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Executive Summary 

Background 

This study was conducted in April-May 2011 to assess the perceptions of staff at Iowa State 

University Extension and Outreach related to their job autonomy and control. The study also 

queried staff about their current use of Internet communication technologies in their programming 

and communications. The results contained within this report serve as a snapshot of perceptions and 

attitudes in the spring of 2011. Additionally, it provides baseline data, outlines topics for 

improvement, and highlights what the organization does well in providing meaningful employment 

and appreciation for the work done by members of the organization. A complete survey or census 

of all Extension staff located on campus, in the field, and county level supported through County 

Extension District tax levies was undertaken to gather information for this report. 

 

ISU Extension and Outreach staff responded to questions posed through a Web-based format using 

Survey Monkey. Almost half (47.5%) responded (N=956). A majority of the respondents were 

female (70.3%), 41 percent were county-based staff, 32.2 percent were located on campus and 26.8 

percent who were based in the field as ISU staff. The respondents had a wide range of work 

experience in ISU Extension and Outreach and all major program areas and levels of staff were 

represented. 

 

Some of the significant findings of the study: 

 Staff members tend to feel they have autonomy and control over their ideas and views 

expressed through work, time spent on the job, and making decisions about their work. 

 Staff members tend to feel less control in shaping the organization’s strategies and budgets. 

 Program Directors are generally perceived as having the most influence in shaping ISU 

Extension and Outreach programming followed by external funding sources. 

 Staff tended to feel they provided a positive contribution toward program implementation 

and marketing programs and ISU Extension and Outreach. 

 In general, staff saw themselves as contributing less personnel recruitment and the 

procurement of external funding (including contracts, fees, grants, and gifts). 

 Staff in general perceived ISU Extension and Outreach as is “friendly,” “valuable,” 

“engaged,” “active”, “future,” “progressive,” “decisive,” “respected,” and “autonomous.” 

 More negative perceptions about ISU Extension and Outreach included: “stressful,” 

“powerless,” “turbulent,” “declining,” and “traditional.” 
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 ISU funded staff tended to find ISU Extension and Outreach as more “turbulent” and 

“declining” then county funded staff. 

 Male staff tended to describe ISU Extension and Outreach in less favorable terms then 

female staff. 

 The longer an individual had been employed in the ISU Extension and Outreach system the 

more likely he or she described ISU Extension and Outreach in negative terms. 

 Many staff members were unclear of the role of the regional directors. 

 Staff members tend to use Internet-based technologies more for communication than for 

programming. 

 

ISU Extension and Outreach administration has already begun to take steps to address the findings 

of this study and will continue to do so. The Leadership Summit planned for November will further 

engage staff and attendees in addressing the organizational issues raised from this study. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to analyze the perceptions of ISU Extension and Outreach faculty and 

staff toward aspects related to job autonomy and control, and the extent of use of web-based 

technologies in Extension and Outreach programming and communications. 

 

Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of the study were to identify and analyze the perceptions of ISU Extension and 

Outreach faculty and staff toward: 

1. autonomy and control they have in their jobs, 

2. influence different entities have on Extension and Outreach programming, 

3. their contribution to processes that determine ISU Extension and Outreach’s success or 

decline,  

4. their experience of working for ISU Extension and Outreach, and 

5. the extent of use of web-based technologies in Extension and Outreach programming and 

communications. 

 

Organizational Context While Conducting the Study 

The study was conducted to provide a baseline for future longitudinal studies. The study was 

conducted in April and May 2011. The ISU Extension and Outreach organization had significant 

changes in leadership, structure and reporting relationships in the past two years. In 2009, a major 

restructuring was implemented to meet budgetary shortfalls. Prior to 2009, the organization had a 

county extension education director (CEED) who was a staff member in every county. Much of the 

programming was a partnership between the county educator and field/campus specialists along 

with elected county councils working together to determine appropriate programs of ISU Extension 

and Outreach faculty and staff. After 2009, the 100 CEED positions were eliminated and 20 

regional extension education director positions were created. The regional directors had much 

larger geographic areas to represent constituent needs and the role and relationship between the 

regional directors and their colleagues serving specialty areas of expertise (field and campus 

specialists) was nascent. 

 

In mid-2010 the Vice President for Extension and Outreach left Iowa State University for another 

position. His position was filled with a long-time Extension campus specialist who served in an 

interim role until his retirement. At the time of this survey, a new Vice President for Extension and 

Outreach had been announced but had not assumed leadership. 
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Research Design 

A descriptive cross-sectional census survey was used for this study. The survey included both 

intangible (perceptions regarding: job autonomy and control, influence of different entities on 

Extension and Outreach programming, contribution to organizational success or decline, and 

experience of working in the organization) and tangible (extent of use of web-based technologies in 

Extension and Outreach programming and communications) measures. A descriptive cross-

sectional survey design was considered appropriate for this study as the study was predominantly 

exploratory and descriptive, and required collecting data from a large population of 956 potential 

respondents. According to Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, and Sorensen (2006), a survey design is 

appropriate when surveying a large sample. Since it is a survey, some internal validity threats were 

inherent, which were addressed by using a suitable, reliable and valid questionnaire. Measurement 

error was reduced by stating the questions clearly in an easily understandable manner, and giving 

short and simple instructions for each section in the questionnaire. 

 

Non-response error (47.5% response rate) posed a threat to this study making the generalizability of 

findings to non-respondents and similar populations invalid, but was addressed by comparing early 

and late respondents using an independent samples t-test. For the purpose of this study, early 

respondents were operationally defined as those participants who responded to the first mailing and 

the first follow-up, and those who responded after that were considered as late respondents. Early 

and late respondents were compared using an independent samples t-test duly following the 

suggestions of Dooley and Lindner (2003); and Miller and Smith (1983). Overall, the Levene 

Statistic was non-significant indicating homogeneity of variances between early and late 

respondents, and there were no statistically significant differences at the 0.05 level of significance 

indicating that the results could be generalized to non-respondents. 

 

Statistically significant differences did exist for a few variables (see Results section) with late 

respondents having statistically significant higher mean scores than the early respondents. 

However, the sample size of early respondents was almost three times that of late respondents on all 

the variables, which could be the reason for observed differences. Therefore, this limitation was 

reasonably considered as not being a threat to external validity. Overall, the research design chosen 

for the study was believed to be appropriate to accomplish the purpose of this study. 
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Data Source 

The population for this study consisted of all ISU Extension and Outreach faculty and staff. The 

population frame was procured from the staff and faculty directories. The frame was duly double 

checked for any possible duplications. No duplications were found. There are two funding streams 

for employment with ISU Extension and Outreach. County- paid staff are paid from resources of 

the County Extension Agricultural District and ISU-paid faculty and staff are located on campus 

and in the county offices. 

 

Instrumentation 

The Institutional Review Board at Iowa State University approved this study. An electronic 

questionnaire developed using SurveyMonkey™ was used for the survey. The questionnaire was 

developed by experts in ISU Extension and Outreach. The expert panel consisted of the associate 

vice president, and program leaders and associate deans from the program areas of community and 

regional planning and families. The questionnaire consisted of six sections — sections 1, 2, 3 and 5 

employed four point Likert-type scales, section 4 employed a four point semantic differential scale, 

and the last section used close-ended questions with five selection choices. A four point continuum 

was used for the Likert-type scales and semantic differential scale to get affirmative responses from 

the respondents, and to not allow them to take a neutral stance. Summers (1970) stated that attitudes 

are directional indicating that a neutral stance is not desirable while measuring psychological 

constructs like attitudes. Miller and Wolf (2008) opined that the same principle is applicable while 

measuring constructs like perceptions, beliefs and opinions that represent the affective domain. 

 

There were 8 (Section 1: job autonomy and control), 14 (Section 2: influence of different entities on 

Extension and Outreach programming), 14 (Section 3: contribution to organizational success or 

decline), 15 (Section 4: perceptions toward ISUEO), and 2 (Section 5: use of web-based technology 

for programming and communications) items in each of the five sections in the questionnaire, 

respectively. For measuring the perceptions about job autonomy and control and the perceived 

contribution to organizational success or decline the scale used was from 1 = None to 4 = 

Significant, whereas it was 1 = No Influence to 4 = Significant Influence for measuring the 

perceived influence of different entities on Extension and Outreach programming. For measuring 

the perceived experience of working in ISU Extension and Outreach, 15 pairs of bi-polar adjectives 

describing the organization were developed by researchers. The order of some of the word pairs 

was reversed to prevent response-set bias. Finally, for measuring the extent of use of web-based 

technologies for Extension and Outreach programming and communications, a scale of 1 = Not At 
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All to 4 = Significant was used. The expert validation panel reviewed the questionnaire for face 

content and construct validity. These experts reviewed the questionnaire to determine whether or 

not the questions were properly framed, whether they measure what they purported to measure and 

whether or not the perception statements were clearly worded to elicit proper responses. 

 

The questionnaire was pilot-tested with randomly selected ISU Extension and Outreach faculty and 

staff, and the data were used to establish the reliability of the questionnaire. The faculty and staff 

who participated in the pilot-test were excluded from the main survey to prevent a contaminated 

sample. For reliability of the questionnaire, Cronbach’s α was computed from the data collected in 

the pilot test. Values of 0.929, 0.961, 0.962, 0.931 and 0.848 were reported for sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 

and 5, respectively. George and Mallery (2003) gave the following rule of thumb while interpreting 

the α values: > .9 – excellent, > 0.8 – good, > 0.7 – acceptable, > 0.6 – questionable, > 0.5 – poor, 

and < 0.5 – unacceptable. So, the questionnaire used for this study was considered reliable. 

 

Data Collection 

ISU Extension and Outreach faculty and staff were emailed the survey questionnaire, and this email 

had an introductory message informing them about the purpose of the study. This introductory 

email sought their participation, and it was made clear that their participation in the study was 

voluntary and that they could withdraw at any time they wished. It was also ensured that any 

changes in the study’s objectives would be informed to them. After that, a total of three follow-ups 

(Dillman, 2007) were conducted at one week time intervals. Participants’ consent for the study was 

assumed if they filled out and returned the questionnaires. No monetary incentive was offered for 

participating in the study. A log of important events was maintained all through the research 

process. 

 

Dillman (2007) suggested that the final contact should be made differently than the other contacts 

and suggested using a telephone call or some other form of special delivery. Dillman, Smyth, and 

Christian (2009) suggested varying the stimulus across the follow-up email for increasing the 

participation and avoiding the emails getting sorted out by spam filters. Accordingly, the 

researchers used different subject lines in the all follow-up emails. 

 

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed using PASW® Statistics 18. Demographic information was used only as 

aggregate data and no personal identifications were made. These processes ensured anonymity and 
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confidentiality of the research participants. Descriptive and inferential statistical tools were used in 

the data analysis. Tools like mean (M), standard deviation (SD), percentages (٪) and frequency 

distributions were used for analyzing the perceptions and the demographic information of ISU 

Extension and Outreach faculty and staff. An independent samples t-test was used to test for any 

statistically significant differences between early and late respondents on all the items in the 

questionnaire. 

 

Assumptions Made By the Researchers 

The following assumptions were made by the researchers in conducting this study: 

1. ISU Extension and Outreach faculty and staff provided accurate information, and did not 

give socially desirable answers. 

2. Faculty and staff did not interact with each other while filling out the questionnaire. 

3. Faculty and staff understood the questions the way the researchers intended. 

4. There was no response set bias involved while answering the semantic differential items. 

5. The faculty and staff directory used for the study was up-to-date without any incorrect or 

missing information. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

1. The survey population frame was procured from the latest available ISU Extension and 

Outreach faculty and staff directory. Faculty and staff not listed in this directory were not a 

part of this study. 

2. Perceptions cannot be generalized over a longer period of time as they tend to change with 

time. Therefore, the findings are applicable only to the period when the data were collected. 

However, they provide important insights related to job autonomy and control and their 

perceptions about who influences Extension and Outreach programming, and their 

contribution to organizational success and decline, all of which could be used as a baseline 

based on which organizational restructuring and revitalization decisions can be made. The 

data from this study will be used to compare with the yearly surveys to be taken up every 

year starting next year. 

3. This study had a response rate of 47.5%. According to Lindner, Murphy and Briers (2001) 

any response rate of less than 85% could result in significant differences between early and 

late respondents, thus affecting the external validity of the study. This limitation was 

accounted for by comparing early and late respondents using an independent samples t-test, 
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and not generalizing the results on those variables that had statistically significant 

differences. 

 

Results 

Nine hundred fifty-six ISU Extension and Outreach faculty and staff received the survey. Four 

hundred fifty-four responded for a response rate of 47.5%. To address the external validity threat 

posed by the low response rate, early and late respondents were compared using an independent 

samples t-test duly following the suggestions of Dooley and Lindner (2003); and Miller and Smith 

(1983). Overall, the Levene Statistic was non-significant indicating homogeneity of variances 

between early and late respondents, and there were no statistically significant differences at the 0.05 

level of significance indicating that the results could be generalized to non-respondents.  

 

Statistically significant differences did exist for a few variables like “County Extension Councils,” 

“Regional Extension Education Directors” and “Vice President of Extension and Outreach” under 

the entities influencing Extension and Outreach programming; “using program content innovations” 

under the role in organizational success or decline; perceptions about ISU Extension and Outreach 

on semantic differential scale for the item “growing to declining”; and using web-based 

technologies for “Extension programming” with late respondents having statistically significant 

higher mean scores than the early respondents. 

 

The findings are presented under the following sections: 

1. Demographic Information. 

2. Perceptions about Job Autonomy and Control. 

3. Perceptions about Influence of Different Entities on Extension and Outreach Programming. 

4. Perceived Contribution to the Success or Decline of ISU Extension and Outreach. 

5. Perceptions about Experience of Working for ISU Extension and Outreach. 

6. Perceived Extent of Use of Web-based Technologies in Extension and Outreach 

Programming and Communications. 

 

Demographic Information 

A majority of the respondents were female (70.3%). Forty-one percent of the faculty and staff who 

responded were based in counties followed by 32.2% on campus and 26.8% in field offices. The 

respondents had a wide range of work experience in ISU Extension and Outreach with 29.3% with 
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more than 20 years followed by 20.9% with 3-5 years, 16.5% with 1-2 years, 16.5% with 6-10 

years and 15.9% with 11-20 years of work experience. 

 

Perceptions about Job Autonomy and Control 

ISU Extension and Outreach faculty and staff clearly articulated three areas of their work they 

perceive to have significant autonomy and control over: 1) expressing ideas and views about their 

work, 2) spending e time on the job, and 3) making decisions about their work. They also agreed 

they feel no or little autonomy or control over: 1) budget allocations and 2) shaping the 

organization’s operations strategies (Tables 1 and 2). These perspectives were consistent across all 

faculty and staff in their qualitative and quantitative responses. 

 

In addition, the qualitative responses revealed that autonomy and control related to programming is 

also shaped by revenue generation/funding, state level program teams, program partners (i.e. 

Extension councils, organizations) and Extension and Outreach administration. Some respondents 

indicated conflicting program interests exist between state/field and county perspectives that 

impacts their job autonomy and control. 

 

Table 1 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff Regarding Job Autonomy and Control by 

Employment Location and Gender 

 

Statement related to job 

autonomy and control 

All 

respondents 
County 

Campus & 

field 
Male Female 

To what degree do you feel 

comfortable expressing ideas 

and views about your work? 

3.14 

(0.70, 447)
§
 

3.10 

(0.69, 181) 

3.16 

(0.71, 262) 

3.15 

(0.75, 133) 

3.13 

(0.68, 314) 

To what degree do you feel you 

have control over the time you 

spend on your job? 

3.10 

(0.72, 444) 

3.12 

(0.69, 179) 

3.09 

(0.74, 261) 

3.10 

(0.76, 133) 

3.10 

(0.71, 311) 

To what degree do you have 

control to make decisions 

about your work? 

3.06 

(0.63, 445) 

3.02 

(0.65, 179) 

3.09 

(0.62, 262) 

3.14 

(0.64, 133) 

3.03 

(0.63, 312) 

To what degree do you feel you 

can shape the organization’s 

programming strategies? 

2.89 

(0.80, 443) 

2.35 

(0.84, 180) 

2.42 

(0.78, 259) 

2.50 

(0.77, 132) 

2.34 

(0.81, 311) 

To what degree do you feel you 

contribute to Extension’s fiscal 

health? 

2.63 

(0.83, 441) 

2.51 

(0.83, 179) 

2.71 

(0.81, 258) 

2.74 

(0.82, 133) 

2.58 

(0.83, 308) 

To what degree do you feel you 

have control of the use of the 

money you raise? 

2.44 

(0.94, 429) 

2.36 

(0.95, 171) 

2.50 

(0.93, 254) 

2.68 

(0.93, 129) 

2.34 

(0.92, 300) 

To what degree do you feel you 

can shape the organization’s 

operational strategies? 

2.11 

(0.77, 446) 

2.13 

(0.78, 181) 

2.10 

(0.76, 261) 

2.17 

(0.78, 133) 

2.09 

(0.76, 313) 
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To what degree do you feel you 

have control over Extension 

budget allocations? 

1.63 

(0.72, 442) 

1.77 

(0.81, 179) 

1.53 

(0.64, 259) 

1.55 

(0.64, 131) 

1.66 

(0.75, 311) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Table 2 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff Regarding Job Autonomy and Control by 

Length of Employment 

 

 All 

respondents 
1-2 yrs 3-5 yrs 6-10 yrs 11-20 yrs 20+ yrs 

To what degree do you feel 

comfortable expressing ideas 

and views about your work 

3.14 

(0.70, 447)
 §
 

3.12 

(0.72, 73) 

3.21 

(0.66, 95) 

3.20 

(0.67, 75) 

3.06 

(0.69, 72) 

3.10 

(0.74, 128) 

To what degree do you feel 

you have control over the 

time you spend on your job 

3.10 

(0.72, 444) 

2.98 

(0.71, 73) 

3.25 

(0.65, 95) 

3.05 

(0.75, 75) 

3.14 

(0.72, 71) 

3.08 

(0.74, 126) 

To what degree do you have 

control to make decisions 

about your work 

3.06 

(0.63, 445) 

3.01 

(0.65, 73) 

3.10 

(0.59, 94) 

3.16 

(0.65, 75) 

2.97 

(0.60, 71) 

3.06 

(0.66, 128) 

To what degree do you feel 

you can shape the 

organization’s programming 

strategies 

2.89 

(0.80, 443) 

2.53 

(0.83, 73) 

2.41 

(0.83, 94) 

2.35 

(0.85, 74) 

2.34 

(0.96, 72) 

2.34 

(0.80, 126) 

To what degree do you feel 

you contribute to Extension’s 

fiscal health 

2.63 

(0.83, 441) 

2.57 

(0.76, 73) 

2.59 

(0.81, 93) 

2.71 

(0.97, 74) 

2.70 

(0.81, 71) 

2.61 

(0.79, 126) 

To what degree do you feel 

you have control of the use 

of the money you raise 

2.44 

(0.94, 429) 

2.20 

(0.93, 68) 

2.50 

(0.93, 90) 

2.38 

(0.92, 73) 

2.40 

(0.91, 69) 

2.62 

(0.96, 124) 

To what degree do you feel 

you can shape the 

organization’s operational 

strategies 

2.11 

(0.77, 446) 

2.21 

(0.74, 73) 

2.18 

(0.80, 95) 

2.08 

(0.78, 74) 

2.22 

(0.73, 72) 

1.96 

(0.76, 128) 

To what degree do you feel 

you have control over 

Extension budget allocations 

1.63 

(0.72, 442) 

1.68 

(0.74, 72) 

1.67 

(0.72, 94) 

1.63 

(0.75, 74) 

1.62 

(0.68, 72) 

1.57 

(0.74, 126) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Perceptions about Influence of Different Entities on ISUEO Programming 

Program directors were perceived to have the most influence on Extension and Outreach 

programming, followed by external funding sources when the responses by all faculty and staff 

were noted (Table 3). Other key influencers on programming were campus faculty, field specialists 

and the Vice President of Extension and Outreach. Most of the other responses centered closely 

together with the influence of county councils, county staff and regional directors the lower end of 

influence on programming. The least influential entities were ISU administrators, other than the 

Vice President of Extension and Outreach (Table 3). 
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However, a person‘s employer within the organization (county-paid staff versus ISU-paid) 

influenced their perception of who controls programming. County- paid staff indicated that program 

directors, and ISU-paid faculty and staff had the most influence over the programs offered, but 

county -paid staff felt programming influence by their staff and councils was higher than 

perceptions held by ISU-paid faculty and staff (Table 3). ISU-paid faculty and staff felt they 

controlled programming with key constituency groups, and program partners having more influence 

on programming than counties. The reverse was true for county- paid staff who felt counties had 

more influence than key constituency groups and program partners on programming. The influence 

of the regional directors on programming was perceived higher by county -paid staff than ISU-paid 

faculty and staff (Table 3). 

 

Male faculty and staff members felt that external funding sources are most important in influencing 

programming (M= 3.15). Female faculty and staff members (M= 3.02) rated external funding as an 

important influence, but not the most influential on programming. Both genders perceived program 

directors as important in influencing programming with ISU administrators other than the Vice 

President of Extension and Outreach and the regional directors having less influence. For faculty 

and staff with less than five years of experience in the organization, program directors and external 

funders were highly influential in driving and influencing programming (Table 4). 

 

Table 3 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff Regarding the Influence of Different 

Entities on Extension and Outreach Programming by Employment Location and Gender 

 

 
All respondents County 

Campus & 

field 
Male Female 

Program Directors 
3.12 

(0.75, 424)
 §
 

2.97 

(0.81, 173) 

3.22 

(0.68, 247) 

3.13 

(0.72, 124) 

3.12 

(0.76, 300) 

External Funding Sources 
3.06 

(0.79, 428) 

2.75 

(0.82, 174) 

3.27 

(0.70, 250) 

3.15 

(0.72, 126) 

3.02 

(0.82, 302) 

Campus Faculty/Staff 
2.98 

(0.82, 431) 

2.93 

(0.87, 174) 

3.01 

(0.78, 253) 

2.82 

(0.80, 129) 

3.05 

(0.82, 302) 

Field Specialists 
2.96 

(0.69, 431) 

2.96 

(0.71, 176) 

2.95 

(0.68, 251) 

2.96 

(0.72, 128) 

2.96 

(0.68, 303) 

Vice President of Extension 

and Outreach 

2.95 

(0.89, 419) 

2.82 

(0.92, 167) 

3.06 

(0.86, 248) 

2.88 

(0.94, 125) 

2.98 

(0.87, 294) 

Clients 
2.83 

(0.69, 432) 

2.78 

(0.70, 176) 

2.87 

(0.67, 252) 

2.92 

(0.71, 127) 

2.79 

(0.67, 305) 

Key Constituency Groups 
2.82 

(0.76, 412) 

2.61 

(0.77, 167) 

2.97 

(0.73, 241) 

2.92 

(0.76, 127) 

2.78 

(0.76, 285) 

Programmatic Partners 
2.81 

(0.68, 413) 

2.71 

(0.74, 169) 

2.87 

(0.63, 240) 

2.84 

(0.71, 122) 

2.80 

(0.67, 291) 

County Staff 
2.71 

(0.76, 427) 

2.88 

(0.78, 177) 

2.59 

(0.73, 246) 

2.51 

(0.77, 123) 

2.79 

(0.75, 304) 
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County Extension Councils 
2.69 

(0.73, 430) 

2.81 

(0.76, 181) 

2.60 

(0.70, 245) 

2.43 

(0.72, 123) 

2.79 

(0.72, 307) 

USDA 
2.66 

(0.85, 408) 

2.46 

(0.83, 165) 

2.80 

(0.84, 240) 

2.50 

(0.86, 122) 

2.73 

(0.83, 286) 

Regional Extension 

Education Directors 

2.62 

(0.79, 422) 

2.79 

(0.80, 177) 

2.48 

(0.76, 241) 

2.36 

(0.74, 123) 

2.73 

(0.79, 299) 

ISU Provost 
2.60 

(0.93, 413) 

2.57 

(0.93, 169) 

2.63 

(0.93, 240) 

2.38 

(0.91, 123) 

2.69 

(0.92, 290) 

ISU President 
2.58 

(0.92, 414) 

2.55 

(0.92, 170) 

2.61 

(0.92, 240) 

2.37 

(0.91, 124) 

2.66 

(0.91, 290) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Table 4 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff Regarding the Influence of Different 

Entities on Extension and Outreach Programming by Length of Employment 

 

 All 

respondents 
1-2 yrs 3-5 yrs 6-10 yrs 11-20 yrs 20+ yrs 

Program Directors 
3.12 

(0.75, 424)
 §
 

3.05 

(0.71, 67) 

3.06 

(0.79, 88) 

3.06 

(0.75, 72) 

3.20 

(0.76, 67) 

3.17 

(0.72, 126) 

External Funding Sources 
3.06 

(0.79, 428) 

3.27 

(0.75, 70) 

2.88 

(0.75, 90) 

3.01 

(0.84, 73) 

2.95 

(0.84, 66) 

3.16 

(0.76, 125) 

Campus Faculty/Staff 
2.98 

(0.82, 431) 

3.11 

(0.81, 72) 

2.82 

(0.81, 90) 

2.91 

(0.87, 73) 

2.96 

(0.76, 66) 

3.06 

(0.81, 126) 

Field Specialists 
2.96 

(0.69, 431) 

2.94 

(0.69, 70) 

2.95 

(0.66, 92) 

2.97 

(0.73, 74) 

2.98 

(0.64, 66) 

2.93 

(0.72, 125) 

Vice President of 

Extension and Outreach 

2.95 

(0.89, 419) 

2.98 

(0.86, 67) 

2.95 

(0.84, 87) 

2.94 

(0.97, 73) 

2.85 

(0.88, 64) 

3.02 

(0.91, 124) 

Clients 
2.83 

(0.69, 432) 

2.87 

(0.71, 71) 

2.94 

(0.68, 91) 

2.72 

(0.65, 73) 

2.85 

(0.67, 67) 

2.80 

(0.70, 126) 

Key Constituency Groups 
2.82 

(0.76, 412) 

2.67 

(0.75, 64) 

2.74 

(0.75, 87) 

2.82 

(0.78, 73) 

2.86 

(0.84, 61) 

2.94 

(0.72, 123) 

Programmatic Partners 
2.81 

(0.68, 413) 

2.83 

(0.59, 66) 

2.72 

(0.74, 85) 

2.83 

(0.70, 73) 

2.79 

(0.67, 63) 

2.85 

(0.68, 122) 

County Staff 
2.71 

(0.76, 427) 

2.91 

(0.75, 70) 

2.86 

(0.83, 90) 

2.69 

(0.74, 72) 

2.65 

(0.69, 64) 

2.53 

(0.73, 127) 

County Extension 

Councils 

2.69 

(0.73, 430) 

2.84 

(0.72, 71) 

2.92 

(0.73, 91) 

2.60 

(0.74, 71) 

2.69 

(0.70, 66) 

2.50 

(0.71, 127) 

USDA 
2.66 

(0.85, 408) 

2.71 

(0.89, 64) 

2.58 

(0.82, 84) 

2.71 

(0.94, 74) 

2.72 

(0.79, 62) 

2.62 

(0.82, 121) 

Regional Extension 

Education Directors 

2.62 

(0.79, 422) 

2.76 

(0.73, 69) 

2.93 

(0.82, 89) 

2.61 

(0.84, 73) 

2.51 

(0.75, 64) 

2.36 

(0.71, 123) 

ISU Provost 
2.60 

(0.93, 413) 

2.46 

(0.91, 66) 

2.62 

(0.89, 85) 

2.62 

(1.01, 74) 

2.58 

(0.89, 63) 

2.67 

(0.94, 121) 

ISU President 
2.58 

(0.92, 414) 

2.52 

(0.92, 67) 

2.62 

(0.87, 85) 

2.56 

(0.96, 74) 

2.65 

(0.91, 63) 

2.58 

(0.94, 121) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Perceptions about Contribution to ISUEO’s Success or Decline 

Faculty and staff perceived that they contributed positively to program implementation followed by 

marketing programs and the organization. On the contrary, faculty and staff felt they contributed 

the least towards personnel recruitment and in obtaining contracts, grants, fees and gifts for the 
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organization (Table 5). A similar trend was found when the data were analyzed by employment 

location, gender and length of employment. However, there were some interesting differences in 

faculty and staff contribution to organizational success on some of the processes based on these 

three variables. 

 

The county staff contributed more to marketing the organization (M= 3.00) and programs (M= 

2.99) compared with campus and field faculty and staff with mean scores of 2.87 for both 

marketing the organization and programs. Further, there was a significant difference between 

county, and campus and field faculty and staff in network development with campus and field 

faculty and staff (M= 2.96) contributing significantly more than county staff (M= 2.68) (Table 5). 

 

The data further revealed that differences existed between male and female faculty and staff 

members in their contribution to marketing programs and the organization, and network and 

partnership development. Males indicated they contributed considerably in developing networks (M 

= 3.03) and partnerships (M = 3.03) for the organization compared to females (M = 2.75 for 

network development and M = 2.73 for partnership development). Females contributed more to 

marketing programs (M = 2.99) and the organization (M = 2.97) compared to their male 

counterparts who had mean scores of 2.76 for marketing programs and 2.80 for marketing the 

organization (Table 5). 

 

Table 5 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff about Their Contribution to 

Organizational Success or Decline by Employment Location and Gender 

 

 All 

respondents 
County 

Campus & 

field 
Male Female 

Program implementation 
2.97 

(0.88, 403)
 §
 

2.92 

(0.89, 159) 

3.00 

(0.87, 240) 

3.09 

(0.81, 127) 

2.91 

(0.90, 276) 

Marketing programs 
2.92 

(0.84, 404) 

2.99 

(0.82, 160) 

2.87 

(0.85, 240) 

2.76 

(0.83, 125) 

2.99 

(0.83, 279) 

Marketing the organization 
2.92 

(0.78, 405) 

3.00 

(0.79, 160) 

2.87 

(0.78, 241) 

2.80 

(0.80, 126) 

2.97 

(0.77, 279) 

Network development 
2.84 

(0.84, 400) 

2.68 

(0.86, 158) 

2.96 

(0.81, 238) 

3.03 

(0.78, 126) 

2.75 

(0.86, 274) 

Participating in professional 

development 

2.83 

(0.77, 406) 

2.71 

(0.78, 160) 

2.90 

(0.76, 242) 

2.88 

(0.74, 127) 

2.80 

(0.78, 279) 

Partnership development 
2.83 

(0.86, 404) 

2.75 

(0.90, 158) 

2.88 

(0.83, 242) 

3.03 

(0.76, 127) 

2.73 

(0.89, 277) 

Program development 
2.79 

(0.90, 402) 

2.71 

(0.92, 158) 

2.84 

(0.89, 240) 

2.94 

(0.86, 127) 

2.72 

(0.91, 275) 

Sharing program impacts 
2.69 

(0.83, 400) 

2.54 

(0.83, 159) 

2.80 

(0.81, 237) 

2.72 

(0.87, 126) 

2.67 

(0.81, 274) 
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Evaluating programming 
2.67 

(0.84, 406) 

2.60 

(0.87, 160) 

2.73 

(0.81, 242) 

2.81 

(0.79, 127) 

2.61 

(0.85, 279) 

Using program delivery 

innovations 

2.67 

(0.81, 389) 

2.51 

(0.79, 149) 

2.79 

(0.80, 236) 

2.83 

(0.76, 126) 

2.60 

(0.82, 263) 

Conducting program needs 

assessments 

2.62 

(0.86, 405) 

2.51 

(0.83, 160) 

2.69 

(0.87, 241) 

2.85 

(0.83, 126) 

2.52 

(0.85, 279) 

Using program content 

innovations 

2.60 

(0.81, 391) 

2.46 

(0.78, 151) 

2.70 

(0.82, 236) 

2.77 

(0.79, 127) 

2.52 

(0.81, 264) 

Obtaining contracts, grants, 

fees, gifts  

2.58 

(0.95, 406) 

2.35 

(0.95, 160) 

2.74 

(0.92, 242) 

2.85 

(0.86, 127) 

2.46 

(0.97, 279) 

Personnel recruitment  
2.35 

(0.92, 402) 

2.47 

(0.89, 159) 

2.27 

(0.92, 239) 

2.38 

(0.95, 126) 

2.33 

(0.90, 276) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

There were some differences in contribution to organizational success by their length of 

employment with ISU Extension and Outreach. Faculty and staff with 3-5, 11-20 and > 20 years of 

employment contributed the most to program implementation compared to all other identified 

processes. Faculty and staff with 1-2 and 6-10 years of employment contributed the most to 

marketing the organization with mean scores of 3.14 and 2.91, respectively (Table 6). 

 

Table 6 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff about Their Contribution to 

Organizational Success or Decline by the Length of Employment 

 

 All 1-2 yrs 3-5 yrs 6-10 yrs 11-20 yrs 20+ yrs 

Program implementation 
2.97 

(0.88, 403)
 §
 

2.90 

(0.86, 64) 

2.92 

(0.89. 83) 

2.85 

(0.92, 69) 

3.09 

(0.81, 66) 

3.03 

(0.88, 117) 

Marketing programs 
2.92 

(0.84, 404) 

3.09 

(0.83, 63) 

2.90 

(0.84, 83) 

2.90 

(0.87, 70) 

2.92 

(0.82, 66) 

2.84 

(0.83, 118) 

Marketing the organization 
2.92 

(0.78, 405) 

3.14 

(0.73, 64) 

2.84 

(0.82, 84) 

2.91 

(0.92, 70) 

2.93 

(0.72, 65) 

2.85 

(0.71, 118) 

Network development 
2.84 

(0.84, 400) 

2.88 

(0.81, 59) 

2.80 

(0.76, 85) 

2.80 

(0.92, 70) 

2.87 

(0.89, 64) 

2.88 

(0.85, 118) 

Participating in 

professional development 

2.83 

(0.77, 406) 

2.85 

(0.77, 64) 

2.83 

(0.47, 86) 

2.91 

(0.77, 70) 

2.75 

(0.79, 64) 

2.80 

(0.78, 118) 

Partnership development 
2.83 

(0.86, 404) 

2.84 

(0.88, 63) 

2.83 

(0.84, 85) 

2.90 

(0.78, 70) 

2.87 

(0.91, 64) 

2.76 

(0.89, 118) 

Program development 
2.79 

(0.90, 402) 

2.69 

(0.89, 63) 

2.84 

(0.73, 84) 

2.73 

(0.91, 69) 

2.79 

(0.91, 64) 

2.83 

(0.88, 118) 

Sharing program impacts 
2.69 

(0.83, 400) 

2.85 

(0.82, 63) 

2.62 

(0.85, 82) 

2.64 

(0.83, 70) 

2.70 

(0.80, 65) 

2.69 

(0.83, 116) 

Evaluating programming 
2.67 

(0.84, 406) 

2.75 

(0.81, 64) 

2.65 

(0.79, 85) 

2.55 

(0.86, 70) 

2.69 

(0.86, 65) 

2.72 

(0.87, 118) 

Using program delivery 

innovations 

2.67 

(0.81, 389) 

2.68 

(0.82, 61) 

2.62 

(0.80, 79) 

2.66 

(0.86, 69) 

2.74 

(0.76, 62) 

2.70 

(0.80, 114) 

Conducting program needs 

assessments 

2.62 

(0.86, 405) 

2.61 

(0.83, 63) 

2.60 

(0.85, 86) 

2.57 

(0.89, 70) 

2.62 

(0.91, 64) 

2.66 

(0.85, 118) 

Using program content 

innovations 

2.60 

(0.81, 391) 

2.62 

(0.77, 61) 

2.56 

(0.79, 80) 

2.55 

(0.88, 68) 

2.65 

(0.78, 63) 

2.64 

(0.83, 115) 

Obtaining contracts, 

grants, fees, gifts  

2.58 

(0.95, 406) 

2.43 

(0.97, 64) 

2.53 

(0.87, 84) 

2.60 

(1.02, 70) 

2.62 

(1.03, 66) 

2.67 

(0.92, 118) 

Personnel recruitment  
2.35 

(0.92, 402) 

2.30 

(0.87, 62) 

2.48 

(0.79, 85) 

2.38 

(0.96, 70) 

2.32 

(1.05, 64) 

2.28 

(0.91, 117) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 
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Overall, it was found that faculty and staff in general contributed less to evaluating programming 

and conducting needs assessments (Table 7). 

 

Table 7 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff about Their Contribution to Evaluating 

Programming and Conducting Needs Assessments 

 

Category Evaluating Programming 
Conducting Needs 

Assessments 

All respondents 
2.67 

(0.84, 406)
 §
 

2.62 

(0.86, 405) 

County staff 
2.60 

(0.87, 160) 

2.51 

(0.83, 160) 

Campus and field faculty and staff 
2.73 

(0.81, 242) 

2.69 

(0.87, 241) 

Male  
2.81 

(0.79, 127) 

2.85 

(0.83, 126) 

Female  
2.61 

(0.85, 279) 

2.52 

(0.85, 279) 

 Faculty and staff with 1-2 years of experience 
2.75 

(0.81, 64) 

2.61 

(0.83, 63) 

Faculty and staff with 3-5 years of experience 
2.65 

(0.79, 85) 

2.60 

(0.86, 86) 

Faculty and staff with 6-10 years of experience 
2.55 

(0.86, 70) 

2.57 

(0.89, 70) 

Faculty and staff with 11-20 years of experience 
2.69 

(0.86, 65) 

2.62 

(0.91, 64) 

Faculty and staff with >20 years of experience 
2.72 

(0.87, 118) 

2.66 

(0.85, 118) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Perceptions about Experience of Working for ISU Extension and Outreach  

A semantic differential or bi-polar adjective scale was used to examine the meanings ISU Extension 

and Outreach faculty and staff give to their work experiences. Semantic differential explores the 

meaning people give to feelings or words (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957). Factor analysis 

was performed on 15 scaled responses, but the degree of variance explained was not deemed 

significant to the degree to allow for interpretation of broader aggregated patterns. Therefore, 

analysis of these data treated each scale as independent. 

 

Table 8 compares the mean responses of all respondents to those of county-paid staff to those of 

ISU-paid faculty and staff in the field and on campus. A comparison of responses by gender was 

made as well. Responses that vary by more than 0.2 on the four-point scale are highlighted in red. A 

2.5 mean response (the scale’s midpoint) would indicate a roughly equal negative and positive 
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response to the scale. Mean responses higher than 2.5 indicate respondents tended to see Extension 

and Outreach in the context of the positive adjective; below 2.5 indicates a tendency toward the use 

of the negative adjective. 

 

The clearly positive attributes respondents used to describe ISU Extension and Outreach included 

the perceptions that it is “friendly,” “valuable,” “engaged,” “active,” “future,” “progressive,” 

“decisive,” “respected,” and “autonomous.” Faculty and staff, however, found working for ISU 

Extension and Outreach to be “stressful,” “powerless,” “turbulent,” “declining,” and somewhat 

“traditional.” Respondents were generally equally divided as to whether ISU Extension and 

Outreach could be described as “weak” or “strong.” 

 

The most noted differences between county-paid staff and ISU-paid faculty and staff in the field 

and on campus was that the later tended to describe the organization more in terms of “declining” 

and “turbulent.” Male faculty and staff members also tended to describe ISU Extension and 

Outreach in less favorable terms, especially seeing it as more “passive,” “ambivalent,” and 

“declining.” 

 

Table 8 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff about Their Work Experience with the 

Organization by Employment Location and Gender 

 

 
All County 

Campus & 

Field 
Male Female 

Unfriendly … Friendly 
3.34 

(0.77, 401)
 §
 

3.36 

(0.80, 156) 

3.33 

(0.76, 241) 

3.29 

(0.77, 126) 

3.37 

(0.77, 275) 

Worthless … Valuable 
3.21 

(0.79, 402) 

3.24 

(0.79, 158) 

3.19 

(0.79, 240) 

3.11 

(0.78, 126) 

3.26 

(0.79, 276) 

Apathetic … Engaged  
2.90 

(0.75, 397) 

2.85 

(0.75, 154) 

2.92 

(0.75, 239) 

2.79 

(0,77, 126) 

2.95 

(0.74, 271) 

Passive … Active  
2.77 

(0.82, 401) 

2.78 

(0.80, 156) 

2.76 

(0.84, 239) 

2.61 

(0.78, 126) 

2.84 

(0.83, 275) 

Past … Future 
2.76 

(0.78, 393) 

2.83 

(0.80, 155) 

2.71 

(0.77, 234) 

2.66 

(0,83, 125) 

2.80 

(0.76, 278) 

Regressive … 

Progressive 

2.72 

(0.79, 399) 

2.82 

(0.78, 157) 

2.65 

(0.79, 238) 

2.62 

(0.77, 124) 

2.77 

(0.79, 275) 

Ambivalent … Decisive 
2.72 

(0.81, 396) 

2.84 

(0.76, 153) 

2.66 

(0.83, 239) 

2.51 

(0.75, 125) 

2.83 

(0.81, 271) 

Unnoticed … Respected 
2.72 

(0.91, 401) 

2.72 

(0.95, 158) 

2.71 

(0.89, 239) 

2.72 

(0.90, 126) 

2.72 

(0.92, 275) 

Dependent … 

Autonomous 

2.63 

(0.75, 389) 

2.61 

(0.71, 154) 

2.64 

(0.77, 231) 

2.54 

(0.73, 126) 

2.68 

(0.75, 273) 

Weak … Strong  
2.51 

(0.79, 398) 

2.54 

(.78, 155) 

2.49 

(0.79, 239) 

2.42 

(0.78, 125) 

2.56 

(0.79, 273) 

Traditional … Innovative  
2.45 

(0.72, 400) 

2.42 

(0.66, 156) 

2.47 

(0.76, 240) 

2.38 

(0.74, 126) 

2.48 

(0.71, 274) 
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Declining … Growing  
2.41 

(0.88, 401) 

2.55 

(0.89, 158) 

2.31 

(0.85, 239) 

2.24 

(0.83, 124) 

2.48 

(0.89, 277) 

Turbulent … Peaceful 
2.40 

(0.85, 402) 

2.52 

(0.86, 157) 

2.31 

(0.84, 231) 

2.31 

(0.84, 126) 

2.43 

(0.85, 276) 

Powerless … Powerful 
2.38 

(0.78, 403) 

2.37 

(0.79, 158) 

2.40 

(0.78, 241) 

2.40 

(0.80, 126) 

2.38 

(0.78, 277) 

Stressful … Relaxing  
2.05 

(0.76, 403) 

2.12 

(0.81, 158) 

2.01 

(0.73, 241) 

2.01 

(0.73, 126) 

2.07 

(0.78, 277) 

Mean Score 2.66 2.71 2.64 2.59 2.71 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Table 9 presents the semantic differential results by length of employment with ISU Extension and 

Outreach. The most noteworthy finding within the table was the tendency to describe ISU 

Extension and Outreach as more stressful and turbulent the longer a faculty or staff member works 

for the organization. Those faculty and staff members employed 20 years or more tended to find 

ISU Extension and Outreach as less “friendly,” less “valuable,” less “progressive,” and less 

“respected.” They were also more inclined to find the organization as “declining” and “powerless” 

compared to faculty and staff members with less tenure. 

 

Table 9 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff about Their Work Experience with the 

Organization by Length of Employment 

 

 
All 1-2 years 3-5 years 6-10 years 

11-20 

years 
20+ years 

Unfriendly … Friendly 

3.34 

(0.77, 401)
 

§
 

3.39 

(0.68, 64) 

3.50 

(0.73, 83) 

3.36 

(0.80, 68) 

3.31 

(0.78, 67) 

3.21 

(0.82, 115) 

Worthless … Valuable 
3.21 

(0.79, 402) 

3.39 

(0.72, 64) 

3.31 

(0.73, 83) 

3.17 

(0.82, 69) 

3.14 

(0.76, 67) 

3.10 

(0.82, 115) 

Apathetic … Engaged  
2.90 

(0.75, 397) 

3.01 

(0.77, 63) 

2.96 

(0.67, 81) 

2.76 

(0.84, 68) 

2.86 

(0.76, 66) 

2.88 

(0.72, 115) 

Passive … Active  
2.77 

(0.82, 401) 

2.79 

(0.85, 64) 

2.79 

(0.82, 83) 

2.67 

(0.90, 68) 

2.83 

(0.79, 66) 

2.76 

(0.79, 116) 

Past … Future 
2.76 

(0.78, 393) 

2.69 

(0.75, 63) 

2.80 

(0.83, 82) 

2.70 

(0.92, 67) 

2.81 

(0.74, 66) 

2.77 

(0.70, 111) 

Regressive … Progressive 
2.72 

(0.79, 399) 

2.74 

(0.80, 63) 

2.86 

(0.86, 83) 

2.76 

(0.83, 68) 

2.81 

(0.77, 66) 

2.57 

(0.70, 115) 

Ambivalent … Decisive 
2.72 

(0.81, 396) 

2.85 

(0.86, 62) 

2.90 

(0.71, 82) 

2.69 

(0.90, 68) 

2.72 

(0.74, 65) 

2.58 

(0.81, 115) 

Unnoticed … Respected 
2.72 

(0.91, 401) 

2.77 

(0.83, 63) 

2.90 

(0.91, 82) 

2.57 

(0.91, 69) 

2.83 

(0.86, 67) 

2.56 

(0.97, 116) 

Dependent … 

Autonomous 

2.63 

(0.75, 389) 

2.58 

(0.73, 62) 

2.59 

(0.75, 82) 

2.65 

(0.66, 67) 

2.64 

(0.75, 65) 

2.66 

(0.81, 109) 

Weak … Strong  
2.51 

(0.79, 398) 

2.46 

(0.88, 62) 

2.60 

(0.71, 83) 

2.58 

(0.88, 68) 

2.50 

(0.74, 67) 

2.42 

(0.76, 114) 

Traditional … Innovative  
2.45 

(0.72, 400) 

2.39 

(0.74, 64) 

2.41 

(0.68, 82) 

2.36 

(0.92, 69) 

2.57 

(0.60, 66) 

2.49 

(0.66, 115) 

Declining … Growing  
2.41 

(0.88, 401) 

2.52 

(0.98, 63) 

2.56 

(0.95, 83) 

2.56 

(0.89, 69) 

2.47 

(0.76, 67) 

2.10 

(0.74, 115) 
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Turbulent … Peaceful 
2.40 

(0.85, 402) 

2.53 

(0.87, 64) 

2.68 

(0.88, 83) 

2.47 

(0.83, 68) 

2.22 

(0.81, 67) 

2.18 

(0.79, 116) 

Powerless … Powerful 
2.38 

(0.78, 403) 

2.45 

(0.75, 64) 

2.54 

(0.81, 83) 

2.38 

(0.79, 68) 

2.35 

(0.77, 67) 

2.29 

(0.78, 117) 

Stressful … Relaxing  
2.05 

(0.76, 403) 

2.32 

(0.75, 64) 

2.20 

(0.76, 83) 

2.04 

(0.78, 68) 

1.94 

(0.77, 67) 

1.88 

(0.72, 117) 

Mean Score 2.66 2.73 2.77 2.65 2.67 2.56 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Extent of Use of Web-Based Technologies in Extension and Outreach Communications and 

Programming 

The mean scores on the extent of use of web-based technologies in Extension and Outreach 

communications and programming revealed that faculty and staff in general were using this 

technology more for communications than programming. A similar trend was observed when 

analyzed by gender, employment location and length of employment (Tables 10 and 11). A change 

in this trend was observed only with male faculty and staff who were working for the organization 

between 10 and 20 years who were using web-based technologies more for programming than for 

communications. 

 

Table 10 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff on the Use of Web-based Technologies for 

Extension and Outreach Communications and Programming by Gender and Location of 

Employment 
 

 All County 
Campus & 

field 
Male Female 

Use of web-based technologies 

for Extension and Outreach 

communications 

3.60 

(0.86, 386)
 §
 

3.05 

(0.80, 155) 

3.08 

(0.89, 227) 

2.92 

(0.89, 120) 

3.13 

(0.83, 226) 

Use of web-based technologies 

for Extension and Outreach 

programming 

2.57 

(0.88, 375) 

2.54 

(0.85, 153) 

2.60 

(0.92, 218) 

2.66 

(0.96, 113) 

2.53 

(0.85, 262) 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Table 11 

Mean Responses of the Perceptions of Faculty and Staff on the Use of Web-based Technologies for 

Extension and Outreach Communications and Programming by Length of Employment 

 

 All 1-2 yrs 3-5 yrs 6-10 yrs 11-20 yrs 20+ yrs 

Use of web-based 

technologies for Extension 

and Outreach 

communications 

3.60 

(0.86, 386) 
§
 

3.23 

(0.74, 60) 

3.00 

(0.85, 80) 

3.13 

(0.92, 68) 

3.02 

(0.90, 62) 

3.02 

(0.85, 112) 

Use of web-based 

technologies for Extension 

2.57 

(0.88, 375) 

2.60 

(0.88, 61) 

2.56 

(0.83, 78) 

2.65 

(1.09, 63) 

2.58 

(0.92, 63) 

2.51 

(0.79, 106) 
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and Outreach programming 

§ Parenthesis indicates (SD, n) 

 

Adopter Categories 

Survey participants were queried on how they perceived themselves as adopters of innovation 

(Rogers, 1993) since Extension specialists are perceived and expected to bring the innovations and 

science-based content to constituents. Thirty-eight percent of respondents reported they were either 

innovators or early adopters. Forty-five percent of respondents indicated they were in the early 

majority to adapt to new technologies and innovations (Table 12). Further analysis revealed that 

more women perceived themselves to be late adopters or laggards than men (21% vs. 8%). s with 

20 years or more of experience were most likely to perceive themselves as a laggard or later adopter 

than those with 1-2 years of experience (21% vs. 8%). 

 

Table 12 

Classification of Faculty and Staff by Adopter Categories 

 

Adopter Category Frequency Percent 

Innovator 44 11.14 

Early adopter 108 27.34 

Early majority 177 44.81 

Late majority 61 15.44 

Laggard 5 1.27 

 

 

Implications and Recommendations of the Study 

This study revealed that faculty and staff feel autonomy and control over their programming but 

when it comes to influencing budget and organizational strategies, they do not feel empowered. 

Extension and Outreach administration should be engaging faculty and staff in these organizational 

matters. The annual leadership summit, which will be held in November 2011, is designed to elicit 

individuals’ ideas and strategies in this arena. 

 

It also was found that long-time faculty and staff feel differently about the organization than newer 

members. This may be due to a number of factors including continuing decline of budgets, fewer 

people employed in the organization to carry out the work due to retirements and restructuring, as 

well as a long-term trend of doing more with less. These seasoned faculty and staff members 

provide a rich understanding both of content and legacy of the organization. Spending time to 
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understand more clearly why they feel this way, as well as strategies to address these issues will be 

important for continued greatness in the organization.  

 

Additionally, many faculty and staff members do not yet understand the role of the regional 

directors in the restructured organization. This was evidenced by the large number of responses 

about the role of the regional director in the comment section of the study and their rankings in the 

statistical sphere of influence response. The regional director position has been evolving and 

changing the past several years, as the members of the organization come to define their roles and 

responsibilities, including elected county Extension council members and county-paid staff. The 

regional directors continue to define their role and job descriptions and communicate with 

constituents and colleagues about what they do and should be doing to ensure that they are meeting 

needs. 

 

 

. . . and justice for all 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in Issued in furtherance of Cooperative Extension work, Acts of May 8 and 

all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, June 30, 1914, in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and      Cathann A. Kress, director, Cooperative Extension Service, Iowa State 

marital or family status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) University of Science and Technology, Ames, Iowa. 

Many materials can be made available in alternative formats for ADA  

clients. To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Office of Civil  

Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue,  

SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call 202-720-5964. 
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