-0.31 0.23 0.30 

Conscientiousness 0.22-0.38 NS 0.19 

Customer Responsiveness 0.25 - 0.37 0.38 0.25 

Emotional Stability 0.22 - 0.23 NS 0.14 

Extroversion 0.21 - 0.29 0.30 0.25 

Integrity and Values 0.23-0.26 0.23 0.21 

Nurturance 0.20 - 0.25 0.24 0.21 

Openness to New Experience 0.24 - 0.34 0.29 0.25 

Optimism 0.23 - 0.38 0.26 0.27 

Achievement / Status Striving 0.21 - 0.35 0.38 0.28 

Potential for Long Tenure 0.26 - 0.31 0.33 0.31 

Work Drive 0.30 - 0.49 0.32 0.28 

Cognitive - Abstract Reasoning NS NS 0.27 

Cognitive - Numeric Reasoning NS NS 0.31 

Cognitive - Verbal Reasoning 0.20 NS 0.16 

Overall Cognitive (A+N) NS NS 0.34 

Overall Cognitive (A+N+V) NS NS 0.30 

Big 5 Model of Personality 0.23 - 0.30 0.31 NR 

Overall Personality Score 0.23 - 0.37 0.36 NR 

... Source: Gibson, (1999). NR Not Reported NS = Not Significant (p<0.05) 
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several leadership functions, though several studies cited found low positive or no 

correlation between intelligence and cognitive complexity. 

The ability ofPSI variables to predict performance in UT Extension was explored 

with multiple regression analysis. When models were run individually by year and 

performance type, all models meeting a 5 percent level of significance were in the years 

1998 to 2000. Only one model for administrative performance met the statistical 

significance minimum, the 2000 model that utilized PSI and demographic variables found 

to be significant in the correlation analysis. Clark & Clark (1990) reported that 

psychometric measures can tend to decline in prediction effectiveness as time from test 

validation progresses. 

For the most part, PSI regression models mimicked MAP models in that a high 

degree ofmulticollinearity existed. This is due, in part, to variables such as overall 

cognitive reasoning or big 5 personality being made up of an average of other PSI 

variable values. Another factor is that many PSI variables correlate significantly and often 

at a very high magnitude with other PSI variables. PSI variable correlations with other 

PSI variables resulted in coefficients ranging from 0.20 to 0.94. None were negative. 

A few specific PSI variables merit further discussion individually. Potential for 

long tenure was one of the larger magnitude and more often significant variables in the 

correlation study with r values ranging from 0.26 to 0.31. Correlations were significant 

with ten of the possible 18 criterion variables including program, administrative and total 

performance. However, the variable did not exhibit a similar effect in regression models 
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asf-values were not significant for program (/=0.34, p=0.56), administrative (/=0.91, 

p=0.34) or total (/=0.38, p=0.54) performance. 

Another discussion item involves the variable integrity & values. A number of 

studies have found character traits such as honesty, fairness and caring to be top tier 

requirements for those in leadership roles (Byrd, 2000; Cooper & Graham, 2001; Kouzes 

& Posner, 1993, 1995; Owen, 2004 ). In an Extension study, Cooper & Graham (2001) 

found that "character traits were considered to be the most valued competency for both 

the agent and the supervisor" (p. 13). The construct of integrity & values did not correlate 

well with performance in this study. It was, however, a significant contributor to program 

(/=5.76, p=0.017) and total performance (f=4.96, p=0.027), but not administrative 

performance (1=0.42, p=0.52) as determined in multiple regression. 

Gender Differences Reflected by MAP and PSI 

Particularly in recent years, the topic ofgender in leadership has attracted greater 

attention. Comprehensive reviews ofwomen's access to, and effectiveness in leadership 

are available (Bass, 1990; the winter 2004 issue of the Journal ofLeadership Education is 

devoted to gender issues). While many studies indicate leadership effectiveness is not 

gender-specific, some studies published in recent years are finding that women leaders 

surpass men in many critical areas needed for leadership effectiveness (Aurora & Caliper, 

2005; Bass, 1998; Rosenbusch & Townsend, 2004; Rudd, 2000). 

Such was the case in this study. First, statistically significant gender differences 

were found for the MAP management style oftheory X. Males scored higher (64.1 vs. 

226 




47.8, p<0.05) than females. The importance of this may be seen in the caption of a 

Wyoming Extension Newsletter (Silliman, 1996). In commenting upon the kind of 

workers needed in today's organization, the caption read «Where from here: Only Theory 

Y Employees Need Apply" (p. 4). Therefore, the higher male theory X score could reflect 

a tendency for men to fall back upon parent-child, command and control management 

styles when a more adult-adult model exercising expectancy theory would possibly work 

best. Patterson (1997, 1998) equates using a theory X style ofleadership in Extension to 

falling back on 1 uu year assumptions, and calls for a new paradigm for Extension 

Administration. 

A number ofPSI variables also demonstrated strengths (p<0.05) in women CEDs 

over males in similar roles (the reader may want to refer again to figure 14 on page 178). 

These included agreeableness (4.2 vs. 3.9), child management skills (4.1 vs. 3.7), 

conscientiousness (3.7 vs. 3.3), extroversion (4.1 vs. 3.7), integrity & values (4.3 vs. 4.0), 

optimism (4.1 vs.3.7), achievement/status striving (3.9 vs. 3.5) and overall personality 

score (4.0 vs. 3.7). With the exception ofchild management skills, all ofthese personality 

traits have been identified as attributes, traits or characteristics contributing to effective 

leadership (Bass, 1990; Clark & Clark, 1990, 1994; YukI, 1981,2002). 

One questions, then why these differences between men and women might exist. 

Are these differences intrinsic to the female persona? Could there be advantages within 

the training base of Family and Consumer Sciences? Were there other demographic 

influences between the male and female groups? 
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In this study, it is difficult to separate gender from subject matter background and 

training. All 28 family and consumer sciences trained county directors were female. 

Conversely, all but three of the 99 county directors trained in agriculture were male. As 

noted in chapter four, figures 14 and 15, where nine PSI variables were significantly 

different by gender and subject matter base, the only variables not In common were 

community development interest (not different by gender) and integrity and values (not 

different by subject matter base). There was no definitive means to determine if 

differences were because ofgender, subject matter base or if they were practically one 

and the same. 

The title ofa research study in women's access to power in the United States 

(Black & Rothman, 1998) asked the question, "Have you really come a long way?" An 

Aurora & Caliper (2005) study concluded with a statement by Regina Sacha, Vice 

President ofHuman Resources for FedEx, that seemed to answer: 

We're looking at a different paradigm of leadership, and it plays naturally 

to the strengths of women. The tide has turned. The leadership skills that 

come naturally to women are now absolutely necessary for companies to 

continue to thrive. It certainly is the reverse ofhow it was when I first 

started out in the workplace. It seems like poetic justice. (p. 4). 

Given a seemingly growing body of evidence for the strengths women bring to today's 

workplace, one would expect to be seeing this trend in performance appraisals of the 

organization. 
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At least in UT Extension CED performance from 1998 to 2003, there has been no 

statistical difference in performance scores (program, administrative or total) according to 

gender. Gender and subject matter base were the only two demographic variables not to 

show significance in any of the regression models where performance score by year and 

type were run. This indicates there is no difference in performance score when viewed by 

gender and area of subject matter training. 

Work Drive and Performance 

Most who have assumed a leadership role would readily admit that hands-on 

leadership is hard work. While not all-inclusive characteristics of a more global work 

drive, Gardner (1990) lists physical ability, stamina and energy among the critical 

attributes of a leader. Therefore, it should not be surprising that work drive made a strong 

showing in this study (table 35). 

Work drive was among the most prolific of the PSI variables, equaling overall 

performance score in the number of significant correlations with performance (13) by 

year and performance score type. All correlations of performance with work drive were 

positive and ranged from 0.30 to 0.49, the highest magnitude of all MAP or PSI variable 

correlations. Most statistically significant correlate pairs were with administrative (5) 

performance with total and program showing four each. Work drive also made the most 

contribution ofany MAP or PSI variable to regression models as reflected in the type III 

sum of squares and f-ratio value. In program performance, work drive f value equaled 

44.3 compared to the next variables gender (f=19.3) then theory Y management style 
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(F18.1). Total performance was similar with work drive/equal to 47.2, gender at 19.0 

and theory Y at 18.1 again. There was some difference in the administrative performance 

model with performance appraisal year on top with an/of36.2, then work drive at 26.5, 

theory X at 19.7 and theory Y at 9.3. County director's responses to PSI work drive were 

clearly the strongest contributor to predicting UT Extension performance of all variables 

in this study. 

With the showing of the work drive construct in this study, it was a bit surprising 

to find relatively little research regarding work drive or work ethic in the leadership 

literature. In a review of 52 different leadership studies, nothing comparable to work 

drive made the list of leader attributes an attribute was required to have been mentioned 

in three or more to be listed (Bass, 1990). In searching through several leadership 

reviews, the terminology "work drive" was found only in a study summarized by Bass 

(1990) where drive was a determinant upon who emerged as a leader in groups. 

Perhaps a close synonym to work drive would be "work ethic." Several studies 

used this terminology. In a study of Tennessee Extension home economists, 

Hollingsworth (1995) defined work ethic within three domains: dependability, initiative 

and interpersonal skill. She found overall work ethic score to be a predictor of the 

Bolman & Deal (1997) frames, predicting 48 percent ofpolitical, 40 percent of symbolic, 

38 percent of structural and 35 percent of human resources scores. She later implied that 

home economists with higher work ethic scores were predicted to be more effective 

leaders and should be utilized more in the organization. Day (1983), as reported in Clark 

& Clark (1990), found health professionals that were promoted to be much more likely to 
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reference in interviews a family background that emphasized a strong work ethic 

compared to those that were not promoted. A group of successful minority executives 

listed a strong work ethic among the top professional attributes leading to their success, 

with "working hard" as one of the top personal attributes (Woods, 2004). In fact, 

"working harder than others" made the list of94 percent of study participants and 84 

percent indicated hard work was a "very significant" contributor to achievement. 

Locke (1991) utilizes the term drive alone as a core motive ofleaders and defines 

it in terms of achievement, ambition, energy, tenacity and initiative. In the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), "extra effort" as a leader output was found to be a 

contributor to leadership effectiveness (Bass, 1998). Woodrum & Safrit (2003) found 

Extension 4-H agents scored an average of3.75 (median was 4.0) in expenditure of extra 

effort where a 3 was "fairly often" and 4 was "frequently, if not always" on the 4-point 

scale. 

Other studies have utilized other terminology related to work drive. Perhaps 

closest to work drive as represented in this study, YukI (1981) summarized an AT&T 

study that found effective leaders to be energetic, ambitious and achievement-oriented. 

Energy (0.28), inner work standards (0.21) and primacy of work (0.18) all correlated 

significantly with leadership effectiveness. The inner work standards construct 

represented the extent to which the person wants to do a good job, even if1esser 

performance is acceptable to herlhis boss and others. Primacy ofwork was the extent to 

which the person found satisfaction from work more important than satisfaction from 

other areas of a longitudinal study of the progress ofmanagers, Howard & Bray 
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(1988) found success as a manager after 20 years in the organization to be related to 

ambition, primacy of work and inner work standards. The correlations to score early in 

career to managerial success at 20 years were 0.37 for ambition, 0.55 for primacy ofwork 

and 0.47 for inner work standards. It appears work drive as utilized in this study may be 

capturing self-reported attitudes or preferences similar to these. 

Work drive, as measured for this study, had an interesting interaction with highest 

degree earned. CEDs with a master's degree had a higher average work drive score than 

did CEDs who had earned a bachelor's only (3.6 vs. 3.1, p<0.05). Therefore, the move of 

UT Extension to appoint only those holding a master's degree in the mid-1980s may have 

added a work drive benefit in addition to the academic credentials. 

This finding will be encouraging to some. The Extension organization has a 

cultural history of"work hard and all will be well." After all, it's the American Way. 

However, agents who are already hard at work in programs and stretched near limits in 

their present assignment may not wish to assume additional responsibilities knowing 

success may depend to a large extent upon work drive. As an organization, it is important 

to communicate that in the results-based environment oftoday's workplace, hard work 

must be the companion of "work smart." 

There is another aspect of work drive that must be considered. It is quite possible 

that work drive, if embedded in Extension culture, is inculcated into performance 

appraisal scores and is reinforced by county and regional directors as a part of the 

performance appraisal process and resulting score. It is true that the UT Extension 

performance appraisal process rewarded agents for outputs in performance appraisal 
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through 2001. The system put in place beginning in 2002 deliberately omitted outputs by 

putting emphasis upon planning, results, professionalism and administrative outcomes. 

This led many agents in initial training sessions to question how they were to be rewarded 

for "hard work." Since correlation coefficients between work drive and perfonnance are 

similar across all years; and since work drive makes a strong showing in all regression 

models across all years; either intrinsic work drive truly impacts perfonnance, or work 

drive is still being rewarded by supervisors in the magnitude of perfonnance appraisal 

scores and is embedded in Extension culture. 

Prediction ofLeadership Effectiveness as Reflected by Performance 

This study found that it was possible, using MAP, PSI and demographic variables 

to predict 50.2 percent ofprogram perfonnance, 51.5 percent of total perfonnance and 

56.7 percent of administrative perfonnance score. Clark and Clark (1990) sunnised from 

studies by Sparks and Bentz that initial screening ofemployees using test batteries 

including measures ofmental abilities, personality characteristics, and measures of 

motivation and values can have long-tenn beneficial effects for the organization. Further, 

an example of the potential impact is given (p. 74): 

If ­

• 	 You consider half of your managers satisfactory and wish all others 

were like the top half. 

• 	 You are willing to hire only four of every ten applicants ( or promote 

from within only four often otherwise-acceptable candidates) who, 

233 



after meeting all your other requirements, also score in the top 40 % of 

applicants on the predictor device you have chosen. 

Then-

Of the new ones you hire or promote who meet these criteria, 

• 	 62 % will be satisfactory when r = 0.30 

• 	 66 % will be satisfactory when r = 0.40 

• 70 % will be satisfactory when r = 0.50. 

If this process were to hold true for UT Extension, one could expect then to slightly 

exceed the 78 percent satisfactory level when the regression equations developed in this 

study were utilized as a pre-selection predictor (multiple R-values of 0.7083 for program, 

0.7176 for total and 0.7529 for administrative performance). Clearly, the use ofjob­

related pre-selection measures could benefit UT Extension. 

Conclusions 

Consideration of the research findings has led to the following conclusions: 

1. 	 Based upon weak and inconsistent relationships (as indicated in correlation 

and regression analysis) ofManagerial Assessment ofProficiency, 

Communication Response Style and Personal Style constructs with Tennessee 

Extension County Director program, administrative and performance 

scores, use of MAP as a human resources tool is not supported. 

2. 	 The low to moderate relationships ofpreferences, styles and aptitudes 

captured by the Personal Style Inventory to Tennessee Extension County 

234 



Director program, administrative and total performance scores show possible 

merit in human resources use. Work drive and overall personality score were 

the correlates ofgreatest frequency and magnitude with r values ranging from 

0.23 to 0.37 for personality score and 0.30 to 0.49 for work drive. Before use 

in County Director selection, adverse impact analysis in areas protected by 

EEO legislation is advised. 

3. 	 There are statistically significant differences in MAP and PSI constructs when 

viewed within demographic categories. CEDs with longer service time andlor 

who were older were more likely to stay with UT Extension, utilized a critical 

communication response style more often and tended to have reduced scores 

in cognitive measures. Males scored higher on the theory X management style 

than did females, but females scored higher in agreeableness, child 

management skills, conscientiousness, extroversion, integrity & values, 

optimism, achievement & status striving and overall personality score. CEDs 

with a master's degree scored higher in work drive than did CEDs with a 

bachelor's degree only. 

4. 	 With a combination ofMAP, PSI and demographic variables one can predict 

with significant confidence (p<O.OOOl) 50.1 percent ofCED program 

performance, 56.7 percent of administrative performance and 51.5 percent of 

total performance appraisal score. 

5. 	 This study both supported and further confused the anecdotal belief that CEDs 

are selected based upon program performance. Straight averages ofprogram 

235 

l 
I 



and administrative performance resulted in program performance at the 

"merit" level, one level above administrative performance which was "good." 

However, after scores were converted to a percentage of possible score, ratios 

of program divided by administrative performance resulted in more than half 

of CEDs scoring higher in administrative than program performance from 

1998 to 2003. Disparity in program versus administrative performance in 

several cases, especially where very strong program performance was 

combined with very weak administrative performance, resulted in somewhat 

misleading mean values. 

Recommendations and Implications 

Based upon consideration ofthe research findings and literature review that were 

a part ofthis study, the following general recommendations are offered. 

• 	 Before MAP data alone are utilized to significantly influence human resources 

decisions, additional research-based information is needed in support of its 

validity, reliability and applicability to today's organizations. 

• 	 This study determined the use of a prediction equation could add to the 

information to be considered in appointing Extension County Directors. 

However, before such an equation was put into practice, additional study in 

the potential for adverse impact, especially by race and age would be required. 

• 	 Females scored higher on a number ofconstructs included in this study. Yet, 

there was no significant difference in performance scores ofmen and women 
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across the six years ofperfonnance data (each year separately plus 

longitudinally) that made up the dependent / criterion variables in this study. If 

the constructs utilized as independent / predictor variables in this study are 

truly indicative of leadership effectiveness, the organization would benefit in 

discovering reasons as to why these differences are not showing up in actual 

perfonnance scores. 

This study uncovered a number of areas that bear consideration for further research: 

• 	 The strong showing for the variable work drive and its relationship to 

perfonnance in this study, coupled with a lack of consistency in how the 

construct was defined in past research, a comparative silence in the literature 

on the relationship of work drive to leadership effectiveness, and the potential 

that organizational culture artificially influenced the construct results makes 

this a potential area for further investigation. 

• 	 There is a growing body of research finding that leaders who are women 

embody many of the attributes, skills and practices deemed necessary for 

effective leadership. These studies are finding that women are scoring higher 

than men in many cases. Thus far, studies tend to utilize inventories or surveys 

in making this detennination. Perhaps it is time for more in-depth study to 

operationalize how this construct strength is playing out in the workplace. 
Yj 

• 	 Finding that female CEDs scored higher in eight PSI constructs than males ant 

that academic subject matter training closely mirrored gender results raises the 
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possibility of another area of potential research. Where females are scoring 

higher in measures of positive leadership traits is this a phenomenon intrinsic 

to being female, is it a function of background and training, a combination of 

these factors, or are there other defining influences? 

• 	 Leadership is a multi-faceted and complex phenomenon. A growing number 

of assessments are available that seek to predict, explain or inform individuals, 

groups and organizations relative to leadership effectiveness. Most of the 

research reported thus far has studied one assessment tool at time, or 

compared one leadership assessment to some other topic related either directly 

or indirectly. Practitioners could benefit :from head-to-head comparisons of the 

most prominent instruments in a common and controlled environment with a 

focus upon the ability of each to predict leadership effectiveness. 
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Table A-I. Matrix ofjob tasks, aptitudes and traits, and recommended measures for the 
Tennessee Extension Personal StYle Inventorv (Gibson, 1999) 

,I 

! 

Task Aptitude / Trait 
Recommended 

Measure 

Have confidence, initiative, and independence to 
function well despite ntinimal mentoring and little 
supervision. Be ready to look at the job expectations 
and figure out how to accomplish the goals on your 
own. 

Dominance, 
Confidence / self-
esteem, Optimism, 
Boldness / 
adventurous 

- Cognitive Aptitude 
Work Drive 

Be knowledgeable about a wide range of subjects 
and/or be willing to educate yourselfto meet the 
expectations of a particular situation. 

Curiosity I openness - Openness to New 

Gather information about your target group. Careful 
observation, insightful questioning, good analytical 
skills, networking for information. 

Mental ability, 
Curiosity I 
inquisitiveness 

- Cognitive Aptitude 
- Extroversion 

Develop a broad perspective of the job at hand. Think 
long term about goals, objectives, specific activities. 
Recognize the responsibility for bringing new ideas 
and innovations to the target community. Understand 
issues related to community development. 

Big picture thinker, 
Community-minded 

- Interest in 
Community 
Development 

Develop broad based plan of action with goals and 
objectives to meet community needs for your target 
group. Show insight, creativity, good organization, 
ability to prioritize, ability to translate lofty ideas into 
objective reality. Have confidence to stand by your 
ideas. Create a schedule and curriculum for activities 
during the year. Coordinate goals for the state with 
local issues and opinions. 

Mental ability, Big 
picture thinker, 
Community-minded, 
Well organized 

Cognitive 
Aptitude 

Optimism 
- Interest in 
Community 
Development 

Manage groups of young people and organize them 
into cohesive, productive 4-H clubs, shepherding their 
progress, resolving system wide problems. 

Enjoy youth work Child Management 
Skills 

- Conscientiousness 

Solicit and manage a large number of volunteers to 
help manage the 4-H program. 

Well organized, 
Good motivator 

- Extroversion 
Conscientiousness 

Coordinate with school system authorities, teachers, 
and other community leaders to ensure a successful, 
thriving 4-H / FCS I Adult Agriculture program in the 
county. 

Teamwork I 
networker 

Extroversion 
Agreeableness 

Relate to local farmers I agribusiness representatives in 
such a way that they develop trust and respect for what 
the agent has to say. Develop a positive working 
relationship that encourages free communication flow. 

Good social skills Customer 
Responsiveness 

Agreeableness 
- Integrity & Values 

Relate to local farmers I agribusiness representatives in 
such a way that they develop trust and respect for what 
the agent has to say. Develop a positive working 
relationship that encourages free communication flow. 

Good social skills - Customer 
Responsiveness 

Agreeableness 
- Integrity & Values 
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Table A-I. Continued. 

Task Aptitude / Trait 
Recommended 

Measure 

Develop positive bonds with young people in the 4-H 
program so that they are motivated, encouraged, 
excited, and willing to participate in development 
opportunities. 

Motivator / 
encourager 

- Nurturance 
- Agreeableness 
- Optimism 

Uses opportunities to create a positive image of 4-H, 
FCS and other Extension programs with potential 
participants, parents, the school, community agencies, 
and the community. 

Extroversion - Extroversion 
- Interes t in 
Community 
Development 

Initiate opportunities in the community to teach FCS 
topics. Work through other community agencies to 
find an audience. Set up times for meetings, establish a 
curriculum. 

Extroversion, Social 
boldness, Good 
organizational skills 

- Work Drive 
- Achievement / 
Status-striving 
- Community 

Develop. Interest 

Be willing to spend the time necessary to both Work drive - Work Drive 
schedule, attend, and coordinate meetings during non­ - Achievement / 
standard hours. Be willing to travel as necessary to Status-striving 
help coordinate / manage events such as 4-H camp. - Emotional Stability 

- Conscientiousness 

Motivate people in your target audience to get 
involved, to make an active contribution to the group, 
and to be excited about meeting challenges. 

Enthusiasm - Nurturance 
- Child Management 

Skills 

Ability to deal with political issues in small groups and 
among community leaders and agencies. Tact, political 
finesse, excellent communication skills no matter 
whether you are meeting one-on-one or giving a talk to 
a large group. 

Extroversion, 
Psychological 
mindedness 

- Extroversion 
- Honesty / Integrity 
- Achievement / 
Status-striving 

Deal with criticism and constructive feedback. Learn 
from mistakes. 

Self-confidence, 
Receptivity 

- Emotional Stability 
- Openness to New 

Experience 

Work hard, put in a lot of hours, demonstrate drive, 
determination, enthusiasm, zeal, commitment, passion 
for your work. Burning desire to make a difference in 
people's lives. Take a great deal of pride in seeing 
change take place and people gaining new skills. Be 
more interested in job content / status than 
advancement. Want to stay with Extension for many 
years to develop own programs. 

Work drive, Intrinsic 
work motivation 

- Work Drive 
- Openness to New 
Experience 
- Conscientiousness 
- Potential for Long 
Tenure 

Enjoy camaraderie among office staff. Be willing to 
help out on others' projects. 

Teamwork - Extroversion 
- Agreeableness 
- Integrity & Values 

I 
- Conscientiousness 
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Table A-2. Scale reliabilities for personality dimensions utilized in the UT Extension 
Personal Style Inventory (Gibson, 1999). 

j 

~ 

Personality Dimension 
Number ofItems 

in Instrument 

Reliability 
Coefficient-

Cronbach Alpha 

Agreeableness 11 .87 

Attitude Toward Children 10 .86 

Interest in Community Development 7 .76 

Conscientiousness 12 .81 

Customer Service Orientation 8 .83 

Emotional Stability 12 .87 

Extroversion 16 .90 

Integrity and Values 11 .81 

Nurturance 10 .80 

Openness to New Experience 9 .82 

Optimism 8 .70 

Status S tri ving 14 .87 

Potential for Tenure 9 .80 

Work Drive 13 .83 
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Table A-3. Validity coefficients between the personality dimensions and the 
Extensionjob performance measures (Gibson, 1999) 

Personality 
Dimension 

Agreeab leness 

Attitude Toward 
Children 

Interest in 
Community 
Development 

Conscientiousness 

Customer Service 
Orientation 

Emotional Stability 

Extroversion 

Integrity and Values 

Nurturance 

Openness to New 
Experience 

Optimism 

Status Striving 

Potential for Tenure 

Work Drive 

tr:J 
tr:J 
(!) 
(!) 

~ .§-­>.~ 
:E §
:0<2
<,s 

r 168 
P =.003 

r =.089 
p=.073 

r =.225 
p =.000 

r =.107 
P =.041 

r =.208 
P =.000 

.c­
''';-
~ 
~ 

'S 
o 
~ 
~ 

r =,219 
p=.OOO 

r=.138 
p =.012 

r =.226 
P =.000 

r 156 
p =.005 

r =.212 
p =.000 

r =.064 Ir 117 
p =.148 P =.027 

r =.153 I r 180 
p =.006 p =.001 

Ir=.157 I r =.197 
p =.005 p =.001 

r=.118 
p=.026 

r=.201 
p =.000 

r .227 
p =.000 

r =.235 
P =.000 

r =.202 
P =.000 

r .242 
P =.000 

r 
p=.003 

r=.216 
p =.000 

r 
p 

r =.220 
p =.000 

r =.255 
p =.000 

r =.242 
P =.000 

~ 
'''; 

(!) 

;g 5 ..... -..!:><: (!) 

r/j a 
..0 0 
~u 

r =.148 
p =.008 

r =.082 
P =.090 

r =.271 
P =.000 

r =.104 
p=.044 

r =.236 
p=.OOO 

r =.057 
P =.174 

r =.153 
p =.006 

r =.152 
p =.006 

=.098 
p =.055 

r =.242 
p =.000 

.227 
P =.000 

r =.209 
P =.000 

r =.212 
P =.000 

r =.311 
p =.000 

;... 

t8 
>.:;=: ...t:: 
(!) -~ ~ 
~2
UO 

r =.205 
P =.000 

r =.152 
p=.006 

r=.178 
p =.002 

r=.117 
p =.028 

r=.144 
p =.009 

r =.107 
P =.040 

r=.186 
p =.001 

r =.132 
P =.001 

r =.127 
P =.019 

r =.198 
P =.001 

r =.187 
P =.001 

r =.214 
P =.000 

r =.128 
p =.018 

r =.265 
P =.000 

.c­.:; .....-(!) 

.g 
2 

0... 

r =.124 
p =.021 

r =.085 
p =.083 

r 188 
P =.001 

r =.151 
P =.007 

r =.213 
p =.000 

r =.097 
p =.055 

r =.158 
P =.005 

r=.128 
p =.018 

r =.094 
p =.063 

r=.230 
p =.000 

r =.255 
P =.000 

r =.180 
P =.002 

r =.232 
P =.000 

r =.312 
P =.000 

~ o 

~ 
(!) 

~ 

r =.296 
p =.000 

r =.201 
p =.000 

r 17 
P =.000 

r=.121 
p=.024 

r =.196 
p =.001 

r =.207 
p =.000 

r =.247 
P =.000 

r =.177 
p=.002 

r =.209 
P =.000 

r 196 
p =.001 

r =.265 
P =.000 

r =.253 
P =.000 

r =.250 
P =.000 

r =.169 
P =.003 

~ ~ 
::J (!) 

...t::'al.t:: (!) 

~...:I 
tr:J = = 0o 'm 

',;::l = 
~ (!)- -(!) x 
~~ 

r=.190 
p =.001 

r=.078 
p =.101 

r=.214 
p =.000 

r=.071 
p =.124 

r 148 
P =.008 

r 132 
p =.015 

r 158 
p =.005 

r 135 
p =.014 

r=.072 
p =.120 

r =.159 
p =.005 

Ir =.225 
p =.000 

r =.219 
p =.000 

r =.204 
p =.000 

r =.213 
p =.000 
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Table A-3. Continued 

Ii 
'I 

Personality 
Dimension 
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Agreeableness r =.230 
p =.000 

r=.199 
p =.001 

r =.265 
P =.000 

r =.253 
p =.000 

r =.243 
p =.000 

r=.185 
p =.001 

r =.263 
p =.000 

Attitude Toward 
Children 

r =.118 
p =.027 

r =.081 
P =.092 

r =.348 
p =.000 

r =.165 
P =.003 

r =.164 
p =.004 

r =.092 
p =.066 

r =.244 
p =.000 

Interest in 
Community 
Development 

r =.288 
p =.000 

r =.231 
P =.000 

r =.220 
p =.000 

r =.157 
P =.005 

r =.191 
P =.001 

r =.200 
p =.000 

r =.298 
p =.000 

Conscientiousness r =.133 
p =.014 

r=.124 
p =.021 

r =.136 
p =.018 

r =.141 
P =.010 

r =.155 
P =.006 

r =.062 
p=.157 

r =.185 
p =.002 

Customer Service 
Orientation 

r =.222 
p =.000 

r=.180 
p =.002 

r =.227 
p =.000 

r =.218 
p =.000 

r =.229 
p =.000 

r =.169 
P =.003 

r =.252 
p =.000 

Emotional Stability r =.132 
p =.015 

r =.109 
p =.037 

r =.107 
p =.050 

r =.130 
p =.016 

r =.141 
P =.010 

r =.160 
p =.004 

r =.142 
P =.014 

Extroversion r =.227 
p =.000 

r=.171 
p =.002 

r=.215 
p =.000 

r=.190 
p =.001 

r=.191 
p =.001 

r =.110 
p =.036 

r =.251 
p =.000 

Integrity and Values r =.201 
p =.000 

r =.171 
P =.002 

r =.140 
P =.015 

r=.157 
p =.005 

r =.209 
p =.000 

r =.105 
P =.043 

r =.210 
p =.001 

Nurturance r =.142 
p =.010 

r =.097 
p =.056 

r =.196 
p =.001 

r =.179 
P =.002 

r =.192 
P =.001 

r =.045 
P =.232 

r =.210 
p =.001 

Openness to New 
Experience 

r =.140 
p =.011 

r =.113 
P =.032 

r =.161 
p =.007 

r =.168 
p =.003 

r =.116 
p =.002 

r =.116 
P =.029 

r=.252 
p =.000 

Optimism r =.236 
p =.000 

r =.213 
p =.000 

r =.207 
p =.001 

r =.218 
p =.000 

r =.274 
p =.000 

r =.225 
p =.000 

r =.265 
p =.000 

Status Striving r =.321 
p =.000 

r =.249 
p =.000 

r =.251 
p =.000 

r =.175 
p =.002 

r =.212 
p =.000 

r=.143 
p =.010 

r =.284 
p =.000 

Potential for Tenure I r =.327 
p =.000 

r =.277 
p =.000 

r =.222 
p =.000 

r =.236 
p =.000 

r =.292 
p =.000 

r=.182 
p =.001 

r =.306 
p =.000 

Work Drive I r =.267 
p =.000 

r =.231 
p =.000 

r =.174 
P =.004 

r =.167 
p =.003 

r =.241 
p =.000 

r =.177 
P =.002 

r =.279 
p =.000 
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Table A-4. Validity coefficients between job performance measures and aptitude factors 
(Gibson, 1999). 

Job Performance Measure 

....... 0.0 
ell t=: 
(,) .­
.~ t=: 
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Z~ 

0.0 
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c;j '§ 
.-e ~ 
Il) Il) 
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t; ~ 
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Il) -:><'';:; + 
'2 Z 
0.0 - ­ON 
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....... "t:)
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[) ~.o 
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0< 

Ability to Process 
Information 

r =.247 
P =.000 

r 133 
P 5 

r =.231 
P =.000 

r =.256 
P =.000 

r =.261 
P =.000 

Reasoning Ability r =.284 
P =.000 

r 146 
P =.008 

r=.252 
p=.OOO 

r =.284 
P =.000 

r =.286 
P =.000 

Job Skills Competencies r =.263 
P =.000 

r 110 
P =.036 

r =.162 
P =.004 

r 16 
P =.000 

r =.280 
P =.000 

Capacity for Growth r =.190 
P =.001 

r=.064 
p 150 

r =.190 
P =.001 

r 186 

P 
r=.237 
p =.000 

Productivity r =.183 
P =.001 

r=.073 
p =.015 

r=.174 
p =.002 

r 180 
P =.002 

r =.262 
P =.000 

Teamwork r =.291 
P =.000 

r =.1 05 
P =.043 

r =.266 
P =.000 

r =.277 
P =.000 

r =.292 
P =.000 

Relations with UT 
Extension Leaders 

r =.313 
P =.000 

r =.114 
P =.009 

r =.233 
P =.004 

r=.282 
p =.000 

r=.241 
p =.000 

Relations with Community 
Contacts 

Ir =.312 
p =.000 

r =.149 
P =.007 

r=.198 
p =.001 

r=.264 
p =.001 

r =.318 
P =.001 

Relations with Clientele r =.281 
P =.000 

r=.127 
p =.019 

r =.209 
P =.000 

r 1 
P =.000 

r=.264 
p =.000 

Relations with Young 
People 

r =.269 
P =.000 

r=.081 
p =.107 

r =.251 
P =.000 

r =.247 
p=.OOO 

r =.266 
P =.000 

Professional Attitudes r=.284 
p =.000 

r =.117 
P =.027 

r=.258 
p =.000 

r 
p =.000 

r=.250 
p =.000 

Dependability r =.183 
P =.001 

r=.073 
p =.015 

r =.174 
P =.002 

r =.235 
P =.000 

r =.288 
P =.000 

Stress Tolerance r =.272 
P =.000 

r =.097 
p =.056 

r =.211 
P =.000 

r =.238 
P =.000 

r=.208 
p =.000 

Average Performance 
Rating 

r =.311 

P 
r =.156 
P =.008 

r=.268 
p 

r 
p =.000 

r =.341 
P =.000 
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Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service. 


Performance Appraisal for County Extension Faculty. 


October 1, 1993 (Revised October 1, 1998). 


Adm. F-142 (10/95) 
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Performance Standards 

N-.: ________________ 
Please check one: 
Co. Ext. Ur. __

Propam YOIIr. ______________ Dill. SupervilOr_ 

IluriDa die pi'OInIII " .... the &tensIoa Ed~ (AIW) wu expected to haft: 

1. C-plWd ...essc:ssmmt to ctctenniac Pmamn Din:djqD 

SpedaI Merit 	 lbo educator assessed the needs of the county, documenting the use of at least four (4) 
differeat types of iDformation soun:es, AICh as COUDty profiles, advilory COlIIDIitteo nporta. 
Itate UI#JIor utional initiative., commodity IrouPS. local aaencies with abared iDtenIIa. 
etc. The needs were reviewed thl'OUlbout the program year and proan- were *'illlted 
u ueeded. Sp:ciaI propams ~ initiated Ie addrc&s oeeda of new audieoc:e(s). Scmep. 
were defined IUld implemeoted to actively iavol\'e cI~tcle in Deeds llIIIeS&meal. 

Merit 	 The educator assessed the needs of county. documentina the use of at I.. four (4) 
different t)'pcI of inbmIItion IWJ'CeS, 8UCh as COUIIty profiles. advilOry committee RIpOftS. 
IDte adlor national initiatives, oommoclity gioup., local &leucia with Ihared iatenIta, 
etc. 1be needs were reviewed throughout the program year and ProflUDl were adjUl&ed 
.. Deeded. 

Good 	 The educator UNISSed the needs of cowaty, doeuJDeDtm, the u.s of a& Jeut t.bnIe (3) 
diffm:nt types of information /IOUIt'.eS, such as COUDty profiles. advisory committee reporU. 
state tad/or national initiatives. commodity aroupa. local aguu:ie. with eJwed iDtetaIta, 
CIte. 

N""Iinpro\'__t 1be educator used It leat two (2) sources of resource informalioa to de1aTniae pro.,.. 
objecave.. 

U.-tW1ldory 	 Propam objectivell wete determined by the educator based only OD the educator's 
experieace and knowledJe of the county and what he/she determined were clientele .. 
<:OmDalJlity aeeda. 

Arayof~~.u.u~I~I:---_____________________ 

GoUU~: _____________________________________________________________ 

1 
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1"1. p&OII1IIlldviavy oo....unc. WU .....-""'''' of CIOUty·. popWahon. ~ 
--. IIOCIo«:oDotWc levell. rKiaI .... i' ~ • ....,. -S c.uadOdity ~ 1'1IIiI 
IIdviInry ~u. D* 011 • fonmI buill • 1m.- mcc ttumc die pop1UQ ,... UIII k· • ....., roc..,.,..., .......... 10 cJ.Exa-siba Propam ~ ....... _ 
,.,. AdwiaxJ eo.aillllllt --.. aa&iItod ill dIIe -.rbt&q ad IUfPC)rt of rbe CCIIBJ 'J 
P.1 ____ ,....,-. 

-n. MviJOrY COIIImitlee flU iepraaatati1e of exuoC)", populalim, ~ .... 
_oi I _ ........... rile'" ..... '" ~ ............ ~;.,..-,... '1M..........,. 
M" ..... mill on • formal buia ..... twa durilll dwI p..."..., ,...,. ud ii', .......... ,.wI a-iInbip ... dJnctallo the EAs-ion ProtJI'UD tbrouJbouI !be propm yocat. 

n. advUury COCDIIlIt. __ .....-1&tU'. of aunay', JXlfI'Ia.ti .... ~ __ • 

MDCIO>IIIm« 1ewU. nc&aHdInic JI'O'IPI-. ..... ad rommodily pMI.,.. 'DIe 8IIfyjpy 
oaaunilt£c md 011 I '0..-1 bui, 8l1ca41 Ivo\ce dlUi" (be p.,.l1Im ~. 

no ~ comaitlee _u idcntifJDd and bad a. lase OM (I) for .... ~ durin. 1M 

pIOpaDI )'MI. 

n. eduaIbr IIIIda IiUIe ofbt eo wodt willa ed,,;..pry oollUlUtlNll. Tho educ:aa prefand 
10 watt ' ............ 1Iy 011 DOll pnjectl .... ~. 

~ ... 'b; ____________________________________________________________ ___ 

..• ~.~. 
,'f 
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____________________________________________________ __ 

be"" •dmmmted needs ' .....t ,ad muwtJ.
3. C......"'Cma'....irwllD ""'!'!' !""~WArk en:.., Cor JMef:ia the needs of cultllaJl, dlrmccJWrid. datI and nadoml iwtlltiYM With plumed......... 

SpedalMail 

MJrit 

Good 

NeedllIDpI'VYeIIMftt 

U_tid_dory 

1'ba eduador owaplcMedlmaintaioed lID aureMve plan of work buecl oa doco""!llted .... 
..,...".....t arul iDduded COUDty. district, state aadlor national iDitiacivei. The plan 
iDcNded JDIMI&UnbIe objectives, pluu; for impleme.nt&tion and a formal plaa for effective 
evaJuatioa me! reportia.of resulw. TIle educator pIaaId a lli,h prioriI)' oa tarpUId 
proJJalDI deaiped to reach DOW audialCeS wiIh specific plau to re.ch culturally div... 
aod m-tvmtaaed ..vii__, The educator', plm is desipecl to be a put of a IOtaJ c:cuaty 
pWl. 

'l'ba ~ oou,lIetecllDllinlaiDed aD aare-ive plan of work baled oa doa"'"'Dted ...... 
assl .sment ofpotcatia1 clienteIo with a pWmed approach 10 reaching culturally diva. aDd 
d~ audisxla. The pI.Ia also included COUIltyI state aadJor aational initiativCII. 
The plan iacludecl JDOU\IIabJ. objectivCII and a plan for effective evaJuatioa ADd reportiaa 
of results. 

Tho educator oompleted III acceptable plan of work based on documeoled Deeds UI••meat 
ofpotential cJieDtele includina culturally diverse lad disadvantaged audiences. 1be plait 
iDcluded mllllSUrable objectivellIld a plan for evalWitine results. 

The cducIlor COIIIFletecla piau of work based Oft documeoted needs IlIGSmeDt. 1lIo pJau 
iooJuded measurable oIP:tivea but DO plaDs for formal evaJoaiioa of ProJllUD reaulta. No 
doaameIdation ofaD, specific efforts to involve culturally diverse groups in proJraIIUDia,. 

The educator compleced a plall of work. which lacl-.ed measurable objectiv.. No 
doc:wnentatiOIl of efforts to target culturally diverso audieaces. 

~~~.~~,~~.:-------------------------------------

~~ta: 
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.. J)pnggtptcd 11M ytiUpfima 01 ygIuntWfi,* danQrwtratina ,hit tha perfQnpcd Spifiqml mIM and 

... 


peW....' almflm 

SpedalMed& 	 Educator Of*ated from a well"'l"OUDdecl wriuca pJan CO ideatify, recruit, tram Dd ia.\IIOM 
II1fficieat numben ofvoluateers CO pl.aD. coDduct aDd evaJute events aDd. activities pi... 
pmar.Im e:tpllllioa efforts. Routiae'tlle of role detcriptioas (u appropriate for pI'OIIMl 
__>aDd dlJQanllelDtica paM.ded to Ibow effecU~ trainm, aad mvoJ.vemeot proaram8 for 
volUDtoen. 

Merit 	 VoIvrdIIen \\IeI'6 iDvolwd in molt eveots ad actMties with their leadership role bema well 
deft:aed throup. written. role. deecriptioas. Use of volunteers 011 a rqu1ar buis to plan, 
coaduct aDd evaluate prop1I1IIIJ aDd aetiYities. Documeatation Ibowed medt.ods aDd 
procedutes used to traia md. iDvoJve vohmteets. 

Good 	 Vol............. involved .in &e¥etaI eveafs aad activities. Uao ot volUlltecn on • ropIar 
buia CO plaD, ooaduct .... evaluate pIOlfIDII and activities. Documentation thowecI 
methods and procedures used to train and involve volunteers. 

Needs ImPl'D"fIIHIIi 	 voIunteea wen involved on an informal basis. Vcry dependent OIl educator t81ling them 
what to do aDd wbeo to do it. 

U""'actory 	 Uttlo dOCUmectitiOD to show & commitmea.t to involve and t1'liD volunteer lC*lenb.ip in 
prolnDl ptllDDiDa. implementation and evaluation. 

• NOTE: CooperaJon sbouId be ~idend u ?oIunfeer's. 

At.a of JItIWIth. areas aeediDl ~I:_____________________ 

GodU~ ______________--_____________________________________ 
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... 


CpIWtcd .......rwl aabatjon data for maior UI'Q&1'IlQl which 'bowed sri" 10m- ecp",.,k
Pll"d gr cIjrpt* brhayjgraJ eh• ...,. 

A.. Evalaat.ed ProJr.I&II 

SpldalMIdt 

Merit 

Good 

................ 


~ 

Developed evalUIdion ltlateJieI Iba1 iDeluded reoonMJIeOded tecboiquea durin. piVp1IIIl 

p....in, ptoceI8 arul.-ced. tbeeo in the POW.. Followed.ad complClled pJaD iA • timely 
1D88DW. Took 8dYa.otap of UDplmDed oppomuUties. EvaJuMed ~ prop.. 
stated in the POW. Met or exceeded eDblidted aoall and expectatiODS for curtMd 
pIVIIIA year. Particlpatioa at diatricl_d state evmtsleducational opportunities iacnMed 
as • ftIIUlt of Iheae eff'olts. ReconIed plOJRlA toward .::hievia, POW JOIls in proJnlIII 
report DaI"I'ativ.. Utilized evaluatioa nmalt& to modify or RClirect program effods u 
needecL Bllcited ev.luation respoDIIU from ~tative sample of tacpted Mldieace. 
M..... comparitlOl\S of previoua year's resulta with reauUs achieved duriJaa cum:at 
p!I'OII.'8IIlII qdeaad dmN .::curate 00I'lCNIi0u baaed 00 evaluation resuU.. AccuateIy
y.terpmed evaluaUOIl reIUltl to Btreoatb.en futu.... Bxtensioa proJl1IIDS. 

Developed avalualiOil strateaies durina program pbmniDa process and stated 1beae iD the 
POW. Followed aod completecl plan in a tit.Dely manDer. Evaluated issuo-bued proJl1IIDS 

stated iD the POW. Met established pi, and expedatioas for curreat JXOput year. 
Padiclpdion at district and state events/educational opportu.nities i.ncreued AI a I1!IIUIt of 
theIe cftOrts. Qecbd propea toward POW loal.. Reponed proaress in prop!IU nport 
aarratrv.. Modified educ.aaiooal programs based. OIl effective ovaIuadon fiadiap. 
Included reapoues from represeataUve ample of tareet audieaee. Made comparisons of 
previovs year's reaulta witll te&Ults achieved during CUJTeftt program cyt;le aad drew 
ItCCUI'ate conclusic::m based OD evaJuatioD results. 

Plamed far ev.luation CecbDique:B as ideatified i.a the POW. Attempted to follow plan aad 
c:OIIIpIdcd IDDSI area ill. timely 1D8J\Ml'. Evaluated issue·based propms stated in POW. 
Prop!aI watI .cbi.ewJd toward e.Wablished goals uad oxpeetatiooa for cv.rreDt proaram year. 
~ -' district aad. stale oveatsleducation.al opportuDitiea improved as • rauJt of 
tbeIe efforts. Periodiadly chected pro,ress Ioward achievina pall in the POW. 
Reported pI'OIftl8I in pogress RIpOn n.IIT8tiVCI. Made compuisoa of previous yearlll.Dd 
cum:at year's relUlts and drew IClCUt'&te c.onc·luaions hued OD evaluation n:sults • 

H.. iDldequce plans for evaluation in the POW. Did very little evaJuatiOll ofproetallll 
stated in the POW. Little refereace to POW goals in progress report aarntives c:lurina 
proJlUl year. Lim.ited proaress wu achieved toward reacb.ina eltablisbed .... ad 
expec.tatioDI for cunea% proJDDl year. Often drew eI'I"ODeOUS c:ooclaaioas baed CD 
iaadequate evaluation reeults. 

H.s DO pia for ~ propams ItatId in the POW. Did DOt evaluate proatuDI atated 
in the POW. Made DO effort to achieve established aoai' :md upeclatiou for cum.ot 
propam year. Mado DO merence to POW goals ia progress report IWI'Iltives. 

Areuof~ anuaeediDl~l:___________________ 

~~. d~ ______________________......______--_______________________________________________________ 

.... 
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s,.lalMe'it 

Mail 

GeecI 

NeedlIIDpIOfeaneat 

U..tiIf.aoq 

AnIs of....... .,.. 


Il. Wedl.' and Impact of IwR ".....,.., 

.. 


".educIItor ptOIIdiYely ~ .tad impIemenCed several _peew ~ educ:ltioaa 
pro".,. off0111 risUaJ OUe of bate propam.1IiMds or the COUDty. ThoIo proan.aa oftbrtl, 
altl:aoqh DOt pan of the oripw plu of work, were timely md bued on critic:8l mdlor 
i."t_~ ofcoaaty cJieDtele. Coopended with other a,ezaciosIorprdzUiOBl ill the 
~ of edacaticma1 PJO,l1UD eft'ortI. Eval..tion of the impact of educ;atioaal 
etfona WD eoIIducted ...s. docv.mea.ted. 

TIle edtIcator developed 8Dd implemeated special emphuia educational proJIUl eftbrta 
rUiDe om of..,........, Deeds of the counJy. These ptOJl1Ull efforts. altbovab aot put 
ofdie orip.al pIID of work. were timely aud baed 011 critical aDdIor irnnwliate ...of 
comdy cIieateJo. Evahaation of the impad of educatianaJ efforI& 'MIll coac:Iucted aacI 
docwtllnltec:t 

The ecIuc:ator developed ad implemented special ompbuia educational propam efforta 
risiD& out oft.. pros.aD needs of die couaty. ~ proanuDS W'8I8 adchesMcI .. aeed.t 
~ icleatified. lmpIc:t of procram efforts wu included the oouaty's aDDual report. 

Tbe educator provided minimal educMioall pt'OJl1IID support fa address JIIIIIdI riaiq out 
of bue program Deeds of tho comty. Little initiative WaI shown in the developPWlllt of 
tbeao -special- pro.,.. efforts. 

Educator made very little effort CO develop aay special empb.uis eclucatioaaJ proatamI 
outside thole plann.ed in the pl_ of wodc. 

aeedia. streagtbeniDg: ___________________ 

.. 


~~:---------------------------------------------------
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I have reviewed my options tegarding my involvement in the formal performance appraisal 
process and request to participate in my annual review as follows: 

I am still within my probationary period and understand that 1 will participate in a 
formal performance appraisal process. 

I have completed my probationary period, have a -Good" or better performance ratin& 
and elect NOT to participate in a -formal" perfonnance appraisal this year. 
I ultduJ1tm4 that "" JHI'/Ontllllle, I'tlIlng will H III. I11III. as lIut ,ear'I, whkh 
WiU ____, 

Due to what I feel are changes in· my job performance, I am requesting a formal 
performance review during this appraisal period. 

Nu. _____________________________________________ 

==-=~~--~------~----------~----------~~~= 

s~=------------------------

... 

Signature: 

District SuperviJor Date 
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COUNTY EXTENSION FACULTY 

PEIlFOR.MANCE A.PPRAI.SAL SUMMARY 


Naa. ______________________________ _________________________T~ 

Pm~y~----------____________ 
~--------------------

ITEM 	 PASCORE 

t. 	Completed JUJeda IJleIlI'JJIIDt to detetmiDe Proaram DirectiOD (4) 

2. 	 Involved Advitory Committee (8) 

3. 	 Completedla:aiataiaed aD IIIDUlI Pia ofWork bued OD doal1lJeDte:d 

aoed8 u_aaeat &ad district, state md. Dl.tioual iDitiltives (10) 


4. 	 ImpJearmted. objoctives described in tho PlaD of Work aDd worlcecl to 

oxpaad 1IUd.1eace(.) (18) 


s. 	~ lbtca.sioa proJramI ud used • variety of edacatioaal 

delivezy DithocII app.ropriate for rop~ and clicatele (10) 


6. 	Documealed the utilizatioa of Vol\V.lteetS (8) 

7. 	 Netwotbd aad.linked with ather apciealorpnizations (6) 

8. 	 Co1lacted ItIld reported evaluation data to Ihow impIct 
a. 	Evalu.ded proart.mJ (12) 

b. 	 ReportocIlICCOmplisbmeraes (8) 

9. 	 Maiattinecl aood woma, reJ.tionshipa (5) 

10. 	Keep ICCUI'Ite records and submitted on. time and complied with 
approprWe ~1iciea aDd procedures (5) 

11. MamtaiDed. proficilllcy in subject maltpi' IDCI c~ina stills (to) 

U. 	Enb.acecI perIO.DIl/profeuioaaJ profici~y tbroqh ccmtimaed 
educat10D (8) 

13. 	EffectivaealllCl impKt of hue ptOpml (10) 

Total Points 

----=----=---------------------=----=---=-----------

OTerallBadDa: _____ RaW. CatflOriel 

427 .. 4U Special Merit 
33S·426 Merit 
213 .. 334 Good 
122 .. 212 NeaJalmptovemeot 

0 .. 	 121 Unsatiatictory 

Adm. F ..142 (10195) 	 - over .. 
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County Extension Leader 

Performa.nee Standards 


Name:~__~_________________ Program Year: ___________ 

Durina the propam yeart the eounty ExteadOD leader was expected to have: 

14. Provided effective leadership for County ExtensioD Proanms. 

Special 1M CEL provided aggruslve county lead,rshlp by worldng with faculty and 81qffto 
Merit devt!lop and maintain ilnagl1Jatlv.e and lnl'It11Iatlw programs ill ctJOpD'llIio1I turd in 

a:msuJUltIoIl with COInI1UlIdty portIIUI to ,olw problems that address Issue, and 
con~nu emerging 'n today', society. In order to provide this leadersbip~ the C£L: 
Worked with the County Agriculture Committee and the district Extension office in the 
formulation and delivery of effective Extension programs designed to meet the needs of 
the community. Counseled and. assisted faculty members in planning, imp1ementinl, 
evaluating and reponing all components of the county's educational program. Worted 
with district proaram leader(s) to establish and implement realistic program goals;r 
expectations and plans of action for each county faculty member. Kept avenues of 
communication open at all levels. Was knowledgeable and supportive of state 
initiatives in aU prolf8D1 areas. Used innovative methods to increase the year-round 
involvement of advisory committees in ExteDSion programming. Coordinated 
appropriate planning with the district supervisor and the County AgricuJture 
Committee related to recruitmeat;r selection and (when necessary) termination of 
penoD1'Jel necessary for effective county proJr8.DlS. Provided leadership in developing 
the county's Public Information Program which marketed the countyts educational 
opportunities and encouraged clientele participation. Worked with other community 
agencies. organizations and firms to enhance faculty opportunity to collaborate and 
work with others in order to extend teaching opportunities in the county. Assured. that 
&he state's Equal Employment Opportunity proaraJn was carried out by the COUDty. 
Ensured that all of the county's educational programs meet the needs of all eligible 
participants. regardless of race, color t national origin~ sex, age. or disability. Leader 
exhibited a pro-active rather than re-active leadecsbip style. There was no sipificaqt 
difference between actual and expected panicipation in the county', educational 
programs. 

Merit 	 The C£L 'WOrlced with county faculty to develop Gild mailllain educQJlonol programs, in 
coordination wilh communitypanners, to solve problems thataddrus emu,ing 
concerns and tUWI oflocal constitUf!nts. In order to provide this leadership, the 
eEL: Maintajn«J two-way channel of communJcarJons regardin, the COUDty"s 
educational programs and efforts in weekly office conferences. Advised staff of 
<:baDges in policy and procedures. Kept staff informed on budgets and the budgets' 
affect on the county's educational proarams and personnel. Worked with the County 
Agriculture Committee and the district Extension office in the formulation and delivery 
of effective Extension programs. Counseled and assisted faculty members in planning, 
implementing, evaluating and reporting all com.POneAts of the countyts ed\lCltional 
prolram. Worked with district program leader(s) to establish and implement realistic 
program ,oals, expectations and plans of action for county faculty. Was 
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Good 

Needs 
Impro,.emeat 

knowled&eable and supportive of state initiatives in all pro,ram areal. Provided 
leadership for staff to eaaure advisory conunittees were actively fuDCtionina in III 
PropaDI areal. Coordinated appropriate plUDina with the district supervisor IIlCl Cbe 
County Apiculture Committee related to recruitment, selection and (when necessary) 
termination of personnel necessary for effective county programs. Provided leadership 
in developing the county', Public Information Program Which marketed the COUu.ty~8 
edueatlonal opportunltlea aDd ~ed clientele putlcipation. Recruited, 
employed, and supervised office penolU'lel accordina to BEO/Affirmative Action 
guidelines. Ensured that all of the county'. educational programs meet the needs of all 
eli.Jible participants, regardless of nee, color, national origin. sex, age, or disability. 
11Ie differeace between aCb1Il m:1 expected participation in the county's educational 
pJ'Oll'lD'll was less than 10 percent. . . 

Leader maintained open cbanaels of communication. Kept staff' advised on pertinent 
matters related. to Extension prolt8ln&, petIOnnel and policy. Worked with the County 
AJriculture Committee and the district Extension office in the formulation and delivery 
of effective Extension prOJflDll. Leader was objective and positive in staff 
relationships. Initiated regular office conferences. Counseled and assisted faculty 
membccs in planum" implementmg, evaluatiaa and reporting all components of the 
couaty'" educational proaram. Worked with district program Jeader(s) to estabJIsh 
realistic program goals. expectations and plans of action for county faculty. Recruited, 
employed, and supervised offlee personnel according to EEOIAffirmative Action 
guidelines. Provided leadership in developiq the county's Public Information Program 
which marketed abe county"s educational opportunities and encourqed clientele 
participation. Programs were provided to all regardless of race, color t oatioDll origin, 
sex, lie, or disability. The difference betweu actual and expected participation in the 
county·s educational programs was less than 20 percent. 

Leader was aware of some program thrusts and efforts, but provided little suppon 
to staff. Inadequate documentarion 10 support assiped performance appraisal. Did not 
coordinate plans for the county's educational propams of personnel concerns with the 
County Agriculture CommJUee or the district supervisor. Did not work with district 
pIOp'IJD lelder(s) to establish realisti, program goals, expectations aDd plans of action 
fOr <:ounty faaJJty. Staff communication frequently strained. Limited evidence of 
re.nwork. Supervisors not kept inf'otmed. There WIS a substantial need to involve 
more diverse clientele in county propams. Participation by under-represented was less 
than 80 percent of expected. 

tJ-tisfadorJ Leader' was not supportive of other staff andlor their progress. Staff c:ommunicatioDS 
were very limited. Little evidence of functioning advisory system. Supervisors DOt 
kept iDformed. Administrative reports often late. Did not provide justification for 
faculty beina recommended for promotion~ Participation by the under-represented is 
DOt acceptable. Improvements must be made immediately. 

Area of ItlWI&tb/Areas needing strengthening: ________________ 
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~Co~: _________________________________________________ 

15. 	 Sec:urecl and managed the County Extension Budget in support of the total coUnty 
Extension Procram. 

Special 	 Leader had an aggressive bud,et procurement plan which included a compJete 
Merit 	 knowledge of the county's financial situation and program needs. Served as liaison 

between the County Agricultural Extension Committee, other county officials, and 
distrid and state ExteDSion offices on appropriate financial matters. A suategy to 
ensure key decision makers who wete knowledgeable ofExtension's accomplishmeats, 
pJans and needs was employed. County provided not less than 110 percent of the -fair 
and equitable" level of funding for salaries. and benef1t.s. Successfully acquired, on a 
recuning basis, external fundlq to support new educational Prolrams or renewed 
existing proJralDS, as well as improved office facilities and equipment. The leader 
exhibited excellent management skills in the bandling of funds, adhering to all policies 
and procedures. 

Merit 	 LeIder aggressively pursued county fUnding to maintain and/or expm::J otfi~ facilities 
aod equipment accordina to the financial condition of the county. A plan was followed 
to involve the County Aaricultural Committee, district and state staff, and advisory 
committee members in keeping bud,et dec:ision makers informed. of Extension"s 
acromplishnteots, plans &ad needs. Cowtty provided I10t leu tban 100 percent of the 
-fair and equitable- level of fimdina for salaries and benefits. Succeufully acquired 
external fundiAI from local IAd/or other sources to auJD*ll the county Extension 
budpt. Leader followed all approved fiscal policies and procedures. 
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Good Leader kept County Agric:ulture Committee and other budget decision makers informed 

• 


and involved with Blttension programs including knowledge of program 
acc:omplisbments, goals and needs. LeIder had aD adequate budget procurement plan 
to maintain the present status of office facilities and equipment. County provided DOt 
less than 95 percent of the -fair and equitable" level of funding for salaries and 
benefits. Has put in place a process to acquire extema1 funding from local and/or other 
sources to aupent the coum., Extension budget. No major discrepancies were DOted 
In the handling of Extension funds. 

Needs 	 Leader had a weak plan for budget procurement. Needs to do a bertu job 
lmproYement 	 of preparina decision makers on ExteraaioD budaet requests. Decision makers were not 

knowledgeabJe ofExtensioD proJl'- accomplishments, Boals, and needs. County 
provided less than 95 percent of the "fair aad equitable" fundina for salaries I.IId 
beDefits. Discrepancies in die county·, adherence to university accounting policies aDd 
procedures were noted. 

unatisfadory Leader bad no plan of action for budget procurement. Needs a better knowled,e of the 
countyts financial resources and a better working relationship with budget decision 
makers. Previously noted discrepancies in accounting procedures have not been 
corrected. 

Areu of strength/Areas needing strengthening: _________________ 

Go~OOmmsa: ________________________________________________ 

.~~':' 
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1'. Provid.ed leadership In Managin. of the County's Personnel and other resources. 

Spedal 	 Provided leadership in managiDg the county faculty and staff in a way that 
MerIt 	 optimized their performance and satisfaction, resulting in bigh..quality prol1'&mS with 

measurable result and impact. Conducted effective faculty and staff evaluations 
includinl the follow-up co~ as specified in the guidelines and timetable. 
Provided strong recommendallona for performance ratings add follow-up counseling 
and coachina as needed. Coadu.cted performa.nee reviews with an emphasis toward 
performance ermancement and aoalsetting. Provided opportunities and eacourqement 
for staft'to pursue professional developmeot activities. ResuJarly involved faculty ad 
staff in office conferences to eobance teamwork. Provided strong leadership in heipina 
fac:uJty develop their dossier and building a sound, justifiable document for promotion .. 
Provided necessary support andIor direction for new agents in varIous work areas IS 

necessary to maximize propam acc:omplishl'lMW. Coordinated all county efforts in 
preparinl and submitting county reports in a timely manner. Was effective in 
II'IItlIIing the county's facUities. furnishings, equipment and other resources. 

Merit 	 Conducted an objective persoDDei appraisal for each county faculty member, provided 
documentation for ratings assianed and.conducted follow-up conference as specified in 
the timetable. Conducted performance reviews with an emphasis toward petfonnace 
eubancemellt and goal setting. Encouraged staff to pursue professional developmeot in 
assiped areas. Provided leadership in helping faculty develop their dossier aDd 
building a sound, justifiable document for promotion. Provided necessary support 
andIor direction for new agents and ongoing guidance for all COUDty faculty aDd staff. 
Coordinated aU county efforts in preparing and submitting county reports in a timely 
manner. Was effective in managiDI the county-s facilities, furnishings. equipment and 
other resources. 

Good 	 Conducted an objective performance appraisal with each staff member and coDducte 
follow*up conference as specified in the timetable. Encouraged staff to pursue 
professional development in assigned areas. Kept staff informed on all pertinent 
mattus. Provided necessary support and/or direction for new agents and oOlOma 
pidance for aU county faculty and staff. Coordinated county efforts jn prepariD, and 
submittina county reports. EDcouraled positive staff relationships and promoted 
teamwork. Some effort was exhibited. to improve facilities andlor equipment. 

Needs 	 Leader was aware of some faculty weaknesses, but provided little support in improving 
Improvement 	 these weaknesses. Inadequate doaimentation to support assigned performance ratings. 

Staff communication frequently strained with limited evidence of teamwork. New 
faculty were not provided necessary training or su.pport. Limited effort in improvinl 
county facUities or equipment. Faculty were limited in conducting effective programs 
due to a lack of equipment and teaching materials. 

u...t1aractor1 Leader was not supportive of faculty member,' needs for training and/or professional 

development. New faculty were not provided necessary training or support. Faculty 

performance reviews were not conducted as oudined in the guidelines and timetable. 


~I Did not provide justification for faculty being recommended for promotion. Served 

:'1 	

more as a critic than a coadl. County facUlties and equipment were not maintained . 
•1 

",;, 	
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COUNTY EXTENSION LEADER 

PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SUMMARY 

Name: County: Pgm Yr: ______ 

- Total points for CEL responsibU~ties (maximum == 120) 

- Total points from "Program" PerfortrJ3DCe Appraisal Summary 

- To CalcuJate Overall Rating: 

___ X 4.1 X ___ == 
(CBL poilU) (perct.ftt em. ,..,cUllilriBI1) 

x == 
(ptopal poildI) ~~m. ...,....aMlitJ) 


Overall Points 


eEL ltatina Categories ProJram Rating Categories 

lOS - 120 Special Merit 427 - 488 Special Merit 
82 - 104 Merit 335 -426 Merit 
52 ­ 81 Good 213 - 334 Good 
30- 51 Needs Improvement 122 .. 212 Needs Improvement 
0-29 Unsatisfactory 0-121 Unsatisfactory 

Overall Rating Categories 

427 .. 488 
335 - 426 
213 - 334 
122 - 212 

0 .. 121 

Special Merit 
Merit 
Good 
Needs Improvement 
Unsatisfactory 

O.,erall Ratln,: ____________ 

Sien-tures: 

County Extension Leader Date District Supervisor Date 

The clistrict IIUpeI'Viaor will use the CEL ratin, as a supplemeat to the performance appraiAl (propam) ratiol to 
determiao the Extea.sicm ageut'. overall ratin,_ 

AdmF-143 (10/95) (OVER) 
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APPENDIXD 

The University of Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service 

Descriptions and Explanations for the Tennessee 

Extension Agent Perfonnance Appraisal 

(Effective October 1, 2001) 
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Descriptions and Explanations for the 
Tennessee Extension Agent Performance Appraisal 

PLEASE NOTE: The following information is offered as a general guideline only. The descriptions 
ofperformance offered below are not (and therefore should not be considered as) an all-inclusive 
checklist or recipe for a particular rating. County and District Directors are responsible for defining 
specific applications ofeach standard to unique county needs and situations. 

Program Development Rating Section 
Needs Assessment - The priority program is developed based upon clientele needs and priorities. A 
needs assessment documents reasons that the program should be conducted by Extension and serves to 
justifY expenditure of agent and other resources in addressing the problem. 

Unsatisfactory 
Little or no information in the 
plan that identifies the issue(s) 
being addressed as a need or 
problem that should be 
addressed by Extension. 
Information identifYing the 
issue(s) as a need or a problem 
is outdated, insufficient or 
otherwise inappropriate. 

Meets Expectations 
The needs assessment includes 
appropriate sources and 
information. The needs 
assessment provides evidence of 
a priority issue which can, and 
should, be addressed by a 
planned Extension educational 
program. Stakeholder input was 
obtained as a part of the process. 

Exemplary 
Needs assessment procedures 
are described that include input 
from a variety of sources, 
including non-traditional or 
under-served clientele, 
coalitions, other government 
agencies, local/grassroots 
bodies, and other stakeholders. 

Communicates Program Needs - Agent(s) communicates program needs to appropriate internal 
and external stakeholders. Upcoming priority program plans are shared through available channels to 
communicate the circumstances which dictate the program, how you plan to deliver the program and what 
outcomes are expected. 

Unsatisfactory 
Program needs are discussed or 
shared at a minimal leveL 
County Director, Program 
Leader, District Director) 

Meets Expectations 
Program needs were discussed or 
shared with County Director, 
Program Leader, District 
Director, Ag. Committee, 
program committee, collaborators 
or other stakeholders. 

Exemplary 
Program needs have been 
shared with all appropriate 
stakeholders, internal and 
external. Effective mass media 
outlets and other publications 
will be utilized to communicate 
needs-based priority 
programming to the community 
or beyond. 

Networking - The program plan identifies and plans for the involvement of other program partners. 

Unsatisfactory Meets Expectations 

Plan does not identifY possible Appropriate program partners 
partners to be involved in are identified and their expected 
programs. role in the program is clearly 

defined. 

Exemplary 

Program partners include 
multi-county and/or multi-state 
professionals in a 
comprehensive effort to deliver 
effective Extension programs. 
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Funding - Alternative or supplemental funding sources are explored when appropriate. 

Unsatisfactory Meets Expectations Exemplary 

Planning process ignores Appropriate program funding Possible program funding 
opportunities for extramural sources are identified and plans sources are identified and plans 
funding. for alternative or additional are identified for how 

funds are formulated. extramural funds to help 
implementation of the program 
will be obtained grants, 
donations, etc.). 

Appropriate Delivery Methods - Delivery methods are appropriate for the intended audience(s) 
and subject matter involved. 

Unsatisfactory Meets Expectations Exemplary 

Planned program delivery Proposed delivery methods are Delivery methods described in 
methods are not specified. listed that are audience and the plan include non-traditional 
Audience, teaching environment program content appropriate. and innovative methods that are 
or resources are inappropriate or Planned use of volunteers as a appropriate for the audiences 
insufficient to meet clientele resource. and program content. Planned 
needs. No plan for use of use of volunteers in program 
volunteers. delivery. 

Clear Implementation Steps - Planning includes program implementation steps which have 
reasonable potential to lead to desired program outcomes. 

Unsatisfactory Meets Expectations Exemplary 

Implementation steps planned Program implementation steps Program implementation steps 
are illogical, insufficient or follow a logical progression include a proposed time line for 
inappropriate to achieving which likely would lead to the program year with a 
expected outcomes. achievement of expected description of the expected 

program outcomes. outcomes for each step. 
Alternatives are outlined to be 
pursued as ongoing evaluations 
dictate. 

Plans for Evaluation (Tools/Methods) - Evaluation methods are planned for ongoing and end-of­
program impact and outcome determination. 

Unsatisfactory Meets Expectations Exemplary 

No evidence provided of the Appropriate program evaluation Program evaluation methods 
methods or tools that will be methods are identified for planned provide for ongoing 
used to evaluate program measuring program outcomes and end-of program measures, 
processes and outcomes. and impacts identified in the including the gathering of "soft" 

and "hard" data for determining 
success. 
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Reaches Diverse Audiences / Civil Rights Parity - Program planning identifies strategies for 
reaching diverse and underrepresented audiences. Plans are made for reaching potential audiences by race 
and gender. Planning groups are representative of the community's diversity. 

Unsatisfactory 

Diverse or underrepresented 
stakeholders or clientele were 
not included in the assessment of 
needs, the development of the 
plan or as the targeted audience 
for programs in the plan. 

Meets Expectations 

Diverse or underrepresented 
stakeholders or clientele were 
included in the assessment of 
needs, the development of the 
plan or as the targeted audience 
for programs in the plan. 

Exemplary 

and innovative efforts 
were utilized to identify and 
include diverse or 
underrepresented stakeholders 
or clientele in the assessment of 
needs, the development of the 
plan and/or as the targeted 
audience for programs. 

Outcomes/lmpacts Clearly Defined - Measurable outcomes and impacts are planned which 
demonstrate clearly defmed expectations for program results. 

Unsatisfactory Meets Expectations 

Objectives or goals are poorly Program obj ectives and goals 
identified, are not clearly stated, are clearly stated, measurable, 
and/or are unmeasurable. Or, and at the KASA level or above. 
outcomes and impacts listed are Ifaccomplished, desired impacts 
not reflective ofproblems and on the problem or need 
needs identified for the program. identified are achieved. 

Program Accountability Rating Section 

Exemplary 

Program objectives are 
stated, measurable, and at the 
practice change or SEEC level 
in the BennettIRockwell 
Targeting Outcomes of 
Programs (TOP) Model. 

Impacts/Outcomes/Goals from Plan - Impacts, outcomes and goals which were projected in 
Annual Plane s) were accomplished or surpassed. 

Unsatisfactory 
Impacts/outcomes/goals 
reported do not match program 
impacts/outcomes/goals in 
annual plan. Ifprogram 
accomplishments are less than 
expected in annual plan, no 
explanation provided of 
extenuating circumstances / 
situations resulting in the lower 
accomplishment level or 
evidence that differences were 
discussed and resolved with 
supervisor. Outcomes and 
impacts are not reflective of 
identified needs. 

Meets Expectations 
Docur:nented measurable 
outcomes and impacts of 
planned program efforts at the 
KASA level. Achieved desired 
impacts related to identified 
needs or problems. 

Exemplary 
Program 
impacts/outcomes/goals from 
annual plan are met and 
documented at the Practice 
Change or SEEC levels of the 
BennettIRockwell Targeting 
Outcomes of Programs (TOP) 
model. Annual plan 
expectations are met with 
documented measurable 
outcomes and impacts. 
Program accomplishments 
above and beyond expected 
annual 4 4 

goals are also documented. 
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Effectively Marketed Programs - Collaborating agencies, appropriate stakeholders, clientele and 
the general public are familiarized with the Agricultural Extension Service and its specific programs 
through planned marketing efforts. 

Unsatisfactory 
Marketing outlets were 
underutilized. Little or no effort 
made to deliver information to 
decision makers and/or general 

There is little or no 

visibility ofAES through 

collaborative efforts with 

organizations. 


No efforts are made to 
disseminate program impact to 
stakeholders. 

Meets Expectations 
Planned efforts increased 
awareness ofAgricultural 
Extension Service programs in 
the community. The Extension 
logo was used effectively in 
marketing materials to increase 
recognition of the AES. Reports 
to People reflect a team effort, 
show impact of the total 
Extension program and are 
distributed to a wide segment of 
the county. Regular mass media 
efforts are made and 
documented. Available outlets 
were utilized to market 
Extension programs and to 
recognize successes and results. 

Exemplary 
An marketing 
program is in place to inform 
all in the county ofprogram 
availability and results. 
Professionals in the office 
utilize a team effort in 
promoting Extension. 
Innovative strategies are 
utiilized to inform .. .ie, 
supporting materials, graphs, 
pictures, videos, documentation 
ofmajor program impacts. Is 
seen within the community as a 
resource for advancement of 
total community and hislher 
collaboration, cooperation 
and/or facilitation is sought by 
individuals and organizations. 
Effectively uses all available 
mass media outlets to highlight 
extension programs, advertise 
current events, and lor show 
program impact. 

Teaching Method Effectiveness - Teaching methods utilized are those most effective for the 
subjectrnatter being taught and the audience involved. 

Unsatisfactory 
Did not locally prepare 
educational materials. Rarely 
assumed the role of an educator 
in a public setting. Limited 
scope ofprogram to one-on-one 
contacts. Teaching methods 
utilized were not conducive to 
optimum learning. 

Meets Expectations 
Prepared accurate, timely, 
quality educational materials 
based on local needs. 
Demonstrated the ability to 
effectively present ideas, 
information and programs 
verbally and in writing, both to 
groups and one-on-one. A 
variety of effective teaching 
strategies were implemented to 
maximize participant learning; 
i.e. demonstrations, tours, 
workshops, meetings, etc. 
Proper use of technology in 
teaching was apparent. 

Exemplary 
Educator utilizes a of 
teaching methods within each 
program to stimulate learning. 
Prepared professional quality, 
well organized educational 
materials that were used 
beyond county level. A variety 
of methods are under 
development and use. Methods 
are evaluated for their 
effectiveness. Agent is a 
member ofa team working 
together in developing 
educational materials. 
Contributed to a state-wide 
product and his or her name is 
listed as an author. Equipped 
leaders with materials to enable 
them to effectively transmit 
programs to others. 
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Utilized Planned Evaluation Methods - Appropriate and adequate evaluation methods are used 
and results are reported. 

Unsatisfactory 
Formal evaluation ofprogram 
was not conducted. Evaluation 
methods used were not those 
described in annual plan. No 
evidence that evaluation results 
were included in program 
reports. 

Meets Expectations 
Evaluation methods described in 
annual plan were conducted. If 
evaluation methods were 
modified, they were discussed 
and agreed upon with supervisor 
and/or district program leader. 
Results of information collected 
through evaluation included in 
reports and utilized for future 
planning. 

Exemplary 
Either evaluation methods 
described in annual plan or 
appropriate alternate methods 
were used to collect evaluation 
information. Both quantitative 
(numerical) and qualitative 
(anecdotal) evaluation results 
included in reports. Plans 
formulated for program 
improvement based upon 
evaluations. 

Reported Program Progress - Progress reported to stakeholders and Extension system to keep 
informed concerning Extension Educational Programs. 

Unsatisfactory 
Reports were not adequate to 
inform of activities during 
program year or no program 
report completed and submitted. 
Did not cooperate with 
coworkers on joint reports. 

Meets Expectations 
Some program progress with 
adequate information to inform 
reader ofwhat took place during 
program year. Made reports 
through Extension reporting 
process, available media and 
personal contact. Performed as a 
team member for joint reports. 

Exemplary 
Made reports to appropriate 
clientele and/or stakeholders 
through available media, 
personal contacts, and group 
meetings. Shared specific 
information with resource 
providers. Reports were timely, 
audience appropriate, complete 
and accurate. Instituted a 
system for maintaining records 
for reporting purposes. 

Reported Accomplishments - Program accomplishments are included in reports to Extension 
organization and appropriate stakeholders. 

Unsatisfactory 
No evidence ofprogram 
accomplishment reports 
submitted to Extension reporting 
system or to appropriate 
stakeholders. Program 
accomplishments reported do 
not match program 
impacts/outcomes/goals in 
annual plan. 

Meets Expectations 
Program accomplishments 
reported through Extension 
reporting procedures were 
directly related to the 
impacts/outcomes/goals of 
annual plan. Mass media outlets 
were utilized effectively in 
reporting accomplishments. 
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Exemplary 
Program accomplishments 
reported through Extension 
reporting procedures. Highly 
visible special impact reports 
or informational pieces were 
created for and disseminated to 
program stakeholders and 
media. Reports include 
additional program 
accomplishments above and 
beyond expected 
impacts/outcomes/goals 
described in annual plan. 

I 
1 

~ 

L 




-
Networking - Identifies and cooperates with appropriate program partners in providing cooperative 
educational programs. 

Unsatisfactory 	 Meets Expectations Exemplary 

Little or no effort to work with Appropriate program partners Most educational programs are 
other Agencies or organizations are regularly involved in conducted with the cooperation 
in implementing educational planning, implementing and ofother agencies or 
programs. evaluating Extension organizations. Multi-county 

educational programs. Program 	 and/or multi-state professionals 
partner roles are clearly defmed. 	 are involved in delivery of 

effective Extension 
Programming. 

Utilized Available Funding Sources - Alternative or supplemental funding sources were sought to 
enhance programs where applicable. 

Unsatisfactory 
Extramural funding sources 
were not explored. 

Meets Expectations 
Appropriate funding sources 
were explored and efforts made 
to secure extramural program 
funding. Letters soliciting 
funding, grant pre-proposals 
and/or grant proposals were 
submitted. 

Exemplary 
Agent has worked to develop 
ongoing sources ofextramural 
funds (e.g. grants, donations, 
etc.). New funding sources 
have been secured, enabling 
replacement of, or 
enhancement to traditional 
funds. Extramural funds were 
secured and utilized 
appropriately to implement 
programs. 

Civil Rights Parity and Diversity - Planned programs are successful in reaching clientele which 
reflect the diversity of the community, county or area in which they are conducted or for those needing to be 
served. 

Unsatisfactory 

The audience involved in the 
program did not meet the 80 
percent of the potential audience 
as identified by race or gender. 
Participants are not reflective of 
the diversity of the area served. 

Meets Expectations 

Program participants included 
the expected mix ofclientele by 
race and gender. The diversity 
of the potential audience was 
reflected in participants. 
Alternative delivery methods 
were offered/utilized to serve 
disabled participants. Planned 
strategies for reaching the 
potential of a diverse audience 
were utilized. 

Exemplary 

Planned outreach efforts were 
expanded and modified to 
maximize participation of a 
diverse audience. Special 
efforts were made which 
resulted in the participation of 
underrepresented or non­
traditional audiences. Programs 
were delivered in a manner 
accessible to participants with 
disabilities. The diversity of 
participants reflects that no 
group was marginalized or 
excluded. 
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Maintenance of Base Programming - Providing educational programs or special interest 
programs in response to county needs. These programs are outside of the Annual Plan program areas. 

Unsatisfactory 

Educational program needs were 
poorly addressed outside of 
Annual Plans. Unplanned time 
not effectively utilized. 

Meets Expectations 

Special emphasis educational 
program efforts were developed 
and implemented, to address 
base program needs of the 
county. Impact ofbase program 
effort was included in the 
county's annual report and other 
extension reporting mechanisms 
as appropriate. 

Exemplary 

Proactively developed and 
implemented several special 
emphasis educational programs 
in response to county needs. 
Program efforts were timely 
and based on immediate needs 
of clientele. Cooperated with 
other agencies. Evaluations 
documented program impact. 

Professionalism Rating Section 

Effective Internal Relationships - Promotes teamwork by supporting and communicating with co­
workers. Partner in extension team on county, district, and state levels. 

Unsatisfactory 

Will work with team only when 
specifically asked or directed. 
Works only with agents in 
hislher respective program area. 
Does not work with others on 
the team to maximize resources. 
Does not recognize and work on 
District and State initiatives, 
prioritie~ or program teams. 

Meets Expectations 

The agent willingly works and 
communicates with co-workers 
within the county and also on an 
areaJdistrict basis. Regularly is a 
participating member of 
interdisciplinary teams. Uses 
available resources wisely 
(including specialists), 
efficiently, and shares with 
others. Active on District/State 
program teams and priorities. 

Exemplary 

Readily supports county and 
area team efforts and offers to 
assist co-workers. Offers 
information of similar efforts in 
programming to co-workers to 
help them avoid possible prob­
lems in program implement­
ation. Assists others in develop­
ment of resources which are 
available to all. Regularly 
serves on multi-county, district, 
state-wide, multi-state or 
national initiative and planning 
teams, search committees and 
task-forces. Seeks leadership 
roles on area and District 
activities and program teams. 

Trained in High-Priority Program Areas - Prepared to deliver District, State and National 
Priority Programs which are applicable to county needs. 

Unsatisfactory Meets Expectations Exemplary 

Did not pursue training or Expertise was developed in Experience and training have 
participate in training offered in high-priority program areas been attained such that 
high-priority program areas. through in-service or other individual is able to teach other 

applicable training. professionals. 
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Effective External Relationships - Actively involved in county and community activities to 
cultivate relationships which increase the agent's effectiveness in an educational role. Relates well with 
all types ofclientele. Collaborates with community groups/agencies to increase program effectiveness. 

Unsatisfactory 
The is not involved in any 
organizations outside of 
Extension. Openly takes sides in 
controversial issues in the 
community and becomes 
personally involved in 
supporting one of the opposing 
views of an issue. Evidence of 
prejudice in working with 
diverse audiences. Agent creates 
conflict or is demeaning to 
others. Does not meet with other 
groups or agencies or there is no 
evidence of significant 
collaboration as a result of the 
investment of time. 

Meets Expectations 
Connected to the county where 
he/she works by being a member 
of community organizations, i.e. 
civic clubs, interagency com­
mittees, chamber ofcommerce, 
etc. as an Extension Service 
representative. Uses good 
judgement in response to con­
troversial issues, maintains 
objectivity, serves in an educat­
ional role, and avoids personal 
involvement and taking sides. 
Works well with all clientele 
groups and seeks to reach non­
traditional, new and diverse 
audiences. Does programming in 
collaboration with community 
agencies and other groups, 
maintaining Extension's proper 
role. Actively recruits and works 
with volunteers. 

Exemplary 
Receives recognition as 
outstanding leader in 
community. Is actively sought 
out by other groups and 
organizations to give guidance 
and collaboration in community 
activities. Actively participates 
in conflict resolution, works to 
find root cause and seeks proper 
information and advice to help 
resolve conflict. Seeks out joint 
programs with community 
groups leading to a total comp­
rehensive plan that has impact 
on community. Collaborates 
with community groups to 
secure additional program 
resources. An organized 
volunteer program includes 
training and recognition for 
volunteers. 

Seeks Appropriate Professional Development Demonstrates professional skills. Builds 
personal capacity to address local program needs. Involvement with professional associations and societies. 
Develops a professional development plan with both short and long-term goals. 

Unsatisfactory 
The agent's image is sometimes 
inconsistent or unbecoming with 
expectations for the employees 
of the Agricultural Extension 
Service and that of the clientele 
he/she serves. Does not join or 
participate in professional 
associations. Makes little or no 
effort to remain competent 
through reading program related 
resources available. Signs up for 
inservice training session but 
does not attend or level of 
participation is undesirable. 
Fails to attend inservice which 
would expand expertise base. 
Chooses inservice which offers 
little challenge or growth. 

Meets Expectations 
Presents a professional image in 
the community and reflects self­
confidence to the clientele. 
Conducts programs that are 
professional, reflective of the 
quality of resources available. Is 
an active member of a 
professional association related 
to hislher respective area of 
program work. Attends inservice 
training sessions to become 
more knowledgeable in areas of 
on-going or emerging program 
needs. Seeks to stay current and 
competent through reading 
journals, periodicals, magazines 
and other resources available. 
Effectively uses the Internet, 
libraries, and other sources for 
information. 
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Exemplary 
Demonstrates contagious 
enthusiasm for job performance 
which inspires others. Serves as 
a role model/mentor for others 
in appearance, attitude, and job 
performance. Is recognized as a 
leader, drawing praise from 
clientele and co-workers. 
Accepts leadership roles in 
professional association at area 
and state levels. Receives 
program awards through 
professional associations. 
Innovative programs reflect 
growing personal competence 
levels. Uses skills, abilities and 
knowledge to assist in the 
development of co-workers. Is 
recognized as an expert in one 
or more program areas. 



Daily Work Habits - Maintains a functional, efficient, appealing office that presents a positive image. 
Demonstrates appropriate work habits, adequate punctuality, and time management. 

Unsatisfactory 

Agent's office does not look 
professional and little effort is 
done to make office more 
professional in appearance. 
Exhibits inappropriate work 

poor punctuality, or 
insufficient use of time which is 
detrimental to job performance. 
Work style and lack ofoffice 
communication creates difficulty 
in maintaining accessibility and 
accountability to clientele. 
Planning is done on an "as 
needed" basis. Fails to 
appropriately develop volunteers 
to assist in the delivery of 
educational programs. 

Meets Expectations 

Agent's office area is neat, 
clean, organized, and projects a 
professional image. Gets the job 
done in a timely and 
professional manner, working 
extra hours when necessary. 
Keeps others informed of 
location in order to stay in touch 
with colleagues and clientele. 
Keeps appropriate office hours 
to serve clientele. Delivers 
programs at opportune times for 
traditional and non-traditional 
audience participation. 
Advanced planning is conducted 
with leaders. Strong volunteer­
led programs complement agent 
involvement. 

Exemplary 

Staff and leaders continually 
evaluate/upgrade office space 
and equipment. People of the 
community use the Extension 
office, feel at ease in seeking 
information there and find 
educational information easily 
accessible. Maintains a heavy 
work load while exhibiting 
efficient work habits and 
conducting high quality 
programs. Plans are in place 
that allow for handling 
emergencies as they arise. 

use of volunteers and 
innovative program delivery 
serves as a model for others. 

Knows/Follows Policy & Procedures - Agent keeps up-to-date in knowledge and follows the 
policies and procedures of The University ofTennessee, USDA and county government relative to 
employment, program delivery and fmancial management which are appropriate to the exercise of duties 
and responsibilities. 

Unsatisfactory 

Agent demonstrates lack of 
knowledge as seen in 

performance or formal audit or 
review. Agent is found in 
violation ofone or more policies 
during the year and is given oral 
and/or written warning. 

Meets Expectations 

Responsibilities are conducted 
within the policies and 
procedures ofThe University of 
Tennessee, USDA and county 
governments as appropriate. 

Exemplary 

Agent is recognized as an 
authority on the application of 
policy and procedure in the 
conduct ofjob responsibilities 
and is frequently sought out for 
advice and clarification. 
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Oral & Written Communication - Presents and organizes ideas effectively and in an audience­
appropriate manner both orally and in writing. 

Unsatisfactory 

Presents educational information 
which may contain errors, is of 
poor quality, does not relate to 
target audience, or is often 
untimely. Is ineffective in a 
public speaking role and in 
delivering education programs. 
Is not usually viewed in a 
teaching role. Another agent or 
specialist usually teaches 
educational programs. 

Meets Expectations 

Prepares accurate, timely, 
quality educational materials 
based on local needs. 
Demonstrates the ability to 
effectively present ideas, 
information and programs orally 
and in writing, both to groups 
and one-on-one. Uses a variety 
of educational techniques; i.e. 
demonstrations, tours, 
workshops, meetings. 

Exemplary 

Agent's programs are 
considered models and are 
duplicated by others. Program 
efforts result in greater than 
expected outcomes. Joint efforts 
of agents and specialist lead to 
new programs that address local 
and state needs. Explores 
multiple/alternative means of 
program delivery which are 
"cutting edge." 

Effective Teaching Skills - Assists clientele with issues and concerns; providing sound, research 
based information that aides clientele in decision making. Effective working relationship with volunteer 
leaders. Recruits, educates and recognizes volunteers. 

Unsatisfactory 

Clientele requests for service are 
not answered in a timely 
manner. 
V olunteers are given little or no 
education, which limits their 
effectiveness in program 
implementation. Leaders only do 
what agent instructs them to do. 
No recognition is given to 
leaders. The same programs and 
resources are used year after 
year. 

Meets Expectations 

Responds to requests for 
assistance are addressed within a 
reasonable amount of time. 
Formalleader education 
programs are conducted. 
Leaders are provided instruction 
and are assigned responsibilities. 
Informal recognition, that is 
appropriate to the community, is 
given to volunteers and leaders. 
Utilizes appropriate teaching 
methods in the delivery of 
programs and uses evaluation 
information for program 
improvement. 

Exemplary 

Uses a pro-active approach 
rather than only responding to 
clientele questions. Trained 
leaders assume 
responsibility/ownership of 
program. Leadership 
development programs are 
provided to clientele. 
The program has reached a level 
of interdependence with leaders 
assuming a teaching role in 
selected segments of 
community. Contributions of 
leaders and volunteers are 
publicized and promoted with a 
formal recognition. Utilizes 
innovative program delivery 
methods. 
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Markets UT I TSU Tennessee Extension - Conducts programs that generate positive impacts 
which increase the visibility of the Agricultural Extension Service. Publicizes extension activities through 
available mass media and maintains good rapport with media. 

Unsatisfactory 

Makes little or no effort to 
deliver information to decision 
makers and general 
There is little to no exposure of 
extension programs through the 
mass media. 

Meets 
Expectations 
Makes planned efforts to 
increase awareness of the 
Agricultural Extension Service 
in the community. Uses 
Extension logo and marketing 
materials to increase recognition 
of the Agricultural Extension 
Service. Report to the People 
reflects a team effort, shows 
impacts of the total Extension 
program and is distributed to a 
wide segment of the county. 
Regular mass media efforts are 
made and documented. 

Exemplary 

Specific efforts are conducted by 
the total staff to increase the 
visibility of impacts of extension 
programs in the community. The 
Report to the People has been 
enhanced, which may include 
supporting materials, graphics & 
pictures along with documentation 
ofmajor program impacts. 
Recognized within the community 
as a resource for advancement of 
the total community and hislher 
collaboration, cooperation and/or 
facilitation and is sought by 
individuals and organizations. 
Effectively uses all available mass 
media outlets including releases or 
make contacts with mass media 
outlets as a means to highlight 
extension programs, advertise 
current extension events, and/or 
show impact. 

County Director Rating Section 

Total County Program - The county director assumes responsibility for the development ofan 
integrated county team effort to address local needs. All programs are represented to stakeholders. 

Unsatisfactory 

Director not supportive of staff 
and/or their programs. 
Communication lacking among 
staff members. Programs not 
meeting accessed needs. 
Sporadic or infrequent office 
conferences. 

Meets Expectations 

Director maintains open 
channels of communications. 
Director guides and gives 
support to staff and their 
programs. staff informed. 
Director insures that programs 
meets needs ofclientele. Holds 
regular office conferences. 

Exemplary 

Director holds weekly staff 
conferences. Receptive to and 
reacts positively to communica­
tion from staff. Director ensures 
various program assessment 
tools are utilized to make 
program adjustments to meet 
clientele needs. Director is an 
ambassador for all program 
areas. Regularly communicates 
accomplishments to stake­
holders. County staff is 
regularly involved in multi­
disciplinary team programming 
to address priority community 
needs. 
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Guidance of Personnel - The county director guides new and existing personnel in becoming 
established in the community, in development of effective programs and in professional 
growth/development. 

Unsatisfactory 

Not supportive ofpersonnel's 
needs for training, equipment, 
facilities and coaching. 

Meets Expectations 

Provides necessary support and 
direction ofpersonnel. 
Completes new staff evaluation 
forms. Encourages positive staff 
relationship/teamwork. Coaches 
staff in inservice/other prof­
essional growth activities. Helps 
provide for staff growth outside 
of normal inservice channels. 

Exemplary 

Assists staff in documentation 
and preparation of dossier for 
promotion. Each staff member 
is informed of and assists with 
other program areas. 
Encourages staff to pursue 
advance degrees and 
professional rank:. 

Evaluation of Personnel - Personnel evaluation is performed in a manner consistent with organiza­
tional goals, resulting in an accurate appraisal of personnel performance and sustained professional growth. 

Unsatisfactory 

Personnel evaluations are not 
done properly or on time. 

Meets Expectations 

Informal & formal evaluation's 
are completed, are an accurate 
appraisal of staff performance, 
and submitted on time. Realistic 

measurable performance and/or 
professional improvement goals 
formulated for each staff 
member with appropriate 
follow-up. Perform-ance 
problems are proactively 
addressed. 

Exemplary 

Director counsels with staff on a 
regular basis throughout year. 
Performance problems are 
addressed on an ongoing basis. 
The county director regularly 
devises ways to reward 
desirable performance. 

Financial Management - The county director manages, develops, and utilizes fmancial resources to 
support educational programs. 

Unsatisfactory 

Budget management is 
ineffective in meeting program 
needs or demonstrates financial 
irresponsibility. 

Meets Expectations 

Regularly reviews Extension 
Accounts (monthly at a 
minimum). Maintains County 
Extension Budget (UT and 
TSU) at recommended level. 
Reviews operating budgets on a 
regular basis. County bank: 
accounts meet all policies and 
procedures. Procurement cards 
managed well. 

Exemplary 

County Extension budget 
maintained at higher than 
recommended levels. Seeks 
external funding sources 
(grants, etc.) Maintains a 
technology upgrade fund. 
Provides supplemental funding 
for programs, travel, equipment, 
office operations and supplies. 
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Management of Facilities/ Equipment - Develops county office facilities which are adequate for 
effective delivery of programs and housing of staff. 

Unsatisfactory 

Facilities and equipment do not 
meet education program and staff 
needs. 

Meets Expectations 

Efforts were exhibited to improve 
facilities and/or equipment. 
Adequate office space and 
equipment are allocated and 
available on an equitable basis to 
staff members. Office space is 
organized and clean. Maintains an 
office environment which 
presents a good public image. 

Exemplary 

Effective in managing the 
county's facilities, furnishings, 
equipment and other resources. 
Facilities and equipment are 
sufficient for the delivery of 
innovative programs. 
Technology-related equipment is 
state of art and includes a 
networked office and a computer 
for each regular staff member. 
Office and equipment upgrades 
are part of an overall long-term 
plan. 

Public Relations - The county director leads a county team in marketing Extension programs in the 
community. 

Unsatisfactory 

Minimal efforts are made to 
increase the visibility of the 
Extension program. Written 
materials prepared in the county 
regularly do not include the UT 
and/or TSU logo prominently 
placed. Mass media, group 
meetings, and other public 
relations avenues are used 
ineffectively. 

Meets Expectations 

Utilizes multiple efforts to 
increase awareness and/or 
visibility of the Extension 
program in the community. Uses 
marketing materials effectively. 
Networks with other group and 
agencies within community. 
Includes the UT / TSU logo on 
county-prepared materials. Office 
environment is customer friendly. 

Exemplary 

Actively involved in leadership 
roles within the community. 
Regularly reports to community 
leaders on Extension programs 
and actIvItIes. Receives 
recognition from community for 
leadership roles. 

Communication/Office Management - The county director creates an atmosphere of open 
communication. The operation of the office promotes effective and efficient delivery of educational 
programs. 

Unsatisfactory 

Poor communication exists 
between office staff. 
Communication with District 
staff is lacking or otherwise 
inappropriate. Staff conferences 
are infrequent. Office functions 
below reasonable expectations. 

Meets Expectations 

Office runs efficiently. Director 
communicates appropriately and 
effectively with local, district and 
state staff. Stakeholders are 
involved in informed. Office 
conferences are held no less 
frequently than monthly. 
Agricultural committee meets on 
legislated schedule. Advisory 
committee( s) function as intended. 

Exemplary 

Outstanding communication and 
coordination is apparent in 
office efficiency and teamwork. 
Conflict is used/managed 
effectively. District Directors 
are informed/involved in 
problems and decisions at 
appropriate stages of the 
process. 
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Knows PolicieslMeets Deadlines - The county director is familiar and regularly reviews policies, 
individually and with staff. Reports are accurate and submitted on time. 

Unsatisfactory 

Reports and correspondence are 
often late and/or must be returned 
often for corrections. Not familiar 
with policies and procedures and 
does not adequately infonn staff. 

Meets Expectations 

Maintains policy and procedures 
manual. Has designated location in 
office and available to staff. 
Regularly meets deadlines with few 
revisions or corrections needed. 
Notifies District Office if items due 
will be late or extensions of 
deadlines are needed. Reviews 
Policy and Procedures with staff 
and trains new staff members. 

Exemplary 

Review policy and procedure 
changes with staff as they occur. 
Meets all deadlines without 
exception. Reports and other 
materials serve as examples to 
others in quality of content and 
preparation. 

EEO/CRlAAlADA Policy and Implementation - Leads entire office staff in carrying out the 
equal employment, civil rights, affirmative action, and disability-related policies ofThe University of 
Tennessee and USDA. 

Unsatisfactory 

No current CR plan on file. 
Frequent compliance problems 
with CR regulations and EEO 
procedures. Efforts to involve 
new audiences in programing 
consistently fail to reach parity / 
potentials. 

Meets Expectations 

Keeps CR plan current and 
implements procedures to insure 
compliance with EEO and Civil 

policies. Make sure that all 
programs are held in handi-cap 
accessible facilities or proper 
notification is provided. Uses multi­
avenues to reach culturally diverse 
audiences. Parity has been reached 
in program partici-pation. Provides 
access to educ-ational programs 
regardless of disability (Brail, sign, 

Accurate records are 
maintained of program 
participation. Data is utilized in 
program planning to improve 
diverse audience participation. 

Exemplary 

Involves minorities in the 
program planning process. 
Addresses key issues and needs 
ofa diverse clientele. County 
programs meet the needs ofall 
eligible persons regardless of 
race, color, national origin, age, 
sex, disability, religion or 
veteran status. Proactive 
practices such as "All 
Reasonable Efforts" are 
successful in increasing 
participation from all eligible 
participants. 
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APPENDIXE 

Letter from Billy G. Hicks, Dean to Extension Agents 

Regarding Participation in the Personal Style Inventory Validation Study 
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AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE 
THE UNIVERSln' OF TENNESSEE INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURE ur 

P. O. Box 1071 
Knoxville. Tennessee 37901·1071 

To: 	 County Extension Agents 

Area Specialists 

Extension Assistants 


From: Dr. Billy G. Hicks ~~~ 
Date: 	March 9, 1999 

Subject: Employment Assessment Tool 

We are working with an industrial psychologist to develop a tool to help us in employment 
decisions. Thus far, Dr. Lucy Gibson of Resource Associates has interviewed a sample of 
county, district and other personnel to detennine competencies needed by Extension agents. This 
is where we need your help. 

This packet includes an expanded employment competency test, an answer sheet and a return 
envelop addressed to Resource Associates. I am asking that you invest in our employment 
process by devoting the necessary effort and time, approximately an hour, to completing this 
evaluation tool. You should return your completed answer sheet directly to Dr. Gibson in the 
envelope provided by April 20th 

• 

In answer to any questions you may have. let me offer the following. The purpose of your 
participation is to analyze competency infonnation with perfonnance and longevity information. 
Statistically significant items will be used to assist us in development of a pre~employment tool. 
The only purpose is to give us additional infonnation to help with hiring decisions. No VT 
Extension personnel will see your "score." None of this infonnation will be identifiable by 
individual after the test and other data are collected; no data collected will appear in your 
personnel file. Resource associates will destroy all identifying infonnation at the end of this 
project. In other words, you incur no risk by your full cooperation in this process. 

A .4 Stille I',m_ i1t IIv CooperlJliw E:DDUiDtt S,"_ 

THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE, US. DEPARTMENT OF AGRlCUL11JR.E, AND COUNTY GOVERNMENTS COOPERATING 


The AlricullUrallhlension S«vice ofren ill proaram. 10 aU cliaiblc penon. re,lIdIcs. oIl11Ce. ooior, 

naional oriain.. "1, IIC or diAbility II'Id ia ... Equal Oppon.unily Employer. 


I 
I 
I 325 

I, 
I 
l 



--

After April 20, Dr. Gibson will provide us a list of those who have not returned a completed 
answer sheet, and we will be contacting those individuals. At the end of this process, we should 
have a validated pre-employment competence tool - a shorter version of the competency test we 
have asked you to complete. Let me stress again the importance of your best efforts when 
completing this assessment. 

Thank you in advance for helping us improve our employment decisions. If you have questions 
or concerns about this project, please contact Herb Byrd. 

c: 	 Administration 
District Supervisors 
Dr. Clyde Chesney 
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Smith, Jane Doe 


r Ag r FCS r. Other 4~H Youth 

Overall Personality Score: 80-89th percentile 

ITrail Measured Score 

IAgreeableness High 

IAttitudes (oward 
Chmldren Above Average 

Community 
Development Average 
Interest 

Conscientiousness High 

Customer 
Responsiveness Above Average 

D flvve for 
IAchievement & 
Status ,n Community 

Average 

Emotional Sfabillity High 

Exb"oversion Belovil Average 

integrity and Values High 

Optimism Above Average 

Potential for Long 
Tenure 

LO'IN 

r.vork Drive High 

46/6 

Figure F-l. Personal Style Inventory, sample applicant rating results. 

329 




J 




Table F-S. Personal Style Inventory trait description and interpretive guidelines 

Trait Measured Description and Interpretive Guidelines 

Overall Personality 
Score 

Compares the candidate's average score to currently employed agents. 

The scores are presented in percentile format to reflect ranking in a group (not 
percentage correct). 

Agreeableness The propensity for helping other people, being cooperative, participative, tolerant 
and easy-going. 

People scoring low on agreeableness prefer to work in roles that do not demand a 
lot of interdependence with other people. 

Attitudes Toward 
Children 

A person's philosophy about the best approaches to dealing with children and their 
enjoyment ofbeing with children. 

High scorers are more likely to use successful strategies for dealing with children, 
have confidence that they can manage children, and take delight in children's 
behavior. Low scorers tend to use less successful techniques, lack confidence that 
they can deal with children properly, and become easily annoyed with children's 
behavior. 

Interest in Candidate demonstrates an interest in understanding the dynamics of the local 
Community community and engaging in strategic activities to effect change within the 
Development community. 

Low scorers are less interested in effecting change through the political process. 

Conscientiousness 	 A person's responsibility, dependability, and rule-following orientation. 

People scoring low on conscientiousness prefer jobs where they have a lot of 
autonomy to make decisions as they see fit. 

Customer 
Responsiveness 

Being willing to go the extra mile to ensure that people who depend on you are 
satisfied with the interaction. 

People scoring low in this dimension function better in roles where they do not 
have to change their normal procedures to accommodate any special 
circumstances or individual needs. 

Emotional Stability 	 A person's overall level of adjustment, ego strength and emotional stability such 
that they can function effectively under conditions ofjob pressure or stress. 

People scoring low on this dimension prefer jobs where they do not have to deal 
with a lot of external stress. 

Extroversion One's preference for being involved in social interactions as a key part of a job. 

In previous research, introverted people seem to do better in call center 
environments than do extroverted people, possibly because the interactions with 
customers are not face-to-face and are more easily controlled and managed. 
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Table F-S. Continued 

Trait Measured Description and Interpretive Guidelines 

Integrity and Values 	 Does this person have a strong moral code that they use to make clear-cut 
decisions about right and wrong? 

Low scorers are more likely to use flexible values that depend more on the 
immediate circumstances. 

Optimism 	 The ability to stay cheerful, upbeat, positive in one's outlook toward life. 

People generally enjoy dealing with someone who has a positive attitude versus 
someone who tends to view things negatively or cynically. 

Drive for The person's need to achieve demonstrable goals so as to attain a noteworthy 
Achievement and position within the community. 
Status 

Low scorers have little need to distinguish themselves and do not have a strong 
desire to become a leader in the local community. 

Potential for Long A person's attitudes about being a long term employee. 
Tenure 

The higher the score, the greater the tendency to work out problems and try to 
move up the corporate ladder rather than simply moving on to another company 
when problems arise. 

Work Drive 	 A person's willingness to work hard and for long hours, investment of time and 
energy into a job and career, and being motivated to extend oneself, if necessary, 
to finish projects, meet deadlines, and attain quotas. 

People scoring low on this dimension prefer jobs that do not intrude on their 
personal lives. 

Note: Low scores on any ofthe above personal style factors usually indicate the needfor additional 
reference-checking or targeted interviewing to clarify or verify the candidate's status for a trait. "Low" 
and "Below-Average" scores may also point toward areas for further interviewing or on-the-job 
monitoring and coaching. (Gibson, 1999) 
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APPENDIXG 

Scatter plots for MAP Predictor versus Performance Criterion Variables 

Correlation Tables of MAP Predictor versus UT Extension Performance Appraisal 
Criterion Variables 
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Figure G-2. Scatter plot matrix of MAP competencies for UT Extension average program, 
administrative and total annual performance. 

Plot Variable Kev 
AdmnComp Administrative Composite 
CommComp Communication Composite 
SuprComp Supervisory Composite 
CognComp Cognitive Composite 
MAP Total Overall MAP Proficiency Score 

AvgPgmPA Average Program Performance Appraisal Score 
AvgCEDPA Average County Extension Director Performance Appraisal Score 
AvgTotPA Average Total Performance Appraisal Score 
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Figure G-3. Scatter plot matrix of MAP Theory X, Theory Y 
management styles and Theory X, Theory Y communication 
response styles versus UT Extension average program, 
administrative and total performance appraisal scores. 
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Figure G-4. Scatter plot matrix of MAP communication response 
style variables versus UT Extension average program, 
administrative and total performance. 
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Figure G-S. Scatter plot matrix ofMAP personality style variables 
versus UT Extension annual program, administrative and total 
performance appraisal scores. 
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Table G-6. Pearson correlation coefficients for the Managerial Assessment of Proficiency 
(MAP) variables as related to UT Extension oerformance aooraisal scores b ...... "' "' 

1998 Performance Scores 1999 Performance Scores 2000 Performance Scores 
MAP 
Competencies, Program Admin Total Program Admin Total Program Admin Total 
Styles & Values n=92 n=88 n=92 n=90 n=88 n=90 n=85 n=84 n=85 

Administrative 0.04579 -0.05802 0.02589 0.00417 0.11254 -0.01521 -0.00807 0.17575 0.02607 
Competency 0.6647 0.5913 0.8065 0.9689 0.2965 0.8869 0.9416 0.1098 0.8128 

Communication -0.24081 -0.07990 -0.23213 -0.09421 0.06063 -0.11033 -0.12878 0.04565 -0.15803 
Competency 0.0208 0.4593 0.0260 0.3771 0.5747 0.3006 0.2401 0.6801 0.1486 

Supervisory 0.01952 0.04590 0.01367 0.06235 0.14310 0.09767 0.13569 0.11877 0.15082 
Competency 0.8535 0.6711 0.8971 0.5593 0.1835 0.3598 0.2156 0.2819 0.1683 

Cognitive 0.01952 0.04590 0.01367 0.06235 0.14310 0.09767 0.13569 0.11877 -0.08955 
Competency 0.8535 0.6711 0.8971 0.5593 0.1835 0.3598 0.2156 0.2819 0.4150 

Overall MAP -0.22286 -0.14944 -0.22758 -0.07679 0.04299 -0.08264 -0.08824 -0.05179 -0.03575 
Proficiency 0.0327 0.1646 0.0291 0.4719 0.6909 0.4387 0.4219 0.6399 0.7453 

Task -0.15281 -0.08654 -0.15838 -0.04284 0.12066 -0.04550 -0.04034 0.09103 -0.04250 
0.1459 0.4227 0.1316 0.6885 0.2628 0.6702 0.7139 0.4102 0.6993 

People -0.11935 -0.12972 -0.13358 -0.04664 0.09127 -0.06145 -0.06117 0.06731 -0.01608 
0.2571 0.2284 0.2043 0.6625 0.3977 0.5651 0.5781 0.5429 0.8838 

Theory X -0.14764 -0.02853 -0.14513 -0.02655 0.11752 -0.01754 -0.00607 0.09436 0.02992 
0.1602 0.7919 0.1675 0.8038 0.2755 0.8696 0.9560 0.3932 0.7857 

TheoryY 0.03804 0.09950 0.05006 0.00797 0.13736 0.00719 0.03965 0.07430 0.07547 
0.7188 0.3564 0.6356 0.9405 0.2019 0.9464 0.7186 0.5018 0.4924 

Empa­ 0.06768 0.05920 0.05510 0.08183 0.08859 0.09146 0.09128 0.07545 0.16694 
thetic 0.5215 0.5838 0.6019 0.4432 0.4118 0.3913 0.4061 0.4951 0.1267 

en 
Q) 

'E- Critical 0.14517 0.13942 0.14005 0.16455 -0.02049 0.14608 0.13530 -0.09289 0.00036 
\/'J. 0.1674 0.1951 0.1830 0.1212 0.8497 0.1695 0.2170 0.4007 0.9974Q) 
en 
~ 
0 Searching 0.04416 -0.00741 0.02729 0.07391 -0.06921 0.05280 0.05093 -0.01044 0.022380.. en 0.6760 0.9454 0.7962 0.4888 0.5217 0.6212 0.6434 0.9249 0.8389Q) 

~ 
~ Advising 0.02576 0.09069 0.02695 -0.02472 0.07300 -0.00239 0.01975 0.04336 -0.17823.S 
~ 0.8074 0.4007 0.7987 0.8171 0.4991 0.9821 0.8576 0.6953 0.1027u
·S 

~ 
Theory X -0.19742 -0.22130 -0.18337 -0.18994 -0.00926 -0.17634 -0.18556 0.04883 -0.14811 

0.0593 0.0383 0.0802 0.0730 0.9317 0.0964 0.0891 0.6591 0.1761 
0 

I 

U 
TheoryY -0.14243 -0.19647 -0.14048 -0.11538 -0.04865 -0.11633 -0.12488 0.03468 0.14381 

0.1756 0.0666 0.1817 0.2788 0.6526 0.2749 0.2548 0.7541 0.1892 

The first value in each cell is Pearson' s correlation coefficient (rho). The second value is the probability >Irl 
under Ho: Rho=O. Column headings indicate the number of observations included in each comparison (n). 
Shaded cells are statistically significant (p<0.05). 
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Table G-6. Continued. 

MAP 
Competencies, 
Styles & Values 

2001 Performance Scores 2002 Performance Scores 2003 Performance Scores 

Program 
n=66 

Admin 
n=65 

Total 
n=67 

Program 
n=61 

Admin 
n=61 

Total 
n=61 

Program 
n=61 

Admin 
n=60 

Total 
n=61 

Administrative 
Competency 

-0.09450 
0.4504 

-0.05250 
0.6779 

-0.11453 
0.3561 

0.06122 
0.6393 

0.15066 
0.2464 

0.09260 
0.4778 

-0.02717 
0.8354 

-0.04374 
0.7400 

-0.03327 
0.7991 

Communication 
Competency 

-0.10760 
0.3898 

-0.09241 
0.4641 

-0.12113 
0.3289 

-0.11795 
0.3653 

-0.11720 
0.3684 

-0.09373 
0.4724 

-0.20996 
0.1044 

-0.15533 
0.2360 

-0.21173 
0.1014 

Supervisory 
Competency 

0.02915 
0.8162 

0.09795 
0.4376 

0.05900 
0.6353 

0.09693 
0.4574 

0.07298 
0.5762 

0.11766 
0.3665 

0.18504 
0.1534 

0.08807 
0.5034 

0.18865 
0.1454 

Cognitive 
Competency 

0.02714 
0.8287 

0.12008 
0.3407 

0.06051 
0.6267 

-0.04091 
0.7543 

0.01310 
0.9202 

-0.02"136 
0.8702 

0.03638 
0.7808 

-0.04308 
0.7438 

0.02680 
0.8376 

Overall MAP 
Proficiency 

-0.05058 
0.6867 

0.02257 
0.8584 

-0.04041 
0.7454 

-0.00840 
0.9488 

0.02938 
0.8222 

0.02404 
0.8541 

-0.01869 
0.8863 

-0.06043 
0.6465 

-0.02340 
0.8579 

Task -0.03693 
0.7685 

0.04515 
0.7210 

-0.02662 
0.8307 

0.00690 
0.9579 

0.09053 
0.4878 

0.03663 
0.7793 

0.00799 
0.9513 

-0.05168 
0.6949 

-0.00148 
0.9910 

People -0.05195 
0.6787 

-0.00801 
0.9495 

-0.04424 
0.7222 

-0.02124 
0.8709 

-0.03367 
0.7967 

0.00500 
0.9695 

-0.03380 
0.7960 

-0.05054 
0.7013 

-0.03300 
0.8007 

Theory X 0.02835 
0.8212 

0.06960 
0.5817 

0.01059 
0.9322 

-0.03792 
0.7717 

-0.04460 
0.7329 

-0.01663 
0.8988 

-0.03406 
0.7944 

-0.01331 
0.9196 

-0.03042 
0.8160 

TheoryY 0.14824 
0.2349 

0.14066 
0.2637 

0.15222 
0.2188 

0.11994 
0.3572 

0.09119 
0.4846 

0.12245 
0.3472 

0.14215 
0.2745 

0.05884 
0.6552 

0.13307 
0.3066 

r/l 
(1) 

$ 
r/J. 

(1) 
r/l
I=: 
0 
0... 
r/l 
(1) 

~ 
I=: 

.Q 
~ 
u

·E 

~ 
0 

U 

Empa­
thetic 

0.24056 
0.0517 

0.01492 
0.9061 

0.19077 
0.1220 

0.04721 
0.7179 

0.00299 
0.9818 

0.00425 
0.9741 

0.14920 
0.2511 

-0.01857 
0.8880 

0.13751 
0.2906 

Critical -0.12431 
0.3200 

0.03124 
0.8049 

-0.10785 
0.3850 

0.22790 
0.0636 

-0.05389 
0.6800 

-0.11102 
0.3943 

-0.02391 
0.8549 

-0.09286 
0.4766 

-0.03177 
0.8096 

-0.08781 
0.5010 

Searching 0.18952 
0.1275 

0.16279 
0.1951 

0.17899 
0.1675 

0.15593 
0.2301 

0.18376 
0.1563 

0.13558 
0.2975 

0.15063 
0.2507 

0.13618 
0.2953 

Advising -0.30365 
0.0132 

-0.22987 
0.0655 

-0.31805 
0.0087 

-0.15484 
0.2335 

-0.07195 
0.5816 

-0.14414 
0.2678 

-0.22164 
0.0860 

-0.12402 
0.3451 

-0.21550 
0.0953 

Theory X -0.31568 
0.0098 

-0.16100 
0.2001 

-0.31810 
0.0087 

-0.15852 
0.2224 

-0.12240 
0.3473 

-0.13268 
0.3081 

-0.23681 
0.0661 

-0.12100 
0.3571 

-0.22882 
0.0761 

TheoryY 0.32001 
0.0088 

0.13609 
0.2797 

0.31440 
0.0096 

0.16799 
0.1956 

0.11967 
0.3583 

0.14154 
0.2766 

0.21357 
0.0984 

0.10490 
0.4251 

0.20562 
0.1119 

The first value in each cell is Pearson's correlation coefficient (rho). The second value is the probability >Irl 
under Ho: Rho=O. Column headings include the number of observations utilized in the comparisons (n). 
Shaded cells are statistically significant (p<0.05). 
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Table G-6. Continued. 

1998 Performance Scores 1999 Performance Scores 2000 Performance Scores 
MAP 
Competencies, Program Admin Total Program Admin Total Program Admin Total 
Styles & Values n=92 n=88 n=92 n=90 n=88 n=90 n=85 n=84 n=61 

Thinker 0.03182 -0.09241 -0.02331 -0.01010 0.19160 -0.03066 -0.02969 0.16085 -0.06790 
0.7633 0.3918 0.8255 0.9247 0.0737 0.7742 0.7874 0.1438 0.5369 

C/} Intuitor 0.00379 -0.13984 -0.01206 0.00498 -0.16301 -0.01974 0.02663 -0.14588 0.01323 v 

~ 0.9714 0.1938 0.9091 0.9628 0.1292 0.8535 0.8089 0.1855 0.9043
r::/) 

c; 
Sensor 0.12927 0.24938 0.21974 0.11069 0.20598 0.15018 0.17298 0.22431 0.19651s:: 

0 
0.2194 0.0191 0.0353 0.2990 0.0542 0.1577 0.1134 0.0402 0.0715en 

I-< 
V 
~ 

Feeler -0.16339 0.05085 -0.16341 -0.08875 -0.22767 -0.07280 -0.14476 -0.22279 -0.10578 
0.1196 0.6380 0.1196 0.4055 0.0329 0.4953 0.1862 0.0417 0.3353 

Table G-6. Continued. 

MAP 
2001 Performance Scores 2002 Performance Scores 2003 Performance Scores 

Competencies, Program Admin Total Program Admin Total Program Admin Total 
Styles & Values n=66 n=65 n=67 n=61 n=61 n=61 n=61 n=60 n=61 

Thinker -0.14171 -0.23838 -0.21392 -0.10408 -0.18027 -0.12779 -0.21689 -0.13828 -0.22368 

en 
v 

~ 
r::/) 

c;
s:: 
0 
en 
I-< 
V 
~ 

0.2564 0.0558 0.0822 0.4247 0.1645 0.3264 0.0932 0.2921 0.0831 

Intuitor 0.03687 
0.7688 

0.01159 
0.9270 

0.07042 
0.5712 

-0.08347 
0.5225 

0.08311 
0.5243 

-0.03761 
0.7735 

0.10557 
0.4181 

0.06299 
0.6326 

0.10697 
0.4119 

Sensor 0.22168 
0.0736 

0.15766 
0.2097 

0.18742 
0.1288 

0.25215 
0.0499 

0.13885 
0.2859 

0.22289 
0.0842 

0.22839 
0.0767 

0.21297 
0.1023 

0.22662 
0.0790 

Feeler -0.08546 0.12552 -0.00814 -0.01676 -0.03085 -0.01966 -0.07885 -0.11127 -0.07141 
0.4951 0.3191 0.9478 0.8980 0.8134 0.8804 0.5458 0.3973 0.5845 

The fIrst value in each cell is Pearson's correlation coeffIcient (rho). The second value is the probability >Irl 
under Ho: Rho=O. Column headings include the number of observations utilized in the comparisons (n). 
Shaded cells are statistically signifIcant (p<0.05). 
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APPENDIXH 

Scatter plots for selected PSI Predictor versus Performance Criterion Variables 

Correlation Tables ofPSI Predictor versus UT Extension Performance Appraisal 
Criterion Variables 
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Figure H -6. Scatter plots of selected PSI criterion variables versus 
average UT Extension program, administrative and total 
performance scores. 
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Figure H -7. PSI scatter plots of the "Big 5 Model of Personality" 
variables plotted against UT Extension average performance. 
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Table H-7. Pearson correlation coefficients for Personal Style Inventory (PSI) dimensions 
as related to UT Extension performance appraisal scores by year. 

Personality 
Dimension 

1998 Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total 

1999 Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total 

2000 Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total 

Performance 
in PSI w/o 
Stress Eval. 

0.32894 
0.0033 

78 

0.26402 
0.0561 

53 

0.32552 
0.0036 

78 

0.34254 
0.0023 

77 

0.29989 
0.0276 

54 

0.39101 
0.0004 

77 

0.32435 
0.0048 

74 

0.38517 
0.0044 

53 

0.38066 
0.0008 

74 

PSI Total 
Performance 
(all 13 vars.) 

0.32448 
0.0038 

78 

0.26343 
0.0567 

53 

0.32091 
0.0042 

78 

0.33514 
0.0029 

77 

0.29516 
0.0303 

54 

0.38432 
0.0006 

77 

0.32148 
0.0052 

74 

0.38271 
0.0047 

53 

0.37940 
0.0009 

74 

Agreeableness 0.19399 
0.0496 

103 

0.13830 
0.2400 

74 

0.16126 
0.1037 

103 

0.05643 
0.5732 

102 

0.05185 
0.6608 

74 

0.10273 
0.3042 

102 

0.13612 
0.1814 

98 

0.11478 
0.3370 

72 

0.15021 
0.1399 

98 

Child 
Management 
Skills 

0.18599 
0.0600 

103 

0.20844 
0.0747 

74 

0.16904 
0.0878 

103 

0.07297 
0.4661 

102 

0.10935 
0.3537 

74 

0.13853 
0.1650 

102 

0.17555 
0.0838 

98 

0.12578 
0.2924 

72 

0.18319 
0.0710 

98 

Interest in 
Community 
Development 

0.26088 
0.0078 

103 

0.15694 
0.1818 

74 

0.26494 
0.0068 

103 

0.10841 
0.2781 

102 

0.06529 
0.5805 

74 

0.15996 
0.1083 

102 

0.10185 
0.3183 

98 

0.09910 
0.4075 

72 

0.12729 
0.2117 

98 

Conscien­
tiousness 

0.30863 
0.0015 

103 

0.23676 
0.0423 

74 

0.29122 
0.0028 

103 

0.17723 
0.0748 

102 

0.10015 
0.3959 

74 

0.21542 
0.0297 

102 

0.15842 
0.1192 

98 

0.13555 
0.2563 

72 

0.17736 
0.0806 

98 

Customer 
Responsive­
ness 

0.35178 
0.0003 

103 

0.36876 
0.0012 

74 

0.35277 
0.0003 

103 

0.27571 
0.0050 

102 

0.18393 
0.1167 

74 

0.33286 
0.0006 

102 

0.31128 
0.0018 

98 

0.29969 
0.0105 

72 

0.36352 
0.0002 

98 

Emotional 
Stability 

0.10100 
0.3100 

103 

0.04488 
0.7042 

74 

0.06965 
0.4845 

103 

-0.01483 
0.8824 

102 

0.03139 
0.7906 

74 

0.03267 
0.7445 

102 

0.07999 
0.4337 

98 

0.11876 
0.3204 

72 

0.12333 
0.2263 

98 

Extroversion 0.21148 
0.0320 

103 

0.20376 
0.0816 

74 

0.20967 
0.0335 

103 

0.11923 
0.2327 

102 

0.09801 
0.4061 

74 

0.18256 
0.0663 

102 

0.13686 
0.1790 

98 

0.11960 
0.3170 

72 

0.16046 
0.1145 

98 

Integrity and 
Values 

0.26029 
0.0079 

103 

0.23274 
0.0460 

74 

0.24058 
0.0144 

103 

0.10288 
0.3035 

102 

0.02865 
0.8085 

74 

0.14482 
0.1464 

102 

0.09758 
0.3391 

98 

0.11350 
0.3425 

72 

0.12578 
0.2172 

98 

Nurturance 0.25181 
0.0103 

103 

0.25167 
0.0305 

74 

0.24085 
0.0143 

103 

0.16324 
0.1011 

102 

0.09877 
0.4024 

74 

0.20286 
0.0409 

102 

0.20790 
0.0400 

98 

0.11357 
0.3422 

72 

0.21607 
0.0326 

98 

The fIrst value in each cell is Pearson's correlation coeffIcient (rho). The second value is the probability >Irl 
under Ho: Rho=O. The last value in each cell indicates the number of observations included in the 
comparison (n). Shaded cells are statistically signifIcant (p<0.05). 
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Table H-7. Continued. 

Personality 
Dimension 

1998 Performance Scores 1999 Performance Scores 2000 Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total Program Admin Total Program Admin Total 

Openness to 
New 
Experience 

0.30367 
0.0018 

103 

0.12475 
0.2896 

74 

0.30329 
0.0018 

103 

0.26551 
0.0070 

102 

0.02339 
0.8432 

74 

0.29399 
0.0027 

102 

0.32687 
0.0010 

98 

0.13999 
0.2409 

72 

0.34403 
0.0005 

98 

Optimism 0.32255 
0.0009 

103 

0.17881 
0.1274 

74 

0.29546 
0.0024 

103 

0.18450 
0.0634 

102 

0.09855 
0.4035 

74 

0.23242 
0.0187 

102 

0.23281 
0.0211 

98 

0.18857 
0.1127 

72 

0.28137 
0.0050 

98 

Achievement 
& Status-
striving 

0.23716 
0.0159 

103 

0.21364 
0.0676 

74 

0.23836 
0.0153 

103 

0.16469 
0.0981 

102 

0.15157 
0.1973 

74 

0.20929 
0.0348 

102 

0.16479 
0.1049 

98 

0.15461 
0.1947 

72 

0.18837 
0.0632 

98 

Potential for 
Long Tenure 

0.27936 
0.0043 

103 

0.31486 
0.0063 

74 

0.28704 
0.0033 

103 

0.25568 
0.0095 

102 

0.22141 
0.0580 

74 

0.30807 
0.0016 

102 

0.27797 
0.0056 

98 

0.25862 
0.0283 

72 

0.28051 
0.0051 

98 

Work Drive 0.47981 
<.0001 

103 

0.33390 
0.0036 

74 

0.48374 
<.0001 

103 

0.42854 
<.0001 

102 

0.16131 
0.1697 

74 

0.47210 
<.0001 

102 

0.44473 
<.0001 

98 

0.32164 
0.0059 

72 

0.48611 
<.0001 

98 

Overall 
Personality 
Score 

0.36741 
0.0001 

103 

0.27775 
0.0166 

74 

0.35430 
0.0002 

103 

0.22957 
0.0203 

102 

0.13705 
0.2443 

74 

0.29477 
0.0026 

102 

0.26230 
0.0091 

98 

0.22068 
0.0625 

72 

0.30169 
0.0025 

98 

Big Five 
Model of 
Personality 

0.30071 
0.0020 

103 

0.19246 
0.1004 

74 

0.27913 
0.0043 

103 

0.16574 
0.0960 

102 

0.07828 
0.5074 

74 

0.22544 
0.0227 

102 

0.22608 
0.0252 

98 

0.16216 
0.1735 

72 

0.25713 
0.0106 

98 

Cognitive ­
Numeric 
Reasoning 

0.12321 
0.2150 

103 

0.14512 
0.2173 

74 

0.14266 
0.1506 

103 

-0.03913 
0.6962 

102 

-0.04317 
0.7150 

74 

0.02377 
0.8126 

102 

-0.00494 
0.9615 

98 

-0.01144 
0.9240 

72 

0.05127 
0.6161 

98 

Cognitive ­
Verbal 
Reasoning 

0.07723 
0.4381 

103 

0.04262 
0.7184 

74 

0.09227 
0.3539 

103 

0.06582 
0.5110 

102 

0.14627 
0.2137 

74 

0.09140 
0.3609 

102 

0.14034 
0.1681 

98 

0.19081 
0.1084 

72 

0.20051 
0.0477 

98 

Cognitive ­
Abstract 
Reasoning 

0.08740 
0.3800 

103 

0.15393 
0.1904 

74 

0.09210 
0.3548 

103 

0.00024 
0.9981 

102 

0.09037 
0.4438 

74 

0.04700 
0.6390 

102 

0.05560 
0.5866 

98 

0.07906 
0.5092 

72 

0.06787 
0.5066 

98 

Overall 
Cognitive 
(N+V+A)/3 

0.11936 
0.2298 

103 

0.14463 
0.2189 

74 

0.13448 
0.1756 

103 

0.01159 
0.9079 

102 

0.08622 
0.4651 

74 

0.06833 
0.4950 

102 

0.08148 
0.4251 

98 

0.10738 
0.3693 

72 

0.13038 
0.2007 

98 

Overall 
Cognitive 
(N+A)/2 

0.12065 
0.2248 

103 

0.16832 
0.1517 

74 

0.13375 
0.1780 

103 

-0.01995 
0.8423 

102 

0.03715 
0.7533 

74 

0.04291 
0.6685 

102 

0.03382 
0.7409 

98 

0.04574 
0.7028 

72 

0.07047 
0.4905 

98 
The fIrst value in each cell is Pearson's correlation coeffIcient (rho). The second value is the probability >Irl 
under Ho: Rho=O. The last value in each cell indicates the number of observations included in the 
comparison (n). Shaded cells are statistically signifIcant (p<0.05). 
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Table H -7. Continued. 

Personality 
Dimension 

2001Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total 

2002 Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total 

2003 Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total 

Performance 
in PSI w/o 
Stress Eval. 

-0.00845 
0.9480 

62 

0.18627 
0.2205 

45 

0.02132 
0.8672 

64 

0.06023 
0.6419 

62 

0.11415 
0.4022 

56 

0.05790 
0.6549 

62 

-0.09102 
0.4930 

59 

-0.06124 
0.6569 

55 

-0.08906 
0.5024 

59 

PSI Total 
Performance 
(all 13 vars.) 

-0.00139 
0.9915 

62 

0.18285 
0.2293 

45 

0.02551 
0.8414 

64 

0.07022 
0.5876 

62 

0.12021 
0.3775 

56 

0.06775 
0.6008 

62 

-0.08633 
0.5156 

59 

-0.05644 
0.6823 

55 

-0.08444 
0.5249 

591 

Agreeableness -0.01717 
0.8783 

82 

0.00106 
0.9935 

61 

-0.03975 
0.7196 

84 

0.13102 
0.2498 

79 

0.15121 
0.2081 

71 

0.12694 
0.2649 

79 

0.16647 
0.1507 

76 

0.10550 
0.3812 

71 

0.16674 
0.1500 

76 

Child 
Management 
Skills 

-0.05684 
0.6120 

82 

0.14330 
0.2706 

61 

-0.03553 
0.7483 

84 

0.09415 
0.4092 

79 

0.22435 
0.0600 

71 

0.10319 
0.3655 

79 

0.11105 
0.3396 

76 

0.12453 
0.3008 

71 

0.11196 
0.3356 

76 

Interest in 
Community 
Development 

0.03412 
0.7609 

82 

0.16035 
0.2170 

61 

0.03539 
0.7493 

84 

0.17263 
0.1282 

79 

0.30603 
0.0094 

71 

0.18462 
0.1034 

79 

0.17762 
0.1248 

76 

0.24658 
0.0382 

71 

0.18811 
0.1037 

76 

Conscien­
tiousness 

0.18749 
0.0917 

82 

0.02422 
0.8530 

61 

0.13386 
0.2248 

84 

0.21080 
0.0622 

79 

0.19853 
0.0970 

71 

0.21083 
0.0622 

79 

0.27524 
0.0161 

76 

0.38092 
0.0010 

71 

0.29134 
0.0107 

76 

Customer 
Responsive­
ness 

0.10183 
0.3627 

82 

0.13520 
0.2989 

61 

0.08751 
0.4286 

84 

0.14327 
0.2078 

79 

0.26329 
0.0265 

71 

0.14084 
0.2157 

79 

0.19232 
0.0960 

76 

0.24743 
0.0375 

71 

0.19417 
0.0928 

76 

Emotional 
Stability 

0.13311 
0.2332 

82 

0.03800 
0.7713 

61 

0.10691 
0.3331 

84 

0.22738 
0.0439 

79 

0.21330 
0.0741 

71 

0.22167 
0.0496 

79 

0.16888 
0.1447 

76 

0.16765 
0.1623 

71 

0.17265 
0.1359 

76 

Extroversion -0.02279 
0.8390 

82 

0.18471 
0.1541 

61 

0.01080 
0.9223 

84 

0.10935 
0.3374 

79 

0.28584 
0.0157 

71 

0.12384 
0.2769 

79 

0.13921 
0.2304 

76 

0.13023 
0.2790 

71 

0.14311 
0.2175 

76 

Integrity and 
Values 

0.05799 
0.6048 

82 

0.05356 
0.6818 

61 

0.02691 
0.8080 

84 

0.08129 
0.4763 

79 

0.11926 
0.3219 

71 

0.08075 
0.4793 

79 

0.16505 
0.1542 

76 

0.19761 
0.0986 

71 

0.17258 
0.1360 

76 

Nurturance 0.03530 
0.7529 

82 

0.15079 
0.2461 

61 

0.03686 
0.7393 

84 

0.10058 
0.3778 

79 

0.24608 
0.0386 

71 

0.11185 
0.3264 

79 

0.17700 
0.1261 

76 

0.16935 
0.1580 

71 

0.17733 
0.1254 

76 

The fIrst value in each cell is Pearson's correlation coeffIcient (rho). The second value is the probability >Irl 
under Ho: Rho=O. The last value in each cell indicates the number of observations included in the 
comparison (n). Shaded cells are statistically signifIcant (p<0.05). 
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Table H -7. Continued. 

Personality 
Dimension 

200 1 Performance Scores 2002 Performance Scores 2003 Performance Scores 

Program Admin Total Program Admin Total Program Admin Total 

Openness to 
New 
Experience 

0.05863 
0.6008 

82 

0.28955 
0.0236 

61 

0.11882 
0.2817 

84 

0.13237 
0.2449 

79 

0.17606 
0.1419 

71 

0.13216 
0.2456 

79 

0.24932 
0.0299 

76 

0.16937 
0.1579 

71 

0.24041 
0.0364 

76 

Optimism 0.07510 
0.5025 

82 

0.16326 
0.2087 

61 

0.06789 
0.5395 

84 

0.34398 
0.0019 

79 

0.37999 
0.0011 

71 

0.34449 
0.0019 

79 

0.35649 
0.0016 

76 

0.25591 
0.0312 

71 

0.35119 
0.0019 

76 

Achievement 
& Status-
striving 

0.12799 
0.2518 

82 

0.24394 
0.0582 

61 

0.14699 
0.1821 

84 

0.11155 
0.3277 

79 

0.35215 
0.0026 

71 

0.12721 
0.2639 

79 

0.16055 
0.1659 

76 

0.11410 
0.3434 

71 

0.15848 
0.1715 

76 

Potential for 
Long Tenure 

0.14945 
0.1802 

82 

0.17063 
0.1886 

61 

0.16388 
0.1363 

84 

0.18195 
0.1085 

79 

0.30170 
0.0106 

71 

0.20307 
0.0727 

79 

0.21240 
0.0655 

76 

0.27608 
0.0198 

71 

0.22428 
0.0515 

76 

Work Drive 0.17506 
0.1157 

82 

0.30439 
0.0171 

61 

0.20102 
0.0667 

84 

0.18946 
0.0945 

79 

0.34724 
0.0030 

71 

0.19748 
0.0811 

79 

0.31153 
0.0062 

76 

0.34360 
0.0033 

71 

0.30977 
0.0065 

76 

Overall 
Personality 
Score 

0.12946 
0.2464 

82 

0.18643 
0.1503 

61 

0.12352 
0.2630 

84 

0.25058 
0.0259 

79 

0.37418 
0.0013 

71 

0.25835 
0.0215 

79 

0.31795 
0.0051 

76 

0.33092 
0.0048 

71 

0.32400 
0.0043 

76 

Big Five 
Model of 
Personality 

0.09428 
0.3995 

82 

0.15895 
0.2211 

61 

0.09465 
0.3918 

84 

0.22967 
0.0417 

79 

0.28790 
0.0149 

71 

0.23100 
0.0405 

79 

0.29347 
0.0101 

76 

0.27757 
0.0191 

71 

0.29751 
0.0091 

76 

Cognitive ­
Numeric 
Reasoning 

0.00590 
0.9580 

82 

-0.07356 
0.5732 

61 

0.00977 
0.9297 

84 

0.05370 
0.6384 

79 

-0.06176 
0.6089 

71 

0.04000 
0.7263 

79 

0.12957 
0.2646 

76 

0.05003 
0.6786 

71 

0.12575 
0.2791 

76 

Cognitive ­
Verbal 
Reasoning 

0.13707 
0.2195 

82 

0.15288 
0.2395 

61 

0.14389 
0.1916 

84 

0.18322 
0.1060 

79 

0.13244 
0.2709 

71 

0.17412 
0.1249 

79 

0.15032 
0.1949 

76 

0.15269 
0.2036 

71 

0.15250 
0.1885 

76 

Cognitive ­
Abstract 
Reasoning 

-0.06137 
0.5839 

82 

0.07389 
0.5714 

61 

-0.07394 
0.5038 

84 

-0.08212 
0.4718 

79 

0.04366 
0.7177 

71 

-0.07530 
0.5096 

79 

-0.02148 
0.8539 

76 

0.01310 
0.9137 

71 

-0.01822 
0.8759 

76 

Overall 
Cognitive 
(N+V+A)/3 

0.02360 
0.8333 

82 

0.07610 
0.5600 

61 

0.02031 
0.8545 

84 

0.04732 
0.6788 

79 

0.05296 
0.6609 

71 

0.04265 
0.7090 

79 

0.09407 
0.4189 

76 

0.08804 
0.4653 

71 

0.09535 
0.4126 

76 

Overall 
Cognitive 
(N+A)/2 

-0.03745 
0.7384 

82 

0.01679 
0.8978 

61 

-0.04416 
0.6900 

84 

-0.02668 
0.8155 

79 

-0.00368 
0.9757 

71 

-0.02921 
0.7983 

79 

0.05335 
0.6471 

76 

0.03558 
0.7683 

71 

0.05352 
0.6461 

76 

The fIrst value in each cell is Pearson's correlation coeffIcient (rho). The second value is the probability >Irl 
under Ho: Rho=O. The last value in each cell indicates the number of observations included in the 
comparison (n). Shaded cells are statistically signifIcant (p<0.05). 
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Appendix I 

MAP Variable Correlations with Continuous Numeric Demographic Variables 

MAP Variable Means by Demographic Variable Categories 

PSI Variable Correlations with Continuous Numeric Demographic Variables 

PSI Variable Means by Demographic Variable Categories 
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Table 1-8. Correlation coefficients for comparisons of MAP variables with continuous 
numeric demographic variables. 

MAP Competencies, 
Styles & Values 

Number of 
Observations 

Years in 
Title 

Years as 
CED 

Age in 
Years 

Extension 
Years of 
Service 

Number of 
Employees 
Supervised 

Administrative 
Competency 93 

-0.18604 
0.0742 

-0.20289 
0.0511 

-0.15365 
0.1415 

-0.27664 
0.0073 

0.09601 
0.3599 

Communication 
Competency 93 

-0.17100 
0.1012 

-0.16144 
0.1221 

-0.28804 
0.0051 

-0.15630 
0.1346 

-0.03522 
0.7375 

Supervisory 
Competency 93 

-0.12666 
0.2263 

-0.15771 
0.1311 

-0.16513 
0.1137 

-0.18140 
0.0818 

0.01819 
0.8626 

Cognitive Competency 
93 

-0.27048 
0.0087 

-0.27259 
0.0082 

-0.25523 
0.0135 

-0.46755 
<.0001 

-0.01064 
0.9194 

Overall MAP 
Proficiency 93 

-0.25872 
0.0123 

-0.27178 
0.0084 

-0.30067 
0.0034 

-0.37109 
0.0003 

0.01494 
0.8869 

Task 
93 

-0.28035 
0.0065 

-0.29118 
0.0046 

-0.25226 
0.0147 

-0.45940 
<.0001 

0.04694 
0.6550 

People 
93 

-0.18146 
0.0817 

-0.19219 
0.0649 

-0.27925 
0.0067 

-0.20179 
0.0524 

-0.01313 
0.9006 

Theory X 
93 

0.16040 
0.1246 

0.17641 
0.0907 

0.03621 
0.7304 

0.04897 
0.6411 

-0.07857 
0.4541 

TheoryY 
93 

0.00906 
0.9313 

-0.01249 
0.9054 

-0.04882 
0.6422 

-0.02619 
0.8032 

-0.03435 
0.7438 

r:n 
(I) 

'E­
if.J. 
(I) 
r:n 
;:::::: 
0 
0.. 
r:n 
(I) 

~ 
;:::::: 

.9 
~ 
u 
'S 

~ 
0 
u 

Empathetic 
93 

0.16685 
0.1099 

0.18266 
0.0797 

0.14963 
0.1523 

0.20892 
0.0445 

0.09529 
0.3636 

Critical 
93 

0.28765 
0.0052 

0.29387 
0.0042 

0.13217 
0.2066 

0.24530 
0.0178 

-0.17381 
0.0957 

Searching 
93 

-0.24787 
0.0166 

-0.27599 
0.0074 

-0.25141 
0.0151 

-0.32188 
0.0017 

0.05386 
0.6081 

Advising 
93 

-0.11825 
0.2590 

-0.11092 
0.2898 

0.02806 
0.7895 

-0.05094 
0.6277 

-0.02381 
0.8208 

Theory X 
93 

0.07141 
0.4964 

0.08128 
0.4386 

0.10224 
0.3295 

0.10295 
0.3261 

-0.12343 
0.2385 

TheoryY 
93 

-0.07116 
0.4979 

-0.08167 
0.4364 

-0.08751 
0.4042 

-0.09846 
0.3478 

0.11844 
0.2582 

r:n 
(I) 

'E­
if.J. 

~ 
;:::::: 
0 
r:n .... 
(I) 

~ 

Thinker 
93 

-0.08029 
0.4442 

-0.09472 
0.3664 

-0.04138 
0.6937 

0.06886 
0.5119 

-0.18945 
0.0689 

Intuitor 
93 

0.01521 
0.8850 

0.03622 
0.7304 

0.05265 
0.6162 

-0.17691 
0.0898 

0.18178 
0.0812 

Sensor 
93 

0.14404 
0.1684 

0.14984 
0.1517 

-0.07494 
0.4753 

0.14446 
0.1671 

0.08357 
0.4258 

Feeler 
93 

-0.06016 
0.5668 

-0.07441 
0.4784 

0.05827 
0.5790 

-0.00127 
0.9903 

-0.08308 
0.4285 

Shaded cells represent significant correlations (p<0.05). 
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Table 1-9. MAP composite score means by demographic categories. 

Admin. Communic. Supervisory Cognitive Map Total 
Demo~raphic Variable n Composite Composite Composite Composite Score 

~ 
Ext Agent II 4 63.0±11.6 68.5a±15.6 64.5a±14.1 56.5ab± 5.7 63.5a± 7.2 

~ Ext Agent II & 
~ 

.9 CountyDir 14 59.0±17.4 45.1 b±14.9 52.4b±16.9 58.0a±18.9 52.4ab± 13.1 
VJ 
~ 
B Ext Agent III 3 71.7± 9.7 52.0ab±25.5 58.3ab±11.2 62.7ab± 9.3 61.3ab± 8.1 
~ 
~ 

Ext Agent III & 00 
0\ CountyDir 72 50.0± 5.2 50.6ab±18.5 50.7ab±15.0 46.9b±18.0 50.7b±12.20\ 

v Existing Co Dir 85 54.6a±15.6 49.6±18.0 50.1±15.3 48.7±18.5 50.9a±12.30. 
~ 

E-­
~ Became Co Dir 

~ Later 8 66.7b±11.0 61.4±20.4 61.9±12.3 59.1± 7.5 62.6JJ± 7.2 

Under 40 82 54.9±15.7 50.1±18.6 51.4±14.9 49.1±18.4 51.5±12.4 o v 
~ on 

40 or Over 11 60.0±14.7 55.1±16.9 48.1±18.9 52.9±16.3 54.2±12.5~< 

Thirties 11 60.0±14.7 55.1±16.7 48.1±18.9 52.9ab±16.3 54.2ab±12.5 
0. 
::s 

Forties 56.5±16.1 51.8±20.4 54.8±15.8 51.3a±19.0 53.8a±13.70 441-4 

t:l 
v on Fifties 33 53.6±15.4 49.2±16.7 48.4±11.3 48.4ab±17.7 50.1ab± 9.8 
< Sixties 5 49.6±15.7 39.0± 8.9 41.2±21.0 34.2h±11.3 41.2h±11.3 

1-4 

Female 19 54.9±15.7 50.1±18.6 51.4±14.9 49.1±18.4 51.5±12.4v 
"'0 
~ 
v 

Male 74 60.0±14.7 55.1±16.9 48.1±18.9 52.9±16.3 54.2±12.5t:l 

oto 4.9 3 66.0ab± 12.1 52.3abcd± 13.6 50.7abc±13.9 66.7a±25.8 59.0ac± 14.1 

5 to 9.9 7 61.4ab±13.5 35.7b±19.6 60.9a± 9.1 66.1a±14.8 56.1ac± 9.7 
v 

10 to 14.9 10 59.9ab±18.7 60.4ac±14.7 48.9abc±21.0 54.3a±14.9 56.0ac± 13.8 u
·E 
v 15 to 19.9 18 59.6a±17.8 59.5ac±19.2 51.8abc± 14.4 53.7a±21.5 56.4c±14.0r:/) 
~ 
0 20 to 24.9 22 54.9ab±15.3 52.5cd±19.9 52.1 ab±17.2 52.3ab±11.7 53.1ac±12.6VJ 
1-4 
~ 
v 25 to 29.9 20 51.8ab± 14.4 46.3w±16.3 52.3ab± 12.1 40.3c±15.9 47.8ab± 9.2 >­

30 to 34.9 9 46.7b± 8.2 43.7bd±10.7 45.4b±11.6 37.4c±16.0 43.4b± 5.8 

35 or more 4 50.5"h±17.9 38.3hd±10.1 35.3c±18.8 34.8bc±13.0 40.0b±12.7 

v 
:>­ Bachelor's 9 50.1±14.1 44.7±10.3 47.2±16.2 40.4±16.8 45.8± 8.7 v 

....l 
-d 

Master's 84 56.1±15.7 51.3±18.9 51.4±15.3 50.5±18.1 52.5±12.6~ 

v 
VJ ..... ~ 

~a:l Agriculture 74 55.5±15.5 52.1±17.7 51.7±15.5 50.9±18.1 52.7±12.4 
.~ 1-4 
..0 v 

Family & ::s ..... 
r:/)~ 

::E Consumer Sci. 19 55.6±16.5 44.7±19.9 48.1±14.8 44.3±17.7 48.3±11.9 
-

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged MAP percentile scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-9. Continued. 

Demographic Variable n 
Admin. 

Composite 
Communic. 
Composite 

Supervisory 
Composite 

Cognitive 
Composite 

Map Total 
Score 

(1) 
u 
I=: 
(1)

;a 
~ 

Adult 70 56.6±16.0 52.2± 18.2 51.5± 16.1 51.0±19.5 53.0±13.2 

Youth 5 49.2±24.3 41.4±28.3 47.6±11.9 53.8± 4.9 48.2±14.9 

Adult and Youth 18 52.9±10.7 46.9±15.3 49.8±13.2 42.8±12.5 48.3± 6.8 

-u 
'.8 
.:!a 
Q 

Central 24 56.1ab±17.6 49.1±19.2 48.7±16.8 48.0±19.1 50.6±12.7 

Cumberland 26 52.2b±13.5 50.5±18.5 52.5±14.7 49.4± 19.8 51.3±12.0 

Smoky Mountain 23 61.8a±14.1 53.4±18.9 55.3±14.3 53.0±17.1 56.0±12.5 

Western 20 51.9h±16.0 49.3±17.6 46.8±14.9 47.6±16.4 49.2±11.9 
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Table 1-10. MAP task/people, Theory XIY score means by demographic categories. 

Demographic 
MAP Composites for Management Styles Comm. Response Styles 

Variable n Tasks People Theory X TheoryY Theory X TheoryY 

~ 
Ext Agent II 4 59.8ab± 6.9 66.5a± 7.8 69.3±43.3 58.0±2.2 26.5± 9.5 33.5± 9.5 

~ Ext Agent II & 
= .9 CountyDir 14 58.5a±16.2 46.l b±11.6 57.9±31.8 61.3±22.4 27.1±10.1 32.9±10.2 
Cf.l 

= B Ext Agent III 3 67.2a± 9.5 55.2ab± 9.1 50.0± 5.2 77.7± 6.5 31.7± 5.1 28.3± 5.1 
>< 
~ 
00 Ext Agent III 0'1 
0'1 & CountyDir 72 50.4b±13.2 50.7b±14.3 61.4±28.0 58.5±22.5 27.9± 8.3 31.9± 8.4 -
(1) Existing Co 85 51.7a±14.0 49.9a±14.0 60.8±28.5 59.0±22.4 27.8± 8.5 32.0± 8.7 
~ 

Became Co ~ 
F:: Dir Later 8 62.9h± 8.3 61.6h± 9.7 61.0±32.4 66.4±19.9 28.7± 7.8 31.9± 7.8 
(1) 

.< Under 40 82 56.5±13.1 51.6±13.5 57.4±32.8 66.2±18.4 28.0± 8.6 32.0± 8.6 

0 
~ 40 or Over 11 52.0±14.0 50.7±14.1 61.3±28.2 58.6±22.6 27.9± 8.5 32.0± 8.6 

Thirties 11 56.5±13.1 51.6ab±13.6 57.4±32.8 66.2±18.4 28.0± 8.6 32.0±8.6 
0.. 
::::I Forties 44 53.9±14.9 53.3a±15.9 63.0±28.7 60.3±25.0 27.1± 8.3 32.6± 8.7 0 
I-< 

0 Fifties 33 51.0±12.6 48.8ab±10.6 57.4±28.4 57.0±18.81 28.1± 9.0 31.9± 9.0 (1) 

eo 
-< Sixties 5 41.9±11.5 40.l h±13.6 71.6±21.7 54.4±26.8 33.0± 4.8 27.0± 4.8 
I-< 

Female 19 51.8±14.4 48.5±13.0 47.8a±26.l 64.7±18.1 25.0± 8.0 35.0± 8.0 (1) 
"'C 

= (1) 

0 Male 74 52.7±13.9 51.4±14.3 64.1 h±28.4 58.2±23.1 28.6± 8.4 31.2± 8.6 

oto 4.9 3 63.3a±18.7 5 )ab± 76.0±17.8 61.0± 8.7 31.3± 4.7 29.0± 5.3 

5 to 9.9 7 63.8a±11.2 48.3ar,± 11.8 47.3±31.6 63.9±23.9 23.1± 7.0 36.9± 7.0 
(1) 

10 to 14.9 10 57.l ac±14.8 54.7b±15.3 63.0±29.4 60.2±19.6 29.0± 8.8 31.0± 8.8 u.s: 
I-< 

32.4±11.35(1) 15 to 19.9 18 56.6a±14.6 55.7b±15.7 52.9±31.1 53.2±29.4 26.9±10.6CZl 
~ 
0 20 to 24.9 22 53.6~11.7 52.3b±16.5 67.7±22.6 63.5±19.0 27.6± 8.2 32.3± 8.2 Cf.l 
I-< 
C':S 
(1) 25 to 29.9 20 46.0bd±11.4 49.3ab±10.3 61.8±26.6 58.4±22.0 27.9± 7.9 32.1± 7.9 ~ 

30 to 34.9 9 42.1b± 9.3 44.6ab± 7.6 58.7±42.9 63.0±17.6 29.7± 8.5 30.3± 8.5 

35 or more 4 42.6hcft13.l 36.8",,±13.1 65.5±19.5 54.0±30.9 32.5± 5.4 27.5± 5.4 - -

... 

• 

... 
subscript 

different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged MAP percentile scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-10. Continued. 

statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged MAP percentile scores ± the standard deviation. 

... 

Demographic 
MAP Composites for Management Styles Comm. Response Styles 

Variable n Tasks Peo~le Theory X TheoryY Theory X TheoryY 

d) 
> Bachelor's 9 45.3±11.1 45.9±10.7 72.1±31.9 51.7±18.5 25.0± 8.2 35.0± 8.2 d) 

....:l 
--d 

Master's 84 53.3±14.0 51.3±14.3 59.6±28.2 60.4±22.5 28.2± 8.5 31.7±8.6~ 

...... 
63.6±28.6 58.3±23.1 28.5± 8.4 u Agriculture 74 53.2±13.9 51.9±14.0 31.3± 8.6 d) 

:E"':= Family & C/J 

Consumer Sci. 19 49.9±13.9 46.4±13.3 50.1±26.7 64.3±18.0 25.4± 8.2 34.6± 8.2 

Adult 70 53.8±14.6 51.9±14.7 59.1±30.5 60.0±23.0 28.1± 8.7 31.7± 8.8 
d) 
u 
I=: Youth 5 51.5±14.0 44.5±17.3 67.8±17.6 49.0±24.4 29.0±13.1 31.0±13.1d) 

~ 
:= Adult and < 

Youth 18 47.9±10.0 48.4± 9.6 65.6±22.9 60.7±18.6 26.5± 6.2 33.4± 6.1 

Central 24 52.0±13.9 48.9±14.9 63.7±23.4 54.1±23.6 27.0± 8.4 33.0± 8.4 

...... Cumberland 26 50.8±14.5 51.5±13.0 57.7±35.3 59.9±22.6 27.0± 9.2 32.9± 9.2 
u
'B Smoky 23 57.4±13.5 54.4±14.5 55.7±25.0 65.6±23.2 28.4± 8.1 31.6± 8.2 C/:) a 

Western 20 49.8±13.1 48.1±13.7 67.4±28.9 58.7±18.2 29.5± 8.1 30.1± 8.6 
- -

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
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Table I-II. MAP Communication Response Style means by demographic categories. 

Demographic Variable n Empathetic Critical Searching Advising 

~ 
.t= 
f-! 

= 0
'00 
= 0 

X 
~ 
00 
01 
01 ....... 

Ext Agent II 4 15.0ab±10.1 .8a± 4.3 18.5a± 1.9 19.8a±10.0 

Ext II& 
CountyDir 14 15.4a± 6.8 .Ob± 4.4 17.5b± 8.0 22.1 ab± 8.7 

Ext Agent III 3 6.7b± 4.2 rab± 3.2 21.7ab± 4.9 25.0ab± 2.6 

Ext Agent III & 
CountyDir 72 17.4a± 6.3 ~ab± 5.1 14.5ab± 6.8 20.1b± 6.8 

0 

~ 
f-! 
~ 

~ 

Existing Co Dir 85 17.1a± 6.4 7.4±5.1 15.0± 7.1 20.4± 7.1 

Became Co Dir 
Later 8 11.4b± 8.8 6.9± 3.6 19.9± 3.6 22.0± 7.7 I 

0 
OJ) 

< 
0 
ffi 

Under 40 82 13.7± 7.7 6.2± 4.1 18.3± 7.5 21.8± 8.8 

40 or Over 11 17.0± 6.5 7.5± 5.1 14.9± 6.9 20.4± 6.9 

0.. 
::=' 
0 
~ 

0 
0 
OJ) 

< 

Thirties 11 13.7a± 7.7 6.2± 4.1 18.3a± 7.5 21.8± 8.8 

Forties 44 15.9ab± 6.4 7.5± 5.6 16.6a± 7.0 19.6± 6.9 

Fifties 33 18.8b± 6.6 7.0± 4.5 13.2b± 6.6 21.1± 7.0 

Sixties 5 15.0ab± 5.2 10.4± 4.7 12.0ab± 2.6 22.6± 6.7 

~ 
0 

'"0 

= 0 
0 

Female 19 18.0± 7.8 5.5± 4.8 17.0± 6.8 19.5± 5.9 

Male 74 13.0± 6.4 7.8± 5.0 14.9± 7.0 20.8± 7.4 

0 
u
'E 
0 

r/1 
~ 
0 
rn 
~ 
~ 
0 

> 

oto 4.9 3 8.3a± 2.5 7.3ab± 2.5 20.7ab± 3.5 24.0± 5.6 

5 to 9.9 7 18.7b± 6.9 4.0a± 4.6 18.1 ab± 6.9 19.1± 5.5 

10 to 14.9 10 12.1a± 5.1 5.5a± 3.9 )a± 7.3 23.5± 9.1 

15 to 19.9 18 17.4b± 6.8 6.7ab± 5.8 15.1 abc± 7.4 20.2± 8.0 

20 to 24.9 22 15.6ab± 6.8 8.1 ab± 5.5 rab± 7.0 19.5± 7.4 

25 to 29.9 20 18.7b± 6.3 7.9ab± 5.3 13.4bc± 6.9 20.0± 5.9 

30 to 34.9 9 19.4b± 6.9 7.8ab± 2.4 10.9cd± 4.8 21.9± 7.8 

35 or more 4 16.3ah± 5.1 12.0h± 3.6 11.3ahc± 2.2 20.5± 5.4 

Q) 
>
0 

;.....l 

-ci 
~ 

Bachelor's 9 18.7± 6.6 6.2± 4.9 1.32± 8.6 18.8± 7.3 

Master's 84 16.4± 6.7 7.4± 5.0 15.2± 6.8 20.8± 7.1 
0 
rn 
~ 

CO 
.. ~ ~ 

c ~ 
::E 

Agriculture 74 16.3± 6.4 7.7± 5.0 15.0± 7.0 20.8± 7.4 

Family & 
Consumer Sci. 19 18.1± 7.8 5.9± 5.0 16.5± 7.0 19.5± 5.9 

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged MAP percentile scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-11. Continued. 

Demographic Variable n Empathetic Critical Searching Advising 

(1) 
u 
I=: 
(1)

:.a 
~ 

Adult 70 15.9± 6.2 7.4± 4.9 15.8± 7.2 20.8± 7.3 

Youth 5 17.2± 6.9 6.4± 7.2 13.8± 8.0 22.6± 8.7 

Adult and Youth 18 19.3± 8.3 7.3± 4.8 14.2± 6.2 19.2± 6.3 

..... 
u.,5 
en a 

Central 24 16.3± 6.0 6.7± 5.6 16.7± 7.4 20.3± 7.8 

Cumberland 26 18.2± 7.9 7.1± 4.7 14.7± 6.6 19.9± 7.1 

Smoky Mountain 

Western 

23 16.4± 6.5 8.5± 4.2 15.3± 6.7 19.8± 7.0 

20 15.4± 6.2 7.0± 5.7 14.7± 7.5 22.5± 6.7 
- -Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged MAP percentile scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-12. MAP Personal Style score means by demographic categories. 

Demographic Variable n Thinking Intuiting Sensing Feeling 

~ 
~ 
~ 

.9 
rJ) 

~ 
(1) 

~ 
i:I.:l 
00 
0'1 
0'1 ....... 

Ext Agent II 4 31.3a± 3.3 16.8a± 3.6 27.0± 2.4 25.0± 1.4 

Ext Agent II & 
CountyDir 14 25.1b± 5.6 24.0b± 5.0 26.1± 4.4 24.7± 5.1 

Ext Agent III 3 29.3ab± 4.5 23.3ab± 3.2 25.3± 3.1 22.0± 7.8 

Ext Agent III & 
County Dir 72 26.4ab± 5.1 22.0ab± 5.4 28.1± 4.3 23.6± 4.1 

(1) 

0.. 
>. 

E-­
.£ 
Z 

Existing Co Dir 85 26.2a± 5.2 22.3± 5.4 27.8± 4.3 23.7± 4.3 

Became Co Dir 
Later 8 30.4h± 3.6 19.6± 4.7 26.3± 2.6 23.7± 4.9 

(1) 

0.0 
< 
0 
ffi 

Under 40 82 27.6± 6.0 21.3± 5.5 28.9± 4.1 22.3± 6.0 

40 or Over 11 26.4± 5.1 22.2± 5.4 27.5± 4.3 23.9± 4.0 

0..::s 
0 
I-; 

0 
(1) 

0.0 
< 

Thirties 11 27.6± 6.0 21.3± 5.5 28.9± 4.1 22.3± 6.0 

Forties 44 26.3± 5.6 22.1± 6.0 27.3± 4.6 24.3± 4.5 

Fifties 33 26.3± 4.7 22.5± 4.8 27.7± 5.8 23.5± 3.7 

Sixties 5 26.8± 3.4 22.2± 4.6 27.8± 5.3 23.4± 2.3 
I-; 
(1) 

"'Cl 
~ 
(1) 

0 

Female 19 27.2± 5.2 20.1± 5.3 28.7± 5.0 24.0± 4.1 

Male 74 26.3± 5.2 22.7± 5.3 27.4± 4.0 23.7± 4.4 

(1) 
u

·E 
(1) 

if.) 

4-< 
0 
rJ) 
I-; 
tI:S 
(1) 

~ 

oto 4.9 3 25.7± 5.1 23.3ab± 5.7 24.7ab± 3.5 26.3± 1.2 

5 to 9.9 7 25.1± 8.7 27.0a± 7.9 23.7a± 4.6 24.1± 6.5 

10 to 14.9 10 28.0± 4.0 22.0ab± 5.5 27.2ab± 3.9 22.8± 5.4 

15 to 19.9 18 25.1± 6.0 22.8ab± 5.4 28.4b± 4.8 23.7± 4.2 

20 to 24.9 22 26.6± 5.6 21.6b± 5.4 28.2b± 4.8 23.7± 5.0 

25 to 29.9 20 27.6± 3.2 20.1b± 4.2 28.5b± 2.9 23.9± 3.7 

30 to 34.9 9 26.1± 5.2 23.3ab± 4.3 27.2ab± 2.8 23.3± 2.8 

35 or more 4 27.0± 3.9 20.8~h± 3.7 28.5~h± 5.8 24.0± 2.2 
--
Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 

statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged MAP percentile scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-12. Continued. 

Demographic Variable n Thinking Intuiting Sensing Feelin~ 

Q) 
>
Q) Bachelor's 9 28.0± 3.3 20.7± 4.9 25.9± 4.1 25.6± 3.2 
~ 

od 
~ Master's 84 26.3± 5.4 22.3± 5.4 27.9± 4.2 23.6± 4.4 
Q) 
r:n ..... ~ 

~o::l 
.~ '"'" .D Q) 

Agriculture 74 26.4± 5.2 22.6± 5.3 27.4± 4.0 23.7± 4.4 

~ 
r./J. 

~ 
~ Family & 
~ Consumer Sci. 19 27.0± 5.4 20.3± 5.5 28.6± 5.0 24.1± 4.2 

Q) Adult 70 26.7± 5.4 22.1± 5.4 27.5± 4.1 23.8± 4.1 u::: 
Q)

;.e Youth 5 24.6± 6.7 22.8± 5.4 29.8± 6.1 22.8± 6.7 
~ 

< Adult and Youth 18 26.3± 4.2 22.1± 5.6 27.6± 4.4 23.9± 4.7 

Central 24 26.7~h± 4.8 21.8± 4.9 28.5± 4.6 23.0± 4.4 
..... 
u
·E Cumberland 26 25.0a± 5.8 22.4± 6.2 27.4± 4.4 25.2± 4.5 

r:n a Smoky Mountain 23 26.4ab± 4.1 23.6± 4.9 26.8± 3.4 23.3± 3.8 

- -
Western 20 28.3h± 5.9 20.5± 5.2 27.9± 4.5 23.3± 4.4 

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged MAP percentile scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-13. Correlation coefficients for comparisons of PSI variables with continuous 
numeric demographic variables. 

Personality 
Dimension 

Number of 
Observations 

Years in 
Title 

Years as 
CED 

Age in 
Years 

Extension 
Years of 
Service 

Number of 
Employees 
Supervised 

Performance in PSI 
w/o Stress Eva!. 79 

-0.08788 
0.4412 

-0.07588 
0.5063 

-0.03790 
0.7402 

-0.01770 
0.8769 

0.00572 
0.9601 

PSI Performance 
Total (all 13 vars.) 79 

-0.09690 
0.3956 

-0.08665 
0.4476 

-0.04295 
0.7071 

-0.02748 
0.8100 

0.01801 
0.8748 

Agreeableness 104 
0.06349 

0.5220 
-0.00504 

0.9595 
0.06452 

0.5153 
0.13382 

0.1756 
-0.13416 

0.1745 

Child Management 
Skills 104 

0.06677 
0.5007 

-0.00452 
0.9637 

0.03592 
0.7173 

0.12045 
0.2232 

-0.22916 
0.0193 

Interest in 
Community Develop. 104 

0.15706 
0.1113 

0.17434 
0.0767 

0.18600 
0.0587 

0.25829 
0.0081 

-0.10577 
0.2852 

Conscientiousness 104 
0.10664 

0.2813 
0.06191 

0.5324 
0.10221 

0.3019 
0.06832 

0.4908 
-0.10759 

0.2770 

Customer 
Responsiveness 104 

0.05436 
0.5836 

0.03690 
0.7100 

0.08065 
0.4157 

0.10523 
0.2877 

-0.06849 
0.4896 

Emotional Stability 104 
0.04502 

0.6500 
0.01494 

0.8803 
0.06849 

0.4897 
0.10133 

0.3061 
0.01140 

0.9086 

Extroversion 104 
0.15570 

0.1145 
0.08592 

0.3858 
0.08546 

0.3884 
0.17485 

0.0759 
-0.07017 

0.4790 

Integrity and Values 104 
0.15489 

0.1164 
0.07572 

0.4449 
0.06421 

0.5172 
0.10701 

0.2796 
-0.05157 

0.6031 

Nurturance 104 
0.15530 

0.1154 
0.06270 

0.5272 
0.15124 

0.1254 
0.23007 

0.0188 
-0.16898 

0.0864 

Openness to New 
Experience 104 

0.17986 
0.0677 

0.14543 
0.1407 

0.15564 
0.1147 

0.09674 
0.3286 

-0.03424 
0.7300 

Optimism 104 
0.12015 

0.2244 
0.04699 

0.6357 
0.15337 

0.1201 
0.13560 

0.1699 
0.02147 

0.8288 

Achievement & 
Status-striving 104 

0.16006 
0.1046 

0.15800 
0.1092 

0.16582 
0.0925 

0.21338 
0.0296 

-0.04516 
0.6489 

Potential for Long 
Tenure 104 

0.24698 
0.0115 

0.17694 
0.0724 

0.27954 
0.0041 

0.42744 
<.0001 

-0.08521 
0.3898 

Work Drive 104 
0.22069 

0.0244 
0.26534 

0.0065 
0.12754 

0.1970 
0.13939 

0.1582 
0.08977 

0.3648 

Overall Personality 
Score 104 

0.17989 
0.0677 

0.13438 
0.1738 

0.16724 
0.0897 

0.22554 
0.0213 

-0.06310 
0.5246 

Big Five Model of 
Personality 104 

0.14857 
0.1323 

0.08365 
0.3986 

0.12775 
0.1962 

0.15210 
0.1232 

-0.08622 
0.3841 

Shaded cells represent significant correlations (p<0.05). 
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Table 1-13. Continued. 

Extension Number of 
Personality Number of Years in Years as Age in Years of Employees 
Dimension Observations Title CED Years Service Supervised 

Cognitive - Numeric 0.02939 0.09271 -0.04514 0.05048 0.07500 
Reasoning 104 0.7671 0.3493 0.6491 0.6108 0.4492 

Cognitive - Verbal -0.13471 -0.15117 -0.09599 -0.05030 0.18277 
Reasoning 104 0.1727 0.1256 0.3324 0.6121 0.0633 

Cognitive - Abstract -0.29598 -0.23294 -0.31072 -0.20313 -0.00746 
Reasoning 104 0.0023 0.0173 0.0013 0.0386 0.9401 

Overall Cognitive -0.19841 -0.14959 -0.21695 -0.10941 0.09258 
(N+V+A)/3 104 0.0435 0.1296 0.0270 0.2689 0.3499 

Overall Cognitive -0.17846 -0.10483 -0.22627 -0.10696 0.03353 
(N+A)/2 104 0.0699 0.2896 0.0209 0.2798 0.7354 

Shaded cells represent significant correlations (p<0.05). 
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Table 1-14. PSI perfonnance, tenure, work drive and total score means by demographic 
categories. 

-

PSI Perf. + 
PSI Stress Potential for PSI Total 

Demographic Variable n Performance Tolerance n Long Tenure Work Drive Score 

Ext Agent I 5 5.2±0.7 5.1±0.7 7 3.3ab±0.7 3.1 a±0.4 3.6±0.3 

~ Ext Agent II 8 5.3±1.1 5.3±1.1 12 3.2ab±0.6 3.5ab±0.7 3.7±0.4 
E= 
I=l Ext Agent II & .9 
rn County Dir 7 5.3±1.0 5.3±1.0 13 3.4a±0.4 3.3ab±0.8 3.5±0.3I=l 
Q) 

~ Ext Agent III 13 5.1±1.0 5.1±1.0 13 3.7bc±0.6 3.3a±0.6 3.7±0.4 ~ 
00 
0"1 Ext Agent III & 0"1- County Dir 46 5.1±1.4 5.1±1.4 59 3.8c±0.6 3.7b±0.7 3.8±0.6 

Q) Existing Co Dir 53 5.1±1.4 5.1±1.4 72 3.7±0.6 3.6±0.7 3.7±0.5 
~ 

E-­
Became Co Dir .2 

~ Later 26 5.2±1.0 5.2±1.0 32 3.4±0.7 3.3±0.6 3.7±0.3 
Q) 
OJ) Under 40 17 5.4±1.0 5.4±1.0 22 3.3a±0.6 3.3±0.7 3.6±0.3< 
0 
~ 40 or Over 62 5.1±1.3 5.0±1.3 82 3.7b±0.6 3.6±0.7 3.8±0.5 

Twenties 2 5.3±0.2 5.2±0.2 3 3.0ab±1.0 3.0±0.2 3.4±0.1 

0.. Thirties 15 5.4±1.0 5.4±1.0 19 3.3a±0.5 3.4±0.7 3.6±0.3 
~ 
0 Forties 34 5.0±1.2 5.0±1.2 49 3.7bc±0.6 3.5±0.7 3.8±0.4I-< 

~ 
Q) Fifties 25 5.2±1.5 5.1±1.5 29 3.6bc±0.7 3.7±0.7 3.7±0.7OJ) 

< Sixties 3 4.8±1.3 4.7±1.3 4 4.1c±0.2 3.2±0.6 4.0±0.2 

Q) Black 3 5.2±0.4 5.3±0.3 4 3.3±0.5 3.0±0.9 3.4±0.3 
u 

oa White 76 5.1±1.3 5.1±1.3 100 3.6±0.6 3.5±0.7 3.7±0.5 

I-< Female 20 5.1±1.2 5.0±1.2 23 3.8±0.6 3.5±0.7 4.0a±0.3Q) 

"'0 
I=l Male 59 5.2±1.3 5.1±1.3 81 3.6±0.6 3.5±0.7 3.7b±0.5r~ 

oto 4.9 5 4.4±0.8 4.4±0.8 7 3.2a±0.8 3.2±0.5 3.5ab±0.3 

5 to 9.9 12 5.5±0.9 5.5±0.9 15 3.2a±0.5 3.4±0.6 3.7ab±0.3 

t;..,. Q) 
o u 

10 to 14.9 6 5.5±0.9 5.5±0.9 II 3.3ac±0.5 3.3±0.9 3.5a±0.4 
rn .­ 15 to 19.9 13 5.1±1.6 5.0±1.6 20 3.5a~0.8 3.6±0.8 3.7ab±0.6I-< ;> 
~ I-< 
Q) Q)

:>-r.rJ 20 to 24.9 15 4.7±1.0 4.7±1.0 19 3.8lxl±0.3 3.5±0.5 3.8ab±0.3 

25 to 29.9 20 5.6±1.4 5.5±1.4 22 4.0b±0.5 3.7±0.7 3.9b±0.5 

30 to 34.9 6 4.6±1.2 4.6±1.1 7 3.7a±0.7 3.8±0.6 3.8ab±0.9 

35 or more 2 4.6ab±1.8 4.5±1.7 3 4.0bc±0.2 3.0±0.5 3.9ab±0.1 

11IIIIIIII 

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged PSI scores ± the standard deviation. 

362 

~ 



Table 1-14. Continued. 

Demographic Variable n 
PSI 

Performance 

PSI Perf. + 
Stress 

Tolerance n 
Potential for 
Long Tenure Work Drive 

PSI Total 
Score 

a) 
;> 
Q) 

~ 

.-0 
~ 

Bachelor's 10 5.6±1.0 5.5±1.0 13 3.7±0.7 3.1a±0.7 3.7±0.4 

Master's 69 5.1±1.3 5.1±1.3 91 3.6±0.6 3.6b±0.7 3.7±0.5 
Q) 
rn ...... ~ 

~~ 
.~ ~ 

.D Q)
;=j ...... 
r/1~

::;E 

Agriculture 61 5.2±1.3 5.1±1.3 84 3.6±0.6 3.5±0.7 3.7a±0.5 

Family & 
Consumer Sci. 18 5.1±1.2 5.0±1.2 20 3.8±0.6 3.5±0.7 4.0h±0.3 

Q) 
u
s:: 
Q) 

~ 
~ 

Adult 56 5.2±1.3 5.1±1.3 78 3.6a±0.7 3.5±0.7 3.7±0.5 

Youth 6 5.0±0.5 5.0±0.5 7 3.1b±0.4 3.1±0.8 3.6±0.0 

Adult & Youth 17 5.2±1.4 5.2±1.3 19 3.8~±0.5 3.6±0.6 3.9±0.4 

...... 
u ..8 
rn 

0 

Central 25 4.3a±1.2 4.3a±1.2 27 3.5±0.7 3.4±0.7 3.7±0.6 

Cumberland 

Smoky 

24 5.5bc±1.3 5.5bc±1.3 29 3.7±0.5 3.7±0.6 3.8±0.4 

20 5.2b±0.8 5.2b±0.9 24 3.7±0.7 3.6±0.6 3.8±0.5 

Western 10 6.2~±0.7 6.t±0.7 24 3.6±0.6 3.3±0.8 3.6±0.5 
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Table I-IS. PSI "Big 5" personality score means by demographic categories. 

... 


Demographic 
Variable n 

Agree­
ableness 

Conscient­
iousness 

Emotional 
Stability 

Extrover­
ion Openness 

"Big 5" 
Personality 

~ 
E= 
c: 
0 

'(ii
c: 
(j)... 
~ 

I:I.:l 
00 
0\ 
0\ 
.-< 

Ext Agent I 7 4.0±0.3 3.4±0.4 3.6±0.5 3.8±0.5 3.4±0.8 18.2±1.80. 

Ext Agent II 12 4.0±0.4 3.6±0.6 3.6±0.5 3.8±0.5 3.2±0.6 18.3±1.8 

Ext Agent II & 13 3.70±0.4 3.2±0.5 3.3±0.5 3.5±0.8 3.2±0.8 16.8±2.0 

Ext Agent III 13 4.0±0.5 3.3±0.4 3.5±0.5 3.8±0.6 3.3±0.4 18.0±1.9 

Ext Agent III 
& CountyDir 59 4.0±0.7 3.4±0.7 3.6±0.7 3.9±0.7 3.4±0.7 18.2±2.7 

(j) 

~ 
E­
.£ 
~ 

Existing Co 72 3.9±0.7 3.3±0.6 3.5±0.7 3.8±0.7 3.4±0.8 17.9±2.6 

Became Co 
Dir Later 32 4.0±0.5 3.5±0.5 3.6±0.5 3.8±0.5 3.3±0.6 18.1±1.8 

(j) 

0.0 
< 
0 
~ 

Under 40 22 3.9±0.4 3.3±0.4 3.4±0.5 3.7±0.6 3.2±0.7 17.5±1.7 

40 or Over 82 4.0±0.6 3.4±0.6 3.6±0.6 3.8±0.7 3.4±0.7 18.2±2.5 

p. 
::l 
0 
l-i 

0 
(j) 

0.0 
< 

Twenties 3 3.7±0.1 3.4±0.2 3.2±0.3 3.4±0.5 3.0±0.4 16.7±0.3 

Thirties 19 3.9±0.4 3.2±0.5 3.5±0.5 3.6±0.6 3.3±0.8 17.6±1.9 

Forties 

Fifties 

49 

29 

4.0±0.5 

3.9±0.8 

3.4±0.5 

3.5±0.8 

3.6±0.5 

3.4±0.8 

3.9±0.6 

3.7±0.8 

3.2±0.6 18.1± 1.8 

3.5±0.8 18.0±3.5 

Sixties 4 4.3±0.6 3.4±0.4 3.9±0.4 4.1±0.3 3.8±0.5 19.5±1.4 

(j) 
u 
!;';$ 

~ 

Black 

White 

4 

100 

3.6±0.6 

3.4±0.6 

3.1±0.6 

3.5±0.6 

3.3±0.3 

3.8±0.7 

3.8±0.3 

3.4b±0.7 

2.6a±0.8 

18.1±2.4 

16.4±1.5 

l-i 
(j) 

"'0c: 
(j) 

0 

Female 23 4.2a±0.4 3.7a±0.6 3.7±0.6 4.1a±0.4 3.6±0.6 19.2±1.7 

Male 81 3.9b±0.6 3.3b±0.6 3.5±0.6 3.7b±0.7 3.3±0.7 17.7±2.5 

(j) 
u
'E 
(j) 

CI.l 
Ii+-; 
0 
~ 
l-i 
!;';$ 
(j) 

>­

oto 4.9 7 3.9ab±0.4 3.5ab±0.3 3.4ac±0.7 3.4ac±0.8 3.3ab±0.7 17.4±2.2 

5 to 9.9 15 3.9ab±0.4 3.4ab±0.6 3.5b±0.5 4.0b±0.3 3.5ab±0.8 18.2±1.6 

10 to 14.9 11 3.9ab±0.5 3.3ab±0.6 3.5a±0.5 3.2c±0.7 3.0a±0.7 16.9±2.3 

15 to 19.9 20 3.8a±0.7 3.1a±0.7 3.51:x;±0.7 3.8ab±0.7 3.3ab±0.7 17.5±2.8 

20 to 24.9 19 4.0ab±0.5 3.4ab±0.6 3.61:x;±0.5 3.8ab±0.5 3.2ab±0.4 18.0±1.6 

25 to 29.9 22 4.1b±0.6 3.6b±0.6 3.5b±0.7 4.0b±0.6 3.6b±0.7 18.8±2.5 

30 to 34.9 7 3.9ab±I.1 3.4ab±0.6 3.7oc±0.9 3.8ab±1.0 3.4ab±0.8 18.3±4.1 

35 or more 3 4.2ab±0.7 3.4ab±0.4 4.01:x;±0.5 4.1ab±0.4 3.6a~0.6 19.2±1.6 

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent leveL Mean scores represent averaged PSI scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-15. Continued. 

Demographic 
Variable n 

Agree­
ableness 

Conscient­
iousness 

Emotional 
Stability 

Extrover­
ion Openness 

"Big 5" 
Personality 

a) 
;;­
(l) 

....:l 
-d 
~ 

Bachelor's 

Master's 

13 4.1±0.6 3.4±0.4 3.6±0.5 3.6±0.7 3.2±0.8 17.9±2.1 

91 3.9±0.6 3.4±0.6 3.5±0.6 3.8±0.6 3.4±0.7 18.0±2.4 

,... 
u 
(l)

:g 
r/J. 

Agriculture 74 3.9a±0.6 3.3a±0.6 3.5±0.6 3.7a±0.7 3.3±0.7 17.7±2.4 

Family & 
Consumer Sci. 19 4.2h±0.4 3.7h±0.6 3.7±0.6 4.1h±0.4 3.6±0.6 19.3± 1.8 

(l) 
u 
~ 
(l) 

~ ;:s 
< 

Adult 70 3.9±0.6 3.4±0.6 3.5±0.7 3.7±0.7 3.4±0.7 17.9±2.5 

Youth 5 3.6±0.4 3.5±0.6 3.5±0.5 3.9±0.4 3.2±1.0 17.7±2.3 

Adult & Youth 18 4.1±0.4 3.4±0.6 3.6±0.5 4.0±0.5 3.4±0.6 18.5±1.8 

,... 
u 

'.8 
00 a 

Central 24 3.9±0.7 3.4±0.6 3.6±0.7 3.7±0.7 3.2ab±0.7 17.7±2.8 

Cumberland 26 4.1±0.4 3.4±0.7 3.5±0.6 3.9±0.6 3.5a±0.6 18.5±2.1 

Smoky 23 3.9±0.7 3.4±0.5 3.5±0.7 3.9±0.6 3.6a±0.6 18.3±2.5 

Western 20 3.9±0.5 3.4±0.6 3.5±0.6 3.6±0.7 3.1b±0.8 17.4±2.1 

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged PSI scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-16. PSI optimism, child management skill, community development interest, 

customer responsiveness, integrity/values and nurturance score means by 
demographic categories. 

Child Community Customer 
Demographic Mgmt. Develop. Responsive- Integrity & 
Variable n Optimism Skills Interest ness Values Nuturance 

11) Ext Agent I 7 3.8± 0.6 3.8± 0.4 3.4± 1.0 4.1± 0.4 3.9± 0.3 3.6± 0.7 
';l 

~ Ext Agent II 12 3.8± 0.8 3.6± 0.8 3.7± 0.6 4.1± 0.7 4.1± 0.3 3.6± 0.6 

=.9 Ext Agent II tr.) 

= & CountyDir 13 3.5± 0.7 3.4± 0.7 3.6± 0.5 4.0± 0.6 3.8± 0.4 3.3± 0.4 B 
~ 
~ Ext Agent III 13 3.9± 0.4 3.7± 0.7 3.6± 0.5 4.0± 0.3 4.0± 0.5 3.7± 0.6 
00 
0\ 
0\ Ext Agent III -

& CountyDir 59 3.9± 0.7 3.6± 0.7 3.9± 0.7 4.1± 0.7 4.0± 0.7 3.7± 0.7 

11) Existing Co 72 3.8± 0.7 3.6± 0.7 3.8± 0.7 4.1± 0.7 4.0± 0.6 3.6± 0.6 
~ 

E-< 
Became Co ~ 

~ Dir Later 32 3.9± 0.6 3.7± 0.7 3.6± 0.7 4.1± 0.5 4.0± 0.4 3.6± 0.6 
11) 
b.() Under 40 82 3.6± 0.6 3.6± 0.7 3.6± 0.7 4.0± 0.5 3.9± 0.3 3.5± 0.6 -< 
0 
ffi 40 or Over 22 3.9± 0.7 3.6± 0.7 3.8± 0.7 4.1± 0.7 4.0± 0.6 3.6± 0.6 

Twenties 3 3.2± 0.2 3.5± 0.2 3.0a± 1.4 3.7± 0.3 3.8± 0.4 3.1± 0.5 
0..::s Thirties 19 3.7± 0.7 3.6± 0.8 3.7ab± 0.5 4.1± 0.5 3.9± 0.3 3.5± 0.5 0 
To-< 

0 Forties 49 3.9± 0.5 3.6± 0.6 3.7ab± 0.5 4.1± 0.5 4.0± 0.5 3.6± 0.5 11) 
b.() 

-< Fifties 29 3.8± 0.9 3.5± 0.9 3.8ab± 0.9 4.2± 0.9 3.9± 0.8 3.6± 0.8 

Sixties 4 4.2± 0.3 4.0± 0.5 4.3h± 0.1 4.1± 0.2 4.1± 0.3 3.9± 0.2 

11) Black 4 3.3± 0.8 2.9a± 0.9 3.5± 0.2 3.5± 0.8 4.0± 0.6 3.2± 0.8 u 
co::s 
~ White 100 3.8± 0.7 3.6b± 0.7 3.8± 0.7 4.1± 0.6 4.0± 0.6 3.6± 0.6 

To-< 

Female 23 4.1 a± 0.4 3.9a± 0.5 4.0± 0.5 4.3± 0.4 f.2 a± 0.4 3.8± 0.6 11) 

"'0 

= 11) 

Male 81 3.7b± 0.7 3.5h± 0.8 3.7± 0.7 4.0± 0.7 3.9h± 0.6 3.6± 0.6 0 

oto 4.9 7 3.6ab± 0.8 3.7ab± 0.5 3.3a± 1.0 4.1± 0.3 4.0ab± 0.2 3.5ab± 0.6 
11) 5 to 9.9 15 3.8ab± 0.7 3.6ab± 0.7 lab± 0.5 4.0± 0.6 'ab± 0.4 3.4a± 0.6 u

'E 
10 to 14.9 11 3.5a± 0.7 3.2a± 0.8 ;ab± 0.5 3.9± 0.7 'ab± 0.4 3.4ab± 0.5 11) 

(/) 

~ 
15 to 19.9 20 3.8ab± 0.7 3.5ab± 0.8 )ab± 0.8 4.0± 0.8 la± 0.8 3.6ab± 0.7 0 

tr.) 
To-< 

:ab± 0.4 .2b± 0.4 co::s 20 to 24.9 19 3.9ab± 0.3 3.6ab± 0.4 4.1± 0.4 3.6ab± 0.4 11) 

>­
25 to 29.9 22 4.0b± 0.6 3.7b± 0.8 4.0b± 0.6 4.3± 0.5 lb± 0.5 3.9b± 0.7 

30 to 34.9 7 3.7ab± 1.2 3.8ab± 0.7 3.8ab± 1.1 3.9± 1.1 'ab± 1.1 3.7ab± 0.9 

35 or more 3 4.1~h± 0.3 4.1ab± 0.6 4.3h± 0.1 4.0± 0.2 4.0ah± 0.1 3.9ah± 0.1 
Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data fanrily are 

statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged PSI scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-16. Continued. 

Demographic 
Variable n Optimism 

Child 
Mgmt. 
Skills 

Community 
Develop. 
Interest 

Customer 
Responsiv 

e-ness 
Integrity & 

Values Nuturance 

~ 
> 
(1) 

~ 

-d 
~ 

Bachelor's 13 3.7± 0.6 3.5± 0.6 3.7± 0.9 4.0± 0.6 4.l± 0.4 3.8± 0.6 

Master's 91 3.8± 0.7 3.6± 0.7 3.8± 0.6 4.l± 0.6 4.0± 0.6 3.6± 0.6 

..... 
u 
(1) 

E::s 
r/J 

Agriculture 84 3.7a± 0.7 3.5a± 0.7 3.7a± 0.7 4.0± 0.7 3.9± 0.6 3.6± 0.6 

Family & 
Consumer Sci. 20 4.l h± 0.4 3.9h± 0.4 4.0h± 0.4 4.3± 0.4 4.2± 0.4 3.8± 0.6 

(1) 
u::: 
(1) 

~ ::s 
< 

Adult 78 3.8± 0.7 3.6± 0.7 3.7± 0.7 4.l± 0.6 4.0± 0.6 3.6a± 0.6 

Youth 7 3.7± 0.9 3.3± 0.8 3.8± 0.4 3.8± 0.7 3.9± 0.3 3.lb± 0.8 

Adult and 
Youth 19 4.0± 0.3 3.8± 0.5 3.9± 0.5 4.2± 0.4 4.l± 0.4 3.8,,± 0.6 

..... 
u
·E 
en 

a 

Central 27 3.8± 0.7 3.5± 0.9 3.8± 0.7 4.0± 0.7 3.9a± 0.7 3.5± 0.7 

Cumberland 29 3.9± 0.6 3.8± 0.6 3.8± 0.5 4.3± 0.3 4.lb± 0.4 3.7± 0.5 

Smoky 24 3.9± 0.8 3.7± 0.6 3.8± 0.7 4.l± 0.7 4.0ab± 0.6 3.7± 0.7 

Western 24 3.7± 0.7 3.4± 0.8 3.6± 0.8 3.9± 0.7 3.9a± 0.5 3.5± 0.7 
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Table 1-17. PSI status-striving and aptitude scores means by demographic categories. 

.... 


Verbal Num+AbstrNumeric Abstract Total 

Variable 

Demographic Status! Ach. 

AptitudeStriving Aptitude Aptitude Aptitude Aptituden 

0.58±0.2 0.62ab±0.3 0.67±0.2 0.64±0.2Ext Agent I 7 3.4± 0.5 0.73±0.4 
(l) 

0.82±0.1 0.61±0.1 0.76a±0.2 0.79±0.1 0.72±0.1Ext Agent II 12 3.6± 0.5 :E 
~ 
I:: Ext Agent II & 0 
.~ 0.59±0.1 0.67±0.2 0.63±0.1CountyDir 3.4± 0.6 0.86±0.1 0.49ab±0.213 

x (l) 

Ext Agent III 13 3.5± 0.7 0.81±0.2 0.68±0.1 0.55ab±0.2 0.68±0.2 0.67±0.1~ 
00 
0'\ 

0'\ 
 Ext Agent III - 0.70±0.2 0.65±0.2& CountyDir 3.7± 0.7 0.84±0.2 0.60±0.2 0.56b±0.259 

(l) 3.7± 0.7 0.60±0.1 0.55±0.2 0.70±0.2 0.65±0.2Existing Co 72 0.85±0.2 
~ 
~ 

Became Co .2 
0.80±0.2 0.64±0.2 0.72±0.2 0.68±0.2Dir Later 32 3.5± 0.6 0.63±0.2~ 

(l) 
/:).() 0.86±0.1 0.75±0.2 0.70±0.1Under 40 22 3.3a± 0.5 0.63±0.1 0.65±0.3< 
0 

0.69±0.2 0.65±0.240 or Over 3.7b± 0.7 0.82±0.2 0.60±0.2 0.56±0.282~ 
0.71±0.2 0.62±0.2Twenties 3.4± 0.1 0.80±0.2 0.50ab±0.111 0.61 ab±0.3 

0.. g 0.65a±0.1 0.66a±0.3 0.78±0.2 0.72±0.1Thirties 19 3.4± 0.5 0.87±0.1 
0""' 
(l) 0.65±0.10.81±0.2 0.60ab±0.1 0.59ab±0.2 0.70±0.2Forties 49 3.7± 0.6 
/:).() 

< 0.67±0.2 0.64±0.2Fifties 0.85±0.2 0.50b±0.329 3.6± 0.8 0.62ab±0.2 

4 0.78±0.2 0.72±0.1Sixties 3.4± 0.5 0.87±0.1 0.65h±0.1 0.68"h±0.3 

(l) 0.64±0.24 3.2± 0.4 0.85±0.2 0.48±0.2 0.65±0.3 0.75±0.2Black 
u 
~ 

•cz::: White 0.83±0.2 0.66±0.2100 0.61±0.2 0.57±0.2 0.70±0.2 

.g""' 0.67±0.2Female 0.63±0.2 0.58±0.3 0.71±0.223 3.9a± 0.5 0.85±0.2 
I:: 
(l) 

0.57±0.2 0.70±0.2 0.66±0.30 Male 81 3.5h± 0.7 0.83±0.2 0.60±0.2 

0.77±0.2oto 4.9 3.3ab± 0.5 0.86±0.1 0.63ab±0.2 0.68a±0.37 0.71a±0.2 
(l) 0.65ab±0.20.63a±0.3 0.70±0.25 to 9.9 15 3.5ab± 0.5 0.77±0.3 0.57ab±0.2.;;u 

(l) 0.62ab±0.1 0.61 a±0.2""' 0.73±0.110 to 14.9 0.86±0.111 3.1a± 0.6 0.68ab±0.1 •1'J'J 
4-t 0.68a±0.10 0.66 ±0.1 0.58ab±0.2 0.70±0.215 to 19.9 20 3.8b± 0.8 0.83±0.2 aIiiIl 

~ ""' 0.64ab±0.2 
>-
(l) 0.60ab±0.2 0.53ab±0.320 to 24.9 19 0.84±0.2 0.68±0.2;ab± 0.4 

0.68 ±0.20.62ab±0.222 0.61 a±0.225 to 29.9 0.74±0.23.9b± 0.8 0.87±0.2 a
0.54b±0.10.52b±0.1 0.37b±0.330 to 34.9 7 0.58±0.20.79±0.13.6ab± 0.6 

0.57 ±0.20.52"h±0.335 or more 3 0.44"h±0.2 0.62±0.14.0h± 0.2 0.80±0.1 ab

Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<0.05). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged PSI scores ± the standard deviation. 
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Table 1-17. Continued. 

Demographic 
Variable n 

Status/ Ach. 
Striving 

Numeric 
Aptitude 

Verbal 
Aptitude 

Abstract 
Aptitude 

Num+Abstr Total 
Aptitude Aptitude 

Q) 
> 
Q) 

.....:l 

.-0 
~ 

Bachelor's 13 3.S± 0.7 0.83±0.1 0.S4±0.2 0.SS±0.2 0.69±0.1 0.63±0.1 

Master's 91 3.6± 0.7 0.83±0.2 0.62±0.1 0.S8±0.3 0.71±0.2 0.66±0.2 

... 
C,) 
Q) 

:E" 
;:::s 

r./'J. 

Agriculture 84 3.Sa± 0.7 0.82
ab

±0.2 0.61 
ab

±0.1 0.S7ab±0.2 0.70ab±0.2 0.66
ab

±0.1 

Family & 
Consumer Sci. 20 3.9h± O.S 0.87eh±0.2 0.62eh±0.2 0.S8"h±0.3 0.72"h±0.2 0.67

ab
±0.2 

Q) 
C,) 

=Q)

;a 
;:::s 

-< 

Adult 78 3.6± 0.7 0.84±0.2 0.62±0.1 0.S8±0.2 0.71±0.2 0.67±0.1 

Youth 7 3.S± 0.6 0.83±OA 0.S7±0.2 0.68±0.2 0.7S±0.2 0.68±0.2 

Adult and 
Youth 19 3.8± 0.6 0.79±0.2 0.S7±0.2 0.S2±0.3 0.66±0.2 0.62±0.2 

... 
C,)

'.8 
rn 

6 

Central 27 3.S± 0.8 0.8S±0.2 0.64±0.2 0.S6±0.2 0.71±0.2 0.67±0.2 

Cumberland 29 3.7± 0.6 0.86±0.1 0.62±0.1 0.S9±0.3 0.72±0.2 0.67±0.1 

Smoky 24 3.6± O.S 0.78±0.2 0.S9±0.1 0.S9±0.3 0.68±0.2 0.64±0.2 

Western 24 3.6± 0.7 0.83±0.2 0.S8±0.2 0.S6±0.3 0.70±0.2 0.6S±0.2 
- -Means without a common letter subscript within the same column and demographic data family are 
statistically different (p<O.OS). Absence of subscript letters indicates no statistical difference at the five 
percent level. Mean scores represent averaged PSI scores ± the standard deviation. 
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APPENDIXJ 

MAP Regression analysis models and results 

PSI Regression analysis models and results 

Regression analysis models and results with MAP and PSI combined 
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Table J-18. MAP regression (GLM) analysis results utilizing MAP independent variables 
which were found to be significant in the simple correlation analysis * . 

Degrees ofFreedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) F Value Pr>F R2 

1998 Program 7,84 2.04 0.0593 0.145318 

Administrative 7,80 2.07 0.0569 0.153040 

Total 7,84 2.26 0.0368 0.158710 

1999 Program 7,82 0.88 0.5257 0.069903 

Administrative 7,80 1.07 0.3895 0.085720 

Total 7,82 0.97 0.4604 0.076301 

2000 Program 7, 77 1.25 0.2889 0.101688 

Administrative 7, 76 1.06 0.3982 0.088858 

Total 7, 77 1.47 0.1898 0.118021 

2001 Program 7,58 1.83 0.0991 0.180700 

Administrative 7,57 1.93 0.0806 0.191992 

Total 7,59 1.76 0.1123 0.172885 

2002 Program 7,53 1.48 0.1928 0.163962 

Administrative 7,53 0.72 0.6577 0.086536 

Total 7,53 1.23 0.3021 0.139947 

2003 Program 7,53 2.08 0.0621 0.215379 

Administrative 7,52 0.89 0.5195 0.107217 

Total 7,53 2.02 0.0702 0.210216 

**All Program 7,447 6.07 <.0001 0.086798 
Years 

Administrative 7,438 2.89 0.0058 0.044138 

Total 7,448 6.63 <.0001 0.093841 

* Model: Performance Appraisal Score by Type and Year = MAP Total Score, Communication Composite 

Score, Advising Communication Response Style Score (CRS), CRS Theory X Score, CRS Theory Y Score, 

Sensor Personal Style, Feeler Personal Style. 

**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score, 

Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 

above. 
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Table J-19. MAP regression (GLM) analysis results utilizing MAP independent variables 
which were found to be significant in the simple correlation analysis*and 
. . ficant demoffaohic variabl 

Degrees of Freedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) F Value Pr>F R2 

1998 Program 24,67 1.46 0.1153 0.343144 

Administrative 63 0.93 0.5651 0.26l369 

Total 24,67 1.32 0.1868 0.320980 

1999 Program 24,65 1.43 0.1293 0.345407 

Administrative 24,63 1.38 0.1566 0.344033 

Total 24,65 1.55 0.0820 0.364724 

2000 Program 24,60 1.60 0.0719 0.390565 

Administrative 24,59 1.93 0.0210 0.439892 

Total 24,60 1.82 0.0320 0.421029 

2001 Program 23,42 0.98 0.5097 0.348765 

Administrative 23,41 1.15 0.3368 0.392841 

Total 23,43 1.10 0.3797 0.371214 

2002 Program 23,37 1.54 0.1194 0.488486 

Administrative 23,37 0.80 0.7l30 0.331445 

Total 23,37 1.36 0.1998 0.457443 

2003 Program 23,37 1.80 0.0545 0.527738 

Administrative 23,36 1.04 0.4464 0.399533 

Total 23,37 1.75 0.0631 0.520997 

**All Program 24,430 3.65 <.0001 0.169113 
Years 

Administrative 24,421 2.61 <.0001 0.129519 

Total 24,431 4.13 <.0001 0.187136 

* Model: Performance Appraisal Score by Type and Year MAP Total Score, Communication Composite 

Score, Advising Communication Response Style Score (CRS), CRS Theory X Score, CRS Theory Y Score, 

Sensor Personal Style, Feeler Personal Style, Title, Title Type, Age Group (by decade groupings), Race, 

Gender, Years of Extension Service, Years in Title, Years as CED, and Age. 

**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score, 

Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 

above. 
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Table J-20. MAP regression (GLM) analysis results with all* MAP independent variables 
by performance appraisal score and year. 

Degrees of Freedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) F Value Pr>F R2 

1998 Program 15, 76 1.68 0.0818 0.244982 

Administrative 15, 72 1.31 0.2194 0.214337 

Total 15, 76 1.69 0.0710 0.250101 

1999 Program 15, 74 0.79 0.6844 0.138037 

Administrative 15, 72 0.94 0.5297 0.163168 

Total 15, 74 0.87 0.5945 0.150546 

2000 Program 15,69 1.30 0.2292 0.219721 

Administrative 15,68 0.81 0.6619 0.151748 

Total 15,69 1.34 0.2017 0.225965 

2001 Program 15,50 1.49 0.1457 0.308777 

Administrative 15,49 1.60 0.1073 0.329347 

Total 15,51 1.59 0.1091 0.319008 

2002 Program 15,45 1.12 0.3710 0.271005 

Administrative 15,45 0.89 0.5806 0.228554 

Total 15,45 1.12 0.3638 0.272585 

2003 Program 15,45 2.04 0.0334 0.404556 

Administrative 15,44 0.93 0.5351 0.242628 

Total 15,45 2.06 0.0314 0.407162 

**All Program 15,439 4.64 <.0001 0.134870 
Years 

Administrative 15,430 2.34 0.0032 0.075435 

Total 15,440 5.25 <.0001 0.151689 

* Model: Performance Appraisal Score by Type and Year = MAP Total Score, Composite Scores 

(Administrative, Communication, Supervisory, Cognitive, Task, People), Theory X Score, Theory Y Score, 

Communication Response Style Scores (Empathetic, Critical, Searching, Advising, Theory X, Theory Y), 

and Personal Styles (Thinker, Intuitor, Sensor, Feeler). 

**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score, 

Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 

above. 
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Table J-21. MAP regression (GLM) analysis results with all* MAP independent 

....... 


.... 

. hIes. siQIlificant demograohic variables. and MAP x d ......, ...., ... 

Degrees of Freedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) F Value Pr>F R-Square 

1998 Program 68,23 1.15 0.3648 0.772715 

Administrative 65,22 1.26 0.2816 0.787676 

Total 68,23 1.09 0.4220 0.763429 

1999 Program 67,22 0.85 0.7021 0.721291 

Administrative 65,22 0.93 0.6029 0.733491 

Total 67,22 0.91 0.6341 0.734020 

2000 Program 64,20 1.13 0.3975 0.782856 

Administrative 63,20 1.37 0.2193 0.811881 

Total 64,20 1.25 0.2927 0.800575 

2001 Program 57,8 1.53 0.2703 0.916013 

Administrative 56,8 0.89 0.6415 0.861101 

Total 58,8 1.30 0.3666 0.904396 

2002 Program 54,6 3.76 0.0495 0.971325 

Administrative 54,6 3.18 0.0736 0.966188 

Total 54,6 2.47 0.1271 0.957003 

2003 Program 54,6 2.27 0.1514 0.953354 

Administrative 53,6 1.19 0.4578 0.912834 

Total 54,6 2.12 0.1740 0.950157 

**All Program 75,379 5.37 <.0001 0.514977 
Years 

Administrative 75,370 7.27 <.0001 0.595742 

Total 75,380 5.57 <.0001 0.523864 

* Model: Performance Appraisal Score by Type and Year MAP Total Score, Composite Scores 
(Administrative, Communication, Supervisory, Cognitive, Task, People), Theory X, Theory Y, 
Communication Response Styles (Empathetic, Critical, Searching, Advising, Theory X, Theory Y), and 
Personal Styles (Thinker, Intuitor, Sensor, Feeler), Title, Title Type, Age Group (by decade groupings), 
Race, Gender, Years of Service, Years in Title, Years as CED, Age, Title*Task, Title*Empathic, Title 
Type*Map Total, Title Type*Thinker, Years ofService*Map Total, Years ofService*Communication 
Composite, Years of Service*Cognitive, Years of Service*Task, Years of Service*Empathetic, 
Race*Empathic, Race*F eeler, Gender*Theory X. 
**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score, 
Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 
above. 
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Table J-22. PSI regression (GLM) analysis results utilizing PSI independent variables 
which were found to be significant in the simple correlation analysis*. 

Degrees of Freedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) F Value Pr>F R-Square 

1998 Program 14, 88 2.88 0.0013 0.314443 

Administrative 14,59 1.70 0.0805 0.287216 

Total 14,88 3.03 0.0008 0.325520 

1999 Program 14,87 2.62 0.0032 0.296867 

Administrative 14, 59 0.76 0.7077 0.152519 

Total 14, 87 3.15 0.0005 0.336244 

2000 Program 14, 83 3.21 0.0004 0.351521 

Administrative 14,57 1.74 0.0735 0.298817 

Total 14,83 4.07 <.0001 0.406978 

2001 Program 14,67 1.09 0.3854 0.185054 

Administrative 14,46 0.97 0.4967 0.227989 

Total 14,69 1.16 0.3242 0.190705 

2002 Program 14,64 1.44 0.1620 0.239296 

Administrative 14,56 1.73 0.0742 0.302459 

Total 14,64 1.46 0.1539 0.241686 

2003 Program 14,61 1.29 0.2403 0.228360 

Administrative 14,56 1.85 0.0531 0.316438 

Total 14,61 1.31 0.2272 0.231402 

**All Program 14,525 6.77 <.0001 0.152902 
Years 

Administrative 14,408 4.43 <.0001 0.132013 

Total 14,527 7.56 <.0001 0.167204 

Community 
Development, Conscientiousness, Customer Responsiveness, Emotional Stability, Extroversion, Integrity & 
Values, Nurturance, Openness to New Experience, Optimism, Achievement & Status Striving, Potential for 
Long Tenure, Work Drive, Verbal Reasoning, Big 5 Model of Personality, and Overall Personality Score. 
**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score. 
Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 
above. 
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Table J-23. PSI regression (GLM) analysis results utilizing PSI independent variables 
which were found to be significant in the simple correlation analysis*and 

. . ficant demograohic variabl 

.... 


Degrees of Freedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) F Value Pr>F R-Square 

1998 Program 41,61 1.57 0.0529 0.514172 

Administrative 39,34 1.15 0.3388 0.569275 

Total 41,61 1.61 0.0454 0.519400 

1999 Program 41,60 1.54 0.0631 0.512544 

Administrative 39,34 0.98 0.5247 0.529723 

Total 41,60 1.77 0.0219 0.546859 

2000 Program 41,56 2.08 0.0055 0.603863 

Administrative 40,31 1.93 0.0306 0.713400 

Total 41,56 2.41 0.0012 0.638260 

2001 Program 39,42 0.89 0.6438 0.452118 

Administrative 39,21 1.10 0.4204 0.670823 

Total 39,44 0.97 0.5334 0.462871 

2002 Program 39,39 1.12 0.3309 0.528659 

Administrative 39,31 1.18 0.3225 0.596896 

Total 39,39 1.09 0.3990 0.520616 

2003 Program 39,36 0.96 0.5501 0.510013 

Administrative 39,31 1.52 0.1153 0.656927 

Total 39,36 0.95 0.5607 0.507801 

**All Program 41,498 4.02 <.0001 0.248795 
Years 

Administrative 41,381 2.87 <.0001 0.236153 

Total 41,500 4.36 <.0001 0.263281 

* Model: Performance Appraisal Score by Type and Year = Agreeableness, Interest in Community 
Development, Conscientiousness, Customer Responsiveness, Emotional Stability, Extroversion, Integrity & 
Values, Nurturance, Openness to New Experience, Optimism, Achievement & Status Striving, Potential for 
Long Tenure, Work Drive, Verbal Reasoning, Big 5 Model of Personality, and Overall Personality Score, 

EEO Age Group, Age Group (by decade groups), Race, Gender, Years of Service Categories, 
Educational Level, Subject Matter Base, Audience, and District. 
**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score, 
Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 
above. 
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Table J-24. PSI regression (GLM) analysis results PSI independent variables by 
perfonnance appraisal score and year. 

Degrees ofFreedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) 

1998 Program 17,85 

Administrative 17,56 

Total 17,85 

1999 Program 17,84 

Administrative 17,56 

Total 17,84 

2000 Program 17,80 

Administrative 17,54 

Total 17,80 

2001 Program 17,64 

Administrative 17,43 

Total 17,66 

2002 Program 17,61 

Administrative 17,53 

Total 17,61 

2003 Program 17,58 

Administrative 17,53 

Total 17,58 

**All Program 17,522 
Years 

Administrative 17,405 

Total 17,524 

F Value Pr>F R-Square 

2.35 0.0053 0.320178 

1.46 0.1462 0.306577 

2.52 0.0028 0.335418 

2.26 0.0076 0.313931 

0.68 0.8093 0.170955 

2.60 0.0021 0.344926 

2.80 0.0011 0.372914 

1.49 0.1321 0.320020 

3.41 0.0001 0.420098 

1.08 0.3939 0.222576 

0.93 0.5511 0.267959 

1.13 0.3471 0.225314 

1.52 0.1187 0.297252 

1.59 0.1018 0.337171 

1.49 0.1306 0.292877 

1.26 0.2493 0.270096 

1.54 0.1152 0.331230 

1.26 0.2479 0.270418 

5.97 <.0001 0.162664 

3.77 <.0001 0.136531 

6.66 <.0001 0.177634 

* Model: Performance Appraisal Score by Type and Year = Agreeableness, Child Management Skills, 
Interest in Community Development, Conscientiousness, Customer Responsiveness, Emotional Stability, 
Extroversion, Integrity & Values, Nurturance, Openness to New Experience, Optimism, Achievement & 
Status Striving, Potential for Work Drive, Cognitive Reasoning (Abstract, Numeric, Verbal, 
Numeric+Abstract, Overall), Big 5 Model ofPersonality, and Overall Personality Score. 
**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score, 
Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 
above. 
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Table J-25. PSI regression (GLM) analysis results with all* PSI independent variables, 
. ficant demograohic variables. and PSI x demoQfanhic interact· 

IIIIIIIIIII 

..... 

~ ~ 

Degrees of Freedom 
Year Performance Score Type (model, error) F Value Pr>F R-Square 

1998 Program 69,33 1.69 0.0498 0.779318 

Administrative 63, 10 1.07 0.4950 0.870358 

Total 69,33 1.74 0.0417 0.784023 

1999 Program 68,33 1.42 0.1364 0.744943 

Administrative 62, 11 0.77 0.7576 0.811811 

Total 68,33 1.63 0.0635 0.770087 

2000 Program 68,29 1.45 0.1346 0.772745 

Administrative 62,9 1.00 0.5475 0.873641 

Total 68,29 1.81 0.0398 0.809048 

2001 Program 66, 15 0.90 0.6366 0.798213 

Administrative 50, 10 1.78 0.1641 0.898819 

Total 66,17 0.80 0.7478 0.756228 

2002 Program 65,13 1.60 0.1751 0.888965 

Administrative 63, 7 1.48 0.3081 0.930170 

Total 65,13 1.49 0.2180 0.881420 

2003 Program 63, 12 1.59 0.1905 0.892990 

Administrative 61,9 1.15 0.4441 0.886150 

Total 63-, 12 1.53 0.2120 0.889285 

**All Program 80,459 6.38 <.0001 0.526566 
Years Administrative 78,344 7.34 <.0001 0.624526 

Total 80,461 6.46 <.0001 0.528566 
* Model: Performance Appraisal Score by Type and Year = Agreeableness, Child Management Skills, 
Interest in Community Development, Conscientiousness, Customer Responsiveness, Emotional Stability, 
Extroversion, Integrity & Values, Nurturance, Openness to New Experience, Optimism, Achievement & 
Status Striving, Potential for Long Tenure, Work Drive, Cognitive Reasoning (Abstract, Numeric, Verbal, 
Numeric+Abstract, Overall), Big 5 Model of Personality, Overall Personality Score, Title, EEO Age Group, 
Age Group (by decade groups), Race, Gender, Years of Service Categories, Educational Level, Subject 
Matter Base, Audience, District, Age, Years in Title, Years as CED, Years of Service, Number of 
Employees Supervised, Race*( Overall Personality Score, W orkdrive, Child Management Skills, Openness), 
Gender*(Overall Personality Score, Workdrive, Tenure, Agreeableness, Child Management Skills, 
Conscientiousness, Extroversion, Integrity & Values, Optimism, Achievement & Status Striving), Subject 
Matter Base*(Agreeableness, Child Management Skills, Community Development Interest, 
Conscientiousness, Extroversion, Optimism, Achievement & Status Striving, Overall Personality Score), 
Audience*(Nurturance, Tenure), Age Group*(Achievement & Status Striving, Tenure), Years of Service 
Categories*(Achievement & Status Striving, Tenure) and Educational Level*Work Drive. 
**Longitudinal analysis combining all years. Dependant variables were Program Performance Score, 
Administrative Performance Score, and Total Performance Score. Independent variables were as listed 
above. 
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Table 1-26. Variables utilized in full regression model including MAP, PSI, 
demographics and interactions on longitudinal (1998-2003) county director 
performance in UT Extension. 

Dependant Variables Independent Variables 

Program Performance MAP 
Score 

Administrative 
Performance Score 

Total Performance 

MAP Total Score 
Admin. Compo 
Comm.Comp. 
Cognitive Compo 
Supervisory Compo 
Task Composite 
People Composite 

Theory X CRS-X 
TheoryY CRS-Y 
Comm Resp Styles: Personal Styles: 

Empathetic Thinker 
Critical Intuitor 
Searching Sensor 
Advising Feeler 

Score 
PSI Overall Personality Emotional Stability Tenure Potential 

Big 5 Personality Integrity & Values Work Drive 
Child Mgmt Skill Nurturance Numeric Cognitive 
Community Dev. Optimism Verbal Cognitive 
Customer Service Status Abstract Cognitive 

Demographic Perf. App. Year Years of Service Subject Matter 
Age as of Mar. 98 (YOS) Base (SMB) 
EEO Age Group YOS Categories Audience Served 
Total Yrs aCED Race # of Employees 
Terminal Degree Gender Supervised 
Extension Title District Title Type 

MAP x Task x Title Cognitive Comp x YOS Cat. 
Demographic Empathetic x Title Task x YOS Cat. 

MAP Total x Title Empathetic x YOS Cat. 
Thinker x Title Type Empathetic x Race 
MAP Total x YOS Cat. Feeler x Race 
Comm. Comp x YOS Cat. Theory X x Gender 

PSIx 
Demographic 

PSI Total x Race 
Big 5 Personality x Race 
Work Drive x Race 
PSI Total x Gender 
Big 5 Pers. x Gender 
Work Drive x Gender 
Tenure x Gender 
Agreeableness x 5MB 
Child Mgmt Skill x 5MB 
Community Dev x 5MB 
Conscientiousness x 5MB 
Extroversion x 5MB 
Optimism x 5MB 
Status x 5MB 
PSI Total x 5MB 
Agreeableness x Gender 
Child Mgmt Skill x Gender 

Conscientiousness x Gender 
Extroversion x Gender 
Integrity & Values x Gender 
Optimism x Gender 
Ach.lStatus Striving x Gender 
Nurturance x Audience 
Tenure Potential x Audience 
Ach.lStatus Str. x EEO Age Gp 
Tenure Pot. x EEO Age Gp 
Extroversion x YOS Category 
Ach.lStatus Striving x YOS Cat 
Tenure Pot. x YOS Category 
Child Mgmt Skill x Race 
Openness x Race 
Work Drive x Educ. Level 
Openness x District 
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Table J-27. Program performance regression model type sum of squares,j-values, 

. ­

and significance levels for MAP, PSI and demographic variables. 
Type III 

Source DF Sum of Sguares Mean Sguare FValue Pr>F 
MAP Total Score 14740.0862 14740.0862 5.67 0.0178 

Administrative Composite 13835.7788 13835.7788 5.32 0.0217 

Communication Composite 1 19026.4724 19026.4724 7.31 0.0072 

Cognitive Composite 1 16286.5966 16286.5966 6.26 0.0128 

Supervisory Composite 11390.4164 11390.4164 4.38 0.0371 

TheoryX Management Style 9506.6509 9506.6509 3.65 0.0568 

TheoryY Management Style 47001.0321 47001.0321 18.07 <.0001 

Critical Comm. Response Style 7048.4619 7048.4619 2.71 0.1007 

Searching Comm. Response Style 1729.2111 1729.2111 0.66 0.4154 

Advising Comm. Resp. Style 30068.8077 30068.8077 11.56 0.0008 

Thinker Personal Style 8790.1022 8790.1022 3.38 0.0669 

Intuitor Personal Style 8411.0446 8411.0446 3.23 0.0730 

Sensor Personal Style 12455.5007 12455.5007 4.79 0.0293 

Feeler Personal Style 11028.1801 11028.1801 4.24 0.0403 

PSI Total Personality Score 17104.1187 17104.1187 6.58 0.0108 

Big 5 Personality Score 20524.7811 20524.7811 7.89 0.0053 

Community Dev. Interest 267.8969 267.8969 0.10 0.7485 

Customer Service 8906.2645 8906.2645 3.42 0.0651 

Integrity & Values 14977.9526 14977.9526 5.76 0.0170 

Optimism 6088.2838 6088.2838 2.34 0.1270 

Achievement & Status Striving 12340.9073 12340.9073 4.74 0.0301 

Potential for Long Tenure 896.4680 896.4680 0.34 0.5576 

Work Drive 115294.5439 115294.5439 44.33 <.0001 

Numeric Cognitive Ability 13543.8326 13543.8326 5.21 0.0231 

Verbal Cognitive Ability 21293.1980 21293.1980 8.19 0.0045 

Performance Appraisal Year 5 219279.8758 43855.9752 16.86 <.0001 

Race 1 27029.6474 27029.6474 10.39 0.0014 

Gender 1 50267.7186 50267.7186 19.33 <.0001 

District 3 36920.3668 12306.7889 4.73 0.0030 

Time in Title (Yrs) 25839.8777 25839.8777 9.93 0.0018 

Time as aCED (Yrs) 10233.0853 10233.0853 3.93 0.0481 

Extension Years of Service 19297.0604 19297.0604 7.42 0.0068 

Employees Supervised by CED 5640.1302 5640.1302 2.17 0.1418 
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Table J-28. Administrative performance regression model type ill sum of squares,/ ­
values, and significance levels for MAP, PSI and demographic variables. 

Source DF 
Type III 

Sum of Sguares Mean Sguare F Value Pr > F 
MAP Total Score 1155.09140 1155.09140 7.07 0.0082 
Administrative Composite 1098.09321 1098.09321 6.72 0.0099 
Communication Composite 1314.02782 1314.02782 8.05 0.0048 
Cognitive Composite 1229.31148 1229.31148 7.53 0.0064 
Supervisory Composite 988.56746 988.56746 6.05 0.0144 
TheoryX Management Style 3209.95561 3209.95561 19.65 <.0001 
TheoryY Management Style 1511.21992 1511.21992 9.25 0.0025 

Critical Comm. Response Style 541.52358 541.52358 3.32 0.0695 
Srching Comm. Response Style 324.99493 324.99493 1.99 0.1593 
Advising Comm. Resp. Style 1448.46922 1448.46922 8.87 0.0031 
Thinker Personal Style 449.50303 449.50303 2.75 0.0981 
Intuitor Personal Style 385.64166 385.64166 2.36 0.1253 
Sensor Personal Style 589.81481 589.81481 3.61 0.0583 
Feeler Personal Style 550.35803 550.35803 3.37 0.0673 
PSI Total Personality Score 498.31463 498.31463 3.05 0.0816 

5 Personality Score 1314.08117 1314.08117 8.05 0.0048 
Community Dev. Interest 30.32921 30.32921 0.19 0.6668 
Customer Service 1244.56814 1244.56814 7.62 0.0061 
Integrity & Values 69.09696 69.09696 0.42 0.5159 

Optimism 134.06991 134.06991 0.82 0.3656 
Achievement & Status Striving 613.47126 613.47126 3.76 0.0535 
Potential for Long Tenure 149.40274 149.40274 0.91 0.3396 
Work Drive 4330.58824 4330.58824 26.52 <.0001 

Numeric Cognitive Ability 219.33405 219.33405 1.34 0.2474 

Verbal Cognitive Ability 1120.59978 1120.59978 6.86 0.0092 

Performance Appraisal Year 5 29566.99074 5913.39815 36.21 <.0001 

Race 903.44479 903.44479 5.53 0.0193 

Gender 972.26740 972.26740 5.95 0.0152 
District 3 3424.52324 1141.50775 6.99 0.0001 
Time in Title (Yrs) 1256.22477 1256.22477 7.69 0.0059 

Time as aCED (Yrs) 398.34941 398.34941 2.44 0.1193 

Extension Years of Service 255.78414 255.78414 1.57 0.2117 

Employees Supervised by CED 174.93942 174.93942 1.07 0.3015 
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Table J-29. Total perfonnance regression model type ill sum of squares,/- values, and 
significance levels for MAP, PSI and demographic variables. 

Type III 
Source DF Sum of Sguares Mean Sguare F Value Pr>F 
MAP Total Score 19127.7618 19127.7618 7.62 0.0061 
Administrative Composite 18180.9195 18180.9195 7.25 0.0075 

Commtmication Composite 23904.2017 23904.2017 9.53 0.0022 

Cognitive Composite 20858.5605 20858.5605 8.31 0.0042 

Supervisory Composite 14970.9247 14970.9247 5.97 0.0151 

TheoryX Management Style 11649.0926 11649.0926 4.64 0.0319 
TheoryY Management Style 45464.6556 45464.6556 18.12 <.0001 

Critical Comm. Response Style 6058.4124 6058.4124 2.41 0.1211 

Srching Comm. Response Style 4349.9582 4349.9582 1.73 0.1888 

Advising Comm. Resp. Style 22176.9838 22176.9838 8.84 0.0032 

Thinker Personal Style 12209.1611 12209.1611 4.87 0.0281 
Intuitor Personal Style 11616.2908 11616.2908 4.63 0.0321 

Sensor Personal Style 16795.1680 16795.1680 6.69 0.0101 

Feeler Personal 15343.9405 15343.9405 6.12 0.0139 

PSI Total Personality Score 18560.2532 18560.2532 7.40 0.0069 

Big 5 Personality Score 24649.9313 24649.9313 9.83 0.0019 

Community Dev. Interest 346.6496 346.6496 0.14 0.7103 

Customer Service 11054.0507 11054.0507 4.41 0.0366 

Integrity & Values 12449.6074 12449.6074 4.96 0.0266 

Optimism 7420.6283 7420.6283 2.96 0.0864 

Achievement & Status Striving 13393.0400 13393.0400 5.34 0.0215 

Potential for Long Tenure 956.6240 956.6240 0.38 0.5373 

Work Drive 118444.9173 118444.9173 47.21 <.0001 

Numeric Cognitive Ability 9705.9454 9705.9454 3.87 0.0500 

Verbal Cognitive Ability 25393.2963 25393.2963 10.12 0.0016 

Performance Appraisal Year 5 176936.8238 35387.3648 14.11 <.0001 

Race 24269.1513 24269.1513 9.67 0.0020 

Gender 1 47556.6305 47556.6305 18.96 <.0001 

District 3 35728.5465 11909.5155 4.75 0.0029 
Time in Title (Yrs) 24768.7897 24768.7897 9.87 0.0018 

Time as aCED (Yrs) 8938.7472 8938.7472 3.56 0.0599 

Extension Years of Service 21660.5781 21660.5781 8.63 0.0035 

Employees Supervised by CED 220.1851 220.1851 0.09 0.7672 
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