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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION
GRADUATE SCHOOL, UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM

D egree Ed.D___________________________________M a j o r  s u b je c t  Educational Leadership

Name of C a n d id a te  D. Ray Rice__________________________________________

T i t l e  Ah Examination of the Relationships Between the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service Assessment Center Ratings and Subsequent County 

Agent-Coordinators’ Job Performance Ratings

The purpose of this study was to investigate relationships between ratings 

received by assessees who participated in the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

Assessment Center for County Agent-Coordinators and their performance appraisal 

ratings following each of the first 3 years after appointment to this position. Both the 

Assessment Center process and the performance appraisal process were investigated for 

racial and gender bias. Finally, this study considered the relationship between 

individual skill variables comprising the assessment process and the overall rating 

received by assessees to determine if any of the variables, singly or in some 

combination, significantly influenced overall Assessment Center ratings.

Data were collected from the personnel records of the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service. Fifty-one County Agent-Coordinators were selected, each of whom 

had participated in the Assessment Center and had at least 3 years experience in this 

position.

ANOVA and stepwise multiple regression through the Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences were utilized. For the primary investigation, the dependent variable
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was the overall Assessment Center ratings as evaluated by raters trained in Assessment 

Center procedures. Independent variables were the race and gender of the assessees, 

the twelve variables assessed in the Assessment Center, and the administrative portion 

of the annual performance appraisal for county agent-coordinators. For the second 

analysis, the dependent variable was the annual performance ratings and the 

independent variables were the overall Assessment Center ratings, gender, and race.

The descriptive findings revealed that the Assessment Center did predict county 

agent-coordinators’ performance at the .05 level of significance following the first year 

o f service, and at the .056 level following the second year’s service. There was no 

relationship for the third year. There was no discrimination by gender or race for 

either the Assessment Center or the annual performance appraisal. O f the twelve skill 

variables evaluated in the Assessment Center, persuasiveness, oral communication, 

decision making, written communication, likability, and perception provided 73.9 % of 

the total variability. However, all twelve, with the exception o f assertiveness (.0879 

level) were significantly related to the overall Assessment Center rating when 

examined individually.

Comm ittee Chairman

A b s tra c t Approved by: Committee Chairman

Dean o f  G raduate School
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CHAPTER I

Introduction

Overview

The mission of the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service is to apply

researched-based knowledge to the concerns of the public within the state and to

design programs to help Alabama citizens improve their quality o f life. The Alabama

Cooperative Extension Service receives funds from federal, state, and local

governments to establish and maintain active units in each of Alabama’s 67 counties.

The Alabama Cooperative Extension Service is a division of Auburn University, which

is a component of the national land-grant college system.

Land-grant colleges were established in 1862 by an Act o f Congress. The basic

provision of the Act states:

Sec. 4. And be it further enacted, That all moneys derived from the 
sale of the lands aforesaid by the States to which the lands are 
apportioned, and form the sales of land scrip hereinbefore provided for, 
shall be invested in stocks of the United States, or of the States, or some 
other safe stocks, yielding not less than five per centum upon the par 
value of said stocks; and that the moneys so invested shall constitute a 
perpetual fund, the capital of which shall remain forever undiminished,
(except so far as may be provided in section fifth of this act,) and the 
interest of which shall be inviolably appropriated, by each State which 
may take and claim the benefit of this act, to the endowment, support, 
and maintenance of at least one college where the leading object shall 
be, without excluding other scientific and classical studies, and including 
military tactics, to teach such branches of learning as are related to 
agriculture and the mechanic arts, in such manner as the legislatures of 
the States may respectively prescribe, in order to promote the liberal and

1
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practical education of the industrial classes in the several pursuits and 
professions in life. (Statutes at Large, 1863, p. 504)

Their intended role was to conduct research to develop knowledge about

agriculture, mechanics, and other subjects that would help citizens improve their

quality o f life and also to teach them how to apply this knowledge. Land-grant

colleges began fulfilling this mission but soon realized that most people were not

coming to the colleges to acquire the available information and were not benefiting

adequately from research. A system was required to take this knowledge directly to

the people. In 1914, the Smith-Lever Act was passed by Congress to establish such a

system.

The passage of the Smith-Lever Act established the Co-operative Extension

Service. The basic provision of the Act states:

Sec. 2. That cooperative agriculture extension work shall consist of the 
giving of instruction and practical demonstrations in agriculture and 
home economics to persons not attending or resident in said colleges in 
the several communities, and imparting to such persons information on 
said subjects through field demonstrations, publications, and otherwise; 
and this work shall be carried on in such a manner as may be mutually 
agreed upon by the Secretary of Agriculture and the State agricultural 
college or colleges receiving the benefits of this Act. (Statutes at Large,
1915, p. 373)

This is unique legislation in that it provides for the cooperation of local, state, 

and national governments in making available educational information outside of the 

conventional classroom setting. This action required professional educators to take 

research knowledge from land-grant colleges directly to the people. Today, this is 

achieved through tours, demonstrations, meetings, newsletters, news columns, 

conferences, radio and television broadcasts, and through many other teaching 

methods. Over the years the mission of the Cooperative Extension Service has
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changed as the problems and needs o f its constituent citizens have changed. Fewer 

people are living on farms and in rural areas, so the Cooperative Extension Service’s 

mission has been broadened to provide information to a more diversified citizenry 

throughout the United States.

The mission of the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service (ACES) is to apply 

its knowledge base to address issues of concern to the people o f Alabama and beyond. 

ACES programs are designed to improve quality of life; enhance economic and 

community development; strengthen individuals, families, businesses, governments, and 

organizations; and to implement research findings, accordingly (Thompson, 1991).

Background of the Study 

The current organizational structure of the Alabama Cooperative Extension 

Service became effective on November 1, 1992. This reorganization established nine 

districts within the state of Alabama with seven to eight counties in each district.

Each of the 67 counties has a county agent-coordinator (CAC) assignment with 

administrative and supervisory responsibilities. Each CAC is responsible for 

supervising one to ten county extension agents and one to four secretaries.

County Agent-Coordinator Job Analysis 

The Civil Rights Act of 1964, the landmark court cases which followed, the 

Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures, and the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission guidelines caused the Alabama Cooperative Extension 

Service administration to recognize the need to develop job analyses (see appendix D) 

for county agents. Job analyses were needed so a performance appraisal system could 

be developed that could evaluate agents’ performance. A job analysis was developed 

for each program area of responsibility for county agent and county agent-coordinator
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positions. The areas of responsibility were agriculture, home economics, 4-H and 

youth, community resource development, special programs, and county agent- 

coordinator. This study explored the county agent-coordinator aspect of the job 

analyses.

Content validity was the method used in validating the job analysis. The 

specific tasks, the frequency of performing these tasks, amount of time spent or 

allocated to performing these tasks, and the knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to 

perform each task were established by a committee o f agents. Each task had a level of 

criticality established as well as the minimum level of knowledge, skills, and abilities 

required for agents. A determination was made between agents’ skills that would be 

taught on the job, those that might be taught on the job, and those individuals were 

expected to have for each task.

The job analysis was developed through an eight step process (see appendix D) 

by a committee of 30 county agents representing each of the five program areas and 

the county agent-coordinator position. Subsequently all county staff were provided a 

copy of the committee draft job analysis for their position. Each agent was requested 

to identify tasks they actually performed and add tasks that were not covered by the 

committee’s job analysis for their position. The process concluded with a job analysis 

for each county agent program area and county agent-coordinator position as well as a 

performance appraisal system for county agents.

Assessment Center

An Assessment Center process has been used in Alabama since 1981 to aid in 

the selection of county agent-coordinators. The process generates specific 

recommendations about the promotability of agents, and it evaluates the specific
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strengths and weaknesses of agents’ management skills. Assessment Center personnel 

do not determine if  a candidate will be promoted; instead, candidates are ranked 

according to established standard indices of performance.

The Assessment Center was developed by the Extension Associate Director, 

Human Resources, using the content valid job analysis for the county agent- 

coordinator position. The tasks identified in the job analysis for county agent- 

coordinators were used to develop the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

Assessment Center exercises for county agent-coordinators. CACs were asked to 

provide input for changes they believed were needed to simulate CAC on-the-job 

problems. Their suggestions were used to make modifications in the Assessment 

Center exercises and provide content validity.

County agent-coordinators, district agents, and Auburn University faculty 

members currently serve as assessors. This pool of assessors is both race and gender 

inclusive, and there is an attempt to match the race and gender of assessors with that 

of each of the six candidates participating in each Assessment Center. All assessors 

received prior training to help ensure consistently reliable assessment ratings.

Various exercises in the Assessment Center are designed to provide a basis for 

evaluating the potential managerial skills of candidates and for evaluating their ability 

to lead a diversified county program. Participants in the Assessment Center are rated 

on each of 12 skills (see appendix A) believed to be related to management: oral 

communications, written communications, collaborativeness, adaptability, Iikability, 

planning and organizing, decision-making, leadership, persuasiveness, perception, 

assertiveness, and need for approval. Ratings obtained by candidates in each of these 

12 areas are used by the assessors to place candidates in one o f the following four
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categories (see appendix A): (1) should exceed normal expectations; (2) should meet 

normal expectations; (3) meeting normal expectations is questionable; and (4) presently 

does not possess knowledge and skills needed to successfully perform the job duties of 

county agent-coordinator. A consensus of the three assessors is required for each 

rating.

Each of the 12 variables is weighted equally to arrive at an overall rating for 

the Assessment Center. A low rating in any one variable will not prevent an 

individual from obtaining an overall favorable rating. Some activities in the 

Assessment Center carry a different weight for an individual variable. For example, 

with the variable, oral communication, an individual’s group discussion score is 

weighted at four for oral communication, while the in-basket interview is weighted at 

two for oral communication. The higher the number, the greater value that activity is 

weighted for that variable’s score. Assessors review together their individual scoring 

for each candidate. They discuss individual strengths and weaknesses and come to a 

consensus on the overall rating of each individual’s performance.

The Assessment Center has a “blind” assessment category, designed to 

minimize the possibility of bias. Assessment results on any specific candidate are not 

known to the assessor until the process is completed. All exercises are designed to 

apply equally to men and women, and to all candidates irrespective of race. These 

steps are taken to assure fairness to all individuals seeking to be promoted to county 

agent-coordinator.

The opportunity to be assessed by the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

Assessment Center for County Agent-Coordinators is available to any person 

associated with the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service who meets the following
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qualifications: (1) an earned master’s degree; (2) 39 applicant evaluation points (see 

appendix C); (3) current standing as an associate county agent, county agent, or a

faculty member at Auburn University; and (4) a performance appraisal score o f seven 

or higher on his or her most recent performance appraisal rating. When a candidate 

has met these four minimal requirements (see appendix B), the candidate writes a letter 

to the ACES Associate Director-Human Resources, to request their participation in 

Assessment Center. When approximately six candidates have indicated a desire to be 

assessed, the ACES Associate Director-Human Resources organizes an Assessment 

Center.

County agents and associate county agents receive applicant evaluation points 

through educational attainment, academic average, scholarly achievement, and tenure 

with ACES (see appendix C). In the category of educational attainment, agents 

receive 20 points for an earned Ph.D., 15 points for an M.S., and 10 points for a B.S. 

degree. Through academic averaging an agent receives six times his or her grade 

point average, using a three-point system, with a maximum of 15 possible points in 

this academic achievement category. In the scholarly achievement category (see 

appendix C), an agent can receive a maximum of 15 points. This category is divided 

into five sections with three points possible in each of these areas: (1) membership in 

an approved honor society; (2) scholastic honors awarded upon graduation with a B.S. 

degree; (3) authorship or co-authorship of a publication and/or article in a scholarly 

journal; (4) attendance and successful completion of institutes and conferences or 

training of several weeks’ duration, usually on a university campus, where credit or a 

certificate is awarded; and (5) other awards or recognition including special awards by 

commodity, trade and farm organizations, chambers of commerce, professional

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



8

societies, etc. Up to three points can be earned in each of these five sections up to a 

maximum of 15 total points. The final category considered for evaluation points is 

tenure with ACES. Academic employees receive 1.2 points per year of employment 

with ACES and for approved military service with a maximum of 50 points possible. 

The total number of points possible for all five categories is 100. These points are 

used for eligibility for promotion to associate county agent, county agent, county 

agent-coordinator, extension district agent, and to attend the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service Assessment Center for county agent-coordinators.

To be promoted to the county agent-coordinator position, an individual must 

meet the following qualifications: (1) have a master’s degree; (2) be an associate 

county agent, county agent, or have a position as an Auburn University faculty; (3) 

have a performance appraisal score of seven or higher on the most recent performance 

appraisal rating; and (4) participate in the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

Assessment Center for county agent-coordinator and receive a rating of one, two, or 

three. Participants who receive a rating of two or three must take academic classes in 

the area or areas that were identified as weak by the Assessment Center. When these 

four qualifications are met by more than one individual, the individual with the most 

applicant evaluation points must be offered the position.

Performance Appraisal System

The performance appraisal system for Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

county agents was initiated in the fall of 1976. The performance appraisal system for 

county agent-coordinators was developed at the same time and using the same process 

as the job analysis. The performance appraisal system was developed utilizing the 

tasks identified in the job analysis under the leadership o f the Extension Associate
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Director, Human Resources. A committee of county agent-coordinators met to 

develop the performance appraisal instruments used to measure the skill levels for all 

tasks performance by county agent-coordinators. All county agent-coordinators were 

provided a copy of the performance appraisal instrument and asked to identify tasks 

that they preformed but were not evaluated by the instrument. The inputs for all 

county agent-coordinators were used to make changes in the performance appraisal 

instruments and provide content validity.

The performance appraisal system applies job-related criteria (see appendix D) 

to determine the quality of education programs and administrative performance 

conducted by each county agent-coordinator. CACs are evaluated on their 

administrative responsibility as well as their educational program delivery. There are 

five criteria (see appendix E) that rate the administrative skills demonstrated during the 

evaluation period of one year. These five criteria are planning and organizing, 

personnel and staff development, personnel management and staff development for 

academic staff, leadership and directing, and reporting and evaluation.

The performance appraisal was initially administered by the district agent- 

coordinator, but this position was phased out in the 1980s, and district agents with 

program responsibility assumed this task. Since the reorganization in 1991 (see 

appendix F), CACs are rated by each extension district agent who rates CACs’ 

performance for programmatic and administrative skills.

Performance appraisal is a continuous process (see Appendix F) involving 

observation and monitoring throughout the year, and culminating in an annual 

interview at the close of the calendar year. Extension district agents rate CACs’ 

efforts based on the predetermined criteria set out in the Counseling Guide (Smith,
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1989J. CACs are rated for their administrative responsibility in the areas o f planning 

and organizing, personnel and staff development, personnel management and staff 

development for academic staff, leadership and directing, and reporting and evaluation.

A performance appraisal rating o f each CACs provides a perceived indication 

of his or her administrative effectiveness. When the two assessments (performance 

appraisal of CAC administrative responsibility and CAC Assessment Center ratings) 

are compared, a relationship should exist between the two, that is, the average rating 

received for the administrative portion of the performance appraisal rating and overall 

rating candidates received in the Assessment Center. Does an individual’s rating in the 

performance appraisal and the Assessment Center, that were both developed from the 

job analysis, have any relationship to each other? This study attempted to determine 

the predictability of the Assessment Center ratings of individuals that sought to be 

promoted to the county agent-coordinator position.

Other factors such as gender and race may have a relationship to performance 

also. Gender and race factors should be examined independently and concurrently for 

a relationship to CAC performance appraisal rating and the Assessment Center rating.

History of Extension Services Prior to 1964 

A brief review of the history of Cooperative Extension Service in Alabama 

reveals some differences and disparities related to gender and race in its early years. 

This review will clarify the need for a study of the selection and promotion procedures 

now in place. This historical review will view the period from the inception and 

beginning of Cooperative Extension Service in the state up until the court litigation of 

the 1960s.
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This information was largely gathered by means of an interview on July 17, 

1995, with Dr. James Smith, Director of Personnel with ACES at Auburn University 

since 1979. Dr. Smith, an African American, began his extension career in 1965 with 

what was then called the Negro Extension at Tuskegee Institute, now Tuskegee 

University. Dr. Smith is a reliable source for describing the nature of the organization 

before and after its change. Dr. Smith was an employee of the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension during this time and was involved with the Strain v. Philpot court case as 

Assistant Director for Personnel. No tapes were made of the interview; the following 

derives solely from the investigator’s notes. Support documentation for Smith’s 

description of the ACES’ bifurcated organization was compiled from personnel 

materials archived in Duncan Hall at Auburn University in Auburn, Alabama. As a 

collateral participant in the litigation of the 1960s, and as an avid follower of those 

events, Smith is without question a reliable subject for such information.

The Alabama Cooperative Extension Service was a combination of two land- 

grant colleges that were established by two separate Acts o f Congress. The first act 

established a land-grant college system in 1862 primarily serving white Americans, 

and the second act established a second land-grant college system in 1890 primarily 

serving African Americans. The Act of 1890 reads, "Land-grant colleges and 

Tuskegee Institute." The 1890 Act of Congress used the term Negro to describe 

individuals o f African descent.

Prior to 1965 there were two separate cooperative extension services in 

Alabama. The 1862 Cooperative Extension Service was located at Alabama 

Polytechnic Institute, now Auburn University, and the 1890 Cooperative Extension 

Service was located at Tuskegee Institute, now Tuskegee University. Each Extension
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Service had its own personnel structure and lines o f authority which were similar but 

separate.

At the 1862 Extension Service located at Auburn, each of Alabama’s 67 

counties had a county agent who was always a white male with at least a B.S. degree 

in agriculture. This position was responsible for administrative functions at the county 

level and all programming of the 1862 Extension Service. Assistant county agents 

were also white males with a B.S. degree in agriculture; they reported directly to the 

county agent. Some counties had more than one assistant county agent, all of whom 

reported to the county agent in their county.

Each county also had a home demonstration agent who was a white female 

with a B.S. degree in home economics. This position was responsible for the home 

economics programs and also reported to the county agent. In addition, most o f the 

counties had an assistant home demonstration agent who also held a B.S. degree in 

home economics and was supervised by the home demonstration agent.

This structure always had a white male with an agricultural degree in the 

county agent’s position as supervisor in each of Alabama’s 67 counties. All local 

staff, including the secretaries, were supervised by the person in this position. Females 

could be promoted to a home demonstration agent position, but they still reported to 

the county agent.

The second administrative level of supervision was at the district level. The 

State was divided into four districts with a district agent who was always a white male 

with at least one degree in agriculture; the district agent was responsible for the 16 or 

17 counties in his district. These district agents were administratively and 

programmatically responsible for all aspects of the organization.
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Assistant district agents were white males with an agricultural background who 

worked with the county agent and assistant county agent in implementing agricultural 

programs. They reported to the district agent.

Associate district agents were white females with a home economics 

background. This person worked with the home demonstration agent and assistant 

home demonstration agent to develop and implement programs. These associate 

district agents were responsible for the home economics program within their districts 

and reported to their district agent.

The Tuskegee Extension Service at Tuskegee Institute had its own 

administrative structure. Its county office was supervised by a Negro county agent 

who was always a black male with at least a B.S. degree in agriculture. The Negro 

county agent, all three words being inseparably a part of his title, was the first line 

supervisor for the county office and was responsible for all programs administrated. 

Assistant Negro county agents were black males who held at least a B.S. degree in 

agriculture and who reported directly to the Negro county agent.

The Negro home demonstration agent had at least a B.S. degree in home 

economics and was responsible for the home economics programs in their counties but 

reported administratively to the Negro county agent. There were no assistant Negro 

home demonstration agents.

This structure always had a black male with an agricultural degree in the Negro 

county agent’s position. Each county always had a male in the top administrative 

position. This person was responsible for the supervision of all staff and for all 

agricultural and home economics programs conducted within that county.
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The Negro district agent was responsible for all administrative and agricultural 

programmatic functions. This position was always held by a black male with an 

agricultural background. This was the second level of supervision in that organization 

chart. Because Tuskegee Extension Service served only 14 counties across the Black 

Belt in Central Alabama, no other counties in Alabama had a Negro Extension Service.

The associate Negro district agent was responsible for the home economics 

program within her district. These agents were always black females with a home 

economics background. They worked with the associate home demonstration agent in 

developing and implementing programs within the district. They reported to the Negro 

district agent.

The 1862 Extension Service and Tuskegee Extension Service were separate 

organizations but with similar organizational structures. They were not equal in size, 

pay, personnel, or in the number of counties served. They did occasionally work 

together on some programs, but with no formal organizational connection. These two 

extension services worked in these separate organizational structures from their 

inception in the early 1900s until they were integrated in 1965.

The Alabama Cooperative Extension Service and the Tuskegee Extension 

Service were integrated because of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Both Extension 

Services received Federal funds and were required to integrate by the United States 

Secretary of Agriculture or lose all Federal support.

When the two extension services were integrated in 1965-1966, they were 

reorganized into the Alabama Cooperative Extension System. The integration of the 

two systems resulted in many changes in administrative functions, positions, and titles. 

The title of county agent was changed to county extension chairman. This position
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was always held by a white male. The title of associate home demonstration agent 

was changed to associate county extension chairman; this position was always filled by 

a white female. The responsibilities of the county extension chairman were the same 

as the previous county agent, and the associate county extension chairmen duties were 

the same as those of the previous home demonstration agent. The assistant county 

agent’s title was changed to extension farm agent and the associate home 

demonstration agent became the extension home agent.

The Negro county agent title was changed to extension farm agent and the 

Negro home demonstration agent was changed to the extension home agent. No Negro 

county agents became a county extension chairman, nor did any Negro home 

demonstration agent become an associate home demonstration agent. Thus, the 1965- 

1966 reorganization resulted in a system in which all administrative positions were 

held by white males, and all the home economics leadership positions were headed by 

white females.

District agents became district extension agents and assistant district agents 

became district extension agents. Associate district agents became associate district 

extension agents. The change in title did not alter their responsibilities.

At the time of the integration (1965-1966), there was only one Negro district 

agent and he resigned because he did not want to work for the integrated Extension 

Service. The Negro associate district agent became a specialist. Specialists had 

statewide responsibilities in one program or subject area. This reorganization resulted 

in a district level o f supervision led totally by whites.

Because there were no black personnel in a supervisory position in the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service in 1966 at the county, district, or state level of
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administration, a civil rights suit was filed. This suit became Strain v. Philpot in the 

United States District Court for the Middle District o f Alabama. Eastern Division. The 

results of this suit and consequent court orders required that the system be dramatically 

altered to allow both blacks and females to assume administrative responsibilities at the 

county and district levels.

Reorganized ACES Organizational Structure 

On June 11, 1976, the United States District Court for the Middle District Of 

Alabama, Eastern Division (Court) approved a reorganization plan (see appendix F) for 

the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service. This plan resulted in the Strain v.

Philpot suit. This plan altered the structure for supervision and management of ACES 

programs and personnel at the district level.

This reorganization formed three geographic districts, each with a district agent- 

coordinator and five district agents with specific program supervision responsibilities 

(agriculture and natural resources, home economics, 4-H, community resource 

development, and special programs). District I included the 22 counties north of 

Jefferson County and included Jefferson and Shelby Counties. The remainder of the 

state was divided north to south with 22 eastern counties in District II and 23 western 

counties in District III. This reorganization created 15 district agent-programs and 

three district agent-coordinators who would operate out of the three districts. These 

district agents supervised approximately 340 county agents.

At that time, the ACES carried out programs in four distinct program areas 

with most counties having at least four agents. These program areas were agricultural, 

home economics, 4-H and youth, and community resource development. Most agents
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had primary responsibility in one program area and were supervised by a district agent 

who had direct responsibility for that program area.

By 1987, ACES experienced significant changes both in the number of county 

and district agents and in the way in which it operated. Due to concerns about federal 

funding and reductions in county funding, the number of county agents was reduced to 

270, thus resulting in several counties having only one or two agents. The remaining 

county agents were expected to do more interdisciplinary programming, as opposed to 

working primarily in a single program area. By 1989, there were many retirements 

among district agent-coordinators and district agent-programs. These positions were 

not refilled due to uncertainty about future funding and a desire to formally change the 

focus of the district agent-programs’ responsibilities to include total program and 

personnel management supervision.

In 1987 ACES Director, Dr. Ann E. Thompson, created a committee to make 

recommendations for strategic changes in the organization and operation of the 

Alabama Cooperative Extension Service. This committee recommended that the state 

be divided into six districts with the remaining six district program agents serving as 

district agents. This proposal was intentionally modified due to the unusually large 

span of supervision the proposed plan imposed. Each district agent would have had 

direct or indirect supervisory responsibility for 185 to 219 staff members.

The plan (see appendix F) ultimately recommended to the Court established 

nine extension districts led by a district agent whose primary responsibility was the 

leadership, management, and supervision of all programs and field staff personnel 

within his or her district. This configuration was promoted because it provided the 

most equitable balance of individual employees for supervision, counseling, and
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evaluation while effectively balancing the number of county staff units to be managed 

at the same time. A major responsibility of district agents is to train agents to become 

extension educators and to supervise agent performance in all program areas. A 

secondary role o f the district agent is to help manage the nonhuman resources (travel, 

supplies, postage, equipment, etc.) within the district.

Priority consideration for promotion to district extension agent was given to the 

six individuals who were then serving as district program agents. Also consistent with 

existing Court orders, special efforts were made to recruit qualified black candidates. 

The administration desired to increase the number of blacks and females in district 

level management positions to the same level as that which existed in the county level 

management positions (Thompson, 1991).

History of Court Orders

United States District Judge Frank M. Johnson, Jr., of the United States District 

Court for the Middle District of Alabama, Eastern Division (Court), ordered on 

September 1, 1971, that all county extension units should be integrated and that the 

Alabama Cooperative Extension Service staff should be representative of and reflect 

the total percentage of African Americans in the state of Alabama. This order 

attempted to correct and eliminate the past effects of discrimination that had occurred 

before 1971.

Part of the order applied to the filling of the positions of county extension 

chairman (county agent coordinator) with any person other than the former Negro 

county agent or Negro home demonstration agent who was best qualified according to 

objective standards such as educational background and tenure. The standards which 

ACES adopted to determine qualified individuals are now known as Applicant
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Evaluation Points and consist of educational attainment, academic grade point average, 

scholarly achievement, and tenure with ACES.

In February, 1978 plaintiffs in Strain v. Philpot filed a motion for further relief 

primarily concerning the appointment o f a black female as a district agent coordinator. 

Plaintiffs objected to the probationary review forms used at that time for evaluating 

employees who were promoted or whose job responsibilities had changed. On 

September 14, 1978, the Court ordered that the defendants (ACES) be enjoined from 

applying the vague, subjective, and discriminatory criteria and probationary review 

forms then in use for evaluation of such employees. The Court further ordered 

defendants to formulate suggested criteria and procedures for evaluating employees’ 

performance which, when applied, would form a valid basis for promotion or 

dismissal.

As a result of this case, it was determined that the Applicant Evaluation Point 

system, when used alone as the basis for promotions, was too subjective and resulted 

in the promotion of staff members who might not be fully qualified to assume 

additional responsibilities. ACES consequently developed and submitted to the Court 

for approval a Performance Appraisal System and a Probationary Counseling Plan for 

use in promotion and dismissing employees. Both plans were approved by the Court 

on December 29, 1978.

One of the requests of the Strain v. Philpot plaintiffs in 1983 sought to enjoin 

ACES from using the Assessment Center process and more specifically to prevent the 

appointment o f an individual as district agent coordinator in District I. The 

Assessment Center that was implemented in 1981 had been used as a partial means to 

fill this position and the county agent coordinator positions within the ACES. The
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Assessment Center was used to determine if individuals had the minimum skills 

needed to become a first line supervisor. The plaintiffs’ motion for permanent 

injunction with regard to the Assessment Center was denied by the Court. The Court 

stated that the Assessment Center did not have the effect o f discrimination against 

blacks, and the Assessment Center was approved as a means of determining a staff 

member’s individual strengths and weaknesses for a particular job. The Assessment 

Center was also upheld as a method of assisting employees in overcoming weaknesses 

and improving in other areas (Smith, 1984).

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to determine the relative predictive ability of the 

Assessment Center with regards to future administrative performance of agents as 

indicated through annual performance appraisals. It was equally important to examine 

for any significant bias in performance appraisal evaluations and Assessment Center 

ratings based on race or gender. It was also important to learn if certain skills, singly 

or in combination, measured in the ACES Assessment Center for CAC’s process were 

more predictive than others of overall Assessment Center ratings.

Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 

This study examined the relationship of a County Agent-Coordinators’ 

Assessment Center results with performance appraisal ratings for the first 3 years of 

his or her performance as a county agent-coordinator (CAC). Specifically, the 

predictive potential o f the Assessment Center was examined. This study also 

examined for any significant bias based on gender or race in the performance appraisal 

evaluations and ACES Assessment Center ratings. The investigative question was,

“Do individuals perform on the job in relationship to Assessment Center predictions?”
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Performance levels were determined from relative ratings on annual evaluations. 

Assessment ratings of individual skill areas on variables comprising the assessment 

process were compared singly and in some combination with the overall Assessment 

Center ratings. The performance of CACs is rated in five categories on a scale from 1 

to 11. The categories examined were planning and organizing, personnel and staff 

development, personnel management and staff development for academic staff, 

leadership and directing, and reporting and evaluation.

More specifically, this study attempted to answer the following research questions:

1. To determine if the administrative portion of annual performance appraisal 

ratings for the first 3 years are bias free in regards to gender and race.

2. To determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process is bias free with

regard to gender and race.

3. To determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process when compared to

the administrative portion of annual performance appraisal ratings for the first 3 

years are bias free in regards to gender and race.

4. To determine if certain skills in the Assessment Center are more predictive than

others o f an overall Assessment Center rating, singly or in combination.

5. To determine if the overall Assessment Center ratings are predictive of the 

administrative performance for any of the first 3 years after appointment to the 

CAC position based on the administrative portion of the annual performance 

appraisal ratings.

General Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined for the purpose of this study:
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County agent-coordinator: The county extension agent responsible for the 

administrative function of a county Cooperative Extension office.

District agent-coordinator: The employee at the district level responsible for 

the administrative functions of a district of 22 or 23 counties until 1991.

District agent-program: The extension employee at the district level 

responsible for program management of either agriculture and natural resources, home 

economic, special programs, 4-H and youth, and community resource development.

Extension agent or county agent: An employee of the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service working at the county level who carries out educational programs.

Extension district agent: The employee at the district level responsible for 

the administrative and programmatic function for a district of seven or eight counties 

after 1991.

Extension programs: The educational activities carried out by county agents 

specifically in the academic and/or field disciplines of agriculture and natural 

resources, home economics, 4-H and youth and including community resource 

development.

Extension Service: The Alabama Cooperative Extension Service which is a 

part of the land-grant university system.

Extension Specialist: An employee of the Alabama Cooperative Extension 

Service working at the state level who carries out educational programs in a specific 

subject area.

Definitions Related to Assessment Center Activities

The following terms are defined for the purpose of this study:
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Assertiveness: The extent to which an individual positively and forcefully 

states a position without being hostile or destructive.

Assessee: An individual who has met the minimum qualifications for the 

county agent-coordinator position. These qualifications include master’s degree; 39 

applicant evaluation points; current positions as associate county agent, county agent, 

or a member of the Auburn University academic staff; and a performance appraisal 

score of 7 or higher out of a possible 11 on the most recent performance appraisal.

Assessor: An individual selected from a pool of individuals holding a position 

as county agent-coordinator, extension district agent, or Auburn University faculty 

member, and who has received appropriate assessment training.

Collaborativeness: The extent to which a candidate is willing to modify his or 

her behavior to reach a goal; the ability to adjust his or her approach to a particular 

situation, obtain goals, or to support the group working toward its goal.

Decision making: The process involving a positive act o f choosing between 

two or more possible courses of action. Behaviors to be evaluated are willingness to 

make decisions and the ability to make quality decisions.

Leadership: The process of motivating others to perform tasks effectively 

without evoking resistance or arousing hostility. Leadership styles used depend on the 

given situation.

Likability: The extent to which one is approved or respected by others. This 

is rated by peer evaluation and through the subjective reaction of each assessor to the 

candidate.

Need for approval: The extent to which an individual requires to have his or 

her behavior approved by coworkers or a higher authority before taking action.
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Oral communication: The ability to present an oral report and personally 

communicate on a one-to-one basis. The primary focus is the actual verbal behavior— 

the use of an appropriate introduction, the method and style of presentation, the 

organization of ideas, the use of a summary and conclusion, and the quality of the 

individual’s voice. The secondary focus is nonverbal behavior, such as hand gestures, 

use o f notes, eye contact, and appearance of nervousness.

Overall Assessment Center Rating: A consensus rating, derived by three 

assessors for an assessee over the latter’s performance, on the 12 Assessment Center 

criteria.

Perception: The extent to which an individual can perceive subtle cues in the 

behavior o f others toward the individual.

Persuasiveness: The extent to which an individual makes an impact on others; 

an individual’s ability to get other group members to consider the thoughts, ideas, and 

opinions o f the individual.

Planning and organizing: The extent to which one organizes work and the 

quality o f short- and long-term plans. It is the process that gives form, order, and 

structure to the work. The components o f this variable include identifying needs and 

issues o f clientele, setting objectives, establishing priorities, and coordinating the 

planning process to ensure timely achievement of group tasks.

Written communication: The extent to which one can effectively express ideas 

in writing. The primary focus will be the candidate’s knowledge of the overall 

program development process to include needs identification, priority setting, 

marketing techniques, strategic planning, and other concepts relevant to program
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planning. Secondary factors to be considered are length, appearance, spelling, 

grammar, attention to conventional usage, and style.

Definitions Related to Performance Appraisal 

The following terms are defined for the purpose of this study:

Counseling Guide: The performance appraisal instrument that contains job- 

related criteria used in rating county agent-coordinators (Smith, 1989).

Performance appraisal: The process of rating the appropriateness and 

effectiveness of county agent coordinators’ administrative work.

Performance appraisal score: The numerical score obtained from the use of the 

Counseling Guide in rating county agent-coordinators’ administrative activities by the 

district agent or extension district agent.

Delimitations of the Study 

Numerous variables could have influenced the relationship between annual 

performance appraisal scores on administrative skills received by county agent- 

coordinators (CACs) during their first 3 years in the CAC position and the overall 

rating they received from the Assessment Center earlier. To control for some of these 

alternative explanations, an ex post facto research design was used for this study. The 

major weaknesses of ex post facto research design are (1) the inability to assign 

individuals randomly to treatment levels, (2) the inability to manipulate the 

independent variables, (3) the inability to assign individuals who receive a rating of 

four (presently does not possess knowledge and skills needed to successfully perform 

the job duties o f county agent-coordinator) in the Assessment Center to the CAC 

position, and (4) the risk of interpreting correlation as causation. These weakness are
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apparent in this study because the extension agents could not be assigned randomly by 

gender or race.

Two important factors influenced the data in this study. Agents were not 

randomly selected to participate, but had to achieve a level of performance on the 

performance appraisal score, and they had to be an associate county agent, county 

agent, or Auburn University faculty member associated with the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service. Additionally, they had to elect to apply to participate in the 

Assessment Center. Low performers (below 7 on annual performance appraisal), as 

well as those not interested in becoming a CAC, did not participate in the Assessment 

Center. These two groups of individuals were not promoted to the CAC position, nor 

did they have any part in this study. Equally important, individuals who received a 

rating of four from the Assessment Center were not promoted to the CAC position and 

were not a part of the study unless they participated in the Assessment Center at a later 

time and obtained an overall rating of 3 or better. The fact that these two groups of 

individuals were not a part of the study did effect the data, inasmuch as the CACs 

examined here were not randomly selected.

Other delimitations of this study include (1) the number of years of 

performance appraisal rating use in comparison to the Assessment Center results, (2) 

the use o f data only from the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment 

Center, (3) the relation and applicability of findings to other Cooperative Extension 

Services, and (4) the relation and applicability of the findings to other assessment 

centers.
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Limitations of the Study 

The results o f the study are limited to the ACES Assessment Center.

Limitations discussed here are substantive ones only, as opposed to procedural 

limitations treated earlier in this chapter. The results of this study should not be used 

to draw conclusions about the accuracy or predictability o f any other assessment 

center. This includes those that assess CACs in other extension services through the 

United States and for assessment centers used by other organizations. The results of 

the performance appraisal instrument that does not discriminate based on gender or 

race relates to the one ACES uses to assess the performance of these, nonrandom 

CACs. No reference can be made as to whether other assessment centers or their 

performance appraisal instruments are discriminatory in regard to gender or race.

Other limitations of this study include (1) the changes in the rating of CAC 

performance, from the district agent coordinators to extension district agents due to the 

changes in the structure of the organization, (2) the changes in the individual in the 

rater positions due to retirements and promotions, (3) the changes that have occurred 

in the performance appraisal instrument due to reorganization, (4) the fact that there 

were either three or nine districts and that raters in each district might rate differently, 

and (5) the limited number of CACs that have been promoted to the position while 

using the Assessment Center.

Assumptions of the Study 

The assumptions of this study are as follows:

1. The Assessment Center assumed essential skills required in a county 

agent-coordinator position.
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2. The rating by assessors of individuals participating in the Assessment 

Center were nonbiased and were consistent in their manner of serving 

even though different assessors were used.

3. The county agent-coordinators’ performance appraisal instrument 

included all essential skills needed to be an effective CAC.

4. Various extension district agents evaluated consistently and accurately in 

rating the county agent-coordinators’ performances.

5. As the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service has gone from one 

organizational structure to another there have been no significant 

differences in ratings of CACs.

Summary

The Alabama Cooperative Extension Service, established by an Act of Congress 

in 1914, is part of the national land-grant college system. This Act created a means of 

delivering researched-based knowledge to the public. This legislation provided for a 

partnership of the local, state, and national governments in providing information to 

the public that could enable them to improve their quality o f life.

The Alabama Cooperative Extension Service has experienced many changes in 

its administrative structure. The first-line supervisor in the present administrative 

structure is County Agent-Coordinator. County Agent-Coordinators are in each of the 

67 counties in Alabama. One of the criterion for promotion to this position is 

receiving a rating of three or less, on a scale of four, in the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service Assessment Center.
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This study compared the placement categories an individual received from the 

Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center with their annual 

performance appraisal rating for the first 3 years after they were promoted to County 

Agent-Coordinator. The data for the study were obtained from personnel records (see 

appendix G). This study was intended to help determine the extent to which the 

Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center results were predictors of 

future success and if Assessment Center results and the performance appraisal system 

were bias free with regards to gender and race. This study also determined the relative 

value of the Assessment Center variables, singly and in combination, in predicting the 

Assessment Center’s overall ratings.

The performance appraisal system for the Alabama Cooperative Extension 

Service that is currently being used to assess county agent-coordinators’ performance 

was initiated in the fall of 1976. This system utilizes job-related criteria to determine 

the quality of each agent’s performance as it relates to their job description. The 

performance appraisal is administered by the district agent-coordinator and by the 

extension district agent under the new organizational structure that occurred in 1991. 

Performance appraisal is a continuous process that involves observation and monitoring 

throughout the year with an annual rating provided each year.

Generalizability of the results of this study is limited to the Assessment Center 

evaluations obtained by the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service that were in place 

at the time of the study. The findings cannot be extended to other assessment centers 

or different Extension Services.
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Review of Literature 

Introduction

Assessment centers are considered by many to be one of the major new 

developments occurring in the human resource field in the past 25 years (Ross, 1985). 

They were first introduced to business in 1958. Since then thousands of public and 

private institutions have conducted assessment centers for selection, development, 

training, and certification purposes (Ross, 1985; Olshfski & Cunningham, 1986). The 

use of assessment centers by professionals and practitioners involved in selection and 

development o f managerial personnel continues to increase (Harris, Becker, & Smith, 

1993; Kwarteng, 1986).

Managers, students, engineers, salespersons, military personnel, rehabilitation 

counselors, school administrators, and blue-collar workers all have been assessed by 

assessment centers (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, III, & Bentson, 1987; Howard,

1986). More than 20 years ago, the Management Process Study of Bray, Campbell, 

and Grant (1974) demonstrated that certain characteristics were relatively stable and 

could thereby be measured. This was part o f the reason for the widespread use of 

assessment centers as a way to identify potential managers (Ritchie & Moses, 1983). 

Assessment centers in the public sector have been embraced as a selection method 

which meets civil service exam criteria and has high predictive validity. In California

30
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it is estimated that one out o f every four local municipalities has conducted an 

assessment center within the last two years (Ross, 1985).

Assessment centers apply a process in which several observational techniques 

are used to evaluate a group o f candidates along a number of previously determined 

behavioral dimensions (Ross, 1985). The techniques can include written tests or 

interviews but generally use simulated job exercises (Gomez & Stephenson, 1987). 

Participants take part in group and individual exercises that simulate the activities of 

the position to which they wish to accede. A team of trained assessors observes each 

participant and makes judgments o f performance in each category (Ross, 1985). The 

assessors pool their observations to form a final judgment (Gomez & Stephenson,

1987). This is usually done after each assessor has scored each participant 

individually.

Corporations initially began using assessment centers to select employees for 

management positions. In recent years, many organizations also began using 

assessment centers for management development. These are two different processes, 

but they are not self-exclusive (Nichols & Hudson, 1981). Assessment centers can be 

used as an excellent tool for management selection, as well as to identify skills an 

individual needs to develop. The assessment center certainly has a role in both 

management selection and development processes, but it would be a mistake to rely 

solely on this process for making selection or development decisions. Other factors 

should also be considered when using assessment center results. An individual’s 

record of performance, previous job-related experiences, educational experience, and so 

forth, are important factors in the selection process. When assessment centers are used 

as a development tool, they can identify the skill strengths and weaknesses of each
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candidate. With this information candidates can receive training that will develop skill 

in their deficit areas (Nichols & Hudson, 1981).

Definitions

Assessment centers conduct standardized evaluations of behaviors based on

multiple inputs with multiple-trained observers who use various techniques (LaRue,

1989). Thornton and Byham (1982) defined an assessment center as

a comprehensive, standardized procedure in which multiple 
assessment techniques such as situational exercises and job 
simulations (i.e., business games, discussion groups, reports, and 
presentations) are used to evaluate individual employees for 
various purposes, (p. 1)

It is a process in which individuals can participate in a series of situations 

which simulate accurately what they will be expected to do. Assessment centers test 

by using situational or simulation exercises, and multiple-trained assessors process 

information in a fair and impartial manner (Jaffee & Sefcik, 1980). They use 

scenarios and open-ended problems to allow participants to display behaviors which 

are noted by the assessors. The assessors then gather to discuss and seek consensus on 

the behaviors demonstrated by each participant before reaching any final decision 

about the career potential of the participants (Cunningham & Olshfski, 1985).

The Task Force on Assessment Center Guidelines (1989) has adopted this 

definition:

An assessment center consists of a standardized evaluation of behavior 
based on multiple inputs. Multiple-trained observers and techniques are 
used. Judgments about behavior are made, in major part, from 
specifically developed assessment simulations.

These judgements are pooled by the assessors in a meeting among the 
assessors or by a statistical integration process. In an integration 
discussion, comprehensive accounts of behavior and often ratings of it 
are pooled. The discussions result in evaluations of the performance of
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the assesses on the dimensions or other variables which the assessment 
center is designed to measure. Statistical combination methods should 
be validated in accord with professionally accepted standards. (LaRue,
1989, p. 18)

What is an assessment center? The answer is not simple, and it depends on 

who you ask. “It is a process in which individuals have an opportunity to participate 

in a series of situations which resemble what they might be called upon to do in the 

real world." They are tested by situational or simulation exercises, and multiple- 

trained assessors process information in a fair and impartial manner (Jaffee & Sefcik, 

1980). They can be used in entry-level positions, and for teachers, salespeople, and 

management positions. The major limiting factor is the cost associated with using 

assessment centers to gather information about a person’s skills (Jaffee & Sefcik, 

1980).

History

Assessment centers have a long history. The quest for a reliable method of 

identifying people with a potential for success is not new. It was developed first for 

the military, refined for the business community, and eventually applied in the public 

sector (LaRue, 1989).

Simple performance tests were used to measure individual differences in 

behavior in the early 1900s. Some of these tests were used to predict the job 

performance of individuals. The German army was the first to use the assessment 

center process to select officers in the 1930s. The German model was the first to 

attempt to use both multiple assessment techniques and multiple assessors to evaluate 

complex behavior (Thornton & Byham, 1982).
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While German military psychologists were the first to explore the idea of using 

simulations to assess the behaviors of candidates for particular jobs in the military, the 

success the Germans realized in candidate selection was recognized by the British War 

Office Selection Board. The British further developed the model and used it to 

identify British army officer candidates during World War II (Milstein & Fiedler,

1989).

The assessment center concept came to the United States at approximately the 

same time the United States army, through the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), 

assembled several scientists during World War II to select people for dangerous 

intelligence assignments. After the war, the Civil Service Selection Board used the 

OSS process to select entrants to the administrative class of the Civil Service. Not 

only was the objective to pick successful administrative candidates but also to pick 

those who would eventually rise to assistant secretary (Keil, 1981).

Independent of the above developments, a new turn in American business 

recruiting would one day coalesce into the present-day concept o f the assessment 

center. In the 1920s, Donald S. Bridgman was charged with developing the American 

Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T) recruitment program. Bridgman’s early studies 

demonstrated that rank in the college graduating class was a valid predictor of an 

individual’s later success in the company. These early studies were used later to 

develop the first modern-day assessment centers in 1956 at AT&T (Bray et al., 1974). 

Through these assessment centers AT&T evaluated 422 newly hired men over an 8- 

year period. This was the most fully realized assessment center to that point, and the 

follow up data were impressive. The assessment center identified 85% of the 

individuals who would later achieve mid-level management. This demonstrated the
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high predictive value of the assessment center (LaRue, 1989). Since this early use by 

AT&T, industry has incorporated the concept until over 2,000 American organizations 

are using assessment centers for a wide variety of purposes. Their use includes 

identification o f management potential, selection, placement, career management and 

training, and promotion (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987).

Almost 20 years ago the Management Progress Study (MPS)(Bray et al., 1974) 

demonstrated that certain characteristics were related to subsequent progress in 

management, that these characteristics were relatively stable, and that they could be 

reliably measured. This led, in part, to the widespread use of assessment centers as a 

means of identifying further management potential (Ritchie & Moses, 1983; Taylor, 

1984).

Public Education Use of Assessment Centers 

In public education in 1975, The National Association of Secondary School 

Principals (NASSP), recognizing the need to identify and develop educational 

administrators, worked with the American Psychological Association to develop a plan 

for developing the NASSP Assessment Center Project. Twenty years later more than 

50 member organizations that serve school districts and universities are using this 

method and its instruments (Milstein & Fiedler, 1989). Through these assessment 

centers more than 2,000 participants have been assessed (Wendel, 1986).

Research gives more support to the assessment center as a technique for 

managerial assessment than to any other practice, according to Thornton and Byham 

(1982). This is why NASSP helps school systems establish assessment centers for 

assessing school leaders. School systems must agree to cover the cost of operating 

assessment centers and are expected to utilize the results of the assessments (Lepard,
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1986). Assessment centers were introduced into the field of public education in the 

1970s. The National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), in 

conjunction with the American Psychological Association, developed an assessment 

center model. This pilot project demonstrated an approach to selecting potentially 

successful administrators, and consequently led to extensive use of assessment centers 

in public education (Gomez & Stephenson, 1987; Wendel & Uerling, 1989).

Shilling (1986) states that assessment centers are important because the single 

most critical factor in an excellent school is an outstanding leader. Not only does the 

assessment center concept provide a service to local school systems in assisting in the 

selection of effective principals, but if used properly, it nurtures and develops those 

with ability who aspire to be leaders (Shilling, 1986). This can be done if school 

systems are in the business o f assessment to make a positive difference for people.

Assessment Center Operations 

Directors of assessment centers must establish credibility, pay attention to 

detail, apply safeguards, maintain public support, and make the assessment experience 

humane (Burleson, 1986). The content o f assessment activities should be based on on- 

the-job behavior. This behavior should be predictive of subsequent on-the-job 

performance (Kelley, 1986). Assessors must be trained to observe this behavior and 

make decisions about the abilities of each candidate.

While receiving training to become an assessor, administrative skills can be 

improved (McCall, 1986). According to Baughman (1986), assessors must master 

every aspect of the assessment process before participating in an assessment center as 

an assessor. This requires a large investment of preparatory time by each individual 

planning to become an assessor.
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If an assessment center is to be used to its potential, then the promotional 

policy and an associated set of procedures must reflect the full integration and 

implementation of the assessment center in the promotional process and personnel 

system. Training and appraisal are necessary to integrate the assessment center process 

with other personnel functions. Time, money, and other resources will be required to 

use an assessment center to identify potential candidates for leadership positions.

Farmer (1986) states that for the assessment center to significantly enhance the 

decision-making process for promotional decisions, its implementation should be done 

with full knowledge that other functions of the personnel process will have to be 

altered.

Feedback to the participants is an important aspect of the assessment process.

It provides the participants with both written and oral information about their strengths 

and weaknesses (Landholm, 1986). Regardless o f their performance and subsequent 

assessment, participants learn much about themselves. This information helps 

participants make career decisions and identifies skills that need attention before 

landing that first leadership position (Wendel, 1986).

Advantage of Assessment Centers

The principal advantage of assessment centers is simple: they work (LaRue, 

1989). In general, the techniques used in an assessment center provide more 

information about the candidate’s probable success in an organization than any other 

methodology available. The assessment center should be patterned after real, on-the- 

job experiences. This provides the assessor with an added appreciation for what the 

position requires. Likewise participants can get a good preview of the work expected, 

and if  they do not like what they see, they can quietly drop out of the competition. A

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



38

final, and vital, advantage is that assessment centers have provided more opportunity 

for minorities than traditional interview methods (LaRue, 1989).

Another advantage for using assessment centers is that they help ensure that the 

right person is hired. The cost of hiring the wrong candidate is too high for an 

organization to risk otherwise (Hanson & Balestreri-Spero, 1985). The cost of using 

an assessment center is justified by the mutual returns of appropriate placements and 

reduced turnover (Milstein & Fiedler, 1989). A compelling reason for using an 

assessment center, in fact, is that it is cost-effective. The process is job-specific and 

accurately tests skills that were previously only identified or estimated. Candidates can 

be tested for communication skills through role-playing exercises that require them to 

perform in a public relations risk situation. This information is certainly helpful in 

selecting a candidate required to work closely with the media (Collins, 1990).

In general, past studies have shown that assessment centers have accurately 

predicted managerial success in a number of organizations. They have gained wide 

acceptance as tools in the selection of managers. Russell (1985), in reviewing 

extensive research, indicated a positive relationship between assessment center ratings 

and subsequent success as a manager. Most research of assessment centers has 

demonstrated the usefulness of the centers in predicting success regardless of 

educational level, prior assessment center experience, race, or gender (Schneider & 

Wallich, 1990). Schneider and Wallich’s study further stated that in addition to the 

obvious purposes of promotion and selection of administrators, assessment centers are 

useful in the training, development, and career planning of participants.

The popularity of assessment centers may be attributed to the feedback that is 

provided to the participants. This information about the assessee’s strengths and
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weaknesses enables them to assess career potential and improve skills by attending 

workshops and taking classes (Schnider & Wallich, 1990). Milstein and Fiedler (1989) 

stated that literature indicated that participating in an assessment center also allows 

assessees and assessors feedback to evaluate their own strengths and weaknesses. The 

data from the assessment center can, therefore, be used to provide a focus for in- 

service training. This in turn leads to professional growth and development of both 

assessors and assesses. The individual participant’s self-esteem and expectations are 

elevated as a result o f participating in an assessment center. Candidates associate their 

selection to participate in the assessment center to their worth to the organization.

They then seek to perform both in the assessment center and later on the job at a level 

higher than before (Tumage & Muchinsky, 1984).

The use of assessment centers can have a positive effect on the entire 

management group in terms of personal development, organizational cohesiveness, and 

other critical elements of organizational effectiveness. Another benefit is that more 

managers are interested in improving their own effectiveness as managers (Joines, 

Lorthridge, & Hayes, 1986).

Disadvantages of Assessment Centers

The high cost o f personnel, in both time and money, is the most prevalent 

disadvantage in assessment center implementation. Costs include resource 

requirements for travel, accommodations, materials, and salaries. Due to the expensive 

and time-consuming nature of this training, there is a tendency to use a limited number 

of assessors (Milstein & Fiedler, 1989). This can result in assessor burnout, which 

was reported as a serious problem in a study by Milstein and Fiedler (1989).

Therefore, multiple trained observers are necessary. The assessment center needs to be
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designed by outside specialists who have knowledge and ability to direct and perform

the steps of job analysis, development of exercises, and staff training (Kolb, 1984).

The expenses to cover these preassessee costs were $1,500 to $2,500 when using the

NASSP model (Milstein & Fiedler, 1989). Without a model to follow, these start-up

expenses could be much higher.

An assessment center will usually take at least three days for each assessor: one

day for training, at least one day for assessing, and one more for making a decision

(LaRue, 1989). Knowing the qualities sought for a position is not enough; a number

or exercises must be designed to measure these qualities. Preparing for assessment

center exercises may require seeking help from a consultant who is experienced with

the organization and functions of the assessment center (Collins, 1990).

There is a more subtle but significant disadvantage. The assessment 
center was designed to be a staff development and promotion tool. The 
people being assessed already belonged to organizations whose unique 
goals they understood. When the assessment center is used as a hiring 
tool, the key element of organizational orientation is absent. This 
results in a loss o f reciprocity in the interview process.

This loss of reciprocity has several negative consequences. For one 
thing, it sometimes scares off the best candidates. For example, suppose 
the leading candidate cracks a joke or two. The response of the 
assessors? not even the hint of a smile, no more than a scribbled 
notation and attentive glance. Who would want to work for such 
humorless automatons?

Unless the assessment center is based on close-to-fact job situations, 
candidates could walk away from a grueling day playing stressful and 
ambiguous games without any better idea of what the job entailed, or 
what their potential boss was looking for, that when the arrived.
(LaRue, 1989, p. 21)

Results o f assessment centers can be over-emphasized. When people are either 

"passed" and qualified for advancement, or "failed" and learn that their career 

opportunities are limited, employees may be disappointed and cause a moral and
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motivational problem for the managers of the organization (Nichols & Hudson, 1981).

Another problem is when an assessment center is used in the place of the 

interview process for bringing in new employees, candidates can walk away from a 

grueling day playing stressful and ambiguous games without any idea of what the job 

entailed, or what their potential employer was looking for. Interviews ideally should 

be reciprocal, and assessment centers do not provide that kind of setting. The 

assessment process can be unfair to outside applicants and a waste of their time 

(LaRue, 1989).

Problems With Assessment Centers 

Tumage and Muchinsky (1984) observed that one of the fundamental problems 

in assessment center research involves the measurement of effective work performance 

using reliable and objective rating of on-the-job behavior. Although virtually every 

validation study has used supervisory ratings of both performance and potential, 

"problems with supervisors’ ratings are legion," including biases of leniency, halo, and 

restriction of range (Thornton & Byham, 1982). Reliable and valid criteria of 

managerial job performance need to be identified, and then research needs to be 

conducted to determine if assessment center evaluations can predict their standards of 

success on the job (Tumage & Muchinsky, 1984).

There has been some concern about participants possibly falsifying their 

performance at an assessment center. Can candidates role-play and change their 

behavior to match the expectations they perceive of the assessors? Some researcher 

believe candidates can learn to match their behavior to the expectations they perceive 

of the assessors. These researcher do not believe performance of assessees can be 

predicted because assessment centers can not predict non performance factors that
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influence performance. An individual’s performance not only depends on his or her 

skills, but also on interest, motivation, or opportunity. Assessment centers do not 

measure motivation, they measure skill level and potential. But the knowledge of skill 

level can be of critical importance in job performance. Therefore, assessment centers 

can be useful for management by identifying the skills of participants for which they 

were designed (Jaffee & Sefcik, 1980).

Research concerning assessment centers is not as extensive when compared 

with alternative predictors like biographical data, peer nominations, or training and 

supervisory ratings. Studies by Klimoski and Strickland (1977) found evidence that 

preassessment ratings of performance and potential can produce higher correlations 

with subsequent performance and potential ratings than the assessment centers method 

(Tumage & Muchinsky, 1984).

The validity of assessment centers has been brought into question. It could be 

argued that being selected to participate in an assessment center may reinforce the 

feelings of self efficacy for competent managerial candidates. Therefore, the apparent 

validity of assessment centers relates to a self-fulfilling prophecy. Another explanation 

for assessment center success is that high performers in the centers are thus predicted 

to be high performers in future managerial roles (Klimoski & Brickner, 1987). 

Certainly, more research is needed to determine the validity of assessment centers.

This is apparent when Russell (1985) states that assessors are apparently not doing 

what assessment center architects thought they were doing. The procedures are useful 

for predicting managerial success but validity remains a puzzle (Klimoski & Brickner,

1987).
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Validity

Numerous studies have found the validity of assessment center ratings to be 

consistent and reliable (Neidig & Neidig, 1984; Schmitt, 1977; Schneider & Schmitt, 

1992). This has led to an increase in the use of assessment centers (Schmitt, Noe, 

Meritt, & Fitzgerald, 1984). Sackett and Dreher (1984) contend that content validity is 

an appropriate means of showing the job relatedness of an assessment center if 

designed appropriately. Assessment centers work when they are operated as they were 

intended. Raters should be selected and trained appropriately, and efforts to maintain 

quality control in the implementation of the center should be made on a continuous 

basis (Schmitt, Schneider, & Cohen, 1990). The number of dimensions assessors 

observe can potentially influence the assessment of individuals (Gaugler & Thornton, 

1989). Gaugler and Thornton’s findings supported the contention that assessors have a 

limited capacity to process information and that the greater the complexity o f the 

judgment task, the more prone it will be to cognitive biases.

Even with all the positive studies of assessment centers there are some 

concerns. Sackett (1987) and Sackett and Dreher (1982) questioned whether content 

validity alone was sufficient to establish the job relatedness of an assessment center, 

concluding that more research is needed to better understand the evaluation process 

and the impact of variations in the evaluation process.

There are two assessment center methods for generating ratings. In the 

traditional approach, known as the behavioral reporting method, assessors report only 

behaviors that occurred in each exercise and then make overall ratings for each 

dimension that is assessed in each exercise. The exercise-dimension method involves 

an intermediate step wherein assessors provide a rating for each dimension that is

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



44

assessed in each exercise (Thornton, 1992). Harris, Becker and Smith’s (1993) study 

examined the hypothesis that using a scoring method requiring assessors to think in 

terms of dimensions may alleviate the problem of cross-situational consistency. Their 

finding was unclear whether behavior really differs from situation to situation or 

whether assessors are unable to accurately rate behavior because of their own schema- 

based processing or candidates’ limited behavioral opportunities and behavior is thus 

truly quite consistent across situations. Shore, Thornton, and Shore’s (1990) study 

built on previous research by suggesting that final dimension ratings can be valid 

measures o f underlying constructs. Concerns about the lack of construct validity of 

within-exercise dimension ratings should be dispelled since these are not used for 

decision-making purposes. Organizations should consider providing assessors with 

broad categories for grouping dimensions as a way to improve the reliability and 

validity of assessor judgments (Gaugler & Thornton, 1989; Shore et al., 1990).

Neidig and Neidig’s (1984) findings support the purpose of multiple exercises 

in assessment centers. Multiple exercises are not simply providing additional 

opportunities for behavior observation. Each exercise is carefully designed to increase 

the degree of job representation, and each exercise confronts the participants with 

different demands. Sackett and Dreher (1984) examined the internal construct validity 

o f assessment centers using multiple exercises and failed to satisfy construct validity 

requirements. Neidig and Neidig (1984) concluded the use of multiple validation 

strategies may be desirable, but the failure of internal exercise ratings to satisfy 

construct-validity requirements does not preclude the job relatedness o f the assessment 

center method.
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There have been some concerns also about gender and race composition of

assessment center groups and how this affects assessor ratings. In the Schmitt and Hill

(1977) study, the data suggested that the ratings for black females may be adversely

affected by the gender and race of other members of their group on variables such as

forcefulness, communications skills, and performance in group exercises. These results

were of marginal statistical and practical significance.

Although much has been written about the validity o f assessment centers,

almost all of the published research is based entirely on male samples. However, two

studies focused on women who were in nonmanagement positions at the time of

assessment and who were being evaluated for potential to succeed in lower level

management jobs. The 1975 Moses and Boehm study found that the overall

assessment rating was significantly related to progress in management and that the

success rate for women was comparable to that of men (Ritchie & Moses, 1983).

Assessment center results can be used as a sample o f job behavior or as a sign

of future job performance. Sackett and Dreher (1984) stated that,

When an assessment center is being used to determine whether a 
candidate is currently able to perform important job behaviors 
without additional training, the center is being used as a sample 
of job performance, and a content validity strategy is 
appropriate. When an assessment center is being used to select 
individuals who will need additional training and/or experience 
before being able to perform adequately in the target job the 
center is being used as a sign of job performance, (p. 190)

The first study to validate the results of an assessment center was one by

Schmitt et al. (1984) used to select school administrators. The studies conducted by

Schmitt et al. indicated positive relationships between school administrators’

assessment center category results and subsequent job performance as rated by
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supervisors, teachers, and support staff. The Management Assessment Center of the 

Dade County Public Schools in Miami, Florida, revealed that all the validity 

correlation coefficients were positive, and except for one, all were statistically 

significant (Gomez & Stephenson, 1987).

Assessment centers appear to be examples of selection procedures for which 

content validity is most appropriate. Most use a sampling of job content to show 

content validity. Sackett (1987) demonstrated how these sample materials are 

presented and how candidate responses to these materials are also critical 

considerations in making judgments about content validity. The traditional content- 

oriented approach focuses on a job analysis to identify important dimensions of the 

targeted managerial positions. The job analysis is used to either purchase or develop 

appropriate simulation exercises. The argument that the assessment center process is 

job related on the basis of exercise design represents a very weak support o f construct 

validity ( Bycio, Alvares, & Hahn, 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1984).

There are a variety of highly inferential steps involved in the procedures of 

observing candidate performance in a multiple exercise and make numerous trait 

ratings to generate an overall predictions of an individual performance in an 

assessment center. The logic of this process depends on the accurate measurements of 

the traits or constructs viewed as central to being a successful manager (Sackett & 

Dreher, 1982). Sackett and Dreher found virtually no support for the view that the 

assessment center technique generates dimensional scores that can be interpreted as 

representing complex constructs such as leadership, decision making, or organizational 

intelligence.
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Summary

Assessment centers have become renowned for attempting to select employees 

who might perform successfully in management positions. Many practitioners argue 

that assessment centers are better utilized for management development purposes than 

for management selection.

Assessment centers were started in the early 1900s by the German military. 

They were first used to select officers in the 1930s and were later recognized by the 

British War Officer Selection Board and the Office of Strategic Service in the United 

States military. AT&T evaluated 422 newly hired men over 8 years when this 

business began using assessment centers. Their use has steadily grown and many 

studies have been conducted on their reliability as a selection instrument.

The many beneficiaries of assessment centers include students, engineers, 

salespersons, military personnel, rehabilitation counselors, school administrators, and 

blue-collar workers (Gaugler et al., 1987). The best assessment centers provide 

valuable feedback information to each candidate about their strengths and weaknesses.

Assessment centers are a process whereby several observational techniques are 

used to evaluate a group of individuals along a number o f behavioral dimensions that 

one might be expected to perform in the real world. A team of trained assessors 

observes each individual and makes judgements about their performance in each area. 

The assessors score each participant individually and then meet and form a final 

collective judgement on each individual.

The advantage of assessment centers is that they work. In general, they 

provide more information about the candidate’s probable success in the organization. 

They also provide valuable information about the strengths and weaknesses of the
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candidate. If this information is provided to the individual being assessed, they can 

use it to improve skills that are weak. In some instances assessment centers appear to 

provide opportunities for minorities that traditional hiring or promotional methods lack.

The major disadvantage of using assessment centers is the cost. It is a very 

grueling process for candidates and some top applicants may be disenchanted or turned 

away by the impersonal process. Candidates may consider it a waste o f their time 

when they are not selected to the position. Assessment centers should be used as part 

of an interview process that provides valuable information to the employer and the 

candidate.

Assessment centers are designed to be valid predictors of success. Most 

research has shown positive results in numerous studies. It is generally agreed that 

raters should be selected and trained with effort made to maintain quality control in 

the implementation of the assessment center.
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CHAPTER III 

Methodology and Procedures 

Introduction

This study was a descriptive correlational investigation, the primary purpose of 

which was to investigate the relationships between ratings received by participants in 

the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service (ACES) Assessment Center for county 

agent-coordinators (CACs) and the performance appraisal ratings these participants 

received during each of the first 3 years after appointment to the CAC position. It was 

also important to determine that there was no racial or gender bias that occurred for 

either the performance appraisal or the Assessment Center appraisal. This study 

additionally considered the relationship between the rating received on administrative 

areas o f the performance appraisal ratings and their rating received through the ACES 

Assessment Center for gender and race bias. Finally, this study considered the 

relationship between the individual skill areas on variables comprising the assessment 

process and overall ratings received by participants in the Assessment Center to 

determine if any of the 12 variables, singly or in some combination, significantly 

influenced the overall rating received by the candidates.

Data were collected through the use of personnel records of the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service. This was accomplished by obtaining individual ratings 

received in each of the 12 skill areas plus the overall ratings received by 51

49
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individuals who had participated in the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

Assessment Center for CACs. Individuals promoted to the CAC position were 

identified along with their race and gender. Only the portion of their annual 

performance appraisal ratings directly relating to administrative skills was examined 

for the first 3 years following their appointment to the CAC position. The 

administrative skills assessed were planning and organizing, personnel and staff 

development, personnel management and staff development for academic staff, 

leadership and directing, and reporting and evaluation.

There were five objectives of the study:

1. To determine if the administrative portion of annual performance 

appraisal ratings for the first 3 years are bias free in regards to race and 

gender.

2. To determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process is bias free

with regard to gender and race.

3. To determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process when

compared to the administrative portion of annual performance appraisal 

ratings for the first 3 years are bias free in regards to gender and race.

4. To determine if certain skills in the Assessment Center are more

predictive than others of an overall Assessment Center rating, singly or 

in combination.

5. To determine if the overall Assessment Center ratings are predictive of

the administrative performance for any of the first 3 years after 

appointment to the CAC position based on the administrative portion of 

the annual performance appraisal ratings.
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Selection of the Population 

The population for this study was all CACs who participated in the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center and were promoted to the CAC 

position between 1980 and 1989. One hundred and twenty-seven individuals have 

participated in 22 assessment center sessions. Of the 63 promoted to the position of 

CAC, 51 have held the CAC position for 3 or more years. Three years was used 

because it provided enough time in the CAC position to demonstrate job performance 

over time. Although some CACs have had more experience, the use of a three year 

time frame resulted in a reasonable population size. To have used more years of 

service would have reduced the population size. Therefore, the population for this 

study consisted of 51 CACs who participated in the Assessment Center and had at 

least 3 years experience.

Research Design

A descriptive correlational study was used to obtain data in the nature and

strength of the relationships between the variables in the study. The research for this

study was accomplished by utilizing two basic instruments: the Alabama Cooperative

Extension Service performance appraisal system, and the Alabama Cooperative

Extension Assessment Center for county agent-coordinators. The performance

appraisal system was developed using the 1978 “Uniform Guidelines on Employee

Selection Procedures,” which has the force of law in employment discrimination cases

(Buford, 1991). It states,

There should be a job analysis which includes an analysis of the 
important work behavior(s) required for successful performance and 
their relative importance, and, if the behavior results in work product(s), 
an analysis of work product(s). (Federal Register 43, 1978)
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The performance appraisal system was based on a job analysis that identified 

the duties performed and skills required of an extension county agent-coordinator 

(Smith, 1981). The validation of the system was accomplished in 1977 by Dr. James 

Smith, Associate Director-Human Resources with Alabama Cooperative Extension 

Service (Smith, 1981).

This study was designed to investigate whether a candidate’s ability to 

complete various exercises in the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment 

Center as rated by assessors is an acceptable predictor of his/her potential for the first- 

level managerial work of a county agent-coordinator. This study also determined if 

certain skills, singly or in combination, measured in the ACES Assessment Center for 

CAC’s process were more predictive than others of overall Assessment Center ratings 

and if there were significant differences in performance appraisal results and 

Assessment Center rating attributable to gender or race. Basically this study denotes 

the variable from which predictions were made (the Assessment Center category 

rating) as X and the variables whose values were estimated (the average of planning 

and organizing, personnel and staff development, personnel management and staff 

development for academic staff, leadership and directing, and reporting and evaluation 

categories o f the job performance rating) as Y, and determined the strength and 

direction of the relationship between the two variables of this bivariate population and 

how the relationships was expressed with an estimation equation. This methodology 

thus follows the steps in a criterion related validity study where ratings on a selection 

test or “predictor” are related to some measure of job success which is the “criterion.” 

The study also examines the effect of race and gender on the relationship between 

Assessment Center performance and actual job performance afterward. When
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determining if the Assessment Center was bias free in regards to gender or race and 

which of the skill variables, singly or in combination, were more predictive of the 

overall Assessment Center rating, the variables from which predictions were made 

(gender, race, and skill variables) as X and the variables whose values were estimated 

(the assessment category) as Y, and determines the strength and direction of the 

relationship between the two variables of this bivariate population and how the 

relationship was expressed with an estimation equation. This is known as “differential 

validity” (Buford, 1991).

Sample

The sample included 51 county agent-coordinators in the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service who had participated in the Assessment Center and held the position 

of a CAC for at least three years. Data were collected by the ACES Personnel Office 

during 1983 through 1993.

Data Analysis

Data for Assessment Center ratings and job performance were provided by the 

ACES Personnel Office, and was coded and entered into a data set for computer 

analysis. The statistics were computed using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS-X). Each research question was analyzed as follows.

Analysis 1

The MANOVA stepwise multiple regression was the statistical procedure 

employed to determine if the administrative portion of annual performance appraisal 

ratings for the first 3 years were bias free in regards to gender and race. An 

estimating equation for Y = a + bx + bx2 + bx3 was generated where as follows:

Y = actual job performance rating (1-11)
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X, = assessment category (1-3)

X2 = gender (m=l, f=2)

X3 = race (w=3, non-w=4)

Analysis 2

ANOVA regression and hierarchical approach was the statistical procedure 

employed to determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process was bias free with 

regard to gender and race. An estimating equation for Y = a + bx + bx2 was 

generated where as follows:

Y = assessment category (1-3)

X, = gender (m=l, f=2)

X, = race (w=3, non-w=4)

Analysis 3

The MANOVA stepwise multiple regression was the statistical procedure 

employed to determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process when compared to 

the administrative portion of annual performance appraisal ratings for the first 3 years 

was bias free in regards to gender and race. An estimating equation for Y = a + bx + 

bx2 was generated where:

Y = assessment category (1-3)

X, = performance by gender (m=l, f=2)

X2 = performance by race (w=3, non-w=4)

Analysis 4

The MANOVA stepwise multiple regression was the statistical procedure 

employed to determine if certain skills in the Assessment Center were more predictive 

than others of an overall Assessment Center rating, singly or in combination. An
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estimating equation for Y = a + bx + bx2 + bx3 + bx4 + bx5 -i- bx6 + bx7 + bx8 + 

bx9 + bxlO + bxl l  was generated where as follows:

Y = assessment category (1-3)

X, = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X2 = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X3 = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X4 = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X5 = skill variables ratings (1-5)

Xfl = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X7 = skill variables ratings (1-5)

Xg = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X, = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X10 = skill variables ratings (1-5)

X n = skill variables ratings (1-5)

Analysis 5

The MANOVA stepwise multiple regression was the statistical procedure 

employed to determine if the overall Assessment Center ratings were predictive of the 

administrative performance for any of the first 3 years after appointment to the CAC 

position based on the administrative portion of the annual performance appraisal 

ratings. An estimating equation for Y = a + bx was generated for each year where as 

follows.

Y = actual job performance rating (1-11)

X, = assessment category (1-3)

X, = race (w=3, non-w=4)
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Additional statistics were used to generate the correlation coefficient (r), the coefficient 

of determination (r2), and the standard error of estimate (Se).

Instrumentation

The data were analyzed using quantitative analysis to determine if there was a 

significant positive relationship between the rating received by individuals who 

participated in the Assessment Center for CACs and each of their first 3 years’ mean 

rating of their annual performance appraisal and if both were free o f gender and racial 

bias. The analysis determined if  any of the 12 skill variables, singly or in some 

combination, significantly influenced the overall rating received by the candidates in 

the Assessment Center. The data for the analysis was collected from the personnel 

files o f the individuals who participated in the Assessment Center and were selected 

for the position of CAC. The annual performance ratings were obtained from Dr. 

James Smith, Associate Director-Human Resources. These records were approved for 

use by Dr. Ann Thompson, Vice President for Extension and Director o f the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service in the time frame examined. The names of individuals 

or counties were not used to prevent identification of any individual in the study.

Validation of the Instrument 

The predictive model of criterion-related validity was used to determine the 

correlations between the Assessment Center and performance appraisal results and to 

determine if both were free of gender and race bias individually and in combination. 

This method employs correlations, known as validity coefficients, to describe the 

degree and direction of relationship between a predictor and a criterion. The predictor 

was derived from a summation of the skill ratings obtained by the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Assessment Center for CACs by the subjects of the study, and
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the criterion consists o f their subsequent job performance ratings. The degree o f the 

relationship between these two variables is an indicator of the validity of the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center for prediction of CAC performance.

The criterion consist of the subject’s job performance ratings. Job performance 

ratings were obtained by means of the annual performance appraisal for each o f the 

first 3 years after promotion. The annual performance instrument was developed to 

evaluate CACs’ performance in the administrative/ supervisory function of the CAC 

position.

The predictive model of criterion-related validity was also used to determine if 

correlations between the 12 skill variables, singly or in some combination, significantly 

influenced the overall rating received from the Assessment Center and if the 

Assessment Center is bias free for gender and race. This method employs correlations, 

known as validity coefficients, to describe the degree of relationship between a 

predictor and a criterion. The predictors were derived from overall ratings received by 

gender and race and the 12 individual skill ratings obtained by the ACES Assessment 

Center for CACs by candidates of the study, and the criterions consist of their 

subsequent overall Assessment Center rating.

The criterion consist of the candidate’s overall Assessment Center ratings 

determined by assessors of the Assessment Center. Overall ratings were obtained from 

combined assessments o f several job related activities during the ACES Assessment 

Center as evaluated by assessors. The ACES Assessment Center for CACs was 

developed to predict CACs’ performance in the administrative/ supervisory function of 

the CAC position.
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Summary

This study determined whether the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

Assessment Center for CACs accurately predicts future job performance of a CAC 

following any of the first 3 years at this position based on annual performance ratings, 

and that this predictability was bias free with regard to gender and race. Prior to 

determining the predictability of the Assessment Center for future performance, it was 

important to discover both the performance appraisal and the Assessment Center 

appraisal system themselves were bias free on the basis of gender and race. Finally, 

this study investigated relationships between individual skill variables comprising the 

assessment process, singly and in combination, with the overall ratings received by 

participants in the Assessment Center.
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CHAPTER IV 

Presentation and Analysis o f Data 

Introduction

This study was a descriptive correlational investigation, the primary purpose of 

which was to investigate the relationships between ratings received by participants in 

the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service (ACES) Assessment Center for County 

Agent Coordinators (CACs) and the performance appraisal ratings these participants 

received during each of the first 3 years after appointment to the CAC position. It was 

also important to determine that there was no racial or gender bias that occurred for 

either the performance appraisal or the Assessment Center appraisal. This study 

additionally considered the relationship between the rating received on administrative 

areas of the performance appraisal ratings and their rating received through the ACES 

Assessment Center for gender and race bias. Finally, this study considered the 

relationship between the individual skill areas on variables comprising the assessment 

process and overall rankings received by participants in the Assessment Center to 

determine if any of the 12 variables, singly or in some combination, significantly 

influenced the overall ranking received by the candidates.

Data were collected through the use of personnel records of the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service. This was accomplished by obtaining individual ratings 

received in each of the 12 skill areas plus the overall ratings received by individuals

59
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who had participated in the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment 

Center for CACs. Individuals promoted to the CAC position were identified along 

with their race and gender. Only the portion of their annual performance appraisal 

ratings directly relating to administrative skills was examined for the first 3 years 

following their appointment to the CAC position.

There were five objectives of the study:

1. To determine if the administrative portion of annual performance 

appraisal ratings for the first 3 years are bias free in regards to race and 

gender.

2. To determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process is bias free

with regard to gender and race.

3. To determine if the Assessment Center evaluation process when 

compared to the administrative portion of annual performance appraisal 

ratings for the first 3 years are bias free in regards to gender and race.

4. To determine if certain skills in the Assessment Center are more 

predictive than others of an overall Assessment Center rating, singly or 

in combination.

5. To determine if the overall Assessment Center ratings are predictive of

the administrative performance for any of the first 3 years after 

appointment to the CAC position based on the administrative portion of 

the annual performance appraisal ratings.

Relationship o f Independent Variables to Dependent Variable

The purpose of this study was to describe the relationship between the 

independent variables and the dependent variables. On investigating relationships of
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gender and race to administrative performance as a CAC, gender and race were 

independent variables and annual administrative performance ratings were the 

dependent variables. On investigating the Assessment Center, the dependent variable 

is the overall rating received from the ACES Assessment Center for CACs, and the 

independent variables are gender, race, the ratings received on the annual performance 

appraisal for each year of the first 3 years after a candidate is promoted to the CAC 

position, and the 12 variables, singly and in combination, as measured in the 

Assessment Center. This analysis examined race and gender differences to determine 

if  significant statistical differences appear among these independent variables.

Personal and Demographic Variables 

Information was collected on the following variables: gender, race, the 12 skill 

areas appraised in the Assessment Center, and job performance appraisal ratings. The 

performance appraisal ratings on each individual were collected for each of the first 3 

years after the individuals were promoted to the CAC position. Findings regarding 

relationships of the variables follow.

Gender

Out of the 51 Extension employees that were included in this study, 35 (68.6%) 

were males and 16 (31.4%) were females. Data on gender are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1

Gender Distribution of Assesses

Gender Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

Male 35 68.6 68.6

Female 16 31.4 100.0

Total 51 100.0 100.0
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Race

Forty-three (84.3%) of the individuals in this study were white; 7 (13.7%) o f 

the individuals in this study were black; and 1 (2%) individual in this study was of 

another race. This study combined the seven black and the one other of another race 

for a total of eight (15.7%) nonwhite individuals in this study. The data are presented 

in Table 2.

Table 2

Race Distribution of Assesses

Race Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

White 43 84.3 84.3

Nonwhite 8 15.7 100.0

Total 51 100.0 100.0

Overall Assessment Center Rating

The overall performance of the assessees was represented on the following 4- 

point scale: 1 =should exceed normal expectations. 2 = should meet normal 

expectations. 3 = meeting normal expectations is questionable, and 4 = presently does 

not possess knowledge and skills needed to successfully perform the duties of CAC. 

This study did not include the fourth rating because no individual was promoted with 

this rating unless that individual took additional recommended courses and then 

participated in another Assessment Center for CACs and received a rating of one, two, 

or three. Seven (13.7%) of the individuals in this study received a rating of one in the 

ACES Assessment Center for CACs. Category one is for individuals who were 

expected to exceed normal expectations for the CAC position. Twenty-seven (52.9%)
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of the individuals in this study received a rating of two. Category two is for 

individuals who should meet normal expectations for the CAC position. Seventeen 

(33.33%) o f the individuals in this study received a rating of three in the ACES 

Assessment Center for CACs. Category three is for individuals who were expected to 

experience difficulty. Data on the overall Assessment Center ratings are presented in 

Table 3.

Table 3

Frequency Distribution for Overall Assessment Center Ratines as Rated bv Assessors

Performance Rating Number of Assessees Percent Cumulative Percent

1 = Should exceed 
normal expectations

7 13.73 13.73

2 = Should meet 
normal expectations

27 52.94 66.67

3 = Meeting normal 
expectations is 
questionable

17 33.33 100.00

Total 51 100.00

Assessment Center Ratines bv Gender

Five (71.43%) of the individuals in this study receiving an overall ranking of 

one were males, and two (28.57%) were females. Eighteen (66.66%) of the 

individuals in this study receiving an overall ranking of two were males, and nine 

(33.33%) were females. Twelve ( 70.59%) of the individuals in this study receiving 

an overall ranking of three were males, and five (29.41%) were females. Data on 

Assessment Center Rankings by gender are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4

Frequency Distribution for Assessment Center Ratine bv Gender

Assessment Center Rating Male Female Total

1 5 2 7

2 18 9 27

3 12 5 17

Total 35 16 51

Assessment Center Ratines-Gender Percentages

Five (14.29%) of the 35 males and 2 (12.50%) of the 16 females in this study 

received an overall ranking of one. Eighteen (51.43%) of the 35 males and 9 

(56.25%) o f the 16 females in this study received an overall ranking of two. Twelve 

(34.29%) of the 35 males and 5 (31.25%) of the 16 females in this study received an 

overall ranking of three. Data on the percentage by gender of the Assessment Center 

ratings are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5

Percentage bv Gender of Assessment Center Ratines

Males Females

Assessment Center Rankings n % n %

1 5 14.29 2 12.50

2 18 51.43 9 56.25

3 12 34.29 5 31.25

Total 35 100.01 16 100.0
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Assessment Center Ratines bv Race

Six (85.71%) of the individuals in this study receiving an overall ranking of 

one were whites, and one (14.29%) was nonwhite. Twenty-two (81.48%) of the 

individuals in this study receiving an overall ranking of two were whites, and five 

(18.52%) were nonwhites. Fifteen (88.24%) of the individuals in this study receiving 

an overall ranking of three were whites, and two (17.76%) were nonwhites. Data on 

Assessment Center Ratings by race are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6

Frequency Distribution for Assessment Center Ratings bv Race

Assessment Center Rating White Nonwhite Total

1 6 1 7

2 22 5 27

3 15 2 17

Total 43 8 51

Assessment Center Ratines-Racial Percentages

Six (13.95%) of the 43 whites and one (12.50%) of the 8 nonwhites in this 

study received an overall ranking of one. Twenty-two (51.16%) of the 43 whites and 

five (52.50%) of the eight nonwhites in this study received an overall ranking of two. 

Fifteen (34.88%) of the 43 whites and two (25.00%) of the eight nonwhites in this 

study received an overall ranking of three. Data on the percentage by race of the 

Assessment Center rankings are summarized in Table 7.
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Table 7

Frequency Distribution of Assessment Center Ratines-Racial Percentages

Whites Nonwhites

Assessment Center Rankings n % n %

1 6 13.95 1 12.50

2 22 51.16 5 62.50

3 15 34.88 2 25.00

Total 43 99.99 8 100.00

Skills Measured in the Assessment Center

The variable performance of each assessee was represented on a 5 point scale:

1 = low. 2 = below average. 3 = average, 4 = above average, and 5 = high. On oral 

communication skills, 2 individuals (3.9%) received a rating of two, 22 (43.1%) 

received a rating of three, 26 (51%) received a rating of four, and 1 (2%) received a 

rating of five. On written communication skills, 2 (3.9%) received a rating of two, 27 

(52.9%) received a rating of three, 21 (41.2%) received a rating of four, and 1 (2%) 

received a rating of five. In the category of collaborativeness, 5 (9.8%) received a 

rating of two, 25 (49%) received a rating of three, 20 (39.2%) received a rating of 

four, and 1 (2%) received a rating of five. In adaptability, 4 (7.8%) received a rating 

of two, 28 (54.9%) received a rating of three, 18 (35.3%) received a rating of four, 

and 1 (2%) received a rating of five. In the category of likability, 1 (2%) received a 

rating of two, 21 (41.2%) received a rating of three, 24 (47.1%) received a rating of 

four, and 5 (9.8%) received a rating of five. In planning and organizing, 2 (3.9%) 

received a rating of one, 10 (19.6%) received a rating of two, 17 (33.3%) received a 

rating of three, 18 (35.3%) received a rating of four; and 4 (7.8%) received a rating of
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five. In decision making, 9 (17.6%) received a rating of two, 32 (62.7%) received a 

rating of three, 9 (17.6%) received a rating of four, and 1 (2%) received a rating of 

five. On leadership, 9 (17.6%) received a rating of two, 28 (54.9%) received a rating 

of three, 13 (25.5%) received a rating of four, and 1 (2%) received a rating of five.

On persuasiveness, 7 (13.7%) received a rating of two, 27 (52.9%) received a rating of 

three, and 17 (33.3%) received a rating o f four. On perception, 5 (9.8%) received a 

rating of two, 26 (51%) received a rating of three, 18 (35.3%) received a rating of 

four, and 2 (3.9%) received a rating of five. On assertiveness, 2 (3.9%) received a 

rating of one, 5 (9.8%) received a rating o f two, 24 (47.1%) received a rating o f three, 

19 (37.3%) received a rating of four, and 1 (2%) received a rating of five. In the 

twelfth category, need for approval, 1 (2%) received a rating of one, 7 (13.7%) 

received a rating of two, 22 (43.1%) received a rating of three, 20 (39.2%) received a 

rating of four, and 1 (2%) received a rating of five. The data are presented in Table 

8 .

Table 8

Achievement Levels of Skill Variables

Variable Skills 1

Achievement Levels 

2 3 4 5 Total

Oral Communication — 2 22 26 1 51

Written Communication — 2 27 21 1 51

Collaborativeness — 5 25 20 1 51

Adaptability — 4 28 18 1 51

Likability — 1 21 24 5 51

Planning and Organizing 2 10 17 18 4 51

Decision Making — 9 32 9 1 51
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Table 8 (continued)

Variable Skills 1

Achievement Levels 

2 3 4 5 Total

Leadership — 9 28 13 1 51

Persuasiveness — 7 27 17 — 51

Perception — 5 26 18 2 51

Assertiveness 2 5 24 19 1 51

Need for Approval 1 7 22 20 1 51

Performance Appraisal Ratines

Performance appraisal ratings were collected on listed administrative skills for 

the first, second, and third years after individuals were promoted to the CAC positions. 

These data are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Performance Appraisal Ratines

Year Means Standard Deviation Frequency

1 8.228 .7058 51

2 8.367 .7787 51

3 8.1482 1.3587 51

Findings

Each research question was analyzed separately.

Research Question 1

Research Question 1 sought to determine if the administrative portion of the 

annual performance appraisal ratings for the first 3 years was bias free in regards to 

gender and race.
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Performance Appraisal Ratines bv Gender

There was no significant difference in performance appraisal based on gender 

that occurred during any of the three years following appointment to the position of 

CAC. The multivariate test of significance using the MANOVA mode of the SPSS-X 

statistic with no interactions with gender as the effect was applied: Year 1, F was 

2.0946 with a significance of F at .1542; Year 2, F was 1.9392 with a significance of 

F at .1700; and Year 3, F was 2.0691 with a significance of F at .1567. These data 

are presented in Table 10.

Table 10

Performance Appraisal Ratines bv Gender

Gender

Year 1 

Means Standard Deviation

Male 8.1326 .7333

Females 8.4375 .6110

Population 8.2282 .7058

Eta = .2025 f  = 1.9392 Eta squared = .0410 significance of f  = .1542

Year 2

Gender Means Standard Deviation

Male 8.2651 .8164

Female 8.5894 .6587

Population 8.3669 .7787

Eta = .1951 f  = 1.9392 Eta squared = .0381 significance of f  = . 1700
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Table 10 ( Continued)

Year 3

Gender Means Standard Deviation

Male 7.9651 1.5787

Female 8.5487 .5051

Population 8.1482 1.3587

Eta = .2013 f  = 2.0691 Eta squared = .0405 significance of f  = .1567

Performance Appraisal Ratings bv Race

There was no significant difference in performance appraisal based on race that 

occurred during any of the 3 years following appointment to the position of CAC.

The multivariate test of significance using the MANOVA model o f the SPSS-X with 

no interactions with race as the effect was applied: Year 1, F was .1103 with a 

significance of F at .7413; Year 2, F was .0001 with a significance of F at .9903; and 

Year 3, F was .7256 with a significance of F at .3985. These data are presented in 

Table 11.

Table 11

Performance Appraisal Ratines bv Race

Race

Year 1 

Means Standard Deviation

White 8.2140 .7008

Nonwhite 8.3050 .7768

Population 8.2282 .7058

Eta = .0474 f  = . 1103 Eta squared = .0022 significance = .7413
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Table 11 (Continued)

Race

Year 2 

Means Standard Deviation

White 8.3674 .8130

Nonwhite 8.3638 .6052

Population 8.3669 .7787

Eta = .0017 f = .0001 Eta squared = .0000 significance = .9903

Year 3

Race Means Standard Deviation

White 8.0781 1.4538

Nonwhite 8.5250 .5600

Population 8.1482 1.3587

Eta = .1208 f =  .7256 Eta squared = .0146 significance = .3985

Thus, it was determined that the performance appraisal was bias free in regard 

to gender and race.

Research Question 2

Research Question 2 sought to determine if the Assessment Center evaluation 

process was bias free with regard to gender and race.

Gender Bias o f the Assessment Center

There was no significant difference in the overall rating of CACs in the 

Assessment Center based on gender. The regression approach using the ANOVA 

mode of the SPSS-X with gender as the main effect was applied, F was .456 with a 

significance of F at .503. The hierarchical approach using the ANOVA mode of the 

SPSS-X with gender as the main effect, F was .004 with a significance of F at .951. 

These data are presented in Table 12.
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Table 12

Assessment Center Ratines bv Gender

Regression Approach F = .456 Significance of f= .503

Hierarchical Approach F = .004 Significance of f  = .951

Racial Bias o f the Assessment Center

There was no significant difference in the overall rating of CACs in the 

Assessment Center based on race. The regression approach using the ANOVA mode 

of the SPSS-X with race as the main effect was applied, F was .038 with a 

significance of F at .847. The hierarchical approach using the ANOVA mode of the 

SPSS-X with race as the main effect, F was .105 with a significance of F at .748. 

These data are presented in Table 13.

Table 13

Assessment Center Ratines bv Race

Regression Approach F = .038 Significance of f= .847

Hierarchical Approach F = .105 Significance of f  = .748

Thus, it was determined that the Assessment Center was bias free in regard to 

gender and race.

Research Question 3

Research Question 3 sought to determine if the Assessment Center evaluation 

process when compared to the administrative portion of annual performance appraisal 

ratings for the first 3 years was bias free in regards to gender and race.
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Correlations of Assessment Center Ratines and Performance Appraisal Ratines bv 
Gender

There was no significant difference in the overall rating of CACs in the 

Assessment Center when correlated to the administrative portion of the annual 

performance appraisal for the first 3 years, based on gender. The multivariate test of 

significance using the MANOVA model o f the SPSS-X with no interactions with 

gender as the effect was applied: Year 1, F was 2.11547 with a significance of F at 

.139; Year 2, F was .27052 with a significance o f F at .765; and Year 3, F was .0637 

with a significance of F at .938. These data are presented in Table 14.

Table 14

Assessment Center Rating Correlations with Performance Appraisal Ratings bv Gender

Year 1

Gender Rating One Means Rating Two Means Rating Three Means

Male 8.848 8.052 7.955

Gender Rating One Means Rating Two Means Rating Three Means

Female 8.285 8.633 8.146

Population 8.687 8.246 8.011

f =  2.11547 Significance of f = .139

Year 2

Gender Rating One Means Rating Two Means Rating Three Means

Male 8.992 8.294 7.919

Female 8.585 8.646 8.490

Population 8.876 8.411 8.087

f  = .27052 Significance of f = .765

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



74

Table 14 (Continued)

Year 3

Gender Rating One Means Rating Two Means Rating Three Means

Male 8.780 7.865 7.776

Female 8.750 8.587 8.400

Population 8.771 8.106 7.959

f  = .0637 Significance of f  = .938

Correlations of Assessment Center Ratings and Performance Appraisal Ratings bv Race 

There was no significant difference in the overall rating of CACs in the 

Assessment Center when correlated to the administrative portion of the annual 

performance appraisal for the first 3 years, based on race. The multivariate test of 

significance using the MANOVA model to the SPSS-X with no interactions with race 

as the effect was applied: Year 1, F was .26098 with a significance of F at .772; year 

2, F was .59523 with a significance of F at .558; and year 3, F was .19947 with a 

significance of F at .820. These data are presented in Table 15.

Table 15

Assessment Center Ratines Correlations with Performance Ratines Appraisal bv Race

Year 1

Race Rating One Means Rating Two Means Rating Three Means

White 8.635 8.195 8.073

Nonwhite 9.000 8.468 7.550

Population 8.687 8.246 8.011

f  = .26098 Significance of f  = .772
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Table 15 (Continued)

Race

Year 2

Rating One Means Rating Two Means Rating Three Means

White 8.905 8.406 8.096

Nonwhite 8.700 8.434 8.020

Population 8.876 8.411 8.087

f =  .59523 Significance of f  = .558

Year 3

Race Rating One Means Rating Two Means Rating Three Means

White 8.750 7.980 7.954

Nonwhite 8.900 8.660 8.000

Population 8.771 8.106 7.959

f  = .19947 Significance of f  = .820

Thus, it was determined that the Assessment Center ratings when correlated 

with the performance appraisal ratings were bias free for gender and race.

Research Question 4

Research Question 4 sought to determine if  certain skills in the Assessment 

Center rating were more predictive than others of an overall Assessment Center rating, 

singly or in combination.

Relationships of Individual Skill Variables Ratines to Assessment Center Ratings

There was a statistically significant relationship between 11 of the 12 skills and 

nearly a statistically significant relationship with the twelfth in the assessment center 

when examined singly and the overall rating received in the Assessment Center. The 

multivariate test of significance using the MANOVA model to the SPSS-X with no 

interactions with the 12 skills ratings was applied: Persuasiveness, T was 7.351 with a
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significance of T at .0000; Oral Communication, T was 3.813 with a significance of T 

at .0004; Likability, T was 3.496 with a significance of T at .0010; Planning and 

Organizing, T was 3.206 with a significance of T at .0024; Perception, T was 3.104 

with a significance of T at .0032; Collaborativeness, T was 2.820 with a significance 

of T at .0070; Written Communication, T was 2.729 with a significance of T at .0089; 

Decision Making, T was 2.629 with a significance of T at .0115; Leadership, T was 

2.585 with a significance of T at .0128; Need for Approval, T was 2.348 with a 

significance of T at .0231; Adaptability, T was 2.298 with a significance o f T at 

.0260; and Assertiveness, T was 1.742 with a significance of T at .0879. These data 

are presented in Table 16.

Table 16

Individual Skill Variable Ratines as Related to Assessment Center Ratings

Skill Variables T Significance of T

Persuasiveness 7.351 .0000

Oral Communication 3.813 .0004

Likability 3.496 .0010

Planning and Organizing 3.206 .0024

Preception 3.104 .0032

Collaborativeness 2.820 .0070

Written Communication 2.729 .0089

Decision Making 2.629 .0115

Leadership 2.585 .0128

Need for Approval 2.348 .0231

Adaptability 2.298 .0260

Assertiveness 1.742 .0879
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Relative Predictability of Combination of Skill Variables to Overall Assessment Center
Ratings

There was a statistically significant relationship between six combined variables 

of the Assessment Center and the overall rating received in the Assessment Center.

The multivariate test of significance using the MANOVA model of the SPSS-X 

statistic with no interactions with the multiple regression was applied: Persuasiveness, 

oral communication, written communication, decision making, likability, and 

perception accounted for 73.79% of the predictability o f all 12 variables. These data 

are presented in Table 17.

Table 17

Relative Predictability of 12 Variables in Combination as Related to Assessment 
Center Ratings

Variables Additive Value of Predictability

Persuasiveness 51.48%

Oral Communication 61.98%

Written Communication 67.24%

Decision Making 70.54%

Likability 72.50%

Perception 73.79%

Variables That Did Not Significantly Predict

Planning and Organizing

Assertiveness

Adaptability

Collaborativeness

Need for Approval

Leadership
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Research Question 5

Research Question 5 sought to determine if the overall Assessment Center 

Ratings were predictive o f the administrative performance for any of the first 3 years 

after appointment to the CAC position based on the administrative portion of the 

annual performance appraisal ratings.

Relationship of Performance Appraisal Ratines and CAC Assessment Center Ratines 

There was a statistically significant relationship between performance appraisal 

ratings following the first year of performance of CACs and overall performance 

ratings received from Assessment Center raters. There was nearly a statistically 

significant relationship with the second year’s performance, but there is no significant 

relationship of the third year’s performance appraisal and the overall rating received 

from the Assessment Center. The multivariate test o f significance using the 

MANOVA model of the SPSS-X statistic with no interactions with the performance 

rating was applied: Year 1, F was 4.238 with a significance of F at .025; Year 2, F 

was 3.193 significance at a .056 level; and Year 3, F was .721, with significance at a 

.495 level. Findings of relationships between Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

Assessment Center ratings and administrative performance appraisal o f CACs are 

presented in Table 18.

Table 18

Performance Appraisal Ratines as Related to Assessment Center Ratines

Year F Significance o f F Frequency

1 4.238 .025 51

2 3.193 .056 51

3 .721 .495 51
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Summary o f Findings

The general findings described in this chapter are as follows:

1. There were no significant gender or racial differences in administrative 

performance appraisals following any of the first 3 years after 

appointment as a CAC.

2. There are no significant gender or racial differences in performance of

CACs in the Assessment Center.

3. There were no significant gender or racial differences in correlations of

Assessment Center ratings and administrative performance ratings 

following any of the first 3 years after appointment as a CAC.

4. O f the 12 skill variables included in the Assessment Center all except 

assertiveness were significant (at .05 level) in predicting the overall 

Assessment Center rating.

5. Of the 12 skill variables included in the Assessment Center when 

considered in combination, six account for 73.79% of the total 

variability. These are persuasiveness, oral communication, written 

communication, decision making, likability, and perception.

6. Assessment Center ratings were predictive of CAC administrative 

performance appraisal following the first year of appointment, and quite 

predictive of the second year o f performance as measured by 

performance rating.
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CHAPTER V 

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to answer the following research questions:

1. Is the performance appraisal system used by the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service that evaluates administrative performance bias free 

with regards to gender and race?

2. Is the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center for 

County Agent-Coordinators rating process bias free with regards to 

gender and race?

3. Is the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center for 

County Agent-Coordinators rating process when compared to the 

administrative portion of the annual performance appraisal scores for the 

first 3 years bias free in regards to gender and race?

4. Are certain skills, singly or in combination, as measured in the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center for County Agent- 

Coordinator’s process more predictive than others o f overall Assessment 

Center ratings?

5. Are Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center ratings 

predictive of future administrative performance of County Agent-

80
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Coordinator’s as determined by Alabama Cooperative Extension Service 

performance appraisals?

It was important to understand as accurately as possible the relative predictive 

ability of the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service (ACES) Assessment Center with 

regards to future administrative performance of agents as indicated through annual 

performance appraisals. It was equally important to examine for any significant bias 

in performance appraisal evaluations and ACES Assessment Center ratings based on 

race or gender individually and if the Assessment Center ratings are biased, based on 

the performance appraisal evaluations. Additional needs were to determine if  any of 

the 12 variables, singly or in combination, had a greater impact on the overall rating 

received by the candidates.

Procedures

Delimitations

Numerous variables could have influenced the relationship between annual 

performance appraisal scores on administrative skills received by County Agent- 

Coordinators (CACs) during their first 3 years in the CAC position and the overall 

rating they received from the Assessment Center earlier. To control for some of these 

alternative explanations, an ex post facto research design was used for this study. The 

major weaknesses of ex post facto research design are (1) the inability to assign 

individuals randomly to treatment levels, (2) the inability to manipulate the 

independent variables, (3) the inability to assign individuals who receive a rating of 

four in the Assessment Center to the CAC position, and (4) the risk of interpreting 

correlation as causation. These weaknesses are apparent in this study because the 

extension agents could not be assigned randomly by gender or race.
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Two important factors influenced the data in this study. Agents were not 

randomly selected to participate but had to achieve a level of performance on the 

performance appraisal score, and they had to be an associate county agent, county 

agent, or Auburn University faculty member associated with the Alabama Cooperative 

Extension Service. Additionally, they had to elect to apply to participate in the 

Assessment Center. Low performers (below 7 on annual performance appraisal), as 

well as those not interested in becoming a CAC, did not participate in the Assessment 

Center. These two groups o f individuals were not promoted to the CAC position, nor 

did they have any part in this study. Equally important, individuals who received a 

rating of four from the Assessment Center were not promoted to the CAC position and 

were not a part of the study unless they participated in the Assessment Center at a later 

time and obtained an overall rating of 3 or better. That these two groups of 

individuals were not a part o f the study did effect the data, inasmuch as the CACs 

examined here were not randomly selected.

Other delimitations o f this study include (1) the number of years of 

performance appraisal rating use in comparison to the Assessment Center results, (2) 

the use of data only from the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment 

Center, (3) the relation and applicability of findings to other Cooperative Extension 

Services, and (4) the relation and applicability of the findings to other assessment 

centers.

Limitations of the Study

The results of the study are limited to the ACES Assessment Center.

Limitations discussed here are substantive ones only, as opposed to procedural 

limitations treated earlier in this chapter.
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The results of this study should not be used to draw conclusions or assume the 

accuracy of predictability of any other assessment center. This includes those that 

assess CACs in other extension services through the United States and for assessment 

centers used by other organizations. The results of the performance appraisal 

instrument that does not discriminate based on race or gender relates to the one ACES 

uses to assess the performance of these, nonrandom CACs. No reference can be made 

as to whether other assessment centers or their performance appraisal instruments are 

discriminatory in regard to gender or race.

Other limitations of this study include (1) the changes in the rating of CAC 

performance, from the district agent coordinators to extension district agents due to the 

changes in the structure of the organization, (2) the changes in the individual in the 

rater positions due to retirements and promotions, (3) the changes that have occurred 

in the performance appraisal instrument due to reorganization, (4) the fact that there 

were either three or nine districts and that raters in each district might rate differently, 

and (5) the limited number of CACs that have been promoted to the position while 

using the Assessment Center.

Assumptions of the Study

The findings in this study were based on five assumptions:

1. The Assessment Center assumed essential skills required in a county 

agent-coordinator position.

2. The rating by assessors of individuals participating in the Assessment 

Center were nonbiased and were consistent in their manner o f serving 

even though different assessors were used.
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3. The county agent-coordinators’ performance appraisal instrument 

included all essential skills needed to be an effective CAC.

4. Various extension district agents evaluated consistently and accurately in 

rating the county agent-coordinators’ performances.

5. As the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service has gone from one 

organizational structure to another there have been no significant 

differences in ratings of CACs.

Population of the Study

The data this study examined were obtained from agents’ personnel records 

following their participation in the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment 

Center for CACs and from annual performance appraisals for the administrative skills 

following each of the first 3 years after promotion. The population for this study was 

the CACs who participated in the Assessment Center between 1980 and 1989. One 

hundred and twenty-seven individuals participated in 22 Assessment Center sessions 

during this period of time. Of the 63 promoted to the position of CAC, 51 have held 

the CAC position for 3 or more years. These 51 CACs’ performance become the basis 

for this study. The data were coded and analyzed using the Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS-X). ANOVA and stepwise multiple regression were the 

statistical procedure employed.

Summary of Findings

There was very clearly a positive relationship between CACs’ annual 

performance appraisal scores for administrative skills for the first year after promotion 

and Assessment Center ratings. There was a low but positive relationship the second 

year, but no statistically significant relationship, at the .05 level, for the third year.
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There were no significant correlations at the .05 level between the race and 

gender variables and performance appraisal scores for the first 3 years after being 

promoted. Females scored somewhat, but not significantly, higher than males in each 

of the 3 years (.1542 level in Year 1, .1700 level in Year 2, and .1567 level in Year 

3). There was even less of a relationship when examining the effects o f race. Whites 

received somewhat higher scores than nonwhites during the second year, but the level 

of significance was .9903, clearly not statistically different. Nonwhites received higher 

scores than whites during the first and third years. The Year 1 level of significance 

was .7413, and at Year 3 it was .3985. Again, there was no statistical difference 

between scores of whites and nonwhites.

There were no significant correlations at the .05 level between the gender and 

race variables and Assessment Center rating of CACs. Males’ ratings were .01 higher 

than females in the overall rating received from the ACES Assessment Center. When 

gender was the main effect the level of significance was .951. Whites’ ratings were 

.09 higher than nonwhites in overall rating received from the ACES Assessment 

Center. When race was the main effect the level of significance was .748. Again, 

there was no statistical difference between scores of males and females nor whites and 

nonwhites.

There were no significant correlations at the .05 level between the gender and 

race variables and Assessment Center rating when compared to the annual performance 

appraisal scores for the first 3 years after being promoted. Males who received an 

overall rating of one, scored somewhat but not significantly higher than females in 

each of the 3 years. Females who received an overall rating of two and three, scored 

somewhat but not significantly higher than males in each of the 3 years. Analysis on
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an annual basis, males and females overall rating from the Assessment Center were 

different, but not enough to be significant at the .05 level. The level o f significance 

was .139 for Year 1, .765 for Year 2, and .938 for Year 3. Whites who received an 

overall rating of three in Year 1 and an overall rating of one and three in Year 2, 

scored somewhat, but not significantly, higher than nonwhites. Nonwhites who 

received an overall rating of one or two in Year 1, an overall rating of two in Year 2, 

and all three of the overall ratings in Year 3, received scores somewhat, but not 

significantly, higher that whites. The level of significance was .772 for Year 1, .558 

for Year 2, and .820 for Year 3.

There was clearly a positive relationship between 11 of the 12 variables that 

comprise the Assessment Center ratings, when analyzed individually and the overall 

Assessment Center rating. Persuasiveness, oral communication, written 

communication, collaborativeness, adaptability, likability, planning and organizing, 

decision making, leadership, perception, and need for approval were significant at the 

.05 level. The remaining, assertiveness had a level of significance at .0879.

There was very clearly a positive relationship between the 12 variables that 

comprise the Assessment Center ratings, when analyzed in combination. When the 12 

variables were analyzed in combination, persuasiveness, oral communication, decision 

making, written communication, likability, and perception contributed 73.73% of the 

total relationship.

Conclusions

The data from this study indicate the ACES Assessment Center has predicted 

administrative performance of these CACs as indicated by the annual performance 

appraisal process used by ACES during the first year (at .05 level) and during the
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second year (at .056 level) after appointment to the CAC position. In the third year 

there was no significant difference between those who had earlier received a rating of 

one, the highest rating, and those who received a rating of three, the lowest rating.

The results may have been influenced by the fact that those who received a rating of 

two or three were required to take university classes in the skill areas of weakness 

identified by the Assessment Center. These classes, along with other effects of on-the- 

job training received during the first 2 years, may have strengthened individual 

performance ratings for administrative skills to the same level comparatively as those 

who received a rating of one when participating in the Assessment Center.

Due to the traditional white male dominance of the previous Extension Service 

years, these findings were somewhat surprising. The absence o f discrimination by race 

or gender is one of the more uncontestable findings of the study. Although females 

scored slightly higher than males in the first and third years o f their annual 

performance appraisals, the difference was not at the .05 level o f significance.

Likewise, nonwhite candidates actually outscored white candidates following the first 

and third years o f their annual performance appraisals, but not at the .05 level of 

significance. The second year performance evaluation was basically even between 

whites and nonwhites with an F of .0001 and .9903 significance.

The data from this study indicate the ACES Assessment Center has been bias 

free with regard to gender and race. The level of significance between females and 

males was .951. The level of significance between whites and nonwhites was .748.

The data from this study indicate that the ACES Assessment Center, using the 

annual performance appraisal scores the participants received during the first 3 years
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after appointment in the CAC position, was bias free with regard to predictability of 

performance on the basis of gender and race. The levels of significance between 

females and males were as follows: Year 1 after promotion, .139; Year 2 after 

promotion, .756; and Year 3 after promotion, .938. The levels of significance between 

whites and nonwhites were: Year 1 after promotion, .772; Year 2 after promotion,

.558; and Year 3 after promotion, .820.

The Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Assessment Center for CACs 

assesses the administrative potential of individuals in 12 areas of interpersonal and 

organizational endeavor. When the 12 variables were analyzed singly, individuals who 

received higher scores in 11 of the 12 variables consistently received higher overall 

ratings from the Assessment Center. When investigating the strength of these 

variables, all were significant at the .05 level with the exception of assertiveness 

significant at the .0804 level. The leadership style promoted by the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service is more one of teamwork than single-minded leadership 

per se. It is very probable that assessors view the assertive individual as one who 

could expect problems in a team environment.

When the 12 variables were analyzed in combination, 6 had the greatest impact 

in the overall ratings received in the Assessment Center. They were persuasiveness, 

oral communication, decision making, written communication, likability and 

perception. These six variables accounted for 73.79% of the total Assessment Center 

rating. Individuals judged to have performed well in these skills were more likely to 

receive higher overall ratings in the Assessment Center.

The ACES Assessment Center for CACs did predict future administrative levels 

of performance as determined by the annual performance appraisals of CACs for the
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first year following appointment (significant at .025) and, in spite of outside influences 

effecting the results, at a level of significance at .056 the second year. The 

Assessment Center appears to have reasonably predicted future administrative 

performance of an individual during the first 2 years in the CAC position.

The ACES Assessment Center for CACs and the administrative part of the 

annual performance appraisal for the first 3 years following appointment to the CAC 

position were bias free with regards to gender and race. Performance appraisal had 

levels o f significance for gender of .1542, .1700 and .1567; and for race .7413, .9903, 

and .3985 during Years 1, 2, and 3. The Assessment Center had a level of 

significance for gender of .951 and for race .748. The Assessment Center when 

compared to the annual performance appraisal scores, had levels of significance for 

gender o f .139; .765 and .938 and for race .772, .558 and .820 during Years 1, 2, and 

3 after promotion to the CAC position.

Eleven of the 12 Assessment Center variables when analyzed singly, had a 

significance at the .05 level in determining the overall rating an individual received 

from the Assessment Center. Persuasiveness, oral communication, likability, planning 

and organizing, perception, collaborativeness, and written communication were 

significant at less than the .01 level. Decision making, leadership, adaptability, and 

need for approval were significant at the .05 level. Assertiveness was the only 

variable of the 12 with a level o f significance above the .05 level, and it was .0879. It 

would appear that scores received on 11 of the 12 variables could be used to predict 

the overall rating an individual might receive from the Assessment Center.

However, when the 12 variables were analyzed in combination for relative 

strength in predicting the overall Assessment Center rating, persuasiveness, oral
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communication, decision making, written communication, likability, and perception 

accounted for 73.79% of the total variability.

Recommendation of This Study Anew

If this study were initiated anew, this researcher would examine the 

relationships between the 12 variables in the Assessment Center and the annual 

performance appraisal score during the first 3 years. Comparison of relationships, if 

any, between these skills as measured in the Assessment Center, and performance 

appraisal to the six skills that comprised most o f the variability in the Assessment 

Center ratings might possibly reveal that very different skills are valued in these two 

processes. This, in turn, might have led to suggestions to weigh certain skills 

measured in the Assessment Center higher than is currently apparent. Likewise, the 

study of these results of the relationship might have suggested some revisions in the 

appraisal system process.

Recommendations for Practice

1. This study should used by those individuals who conduct the ACES 

Assessment Center for CAC’s evaluation for possible changes in future Assessment 

Centers. This study suggested that oral communication, decision making, written 

communication, persuasiveness, likability, and perception, in aggregate, comprise the 

majority of the predictability of the Assessment Center. It should be determined if 

these skills should possibly receive greater consideration or should some skills be 

eliminated. Possibly some relative weighting changes should be made regarding 

overall ratings.

2. Assessment Center personnel should study the relationships found in this 

study between assessment center skills that appear to be more highly predictable of
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overall Assessment Center ratings and the relative predictability o f these same 

variables in determining future administrative performance as a CAC. There may be 

some discrepancies.

3. Those who are assigned responsibility for designing and evaluating the 

performance evaluation process for CACs might wish to examine these findings.

4. Assuming maintenance of some controls, and continuing evaluation of 

results, the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service should continue to use the 

Assessment Center to determine whether an individual should be placed in a pool for 

promotion to the CAC position. The Assessment Center has quite accurately predicted 

the initial administrative performance of CACs.

5. ACES should develop and implement an assessment center for Extension 

district agents and other administrative positions requiring personnel supervision.

Court approval should be sought for this aspect of the selection process for this 

position as well as for CACs. If successful, such an assessment center might 

reasonably determine whether individuals in question have the skills necessary to 

assume this position they are seeking.

6. All individuals who are interested in participating in any assessment center 

should be allowed to do so; information obtained from such appraisal can be used to 

formatively counsel with individuals in developing career goals. Such information 

might also be useful for validating affects of different programs of study.

7. The results of this study should be presented to the United State District 

Court for the Middle of Alabama, Eastern Division. ACES has an Assessment Center 

that has been bias free regarding race or gender and has quite accurately predicted 

future initial performance of individuals in the CAC position.
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Recommendations for Further Studies

1. This study should be replicated in other states using assessment centers.

2. This study should be replicated using another group of ACES CACs. The 

Alabama Cooperative Extension System (consolidation of the former extension services 

at Auburn and A & M University) will employ 20 to 25 new CACs who have 

participated in the Assessment Center. A study should be conducted in 3 years of this 

new group of CAC to compare results to this study. If a second study had similar 

findings it would further validate the reliability of the ACES Assessment Center in 

predicting performance of CACs.

3. A study should be conducted to determine if the scores received by 

associate agents and county agents with their annual performance appraisal for 

programming, have any relationship with the rating received in the Assessment Center 

and the scores received on the administrative part o f the performance appraisal after 

they are promoted. If  there is a relationship between performance appraisal scores in 

programmatic areas and administrative performance, then performance appraisal scores 

could be used as part of the selection process for an individual to be promoted to the 

CAC position.

4. A study should be conducted to determine if the courses taken by 

individuals that score two or three in the overall rating by the Assessment Center have 

any impact on the scores received on the annual performance appraisal. If courses 

taken have a positive relationship with the annual performance appraisal, then these 

courses should be required prior to assuming the CAC position.

5. A study should be conducted to determine the cost benefit ratio o f the 

Assessment Center. The cost benefit ratio of the Assessment Center is needed to
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determine if  the cost of utilizing the Assessment Center is beneficial to ACES or if 

other selection procedures should be developed.

6. A study should be conducted to determine if the 12 skill variables included 

in the Assessment Center singly or in combination, have a relationship, positive or 

negative, with the annual performance appraisal scores for the first 3 years after 

assuming the position as CAC. This information might suggest whether revisions in 

the annual performance appraisal system are needed.

7. A study should be conducted to determine if the six skills that determine 

most of the Assessment Center variability are the same skills that might be found to be 

strongly and positively related to performance appraisal ratings. This information 

might suggest whether revision is necessary in the weighting of some of the variables 

in the Assessment Center to reflect their value to the predictability of the Assessment 

Center’s overall rating.

8. A study should be conducted to determine if relationships exist between the 

total number of applicant evaluation points and the overall Assessment Center rating. 

Applicant evaluation points are determined by degree earned, grade point average, 

tenure with ACES, and scholarly achievement. These variables could have a 

significant relationship, singly or in combination, with the performance appraisal 

rating. Presently tenure potentially represents 50% of the total applicant evaluation 

points. If tenure makes no significant difference after 15 years then adjustment should 

be made not to award applicant evaluation points for tenure after 15 years. Other 

changes should be made awarding applicant evaluation points depending on the finding 

of the study.
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A ssesso r - C a n d id a te  A ssig n m en ts

Because of dine limitations, all assessors will not have die same opportunities to 

observe each candidate. The assessor who observes a specific candidate the greater num­

ber of times will have the primary responsibility for guiding the discussion concerning 

that candidate during the evaluation period. Thus, each assessor will have two candi­

dates for whom lic/she has primary responsibility.

Each candidate will have a name plate indicating lusher number (1 through 6). The 

number on the name plate will be large enough to be recognized easily by the assessors 

from a distance.

CANDIDATES

Number Name Lead Observer

I A

2 B

3 C

4 A

5 B

6 C

ASSESSOR ASSIGNMENTS

Assessor
Discussion Pornon of Blind 
Presentation Exercise Assessment

Personal
Interviews

Moon
Crash

In-Basket
Interview

A 1 &  4 2 & S 1 & 4 2 & 5 3 & 6

B 2 & 5 3 Sc 6 2 & a 3& 6 1 Sc A

C 3 & 6 1 Sc A 3 & 6 1 Sc A 2& 5

Note: All assessors will observe all candidates during the presentation portion of the 
group presentation exercise.
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Schedule of Assessment Center Activities

7.-30-7:30 1.2, 3. 4. 5.6
Orientation

D

7:30-8:30 1.2. 3. 4, 5. 6
In-Basket Situations

D

Group Discussion Exercise n

8:30-9:45 1.2. 3. 4. 5.6
(Presentation)

u

A, B, C
«

9:45-10:00 Break '
1

Situational Exercises

1
Personal Interviews .

19:00-11:90 1.2.3 D Room. 
4 A

Room 
5 B

Room j 
6 C |

Personal Interviews
1
I1

Situational Exercises
11.-0-3-12:3-3 Room 

1 A
Room 
2 B

Room 
3 Ci

4 .5 .6 - D j
1

12:03-11 5 Lunch Break

Moon Crash Exercise
D

1:15.2:90 1, 2. 3. 4. 5. 6 A.B.C i
1
i

In-Basket Interviews !

2:03-3:93 Peer Assessment 1
1 .2 .3 D

^Roonig Room 
5 C

Room i 
6 A i

3:00-4:00
In-Basket Interviews

Peer Assessment 1
Room 

1 B
Room 

2 C
Room

3 A
- ■ 1

4 .5 .6 D i
1
1

Code: A,B,C - Assessors
1. 2, 3, 4 ,5 ,6  - Assessees 
D * Director
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ASSESSOR______________________ CANDIDATE______________________

D ATE__________________________  NUMBER_________________________

ASSESSOR CONSOLIDATED RATING INFORMATION FORM

Listed below are the variables and the related activities form which the assessor can 
consolidate his/her rating information. The importance o f the activity is indicated by the 
number o f stars. Four stars indicate a source o f major importance.

VARIABLE ACTIVITY COMMENTS

Oral Communications Group Discussion Problem****
(Presentation phase)

Personal Interview***

Desert Survival**

Incomplete Sentence 30*

Written Communications Blind Assessment of Situational
Problems****

Incomplete Sentences 10 & 38

Collaborativeness In-Basket Interview****

Group Discussion Problem** 
(Discussion phase)

Personal Interview**

Desert Survival**

Incomplete Sentences 14, 25, 42, 54, 
& 58

Adaptability Group Discussion Problem****

In-Basket Interview***

Incomplete Sentences 14, 21, 25, 37, 
42, 45, & 54*

General Opinion of the candidate's 
adaptability to the entire assessment 
center**

Likabilitv General opinion of the candidate’s
likability based on your observation 
during the entire assessment 
center****

Peer Evaluation*
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VARIABLE ACTIVITY COMMENTS

Planning & Organizing In-Basket Interview****

Incomplete Sentences 2, 15, 27, & 
29

Decision Making In-Basket Interview****

Desert Survival**

Incomplete Sentences 9, 43, & 57

Leadership Group Discussion Problem****

Desert Survival****

Blind Assessment of Situational 
Problems**

Peer Assessment*

Incomplete Sentences 6, 18, 25, 29, 
42, & 53*

Persuasiveness Group Discussion Problem****

Desert Survival****

Personal Interview**

In-Basket Interview*

PerceDtion Groun Discussion Problem****

Personal Interview***

In-Basket Interview***

Assertiveness GrouD Discussion Problem****
(Discussion phase)

Personal Interview**

In-Basket Interview**

Incomplete Sentences 13, 17, 26, 33, 
45, 50, & 55*

Need for ADDroval Grouo Discussion Problem****
(Discussion phase)

Personal Interview**

In-Basket Interview**

Incomplete Sentences 13, 45, 50, & 
55
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ACES Assessment C enter 
Rating Sheet Date

Candidate’s N am e_____________________  Title

Assessor ______________________

Variables Low Below
Average Average

i
Above

Average High

I Oral Communication | ! : 1
1

2
_ i 1 i

Written Communication | ! j j
i '

3 Collaborativeness i 1
4 Adaptability 1 1 j

5 Likability
i |
i !

6 Planning & Organizing
i1 -

7 Decision Making ! !
8 Leadership i  j  i
9 Persuasiveness ! !  !

10 Perception
i
I1

11 Assertiveness

12 Need for Approval 11
EVALUATION:

1. Should exceed normal expectations  _________

2. Should meet normal expectations_______________________________________

3. Meeting normal expectations is questionable _______________________________

4. Presently does not possess knowledge and skills needed to successfully perform the 

duties of County Agent-Coordinator______________________________________
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APPOINTMENTS TO COUNTY AGENT-COORDIN AT OR POSITIONS

The procedure for filling County Agent-Coordinator positions is as follows:

(1) The position will be announced internally to all ACES academic staff using the 
same procedures as explained in the section on selection and hiring procedures 
for county agents.

(2) If local funding is not sufficient to refill the CA-C vacancy, the position will be 
announced that it “must be filled from within the current county staff.” If  there 
are no qualified applicants within the county, one of the staff members will be 
appointed as “interim CA-C” until adequate local funding can be secured.

(3) If local funding is sufficient to refill the vacancy, and there are only three or 
less other agents in that county, the position may be announced that “if filled 
from someone outside the current county staff, the applicant must have subject 
matter competency in (a specified area)”. This is necessary in order to ensure 
proper program balance in counties with small staffs.

(4) Applicants will be evaluated on the following criteria:

(a) Must have a master’s degree
(b) Must be at least an Associate County Agent
(c) Must be an ACES staff member
(d) Must have received at least a 6.0 on most recent annual appraisal
(e) Must have successfully completed the CA-C Assessment Center

In the event there are two or more applicants for a CA-C position who meet all o f the 
qualifications listed above, the applicant evaluation score (points) will be used to make 
the appointment.
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Points are calculated using the following criteria:

A. Degree -- BS = 10 points, MS = 15 points, PhD = 20 points

B. Grade Point Average — computed on a 3.00 scale. Multiply times 6 to
a maximum of 15 points

C. Tenure with ACES — allow 1.2 points per year of service with ACES
including military service to a maximum of 50 points.

D. Scholarly Achievement — 5 categories:

1. Membership in honor societies — example, Gamma Sigma Delta, 
Omicron Nu

2. Scholastic honors -- this includes graduation with honors and
other awards based primarily on scholastic achievement.

3. Publications and articles in scholarly journals -  this includes 
publications such as Journal of Extension. Journal of Animal 
Science. Extension publications, technical papers presented, etc.

4. Attendance and successful completion of institutes and 
conferences such as the National Extension Summer School.
This includes training of several weeks duration, usually on a 
university campus, where credit or a certificate is awarded.

5. Other awards and recognition
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RECORD OF SCHOLARLY ACHIEVEMENT

Name_______________________________________ Date__

1. Membership in honor societies—This includes Gamma Sigma Delta, Phi Kappa Phi, Kappa
Delta Pi, Omicron Nu, etc. A more complete list can be found in the official bulletin of the 
universities that you attended. Do not include social and service fraternities or recognition 
societies.

Name of Honor Society Year Elected to Membership

2. Scholastic honors—This includes graduation with honors, and other awards based primarily on
scholastic achievement. Do not include Dean’s list.

Nature of Honor Institution Year of Award

3. Publications and articles in scholarly joumals-This includes publications such as Journal of 
Extension. Journal of Animal Science. Experiment Station Bulletin, Extension publications, 
technical papers presented, etc. Do not include articles in popular magazines, news articles, and 
others of a similar nature.

Name of Article or Paper Journal of Proceedings Year Published

4. Attendance and successful completion of institutes and conferences such as the National 
Extension Summer School. This includes training of several weeks duration, usually on a 
university campus, where credit or a certificate is awarded. This may or may not be a part of a 
degree program.

Name of Program Location Year Completed
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5. Other awards and recognition—This includes special awards by Commodity, Trade, and Farm 
Organizations, Chambers of Commerce, professional societies, etc. for outstanding service in a 
particular area, and awards made by or under the auspices of the Alabama or National 
Association of County Agricultural Agents (after 1966). the National Association of Extension 
Home Economists (after 1966-). and the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service Employees 
Organization.

Nature of Award Year of Award

EEO Form No. 9, Revised March 10, 1977
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AWARDS APPROVED FOR POINTS
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Alabama Commission on Aging
Recognition A w ard ................................................................................................. June, 1981

Auburn Alumni Association
ACES Award of Excellence...........................................................................  March, 1982

AACAA
Achievement Award . . .
Public Information Award

AAEHE
Florence Hall Award . . .
Outstanding Service Award .................................................................
Hall o f Fame A w ard ..............................................................................
Home Economics Merit Award

(Combined AAEHE, 4-H Award 5/81, Rookie Award 2/84, and 
Home Economics Merit 2/84, into the above award)

ACESEO
Meritorious Award ..........................................................................................  March, 1982

ALAE 4-H A
Distinguished Service Award ......................................................................... March, 1981

Alpha Pi Chapter o f Epsilon Sigma Phi
State Merit Award ............................................................................................................ 1982

May, 1981 
May, 1981 
May, 1986

. March, 1981 
February, 1988

RECOGNITION OF HONOR SOCIETIES

Gamma Sigma Delta 
Omicron Nu 
Kappa Delta Pi 
Alpha Zeta 
Alpha Kappa Mu 
Kappa Omicron Phi

Phi Kappa Phi 
Phi Upsilon Omicron 
Alpha Lambda Delta 
Alpha Tau Alpha 
Phi Eta Sigma

National Recognition Society 
Association of College Honor Societies 

National Recognition Society 
National Recognition Society 
Tuskegee Institute 
University of North Alabama 
Samford University 
Tennessee Tech. University 
University of Southern Mississippi 
University of Mississippi 
Association o f College Honor Societies 
University of Alabama 
Association of College Honor Societies 
National Honorary Ag. Education 
National Freshman Honorary
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JOB analysis validation report for the FOLLOUINC 
COUNTY LEVEL POSITIONS*

County Agent-Coordlnator 
County A gent-A grlculture  And N a tu ra l  Resources 

County Agent-Hoae Econoalcs 
County Agent-A-H and Youth 

County Agent*Coaaunlty Resource D evelopaent 
County Agent-Special Prograas

Prepared by:

Jsaes L. S a l th  
Head, S ta f f  Developaent

O ctober,  1977

*TYils re p o r t  a lso  addresses  the developaent o f  Job a n a ly s e s  f o r  o th e r  p o s i t i o n  
c l i t c l f l c i t l o n i  w ith in  the o rg a n iz a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  o f  the Alabana C oopera tive  
E x ten s io n  Service.
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INTRODUCTION

The C iv i l  R igh ts  Ace o f  1964, the landmark cour t  c a se s  which fo l low ed,  the U n lfo ra  
G u ide l ines  on Eaployee S e le c t io n  Procedures and the EEOC g u id e l in e s  have r a i s e d  the 
g ene ra l  lev e l  o f  knowledge and the  s e n s i t i v i t y  to  equa l  eaployaent o p p o r tu n i ty .  Em­
p loyers  who seek  to d l s c r l a l n a t e  le g i t im a te ly  aaong in d iv id u a l s  who d i f f e r  In t h e i r  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  a re  unders tandably  anxious to  have p e rson ne l  p o l i c i e s  and p rocedures 
which lead  to  d e c is io n s  chat a re  n e i th e r  a r b i t r a r y ,  w him sical ,  o r  u n re la te d  to  a c tu a l  
jo b  requirem ents  and o rg a n i s a t io n a l  needs. Over th e  l a s t  decade, th e r e  has been an 
unending s tream  of le g a l  ch a l leng es  to  eaployee s e l e c t i o n  procedure* because o f  t h e i r  
adverse  l a p a c t .  More r e c e n t ly  and w ith  in c re a s in g  frequency ,  pe rsonne l  p rocedures such 
as  s e l e c t i o n  procedures and perforswnce a p p r a i s a l s  have a d v e rse ly  a f f e c te d  people  who 
a re  considered  a l n o r l c l e s .  Therefore I t  I s  lap o rcan t  and h igh ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  
v a l id  personnel procedures be developed and la p le a e n te d  which a r e  job  r e l a te d  and 
l e g a l ly  d e fe n s ib le .  The Alabaaia Cooperative E xtension  Serv ice  recognised  t h i s  need 
and In an a t t e a p c  to  develop lob analyses fo r  p o s i t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s ,  a s e l e c t i o n  
p ro c es s ,  and a performance ap p ra isa l  sy s te a ,  the ACES a d m in i s t r a t io n  I n i t i a t e d  a job  
v a l i d a t i o n  s tudy  beginning in 1975. The ACES a d a l n i s t r a t i o n  was cogn isan t  o f  the  
f a c t  th a t  the  jo b  a n a ly s is  was the backbone of any s e l e c t i o n  p rocess  and performance 
a p p ra i s a l  s y s te a .  In o rd e r  to execute t h i s  ta s k ,  c o n te n t  v j l l d l c y  was used as  the  
v a l i d a t i o n  process  fo r  developing the Job a n a ly s i s .  In  I n i t i a t i n g  t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  the  
primary purpose was to determine the s p e c i f i c  jobs s t a f f  meabers performed, th e  
frequency of performing these  jo b s ,  the amount o f  t l a e  spent o r  a l l o c a te d  to performing 
these  Jobs , the  s p e c i f i c  tasks  under each job ,  and th e  s p e c i f i c  knowledge, s k i l l s ,  and 
a b i l i t i e s  needed to  perform each cask. Also, i t  was im portant to  determine th e  lev e l  
of c r l t i c a l l t y  o f  each Job and decide which knowledge, s k i l l s ,  and a b i l i t i e s  were 
elnlmua requirem ents ,  d i s t i n g u i s h  between chose which would be taught on the jo b  and 
those  th a t  may be taught on the  job.

METHODOLOCY

An ln-depch a n a ly s i s  of each Job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was p lanned fo r  a l l  county le v e l  
p o s i t i o n s  Inc lud ing  four program a re a s ;  namely: a g r i c u l t u r e  and n a tu r a l  r e so u rce s ,
hoDe econoa lcs ,  4-H, community resource  d eve lopaen t,  and spe c ia l  p ro g raas .  An a n a ly s i s  
was a lso  conducted for  the p o s i t io n  of County Agenc-Coordlnator.  The job ana ly se s  
were designed to  provide da ta  necessary  for  subsequent development o f  a s e l e c t i o n  
process  and a performance ap p ra isa l  s y s te a .  These d a ta  Included che fo llow ing fo r  each 
p o s i t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n :

1. S p e c i f i c a t io n s  of the d u t i e s  and ta sks  performed by Incumbents
2. D eterm ination o f  the c ircumstances and c o n d i t io n s  o f  which the  d u t i e s  were

performed
3. D eterm ination of the level of d i f f i c u l t y  of each  duty
4. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of c r i t i c a l  d u t ie s
5. S p e c i f i c a t io n s  o f  performance s tandards
6. D eterm inat ion  of level of knowledge, s k i l l s ,  and a b i l i t i e s  requ ired  for

su cce s s fu l  performance of the Job
7. An i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  k n o wl ed ge ,  s k i l l s ,  and  a b i l i t i e s  n e e d e d  when h i r e d

and those  chat would be taught on the job

Eight s te p s  were used in developing Job ana lyses  fo r  the  p o s i t io n s  i d e n t i f i e d  above:

1. A committee composed of t h i r t y  county s t a f f  members, s ix  each re p re se n t in g  
the f i v e  program a reas  id e n t i f i e d  major jo b s ,  c a sk s ,  percen t of time expended 
to  perform each Job, methods used to perform Jobs and ta s k s ,  and the knowledge
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and a b i l i t i e s  needed to  s u c c e s s f u l ly  perform J o b a / t a s k j .  The com- 
■ I c t e e  a l s o  Id e n t i f ie d  the c r i t i c a l  n a tu re  o f  each job and d i s t i n g u i s h e d  
between the knowledge, s k i l l s ,  and a b i l i t i e s  which were minimum requirem ents  
and th ose  which were not.  This  In fo rm ation  was prepared by th e  c o a a l t t e e  In 
w r i t t e n  fo ra  as the f i r s t  phase In  th e  developaent o f  the Job a n a l y s i s .

2. M l  county  s t a f f  aeabers were p rov ided  a copy of  th e  r e s u l t s  p rep a red  by the 
th l r t y - a e a b e r  c o a a l t te e  and were req ues ted  to  Id e n t i fy  th e  jo b s  they  a c tu a l ly  
perfonaed  with spec ia l  a t t e n t i o n  to  s p e c i f i c  Jobs which were u n ique  to  t h e i r  
Job assignment.  They were a l s o  req u es ted  to  add ta s k s ,  j o b s ,  knowledge, s k i l l s ,  
and a b i l i t i e s  and aethod o f  perfo rm ing  jobs to  the Info rm ation  they  rece ived .

3 .  A ll county  s t a f f  aeabers developed  an Ind iv idu a l  a n a ly s i s  o f  t h e i r  jo b s  and 
s en t  th e a  to  Head, Seaff D evelopaent .

4 . Head, S t a f f  Developaent reviewed a l l  a n a ly s i s  of Jobs sen t  In  by county  s t a f f  
a e a b e r s ,  de le ted  d u p l ic a t io n s  and dev ised  a Job a n a ly s is  f o r  t h e  s i x  county 
l e v e l  p o s i t io n s  which r e f l e c t e d  Input f ro a  a l l  county s t a f f  a e a b e r s .

5. A f I f te e n -n e n b e r  c o a a l t te e  was appo in ted  coaposed o f  county s t a f f  aeabers  and 
the c o a a l t t e e  was requested  to  rev iew , a o d lfy ,  r e v i s e ,  and f i n a l i z e  Job 
a n a ly s e s  fo r  each county l e v e l  p o s i t i o n .

6. A f te r  the fIfteen-oember c o n n l t t e e  completed I t s  r e p o r t ,  the  Job  a n a ly ses  were 
g iven  to  the d i s t r i c t  su p e rv iso ry  s t a f f  fo r t h e i r  review, o o d l f l c a t l o n ,  and 
r e co m en d a t lo n s .

7. Nine co u n t ie s  were randomly s e l e c t e d  and v i s i t e d  by Head, S t a f f  Developaent co 
f u r t h e r  d is cu ss ,  rev lev , modify, and f i n a l i z e  job ana lyses  fo r  each p o s i t io n  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .

6. A f te r  meeting with s t a f f  a e a b e rs  In  n ine  coun tie s  and rec o g n iz in g  t h e i r  Input,  
Job ana ly ses  were then f i n a l i z e d  and v a l id a te d  by the  d i s t r i c t  and a d a i n l s t r a -  
t l v e  s c a f f s  and becaae the  o f f i c i a l  docuaents to  se rve  as che b a s i s  fo r  the 
ACES s e l e c t i o n  process and performance a p p ra i s a l  sy s tea .

* Job ana lyses  for the s p e c i a l i s t  s t a f f ,  d i s t r i c t  s t a f f ,  s t a t e  l e a d e r s ,  a s so c ia te  
d i r e c t o r s ,  s t a f f  group heads, and a d a i n l s t r a t i v e  s t a f f  were deve loped  by the 
incuaban t .

Below are  the  ta sk s ,  knowledge, s k i l l s  and a b i l i t i e s  l l s c e d  by the  co un ty  s t a f f  during 
the  i n i t i a l  developaent of the Job a n a ly s i s  fo r the p o s i t i o n  d a s s l f l c a t i o n  of CA-C, 
CA-AXR, CA-HE, CA-4-H, CA-CRD, and CA-Speclal P rograas.

AGRICULTURE

Tasks
1. Develop a plan of work
2. R ec ru i t  and c ra ln  v o lu n te e r  le a d e r s  In crop produc t ion ,  management, and

a a rk e t ln g
3. Prepare  and d i s t r i b u t e  e d u c a t io n a l  m a te r i a l s
4. A s s i s t  producers with c a l i b r a t i o n  of  pre  eaerge  equipment
3. Advise farmers to s o i l  t e s t
6. Eaploy leaders to  Involve producers  In countyvlde In sec t  c o n t r o l  prograo
7. Provide leaders ,  p ro d u ce r s ,  and a g r i c u l t u r a l  c l i e n t e l e  w i th  re s e a rc h

Information on seed, pesc c o n t r o l ,  and o th e r  production  I n l o r a a t i o n
» .  I : • ,  • -  \- * |  e , • f *f f *w t
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8 .  V i s i t  producers to m l i c  w i th  Market ing problems
9. Evaluate crop programs and r e p o r t  the r e s u l t s

10. Provide p u b l ic i ty  to  news media concern ing  programs
11. Involve leaders to Implementing crop p ro d u c t io n  program and the

program planning process
12. Encourage p a r t i c ip a t i o n  In y i e l d  c o n te s t s
1 ) .  Conduct da l ly  meetings on n u t r i t i o n  u s in g  d a i r y  s p e c i a l i s t s  
I d .  V i s i t  dairymen to  a s s i s t  w i th  b e t t e r  home grown fe e d in g  su p p l ie s
15. F urn ish  producers w ith  l i s t s  o f  proven s i r e s
16. Encourage producers to  save  more and b e t t e r  rep lacem en ts  f o r  animals
17. V i s i t  producers to a s s i s t  w i th  b e t t e r  reco rd -k eep in g
18. V i s i t  and a s s i s t  producers w i th  b e t t e r  herd  h e a l t h  programs
19. Send monthly d a iry  l e t t e r s  eo producers
20. R ec ru i t  and t r a i n  v o lu n tee r  l e a d e r s  In  l i v e s t o c k  p ro d u c t io n ,  manage­

ment, and marketing
21. Educate producers on In c re a se  In weening and s e l l i n g  w eigh ts
22. V i s i t  homeowners to  a s s i s t  w i th  s o l i  f e r t i l i t y
23. V i s i t  homeowners to  a s s i s t  w i th  land scap ing  and ornam enta l  h o r t i c u l tu r e  
2d. V i s i t  homeowners to  I d e n t i f y  and he lp  c o n t r o l  c rop and l i v e s to c k

diseases
23. V i s i t  and work with whole farm d em o ns tra to rs
26. Inform producers of the b e s t  time to s e l l  l i v e s t o c k  and crops
27. Keep public up - to -d a te  on p e s t i c i d e  and dang ers  o f  p e s t i c i d e
28. Cooperate with and Involve o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  a g e n c i e s ,  and lead e rs

In  e f f o r t s  to more a d e q u a te ly  p lan  and develop  county  resources
29. Heet with comwdlty groups to  fo rm ula te  annual p rogram s' p lan  o f  work
30. P a r t i c i p a t e  In p ro fe ss io n a l  Improvement a c t i v i t i e s
31. Follow proper o f f i c e  management p rocedures
32. Provide farmers with l n f o r s u t l o n  on f o r e s t r y
33. Conduct public r e l a t i o n s  program
3d. Implement a f f irm a tiv e  a c t i o n  program
35. Conduct radio, IV programs, and w r i t e  n e w s le t t e r s

ACRICULTURE
b

Knowledge. S k i l l s ,  and a b i l i t i e s

1. Knowledge o f  the program development p ro cess
2. Knowledge of leade rsh ip  development In a l l  phases o f  c rop  p roduction ,

s k i l l s  In recognizing Im portan t te ac h in g  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and knowledge
o f  en te rp r ises  and m a t e r i a l s  developed fo r  each e n t e r p r i s e

3. Technical knowledge In a g r i c u l t u r e  and n a tu r a l  re so u rce s
d. A b i l i ty  to organize and m o t iv a te  people
5. A b i l i ty  to work with people  r e g a r d l e s s  of r a c e ,  c re e d ,  c o lo r ,  sex

o r  na tional o r ig in
6. Knowledge of the socio-economic le v e l  of g rou ps ,  t h e i r  a s p i r a t i o n s ,

d e s i r e s ,  and what they have I d e n t i f i e d  as t h e i r  problems
7. Technical knowledge In p la n t  and s o i l  s c ie n c e ,  h e r b i c id e s ,  and

In sec t ic id e s
8. Ceneral knowledge of economic fu n c t io n s  in  a g r i c u l t u r a l  eng inee ring
9. E f fe c t iv e  communication s k i l l s ,  o r a l  and w r i t t e n

10. Knowledge of leadersh ip  deve lopaen t
11. S k i l l  in recognizing Im portan t te ac h in g  s i t u a t i o n s

Technical knowledge In E x tens ion  methods, p h i lo so ph y ,  and o b je c t iv e s
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13. Knowledge of SEMIS and o th e r  r e p o r t in g  systems
14. Techn ica l  knowledge o f  marketing  tec h n iq u es
13. Techn ica l  knowledge In  anim al s e l e c t i o n ,  b reed in g ,  p ro d u c t io n ,

and n u t r i t i o n
16. Knowledge of v e g e ta b le  p roduc t ion
17. Knowledge o f  p e s t  c o n t r o l  and management
16. Knowledge o f  pu b lic  r e l a t i o n s  te chn iqu es
19. Knowledge o f  p roper  o f f i c e  sunageaen t p rocedures
20. Knowledge o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  lB ptoveaent o p p o r t u n i t i e s
21. A b i l i t y  t o  work w ith  peop le  o f  v a r io u s  e d u c a t io n a l ,  e t h n i c ,  so c io ­

c u l t u r a l  backgrounds
23. Knowledge o f  ACES a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t i o n  p rocedures and p ro ces s
24. A b i l i ty  to  coo p e ra te  and work w ith  o th e r s

HOME ECONOMICS 

Tasks
1. I d e n t i f y  and r e c r u i t  l e a d e r s  fo r  p la n n in g ,  Implementing, and

e v a lu a t in g  prograas
2. Develop county  p la n  o f  work
3. Conduct l e a d e r  t r a i n i n g  meetings
4. Conduct s p e c i a l  I n t e r e s t  meetings
5. Conduct s t an d a rd  food and n u t r i t i o n  p ro g raa s
6. Hake o t h e r  a p p ro p r ia te  c o n ta c t s
7. P a r t i c i p a t e  In con tinuous  p ro f e s s io n a l  d eve lopaen t  and Improvement
6. Implement a d m i n i s t r a t iv e  and o th e r  o f f i c e  fun c t io n s
9. Conduct rad io  p rog raas ,  w r i t e  n e w s le t t e r s ,  p repare  TV programs

10. Handle d i r e c t  r e q u e s ts ,  o f f i c e  c a l l s ,  telephpne/home v i s i t  conferences
11. Prepare  hoae econoalcs  s u b je c t  m a t te r  p ro g ra a s ,  p u b l i c a t i o n s ,  v i s u a ls
12. Keep p u b l ic  Informed on hoae econoalcs  p rog raas  a v a i l a b l e  to  thea
13. Keep Informed on c u r r e n t  hoae econoalcs  t r en d s
14. Attend and p a r t i c i p a t e  In  p r o f e s s io n a l  meetings
15. P a r t i c i p a t e  In s t a f f  and in d iv id u a l  co n fe ren ces
16. Cooperate w ith  o th e r  phases  o f  E x te n s io n 's  p rograas
17. Prepare r e g u la r  and s p e c i a l  r e p o r t s
18. Prepare forms In e v a lu a t io n  o f  hoae eco no a lcs  prograas
19. Provide hoaeaakers  w ith  In fo rm ation  on foods and n u t r i t i o n ,  f a a l l y

l i f e ,  f a a l l y  resource  management, housing  and equipment, hoae
f u r n i s h in g s ,  c lo th in g  and t e x t i l e s  and h e a l th  educa t ion

20. A ss i s t  hoaeaakers  w ith  reco rd -keep in g
21. Follow p rop er  o f f i c e  management p rocedures
22. Conduct a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t i o n  progran
23. Develop and Implement an e f f e c t i v e  p u b l ic  r e l a t i o n s  program

HOHE ECONOMICS

Knowledge, S k i l l s ,  and A b i l i t i e s

1. Knowledge o f  the p rograa  development p rocess
2. Knowledge o f  le a d e r sh ip  development p rocess
3. A b i l i ty  to  o rg an ize  and m o t iv a te  people
4. A b i l i ty  to  c o l l e c t ,  a n a ly z e ,  and use d a ta  e f f e c t i v e / o b j e c t i v e
5. Id e n t i fy  p rob lem -so lv ing  te ch n iqu es
6. Knowledge o f  the  teach ing  and le a rn in g  p ro ces s
7. Technical knowledge in  a l l  s u b je c t  m a t te r  a r e a s  to Include — foods and

n u t r i t i o n ,  c lo th in g ,  ho us ing ,  hoae fu r n i s h i n g s ,  hoae management, family 
l i f e  and h e a l th
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8. A b il i ty  to  c o s n u n l c a t e  e f f e c t i v e l y
9. Knowledge and s k i l l  In  v i s u a l  design

10. Knowledge o f  th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and o p e ra t io n  o f  the  EFNEP p ro g raa
11. Knovledge o f  e v a l u a t i o n  techn iqu es ,  SEMIS, o r i e n t a t i o n
12. A b il i ty  to  b udge t  t i n e
13. S k i l l  In c o a a u n l c a t l o n ,  bo th  o ra l  and w r i t t e n
14. Knowledge o f  f i l i n g  sys tem s
13. A b i l i ty  to  c o o p e ra t e  w i th  o th e r s
16. Knowledge o f  p r o p e r  o f f i c e  management p rocedures
17. Knowledge o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  developaent o p p o r t u n i t i e s
18. Knowledge o f  a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t io n  g u id e l in e s  and procedures
19. A b i l i ty  to  work w i th  p eo p le  re g a rd le s s  o f  r a c e ,  c re e d ,  sex ,  c o l o r  o r

n a t io n a l  o r i g i n
20. A b i l i ty  to  c o o p e ra t e  and work with o th e r s

4-H AND YOUTH 

Tasks

1. Organize and con du c t  4-H c lu b  aee t ln g s
2. Develop a p la n  o f  work
3. R ecru it ,  t r a i n ,  u t i l i z e ,  and recognize v o lu n te e r  le a d e r s  
A. Prepare e d u c a t io n a l  m a t e r i a l s
5. Train and Invo lve  4-H y o u th  In cou nc i l  p lanning
6. Prepare 4 -H 'e ra  f o r  award prograas  beyond the  county  lev e l
7. Plan fo r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  grow th and development
8. Plan and conduct coun ty  a c t i v i t i e s ,  c o n t e s t s ,  and awards p ro g ra a s
9. Proaote 4-H p ro g r a a  th ro ug h  pub lic  r e l a c lo n s

10. Secure and m a in ta in  f i n a n c i a l  support f o r  4-H c lu b  prograa
11. Supervise 4-H p r o j e c t  work
12. Perform a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and o f f i c e  fu n c t io n s
13. Report and e v a l u a t e  programs
14. Conduct county p r o j e c t  e l im in a t io n s
15. Plan and Implement e d u c a t io n a l  tours
16. Prepare and subm it r e p o r t s
17. Follow p ro per  o f f i c e  management procedures
18. Provide 4-H a e a b e r s  in fo rm a t io n  In a g r i c u l t u r e ,  hoae economics,

CRD, l e a d e r s h ip  d e v e lo p a e n t ,  and c i t i z e n s h i p

4-H AHD YOUTH

Knowledge. S k i l l s ,  and A b i l i t i e s

1. Knowledge o f  p a r l i a m e n ta ry  procedures
2. Knowledge o f  th e  p ro g r a a  development p ro cess
3. S k i l l s  In o b ta i n in g  c la s s ro o m  d i s c i p l i n e
4. A b i l i ty  to u n d e rs ta n d  and s t im u la te  4 -H 'e r s  In t e r e s t  or d e s i r e  to  le a rn
5. Knovledge o f  e f f e c t i v e  p u b l ic  r e l a t i o n s  techn iques
6. Knowledge o f  v a r i o u s  su b je cc  m at te r ,  e d u c a t io n a l  m a te r i a l s ,  v i s u a l

a id s ,  and a r t  p r i n c i p l e s
7. Knowledge o f  coun ty  s i t u a t i o n ,  p resen t  and fu tu re  needs
8. Knowledge o f  th e  l e a d e r s h i p  developaent process
9. S k i l l  In p ro b le m -so lv in g

10. Knowledge o f  r e q u i re m e n ts  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  In va r iou s  awards p ro g raas
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11. Knowledge o f  a p p ro p r ia t e  s u b j e c t  u t t e r  such as a g r i c u l t u r e ,  hoae
econoalcs ,  le a d e r sh ip  d e v e lo p a e n t ,  and e t c .

12. A b i l i ty  to  o rg an ise  and m o t iv a te  peop le
13. Knovledge o f  e f f e c t i v e  c o a a u n lc a t lo n  s k i l l s  and Che a b i l i t y  to

coaaunlca te  e f f e c t i v e l y  bo th  o r a l l y  and In v r l t l n g
14. Managerial a b i l i t y
13. S k i l l  In 4-H rec o rd -k e ep in g
16. S k i l l  In huaan development
17 . A b i l i ty  to  budget t l a e
18. Knovledge o f  f i l i n g  s y t s t e a
19. Knovledge o f  SDIIS r e p o r t
20. A b i l i ty  to  ev a lu a te  p ro g r a a
21. A b i l i ty  to  prepare  and s u b a l t  r e p o r t s
22. Knovledge o f  the  t e a c h in g / l e a r n i n g  p ro c e s s
23. Knovledge o f  Che EFHEP p ro g ra a
24. E f fe c t iv e  In te rp e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s
25. A b i l i ty  to  c o l l e c t ,  a n a ly z e ,  and use d a t a  e f f e c t i v e l y
26. Knovledge o f  le a d e rsh ip  d e v e lop aen t
27. Knovledge o f  coosiunlty r e s o u rc e  d e v e lo p a e n t  process
28. Knovledge o f  ACES' a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t i o n  p ro ce s s
29. A b i l i ty  to  work w ith  p e o p le  r e g a r d le s s  o f  t h e i r  ra c e ,  c reed ,  c o lo r ,

sex, o r  n a t io n a l  o r i g i n
30. A b i l i ty  to  coopera te  and work w i th  o t h e r s

COMMUNITY RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

Tasks

1. Determine, lo c a te ,  and I d e n d f y  l e a d e r s  f o r  prograa p lann ing , l a p l e -
ae n ta t io n ,  and e v a lu a t io n

2. Develop p lan  o f  work
3. R ec ru i t ,  t r a i n ,  and u t i l i s e  v o lu n te e r  l e a d e r s
4 .  Involve lead e rs  In  Che p la n n in g ,  la p l e a e n c a t lo n ,  and eva lua t ion

processes
5. Recognise leade rs  fo r  j o b s  w e ll  done
6. Locate and l i s t  a l l  r e s o u r c e s ,  s e t t i n g  p r i o r i t i e s ,  developing time­

ta b le s  on p r i o r i t y  needs
7. Develop and design  huaan re so u rce  l e a d e r s h i p  programs
8 . I d e n t i fy  l i s t  of a p p r o p r i a t e  l i s t  o f  re s o u rc e s
9. Evaluate and p u b l ic iz e  CRD e f f o r t s

10. Prooote value and r e s u l t s  o f  working to g e t h e r  f o r  t o t a l  resource
developaent

11. Provide on-going e d u c a t io n a l  and p u b l ic  r e l a t i o n s  prograas  to
Inform public  o f  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s

12. Recognize leaders
13. Evaluate prograas in  CRD
14. Conduct CRD programs In community r e s o u rc e ,  Inventory  and a n a ly s is ,

pub lic  Issues and p o l i c i e s ,  c o u u n l c y  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  community 
le a d e rsh ip ,  and s t a t e  and lo c a l  government

15. Conduct a f f i rm a t iv e  a c t i o n  p rograa
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COMMUNITY RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT

Knowledge. S k i l l * ,  and A b i l i t i e s

1. Knowledge of Che p rograa  d ev e lo pa en t  process
2. Knowledge o f  coanunlty  dev e lo pa en t  process
3. E f f e c t i v e  In te rp e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s
4. B e lieve  In and p ra c t i c e  p u b l ic  r e l s t l o o s
3. Continue e f f o r t s  In  p r o f e s s io n a l  laproveaeot
6. P r o f i c i e n t  communication s k i l l s  -  know of and how to  u se  p u b l i c

In fo rm at ion  end re sea rch
7. A b i l i t y  to  co sa u n lca te  e f f e c t i v e l y ,  both o r a l ly  and In w r i t i n g
8 .  Knovledge o f  SOUS re p o r t in g  s y s te a
9. A b i l i t y  to  o rg an ise  and m o tiv a te  people

10. Knowledge of th e  coanunlty  d eve lopaen t  process
11. Knowledge of th e  le a d e rsh ip  developaent process
12. Knowledge o f  ACES a f f l r a a t l v e  a c t i o n  procedures
13. Knowledge and s k i l l s  In  p u b l ic  r e l a t i o n s
14. A b i l i t y  to  work with people  r e g a r d le s s  of race ,  c ree d ,  c o l o r ,  sex ,

o r  n a t i o n a l  o r i g in
13. A b i l i t y  co cooperace and work w ith  o th e rs
16. Knowledge of p roper o f f i c e  nanageaent procedures
17. Knowledge of ACES' p ro f e s s io n a l  laproveaeot g u id e l in e s  and procedures

SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

Tasks
1. Develop p lan  o f  work
2. Conduct f i e l d  crops  p rograas  -  co rn ,  cocton, soybeans, p a s t u r e s ,

and dem onstrations
3. Conduct l i v e s to c k ,  beef ,  c a t t l e ,  d a i r y ,  swine, and p o u l t ry  deaon-

s t r a t  Ions
4. R e c ru i t ,  t r a i n ,  and recogn ize  v o lu n te e r  leade rs
5. Develop an e f f e c t i v e  pu b lic  r e l a t i o n s  prograa
6. Conduct sp e c i a l  p rograas In  f a r a  nanageaent, s e rv ic e  b u i l d in g s ,  hoae

g a rden ing ,  m arketing , l im i te d  resource  e n t e r p r i s e ,  and v h o le  farm 
dem on s tra t io ns

7. Conduct prograas In c o s a e r c l a l  h o r t i c u l tu r e  and Implement P ro j e c t  H.E.L.P.
6. P rov id e  Information on ornam ental h o r t i c u l tu r e
9. P rov ide  Information on community resource  development

10. Conduct s h o r t - t e r a  programs
11. P rep a re  and s u b a l t  re p o r t s
12. P lan  and design day caaps
13. P lan  and design prograas In housing
14. P lan  and design prograas In c lo th in g
15. P lan  programs In ru r a l  housing
16. P lan  prograas In  s o i l  f e r t i l i t y ,  s o i l  te s t in g ,  f e r t i l i z e r  usage
17. P lan  prograas  In c o t to n ,  fo rage  and pas tu re ,  g ra in
18. Follow proper  o f f i c e  management procedures
19. P a r t i c i p a t e  In p ro fe s s io n a l  developaent a c t i v i t i e s
20. Conduct a f f i rm a t iv e  a c t io n  program
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SPEC IA L PROGRAMS

Knowledge. S k i l l s .  and A b i l i t i e s

1 .  Knovledge o f  Extension nethods end procedures
2 . Knovledge o f  pub lic  r e l a t i o n s  techniques
3 .  Knovledge o f  vegetab le  p roduc t ion  and e f f e c t i v e  communication
4 .  Knovledge o f  Che te a c h in g / l e a rn in g  p rocess
3. Knovledge o f  th e  prograa developaent process
6 .  Competence In  p rob lea -ao lv lng  process
7. Knovledge o f  housing needs
8 .  Knovledge o f  th e  p r in c ip l e s  o f  pu b lic  r e l a t i o n s
9 .  Knovledge o f  vegetab le  consuaptlon  and s to rag e

10. Knovledge o f  Che le a d e rsh ip  developaent process
11. Technica l  knovledge In v a r io u s  coamodlcy groups
12. Knovledge o f  h e a l th  needs
13. Knovledge o f  o rnaaen ta l  and designs
14. Knovledge o f  c lo th in g  c o n s t ru c t io n
15. Knovledge o f  hoae c a re  and e f f e c t i v e  In te rp e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p
16. T echn ica l  knovledge o f  o rn a a e n ta l  h o r t i c u l t u r e
17. Knowledge o f  landscape des igns
18. Knovledge o f  agencies In the  cooaunlty ,  t h e i r  s e r v i c e s ,  and

lo c a d o n s
19. A b i l i t y  to  coamunlcate e f f e c t i v e l y ,  both o r a l l y  and In v r l c ln g
20. Background In s c i e n t i f i c  and te c h n ic a l  d a ta  reg a rd in g  th e  s p e c i a l  p ro g raa
21. A b i l i t y  to o rgan ise  and m ot iva te  people
22. T ra in in g  In te ch n ica l  s u b je c t  a a t t e r  Inc lud ing  agronomy, l i v e s t o c k ,

m arketing, eng inee ring ,  en toaology, p la n t  p a tho lo gy ,  h o r t i c u l t u r e ,  
farm management, and o th e r  f i e ld s

23. A b i l i t y  to work v l t h  people r e g a rd le s s  o f  ra c e ,  c r e e d ,  c o l o r ,  s e x ,  and
n a t io n a l  o r ig in

24. A b i l i t y  to  cooperate  and work v l t h  o th e r s

JOBS FOR COO NTT ACEKT-COORDIKATOR '

1. C ontac t County Commissioners fo r  a p p ro p r ia t io n s ,  sp ac e ,  e t c .
2. Report to  County C oM lss lon  on Extension a c t i v i t i e s
3. Serve a s  S ecre ta ry  to  RD Committee
4 .  Hold veek ly  Extension conference
5. Assign work for  s e c r e t a r i e s
6. Report on Extension a c t i v i t i e s  to  County C a t t lem e n 's  A s so c ia t io n
7. Report on Excenslon a c t i v i t i e s  to  County Farm Bureau
8. Provide leade rsh ip  fo r  County Extension Council
9. P repare  veekly news r e le a se  fo r  column

10. Prepare  s p e c ia l  news s t o r i e s
11. Meet v l t h  S ta te  L e g is la to r s
12. C oordinate  work of Auburn L e g is l a t iv e  Committee
13. Coordinate  work v l t h  o th e r  USDA and county agen c ie s
14. S uperv ise  p a r t - t im e  1890 Extension Agent
15. Coord inate  Farm/City Week v l t h  Farm Bureau and o t h e r  farm o r g a n i s a t i o n s

or groups and c iv i c  o rg an iza t io n s
16. C oordinate  and prepare q u a r t e r ly  reques t  fo r  s p e c i a l i s t  a s s i s t a n c e
17. P repare  veekly crop re p o r t  fo r  A g r ic u l tu ra l  S t a t l e t i c i a n
18. Serve on County D isa s te r  C oaa lt tee
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19. Conduce county f o i l  t e s t in g  p ro g ra a , In c lu d in g  th e  re c e iv in g  and
forw arding o f  aanplea to  S o il T e s tin g  Laboratory and send ing  l e t t e r  
to person a f t e r  re c e iv in g  copy o f  s o i l  t e s t  re p o r t In which n u t r i e n t  
d e f ic ie n c ie s  a re  po in ted  ou t

20. Attend b l-a o n th ly  a e e tln g  o f  Board o f  D ire c to rs  o f  County Fare Bureau
and p rov ide  ln fo ra a tlo n  when re q u e s te d

21. R ecru it and ln te rv le v  p ro sp e c tiv e  s e c r e t a r i e s  when v acan c ies  o c c u r
22. A ss is t w ith  th e  In te rv iew  o f  p ro s p e c tiv e  f a n  agen ts when v a c a n c ie s

occur
23. A ss is t In  tr a in in g  c l e r i c a l  s t a f f  and farm  agents
24. P repare agenda fo r  veekly  E x tension  co n fe ren ce
25. Review n ln u te s  o f  weekly E x tension  co n fe ren ce
26. Work c lo s e ly  v l th  County ASCS C o a a lt te e  and serve  on c o a a l t te e  when

needed
27. Survey o f f ic e  su p p lie s , p u b l ic a t io n s ,  f u r n i tu r e  and equipm ent In

a d d itio n  to  su p erv is in g  r e q u i s i t io n  and p lsceaen t
28. P repare weekly schedule o f  work f o r  s e c r e ta r i e s
29. Hold In d iv id u a l conference w ith  a g e n ts  and s e c r e ta r ie s  and f r e q u e n t

conference w ith agen ts on p ro g raas  o f  work
30. P repare  re g u la r  and s p e c ia l  r e p o r ts  In  a d d it io n  to  p ro v id in g  re q u e s te d

ln fo ra a t lo n  fo r  q u e s tio n n a ire s
31. A ttend and p a r t ic ip a te  In  p ro f e s s io n a l  a e e t ln g s
32. Do p ro fe ss io n a l reading weekly
33. R ecru it and t r a in  lead e rs  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  phases o f E xtension  p ro g ra a
34. P repare annual and long t i n e  p ro g raas  o f  work
35. P repare  annual re p o r ts
36. E valuate  Extension prograas
37. Keep D is t r i c t  Che1ra in  ad v ised  o f  a d a ln l s t r a t l v e  problem s, n eed s , e t c .
38. Iap leaenc p o lic ie s  sod p rocedu res a s  r e l a te d  by th e  DA-C and th e

D ire c to r
39. Teach the  lnpo rtance  o f  m a in ta in in g  e f f e c t i v e  pub lic  r e la t io n s
40. Teaching the e le a e n ts  o'f good o f f i c e  aanageaen t
41. Teach th e  concept o f lo n g -ran g e  coun ty  p ro g ra m in g
42. Keeps a l l  county s t a f f  Informed on a a t t e r s  a f f e c t in g  th ea  th a t  have

been coaaunlcated  through th e  chairm an
43. C oordinate jo i n t  e f f o r ts  o f  s t a f f  In  dev e lo p in g  POW, annual r e p o r t s ,

and long-range county p ro g raa
44. Arrange J o in t  s t a f f  e f f o r t s  fo r  e f f e c t i v e  re p o r tin g  to  C o m alss lo n e ra '

Court
45. C oordinate s t a f f  e f f o r ts  In  d ev e lo p in g , la p le a e n tln g , and r e p o r t in g

re la te d  to  county a f f i rm a tiv e  a c t io n  p la n
46. C oordinate s t a f f  e f f o r ts  to  la p le a e n t p ro g raa s  In a reas where r e s p o n s i ­

b i l i t i e s  a re  not c le a r ly  d e fin ed
47. Prepare and su b a l t  re p o r ts  In v o lv in g  o th e r  s t a f f  aeabers when a p p ro ­

p r i a te  o r when requested  by th e  d l s t r l c c  chairman o r  th e  d i r e c to r
48. Cooperate w ith  o th e r  s t a f f  a e a b e rs  In  a l l  a a t t e r s  fo r  which c o o p e ra t iv e

e f f o r t  Is  needed
49. C ooperate w ith  d i s t r i c t  and s t a t e  o f f i c e s  by s u b a l t t ln g  r e p o r ts ,  p ro ­

v id ing  ln fo ra a t lo n , and c a rry in g  o u t s p e c ia l  assignm ents a s  r e q u e s te d

The v a l id a t io n  study  a lso  Id e n tif ie d  th e  fo llo w in g  p h y s ic a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  needed  
fo r  s u c c e s s fu l  perform ance of a l l  Jo b s .

1. Should be able to  speak In E n g lish  In  an understandab le  vo ice
2. Should be ab le  to  hear norm al c o n v e rs a tio n s
3. Should be ab le  to c lln b  s t a i r s  (an  a re a  when the county o f f ic e  I s

u p s ta i r s  and an e le v a to r  I s  n o t a v a i l a b l e ) .  This c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  was
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d isc u sse d  In  l i g h t  o f employment o f th e  hand icapped  and o f  co u rse  I t  
was de term ined  th a t  compensation had to  be made fo r  handicapped  em­
p lo y ees  when necessary  o r a p p ro p r ia te .

4 . Should be a b le  to  l i f t  up to  25 pounds (n e c e s s a ry  to  c a r ry  p r o je c to r s ,  
s l i d e  s e c s ,  e tc .  to  m eetings).

A t o t a l  o f  377 a g e n ts  p a r t ic ip a te  in  th i s  s tu d y .

A fte r  m eeting  on numerous occasions w ith the v a rio u s  co m m itte e s , s e le c te d  county  
s t a f f ,  d i s t r i c t  su p e rv iso ry  s t a f f ,  and members o f th e  a d m in i s t r a t iv e  s t a f f ,  th e  
fo llow ing  m ajo r Jobs were Id e n t if ie d  along w ith  th e  p e rc e n t  o f  tim e  needed to  p e r­
form each m ajor jo b  In  a su c c e s s fu l manner, a t  th e  co un ty  l e v e l :

Program P lann ing 10
Program Im plem entation- 70
R ep orting  4 E v a lu a tlo n - 5
O ff lc e  Management 3
P ro fe s s io n a lis m 5
P u b lic  R e la tio n s S

TOTAL 100

A ttached la  th e  f i n a l  jo b  a n a ly s is  fo r Che fo llow ing  p o s i t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  a t  
the coun ty  l e v e l :

1 . County A gent-C oordlnator*
2. County Agent-Home Economics
3. County Agent-4-H
4 . County Agent-Community Resource Development

The Job a n a ly s is  fo r  th e  p o s i t io n  c la s s i f ic a t io n  o f  County A g e n t-S p e c ia l Programs 
vas e lim in a te d .

*Not a f u l l - t im e  p o s i t io n .  The amount o f time a ss ig n ed  to  t h i s  Job  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
depends la r g e ly  on th e  number of s t a f f  members In th e  coun ty  u n i t .  A lso , since  
the C o o rd ln a tlv e  ro le  was a new concept ac the county  l e v e l ,  th e  Job  fu n c tio n s  
were ad d ressed  and fo rm a lised  w ith in  the f i e ld  of management; th e r e f o r e ,  the 
knowledge, s k i l l s ,  and a b i l i t i e s  domain were developed by th e  H ead, S ta f f  Develop­
ment and Head, Management O pera tions.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ALABAMA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICB

County  A g e n t - C o o r d l n a t o r

May 23.  1980 ( U p d a t e d  0 9 / 2 2 / 8 8 )

D i s t r i c t  A g e n t - C o o r d l n a t o r  
( f o r  a d n l n l s t r a t i o n )
D i s t r i c t  A g e n t - P r o g r a m s  
( f o r  p r o g r a a s )

M.S. d e g r e e  in  A g r i c u l t u r e .  Home 
Economics ,  o r  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  
a r e a s ;  a t t a i n m e n t  o f  r a n k  o f  
Coun ty  o r  A s s o c i a t e  C o u n t y  A g en t  
i n  one o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  a r e a s .

The Coun ty  A g e n t - C o o r d l n a t o r  
manages t h e  C o u n t y  E x t e n s i o n  u n i t  
and I s  t h e  c o n t a c t  p e r s o n  w i t h  
l o c a l  g o v e r n i n g  b o d i e s .  The 
C o o r d i n a t o r  p r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  

f o r  t h e  p r o g r a a  d e v e l o p a e n t  p r o c e s s ,  and  I n  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i t h  
a p p r o p r i a t e  D i s t r i c t  A g e n t - P r o g r a m ( s ) ,  p r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  t o  a g e n t s  
I n  a c h i e v i n g  p ro g ra m  o b j e c t i v e s ,  and p r o m o te s  t e a m w o r k  among  the  
c o u n t y  s t a f f .  He/She  r e c r u i t s ,  s e l e c t s ,  t r a i n s ,  and  d i r e c t s  c l e r i c a l  
s t a f f .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  C o o r d i n a t o r  i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  m e a s u r i n g  
a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s  a g a i n s t  p l a n s ,  and f o r  c o o r d i n a t i n g  t i m e l y  r e p o r t i n g  
o f  p r o g r a m  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s .  Moreover ,  t h e  C oun ty  A g e n t - C o o r d i n a t o r  
p r o v i d e s  n e c e s s a r y  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s u p p o r t  t o  e n s u r e  e f f e c t i v e  p r ogr am  
d e l i v e r y .  The CA-C a l s o  as sumes r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  In o ne  o r  more  p rog ram 
a r e a s .

APfflQYAL'

D i s t r i c t  Agent  D a te

D i s t r i c t  Agent  D a t e

D i s t r i c t  Agent  Date

A s s o c i a t e  D l r e c t o r - P l e l d  O p e r a t i o n s  Da t e

D i r e c t o r  Da te

O v e r

T ITLE:

JOB ANALYSIS COMPLETED HE: 

RELATIONSHIPS:

R e p o r t s  t o :

EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENT:

J.QB SUMMARY:
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COUNTY AGENT-COORDINATOR 

DEFINITION OF MAJOR JOBS IN THE ANALYSIS1

E la n n ln g

The  CA'C s e l e c t s ,  f rom among a l t e r n a t i v e  c o u r s e s  o f  a c t i o n ,  t h e  node 
o f  o p e r a t i o n  f o r  t h e  c o u n t y  u n i t .  T h i s  I n c l u d e s  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o b j e c t i v e s ,  e s t a b l i s h i n g  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and  p r o v i d i n g  
e f f e c t i v e  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  c o o r d i n a t i n g  t h e  o v e r a l l  p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s .

Organising
The CA-C d e v e l o p s  a  p r o c e d u r a l  p r o c e s s  f o r  p l a n n i n g ,  i m p l e m e n t i n g ,  and  
e v a l u a t i n g  program a c t i v i t i e s .  T h i s  I n c l u d e s  t h e  o r g a n i s a t i o n  o f  t h e  
c o u n t y  E x t e n s i o n  c o u n c i l  and t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o u n t y  E x t e n s i o n  
o f f i c e .

P e r s o n n e l  Management  and S t a f f  D ev e lo p m e n t

The CA-C r e c r u i t s ,  s e l e c t s ,  t r a i n s ,  e v a l u a t e s ,  and d e v e l o p s  c l e r i c a l  
s t a f f ,  and  p a r t i c i p a t e s  i n  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  t h e  a c a d e m i c  s t a f f .

L e a d i n g  an d D i r e c t i n g

Th e  CA-C g u i d e s ,  m o t i v a t e s ,  co m m u n ic a te s ,  l e a d s ,  and d i r e c t s  s t a f f  i n  
t h e  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t  o f  o b j e c t i v e s .  H e / s h e  d e v e l o p s  a t eamwork  a p p r o a c h  
f o r  p l a n n i n g ,  impl eme nt i ng ,  and  e v a l u a t i n g  v a r i o u s  J o b  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  t h e  c ou n ty  u n i t .

R e p o r t in g  and C o n t r o l l i n g

The  CA-C measures  a c c o m p l i s hm e n t s  a g a i n s t  p l a n s  and c o r r e c t s  
d e v i a t i o n s  a s  needed .  He/ she  r e p o r t s  p r o g r a m  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s  and t h e  
a c h i e v e m e n t  o f  o b j e c t i v e s  t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  s u p e r v i s o r y  and 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  p e r s o n n e l  and p u b l i c s .

I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  a s s i g n e d  a g e n t s ,  t h e s e  management  f u n c t i o n s  a r e  s h a r e d  
w i t h  t h e  d i s t r i c t  team i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  e s t a b l i s h e d  p r o c e d u r e s  and  
s p e c i f i c  d e l e g a t i o n  o f  p rogram a u t h o r i t y .
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C r i t i c a l  o r  I m p o r t a n t  d u t i e s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  
J o b  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  g rouped  un d er  m a j o r  Jobs

Im por t ance

A. PLANNING*

1. P r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  and c o o r d i n a t i o n  t o  he  s t a f f  an 
d e v e l o p i n g  th e  long  r a n g e  p rogram and a n n u a l  work  p l a n ;  
e n s u r e s  t h a t  programs  a r e  p l a n n e d  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  o a t h  
a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t i o n  p l a n .

2 .  P r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  f o r  s e t t i n g  p r i o r i t i e s ,  p l a n n l a g  
e v e n t s ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and o t h e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  n e t  c l e a r l y  
d e f i n e d  t h a t  I n v o l v e  more t h a n  one p r o g r a m  a r e a .

3 .  P l a n s  f o r  o f f i c e  s p a c e ,  s u p p l i e s ,  t e l e p h o n e  s e r v i c e ,  
s e c r e t a r i a l  s e r v i c e ,  and  o t h e r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s u p p o r t  f o r  
s t a f f .

4 .  P l a n s  f o r  c o n t i n u o u s  p rogram s e r v i c e s  d u r i n g  t e m p o r a r y  
a b s e n c e s  o f  o t h e r  s t a f f  members.

B. ORGANIZING*

1. P r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  and c o o r d i n a t i o n  f o r  o r g a n i z i n g  
t h e  C ou n ty  E x t e n s i o n  C o u n c i l s  and o t h e r  a d v i s o r y  g r o u p s .

2.  O r g a n i z e s  o f f i c e  and o t h e r  p h y s i c a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and  
a s s i g n s  s e c r e t a r i a l  s t a f f .

3.  P r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  f o r  o r g a n i z i n g  e v e n t s ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
a n d  o t h e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  n o t  c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d  t h a t  
i n v o l v e  more t h a n  one p rogram a r e a .

4.  Works w i t h  th e  Auburn U n i v e r s i t y  c o u n t y  s u p p o r t  
c o m m i t t e e .

C. PERSONNEL AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT*

1. R e c r u i t s ,  s e l e c t s ,  and t r a i n s  s e c r e t a r i a l  s t a f f ;  
p a r t i c i p a t e s  i n  s e l e c t i o n ,  r e c r u i t i n g  a nd  h i r i n g  ac ade mi c  
s t a f f .

2 .  C o u n s e l s  w i t h  s t a f f  on p l a n s  f o r  t a k i n g  l e a v e .

3.  P a r t i c i p a t e s  w i t h  a p p r o p r i a t e  D i s t r i c t  A g e n t ( s )  in  
p r o b a t i o n a r y  c o u n s e l i n g  and a n n u a l  p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  
o f  a c a d e m i c  s t a f f .

4.  P a r t i c i p a t e s  w i t h  a p p r o p r i a t e  D i s t r i c t  A g e n t ( s )  i n  s e t t i n g  
p e r f o r m a n c e  s t a n d a r d s  and g o a l s  f o r  c o u n t y  s t a f f  members.

5.  C o n d u c t s  p r o b a t i o n a r y  and a n n u a l  p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  o f  
c o u n t y  s u p p o r t  s t a f f .

1

1

2

1

2

2

1

1

2

2

2

2

2
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C r i t i c a l  o r  I m p o r t a n t  d u t i e s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  
Jo b  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  grouped  under  ma jo r  J o b s

Im por ta nc e

6. P a r t i c i p a t e s  In  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  new s t a f f  members. 1

7. I n t r o d u c e s  p r o s p e c t i v e  new em p lo y e e s  t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  
c o u n t y  g o v e r n i n g  bod ies  p r i o r  t o  em p lo y m e n t .

1

8. M o n i t o r  s t a f f  on s tu d y  l eave .

D. LEADING AND DIRECTING*

1

1. I n  c o o p e r a t i o n  w i th  a p p r o p r i a t e  D i s t r i c t  A g e n t ,  g u i d e s  
and  c o o r d i n a t e s  s t a f f  i n  a c c o m p l i s h i n g  p l a n n e d  g o a l s ;  
e n s u r e s  t h a t  programs a r e  i m pl em e nt e d  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  
w i t h  a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t i o n  p lan.

2

2. Communica tes  e f f e c t i v e l y  w i th  s t a f f  t h r o u g h  i n d i v i d u a l  
a nd  s t a f f  c o n f e r e n c e s  and by o t h e r  means .

2

3. S e r v e s  a s  f i r s t - l i n e  manager f o r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a f f  
u s i n g  c o a c h i n g  and l e a d e r s h i p  t e c h n i q u e s ;  b u i l d s  a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t r u s t  and c o n f i d e n c e  w i t h i n  t h e  
c o u n t y  s t a f f  u n i t .

1

4. E n c o u r a g e s  g r o u p  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and  t e a m  work i n  g o a l  
s e t t i n g  a n d  d e c i s i o n  making.

2

S. P r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  t o  County E x t e n s i o n  A d v i s o r y  
C o u n c i l .

1

6. When a p p r o p r i a t e ,  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  c o u n t y  u n i t  and Auburn 
U n i v e r s i t y  t o  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  g r o u p s ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  and  
c o u n t y  g ov er n m e n t  f o r  budge t  r e q u e s t s .

2

7. E x p l a i n s  and  Implements  ACES' p o l i c i e s  and p r o c e d u r e s  
i n  t h e  c o u n t y .

E. REPORTING AND EVALUATION*

1

1. P r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  and c o o r d i n a t i o n  f o r  p r e p a r a t i o n  
o f  r e p o r t s .

1

2. P r o v i d e s  l e a d e r s h i p  f o r  r e p o r t i n g  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s  t o  
c o u n t y  g o v e r n i n g  body,  E x t e n s i o n  C o u n c i l ,  and  o t h e r  
a d v i s o r y  g r o u p s  and i n d i v i d u a l s .

1

3. C o n t i n u a l l y  o b s e r v e s  and m o n i t o r s  o v e r a l l  p ro gr a m  
a c t i v i t i e s  and c o r r e c t s  a n d / o r  r e p o r t s  d e v i a t i o n s  as  
n e c e s s a r y ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h o s e  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  a f f i r m a ­
t i v e  a c t i o n  p la n .

1

* T h e s e  f u n c t i o n s  a r e  I n t e r d e p e n d e n t  and  o v e r l a p p i n g .  The t o t a l
p e r c e n t a g e  o f  t i n e  de vo t ed  t o  t h e  management  p r o c e s s  w i l l  be 
d e t e r m i n e d  by t h e  OA.
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Knowledge,  s k i l l s  sn d  a b i l i t i e s  w hi ch  a r e  Needed f o r  D u t y ( l e s )  
n e c e s s a r y  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  Job p e r f o r m a n c e .  I n d i c a t e d

1. Working knowledge o f  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  o f  
management ,  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  management  
f u n c t i o n s .

A l l  d u t i e s

2. Working knowledge o f  management an d  
p r o p e r  r o l e c  o f  D i s t r i c t  Aq cn t s  a n d  
CA-C.

A l l  d u t i e s

3. A b i l i t y  t o  g u id e  t h e  p rogram p l a n n i n g  
p r o c e s s  in  the  c o u n t y .

A

4. A b i l i t y  t o  make r a t i o n a l  d e c i s i o n s . A l l  d u t i e s

S. A b i l i t y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  a n d  o b j e c t i v e s . A and  B

6 . A b i l i t y  t o  o r g a n i z e  co u n t y  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  
t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  
and  management s y s t e m  o f  ACES.

B

7. A b i l i t y  t o  work w i t h  I n d i v i d u a l  a n d  g r o u p s  
i n  a c c o m p l i sh in g  o b j e c t i v e s .

A l l  d u t i e s

6. A b i l i t y  t o  p r o v i d e  g u id a n c e  and l e a d e r s h i p  
t o  s t a f f .

C and  D

9. S k i l l  In  e s t a b l i s h i n g  mutua l  t r u s t  and c o n ­
f i d e n c e  among s t a f f  members.

C and  0

10. S k i l l  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  team work t o  accom­
p l i s h  o b j e c t i v e s .

C and D

11. S k i l l  In  implement ing new p o l i c i e s  and 
p r o c e d u r e s .

C and  D

12. A b i l i t y  t o  measure a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s  a g a i n s t  
p l a n s  and c o r r e c t  d e v i a t i o n s  a s  a p p r o p r i a t e .

E

13. A b i l i t y  t o  I d e n t i f y  and c o r r e c t  d e v i a t i o n s  
f ro m p l a n s ,  as  a p p r o p r i a t e .

E

14. Knowledge o f  th e  c o n c e p t s  o f  a u t h o r i t y  and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .

A l l  d u t i e s

15. Working knowledge o f  ACES' p o l i c i e s  and p r o ­
c e d u r e s  r e g a r d i n g  r e c r u i t m e n t  and s e l e c t i o n  
o f  non-academic  s t a f f .

C

16. Working knowledge o f  ACES' p o l i c i e s  and p r o c e ­
d u r e s  r e g a r d i n g  p e r f o rm an ce  a p p r a i s a l .

C

17. Working knowledge o f  ACES' p o l i c i e s  and p r o c e ­
d u r e s  r e g a r d i n g  p e r f o rm an ce  a p p r a i s a l .

C
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Knowledge,  s k i l l s  and a b i l i t i e s  which  a r e  
n e c e s s a r y  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  Job p e r f o r m a n c e

Heeded f o r  D u t y ( l e a )  
I n d i c a t e d

18. S k i l l  In  c o u n s e l i n g  on m a t t e r s  p e r t a i n i n g  
t o  a n n u a l ,  s i c k ,  and s tu d y  l e a v e  and  J o b  
p e r f o r m a n c e .

C

19. Work ing  know ledg e  of  ACES' a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
p o l i c i e s  and p r o c e d u r e s .

A l l  d u t i e s

20.  Knowledge o f  o f f i c e  and sp a c e  man age men t . A-3

21.  S k i l l  i n  p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s . B-6

22.  S k i l l  i n  f o r m u l a t i n g  r ec o mm en d a t io ns  t o  
a p p r o p r i a t e  s u p e r v i s o r y  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
p e r s o n n e l .

A l l  d u t i e s

23.  S k i l l  i n  u s e  o f  a v a i l a b l e  mass m e d ia  ( ne w s­
p a p e r ,  r a d i o ,  t e l e v i s i o n ) .

A. D

24.  Working k no w led ge  o f  E x t e n s i o n  p r o g r a m  
d e v e l o p m e n t  p r o c e s s .

A l l  d u t i e s

25.  S k i l l  i n  o r g a n i z i n g  and m a i n t a i n i n g  C o u n t y  
E x t e n s i o n  C o u n c i l  i  o t h e r  a d v i s o r y  g r o u p s .

A, D

26.  Work ing  know ledg e  o f  T i t l e  VI r e q u i r e m e n t s  
f o r  p a r i t y  i n  programming a c t i v i t i e s .

A - l .  D-l
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KEY TQ CODES

Lnpftjctance.

1 = An i m p o r t a n t  d u ty  b u t  n o t  c r i t i c a l .  I t  
i s  d e s i r a b l e  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  Job pe r fo rm a nce .  
Consequences o f  poor  per fo rmance  o f  t h i s  
d u ty  a r e  n o t  s e v e r e  o r  major.

2 = A c r i t i c a l  du ty .  Consequences  o f  poor  
performance  o f  t h i s  d u ty  a r e  s e v e r e  and 
major.
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EXTENSION COUNTY ACENT PE*roiWANCC APPRAISAL. SCORESIIEET PaP-J

Naae__________________________________________ T i t l e _________________

Race________________  See_________________  County____ ______________

Evaluation Period: Beginning   Ending

C. PUNNINC AND OACANIZINC 
X III. Proelde* Effective Leidcrthlp 1 Coordination fo r  County Teaa

C O K H E K I S : _______________________________ _____________________

I .  PERSONNEL AKD STATP DEVELOPKEHT 
XIY. Provide* Effective Supervision »nd S t i f f  Developaent Opportunltle* for 

Support S ta f f  _________

COKKEWTS: ___________________________ ____________________________________

XT. Provide! Effective Pereonncl Kenegeoent & S ta f f  Developaent for Acedeale 
S ta f f  __________

COKXIWTS:____________________________________________ __________ _______________

S C A L E 1 > 3 4 i 6 « 10 11

□

n

□
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I .  LEAD1NC AND DIRECTINC 
X f l .  Ea t abllaha a /X a  l o t i  In* an Environment Vhera S t i f f  Haobera Vorklng Together Can Carry 

Out Planned A c t iv i t i e s .  Achieve Objectives and Accoapllth  Results __________

COMMENTS:

J .  REPORTINC AND EVALUATION 
nil. Reports and Evaluates Extant ion Educational Progress E f fec t iv e ly

□
COMMENTS:

  . ___________________________________  H D
SCALE [ 1 I ;  I 3 I < I S 1 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 10 I 11 j

JUSTIFICATION for ratincs

a e+e a-a *e a a e-e-e a

____________________________  Data:
•EMPLOYEE

______________________________________ Da t e :
COUNTY ACENT-COORDINATOR

___________________________    Data:
EXTENSION DISTRICT ACENT

Data:
EXTENSION DISTRICT ACENT

REVIEWED 8Y  Data: ___________________________
EXTENSION ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR - 

FIELD OPERATIONS/COVERNMENT RELATIONS

•The a ta f f  oeaber w i l l  s ign  tha PAF-2 to lndlcata p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  not n e cessa r i ly  agreeaenr 
Tha S ta f f  aeaber nay appeal performance rating using appeal procedure o u tl ined  In pe rfo r­
mance appraisal handbook.
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PART G - PLANNING AND ORGANIZING
the C tm ty  Agent Coordinator i t  responsible  fo r  o v e r t l l  p lann ing  and organis ing f in c t io n *  a t the com fy  le v e l. the Comfy Agent Coordinator i t  a lto  responsible  fo r 

organ is ing  and m ain ta in ing  an e ffe c tiv e  advisory board, o rgan is ing  program ( w a i t t e r s ,  com fy  p lan  of work, a ffirm a tiv e  a c tion , p rov id ing  adequate o f f ic e  space and se c re ta ria l 
serv ices fo r  s ta f f  and working e ffe c t iv e ly  v l th  the C om tyAudurn Cosvslttee. The Comty Agent Coordinator i t  responsible to r a d s ln ls trs t lo n  o f the o v e ra ll com ty  o f f ic e .

CRITERION 13 - Provides Effective Leadership ( Coordination for County Team

The CAC does not p rovide  ervy 
leadership , co ord in a tio n  fo r  
co m ty  a te f f .  Poet not provide 
leadership  In  orQanltlng/wmln* 
ta m in g  co m ty  advisory board and 
program committees. Does not 
provide leadership  In  developing, 
preparing and w r it in g  the co m ty  
POW, provides no coord ina tion  fo r  
p reparing  annual work p lan  fo r  
agents. Gives no leadership to  
a ff irm a tiv e  a c tio n . Ooes not 
provide conllfW M S program 
services during  temporary s ta f f  
absences and o ther adsln. 
support. Ooes not e s ta b lish  
program p r io r i t ie s ,  actions A 
events. Does not organise and/or
v o rh  w i th  C o m fy -A U b u rn
Cosfsittee. Ooes not provide 
o p p o rtm lty  fo r  s ta f f  to  re c ru i t ,  
t r a in .  Invo lve ft recognise
v o t m t e e r  l e a d e r s .

n

the CAC does a poor job of 
p rov id ing  leade rsh ip /coo rd ina tion  
fo r  co m ty  s ta f f .  Provides poor 
leadership  In  organising/m ain* 
te in ln g  co m ty  9&*i»ory board and 
program coma11tees. Provides 
poor leadersh ip  4 coord ina tion  In  
developing 4 w r it in g  co m ty  POM 
and agents annual work p lan .
Gives in e ffe c t iv e  leadersh ip  te  
a ff irm a tiv e  a c tio n . Ooes a poor 
Job o f e s ta b lis h in g  p r io r i t ie s ,  
a c t iv i t ie s  4 events. Provides 
very l i t t l e  program services In  
the absence o f a co m ty  s ta f f  
■sober . Ooes a poor job  of 
p rov id ing  adequate o f f ic e  apace, 
e m p tie s , s e c re ta ria l services 
and c e a a n ic a lio n  w ith  s ta f f  and 
other edein. support. Ooes a 
poor job o f working w ith  the 
Comty*Auburn Comaittee. Ooes a 
poor job  of p rov id in g  oppor* 
tm i t le s  fo r  s ta f f  to  re c ru it ,  
t r a in .  Invo lve 4 recogntte  
vo tm te e r leaders.

n

I t  la  evident tha t the CAC 
provides s a tle fs c to ry  leader* 
ah I p/coord ina t ion fo r  co m ty  
s ta f f .  VAC CAC does a aa tla * 
fa c to ry  Job In  organ is ing  4 
m ain ta in ing  an e ffe c tiv e  co m ty  
advisory board & program 
coamMttees. Provides e ffe c t iv e  
leadership  In  developing 4 
preparing  co m ty  POM and agents 
annual work p lan . Provides 
e ffe c t iv e  leadership to  
a ff irm a tiv e  a c tion . Gives 
s a tis fa c to ry  leadership to  
e s ta b lish in g  p r io r i t ie s ,  
a c t iv i t ie s  4 events. Plano fo r 
continuous programs 4 serv ices 
during  taaporary s ta f f  absence. 
Provides adequate o f f ic e  space, 
a ip p U e t, s e c re ta ria l serv ices 4 
communication fo r  s ta f f  so well 
as other adaln. s m p o rt. Is  
e ffe c t iv e  In  working w ith  the 
C o m ty  Auburn Committee. Ooes a 
s a tis fa c to ry  Jab o f p rov id ing  
o p p o r tm itle e  fo r  s ta f f  to  
r e c ru i t ,  t r a in .  Involve and 
recogntte  v o lm te e r leaders, 
youth and a d u lt.

n

 y_________ 2_________ LiL_

CAC Is h ig h ly  e ffe c tiv e  In  
p rov id ing  leadersh ip /coord ina tion  
fo r  com ty  s ta f f .  The CAC does 
an eRceltent Job o f o rgan is ing  4 
m ainta in ing an e ffe c tiv e  co m ty  
advisory board/program comat t*  
tees. Provides exce llen t 
leadership In  developing 4 
preparing com !y  POM 4 agents 
annual work plan, la  h ig h ly  
e ffe c tiv e  in  s e ttin g  p r io r i t ie s ,  
p lanning a c t iv it ie s  4 events.
Gives e ffe c tiv e  leadership  4 
coord ina tion  to  co m ty  
a ffirm a tiv e  ac tion  e ffo r ts  In  
program d e lIve ry . h ig h ly  
e f f ic ie n t  In  p rov id ing  admin, 
support to  s ta f f  such as 
se c re ta ria l help, supp lies, 
o f f ic e  space, e tc . Ooes an 
e xce llen t job of working w ith  
Com tyAuburn Coanlttee. Ooes an 
e xce llen t job of p rov id ing  
o p p o rtm itie s  fo r s ta f f  to  
re c ru i t ,  t ra in ,  Invo lve 4 
recogntte v o lm te e r leaders * 
youth and e d u lt.

n

________ u ____________

the CAC does an outstanding job 
o f p rov id ing  leadersh ip /coord i * 
nation  fo r  com ty  team. The CAC 
does an except IoneI job o f 
o rganis ing 4 m ain ta in ing  a h ig h ly  
e ffe c tiv e  4 e f f ic ie n t  co m ty  
advisory board/program 
committees. Provides outstanding 
leadership In  developing 4 
preparing the co m ty  POU and 
provides exceptional leadership  
In  coord inating  the prepara tion  
o f agents anvsjal work p lan . Poes 
an outstanding Job o f s e ttin g  
p r io r i t ie s ,  planning a c t iv i t ie s  4 
events. Poes an outstanding job 
o f p rov id ing  s u ff ic ie n t admin, 
support fo r  s ta f f  to  Include 
se c re ta ria l he lp , o f f ic e  space, 
supp lies, e tc . Coammicates 
e ffe c t iv e ly  w ith  s ta f f .  Ooes an 
outstanding job  w ith  C o m ty  
Alburn Comaittee. Ooes an out* 
standing job o f p rov id ing  oppor• 
tm i t le s  fo r  s ta f f  lo  re c ru it ,  
t ra in ,  Invo lve 4 recogntre 
volunteer leaders * youth 4

l :
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PART H - PERSONNEL & STAFF DEVELOPMENT
The C ou ity  Agent C oord ina to r I t  respons ib le  fo r  r e c r u it in g ,  s e le c t in g , t r a in in g  ( in c lu d in g  o r ie n ta t io n )  and supe rv is ing  support s ta f f  a t the  c o m ty  le v e l.  The C om ty 

Agent C oord ina to r i t  a lt o  respo n s ib le  fo r  conducting  p rob a tio n a ry  counse ling  and performance a pp ra isa ls  w ith  s t jjp o rr  s ta f f  to  h e lp  (hem develop in to  a p ro d u c tive  s t a f f  member.

CRITERION 14 - Provides Effective Supervision and Staff Development Opportunities for Support Staff

The CAC does not p rov id e  any 
su p e rv is io n  fo r  s tp p o rt s t a f f .  
W il l  not r e c r u i t ,  s e le c t and 
t r a in  support s t a f f ,  f a l l s  to  
conduct p ro b a tio n a ry  counse ling  
and performance app ra isa l w ith  
support s ta f f  as a p p ro p ria te . 
Ooes not p rov id e  any o p p o rtu n ity  
fo r  support s t a f f  to  develop 
p ro fe s s io n a lly .

n

The CAC does a poor job  o f 
p ro v id in g  s ip e rv le lo n  to  support 
s t a f f .  Ooes e poor job  o f 
r e c r u i t in g ,  s e le c tin g  A t r a in in g  
s ip p o r t s t a f f .  Does a poor jo b  
o f conducting  p ro b a tio n a ry  
counse ling  A performance 
app ra isa l w ith  support s t a f f .  
P rovides ve ry  l i t t l e  o p p o rtu n ity  
fo r  s tp p o rt s t a f f  to  ieprove 
p ro fe s s io n a lly .

n

The CAC does a s a t is fa c to ry  A 
acceptable job  o f s tp e rv is ln g  
support s t a f f .  The CAC is  
e f fe c t iv e  In  re c ru i t in g ,  
s e le c tin g  A t r a in in g  s ip p o rt 
s t a f f .  The CAC does a 
s a t is fa c to ry  Job in  conducting 
p rob a tio na ry  counse ling  A 
performance a p p ra is a ls . There is  
evidence o f  e f fe c t iv e  
coesnuilcatlon w ith  s ta f f  A 
encouragement to  con tinue  to  
develop p ro fe ss io n a l ly .  Promotes 
teaamork and coope ra tion .

□

JJL

The CAC does sn e x c e lle n t Job o f 
e tp e rv ia ln g  support s t a f f .  The 
CAC does an e x c e lle n t Job o f 
re c ru it in g ,  s e le c tin g  A t r a in in g  
support s t a f f .  Ooes an e x c e lle n t 
Job o f conducting p rob a tio n a ry  
counse ling  A performance 
a p p ra is a ls . There is  evidence of 
e x c e lle n t 1 e f fe c t iv e  
conam nication w ith  s ip p o r t s t a f f .  
Support s ta f f  la  encouraged to  
continue  to  develop 
p ro fe s s io n a lly  and the  CAC 
p rov ides o p p o rtu n it ie s  fo r  
e ip p o rt s ta f f  to  achieve 
p ro fe ss io n a l goa ls . Docs sn 
e x c e lle n t Job of prom oting 
coopera tion  A teamwork.

n

 u ____________

The CAC does an ou ts ta n d in g  job  
o f s ip e rv ls ln g  s ip p o r t s t a f f .  
There Is  evidence th a t the CAC 
has g system atic  process fo r  
cosm seiicstlng w ith  a ir p o r t  s t a f f ,  
tiafclx «H«cOvt w i i« n t w i  
techniques are  used to  h e lp  
support s ta f f  develop 
p ro fe s s io n a lly  A achieve career 
goa ls . Does an o u ts ta n d in g  Job 
o f r e c ru it in g ,  s e le c tin g  A 
t r a in in g .  Is  h ig h ly  e f f i c ie n t  A 
e f fe c t iv e  in  counse ling  1 
coaching d u rin g  p ro b a tio n a ry  
review  A performance a p p ra is a l. 
Does sn ou ts tand ing  Job o f 
prom oting teaaa«rk A coop e ra tion  

s t a f f .

n

U i
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CRITERION 15 - Provides Effective Personnel Management and Staff Development for Academic Staff

nr 11

Th« CAC does not implement any 
personnel Management fu n c tio n s  
fo r  academic s t a f f .  Does not 
p a r t ic ip a te  w ith  DA In  
r e c ru it in g ,  s e le c tin g , 
o r ie n ta t in g  A tra in in g  academic 
s t a f f .  Ooes no t h e lp  OA s ta f f  
se t performance standards A goa ls 
fo r  academic s t a f f .  Does not 
p a r t ic ip a te  w ith  DA In 
p ro b a tio n a ry  counse ling  A  
performance app ra isa l o f academic 
s t a f f .  Ooes no t cou tse l academic 
s t a f f  rega rd ing  a l l  leave . Ooes 
no t counsel on ln *e e rv ic e  
t r a in in g  A p ro fe ss io n a l 
I nprovement/deve lopment 
o p p o r tu n it ie s .

n

The CAC does a poor Job o f 
p ro v id in g  e f fe c t iv e  personnel 
management A  s ta f f  development 
o p p o r tu i l t le s  fo r  academic s t a f f .  
Is  la c k in g  In  p a r t ic ip a t io n  w ith  
OA In  r e c r u it in g ,  s e le c tin g  A 
o r le n te t tn g / t r a tn in g  academic 
s t a f f .  Does ve ry  l i t t l e  In  
working w ith  DA to  set 
performance standards A goala fo r  
academic s t a f f .  Does an 
Inadequate Job o f working w ith  
the  DA 1n p ro b a tio n a ry  counse ling  
A performance a p p ra isa l fo r  
academic s t a f f .  Does a poor Job 
o f counse ling  s ta f f  on leave. 
P rovides ve ry  l i t t l e  counse ling  
to  h e lp  academic s t a f f  to  
p a r t ic ip a te  In  ln » se rv lce  
t r a in in g  1 o th e r p ro fe ss io n a l 
deve I opment / 1 aprovement 
o p p o r tu n it ie s .

□

The CAC does a s a t is fa c to ry  Job 
in  personnel emnegement A s ta f f  
development regard ing  academic 
s t a f f .  The CAC works w ith  the  DA 
In  r e c r u i t in g  A  s e le c tin g  s t a f f .  
O r ie n ta tio n  Is  p rov ided new 
employees In  a s a t is fa c to ry  
manner. Academic s ta f f  is  g ive n  
o p p o r tu n ity  to  p a r t ic ip a te  In  
p ro fe s s io n a l leprovem ent/devel- 
opment a c t i v i t ie s ,  encourages 
s t a f f  to  p a r t ic ip a te  In  in * 
s e rv ic e  t ra in in g .  Works w ith  DA 
to  s e t performance standards 1 
goa ls  fo r  academic  s ta f f .
A s s is ts  OA in  p rob a tio na ry  
counsel Ing A performance 
a p p ra isa l o f academic s t a f f .
Ooes a s a t is fa c to ry  Job o f 
counse ling  w ith  academic s t a f f  on 
leave .

□

The CAC prov ides personnel 
management A s ta f f  development 
fu n c tio n s  fo r  academic s ta f f  In  
an e x c e lle n t manner. The CAC 
does an e x c e lle n t Job o f h e lp ing  
DA r e c r u i t ,  s e le c t, t r a in  A  
o r ie n ta te  academic s t a f f .  Ooes 
an e x c e lle n t Job o f encouraging 
academic s t a f f  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  
a p p ro p ria te  p ro fess iona l 
Improvement /deve l opment 
o p p o r tu n it ie s , helps OA in  an 
excep tiona l way In  a s s is t in g  
academic s ta f f  In  s e tt in g  
p ro fe ss io n a l standards A g oa ls . 
Ooes an e x c e lle n t Job o f working 
w ith  DA In  p roba tiona ry  
counse ling  A performance 
a pp ra isa l o f academic s t a f f ,  is  
h ig h ly  e f fe c t iv e  on counseling 
rega rd ing  leave, In -s e rv ic e  
t ra in in g ,  e tc .

n

Th. CAC d o * . an o u ts tand ing  Job 
(n  personnel management t  s ta f f  
development f ia ie t lo n s . The CAC 
le  excep tiona l in  working w ith  
the  OA In  re c ru i t in g ,  .e le c t in g ,  
o r le n te t io n  t  t ra in in g  o f 
academic e te f f .  Ooet en 
o u ts ta n d in g  Job o f encouraging 
academic a ta f f  to  p a r t ic ip a te  In  
p ro fe s s io n a l tpprovem ent/deve l­
opment a c t i v i t ie s .  A se ie t OA In  
a h ig h ly  excep tiona l wanner In  
h e lp in g  academic a ta f f  se t 
performance standards 1 goa ls , 
la  ou ts tand ing  In  p rob a tio na ry  
counse ling , performance app ra isa l 
w ith  academic a ta f f .  la  
o u ts ta n d in g  In  counse ling  
academic s ta f f  on leave 1 
p a r t ic ip a t io n  In  In -a e rv ic e  
t r a in in g .

□

u>
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PART I - LEADING AND DIRECTING
Th« C o w ty  Agent C oo rd ina to r m > g t«  the  County E xtension  U n it and is  th e  contac t person w ith  lo c a l govern ing  bodies. The County Agent C oord ina to r la  the  f i r s t  l in e  

nanager fo r  the C o w ty  O f f ic e .  The C ow ty  Agent C oord ina to r has the  o v e ra l l  re s p o n a lb lI I ty  to  guide the  s ta f f  to  accomplish i t s  goa ls and o b je c tiv e s . I t  is  the  County Agent 
C o o rd in a to r 's  respona lb l I i t y  to  e s ta b lis h  an o f f ic e  atmosphere th a t r e s u lts  In  t * « u o r k ,  m o tiv a tio n , coope ra tion , and eutuai t r u s t  aeiong s t a f f .  The C ow ty  Agent C oord inator 
is  a ls o  respons ib le  fo r  e f fe c t iv e  resource a c q u is it io n  and —  nags*—n t In  the  c o w ty  o f f ic e .  He/She keeps d i s t r i c t  s ta f f  in fo rxK d  on resource needs and o th e r areas o f a ig q w rt. 
A lso , the County Agent C oo rd ina to r has the  re s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  Insure  th a t the  ACES p o l ic ie s  and procedures a re  c a r r ie d  out e f fe c t iv e ly .

CRITERION l* - EsttbliibM I Maintain* an Environment Wbmrm Staff Manbara Working Togathar 
Can Carry Out Planned Actlvitlaa, Xohiava Objaotivaa and Aocoeplleh Raaulta

The CAC daM  not p rov id e  any 
guidance fo r  o t . f f  In  
accom plish ing p rog ra m  1 o th . r  
c o u ity  o b je c tiv e s . O o fi n o t 
ensure p a r i t y  In  program d e l iv e ry  
to  c l l * n t . l .  ( a f f l r m t l v .  
a c t io n ) .  0o*a not p rov ld a  nor 
cncouraga e f fe c t iv e  co a a iv itca tla n  
among a ta f f  1 d t a t r l c t  o f f lc a .  
Doca not a ap la ln  nor c a r ry  out 
ACES p o l lc l . a  A procedures. Does 
not represent ACES u l th  county 
government and o th e r re le va n t 
aganclaa. Provides no laa d a rah lp  
to  county advlao ry board A 
program commftteaa. Doca not 
acqua int A manage c o u ity  
reaources. the re  la  no evidence 
o f teaawork, coopera tion , 
m o tiv a tio n  A nu tua l t r u i t  among 
a ta f f .  Ooea not keep d la t r i c t  
o f f ic e  Informed.

The CAC doea a poor jo b  o f 
g u id ing  a ta f f  In  a ch iev ing  
o b je c t iv e . A accoap tlah lng  
progrma A o th e r  goa lg . Ooea a 
poor Job o f enaurlng  p a r i t y  In  
program d e l iv e ry ,  la  la c k in g  In  
p ro v id in g  an a f fe c t iv e  atnoaphore 
which promo tea  coamajntcstton, 
m o tiv a tio n , teamwork, coope ra tion  
A mutual t ru a t  among a ta f f .  Ooaa 
a poor jo b  o f  rep re a a n tln g  AC(> 
u lth  lo c a l government A o th e r 
re le va n t aganc la a . la  la c k in g  In  
c a p ta in in g  A c a rry in g  out ACES 
p o l ic ie s  A procedures. Providee 
ve ry  l i t t l e  lea d e rsh ip  to  c o u ity  
»d*i*ory  board A program 
caa ia itteea. Ooea a poor Job 
a c q u ir in g  A managing c o u ity  
resources. Does a poor Job o f 
keeping d la t r i c t  o f f ic e  Informed 
on c o u ity  needs A e ta tu a  o f 
reaources.

The CAC p rov ides guidance to  
a ta f f  In  ach ie v ing  c o u ity  
o b je c tiv e s  A accoap llah lng  
program ra a u lta  A o th e r goa ls  In  
a s a t is fa c to ry  manner. The CAC 
enaurea p a r i t y  In  program 
d e liv e ry  to  c l ie n te le  In  an 
accep tab le  manner, la  
s a t is fa c to ry  In  p ro v id in g  an 
atmoaphere uhtch  generates A 
proatotas a f fe c t iv e  cam m silcattan, 
co op e ra tion , m jtu a l t ru a t  A 
In o tru c t io n  among a ta f f .  la  
s a t is fa c to ry  In  rep resen ting  the  
ACES u lth  county government A 
o th e r re le v a n t o rg a n ! la t I  one.
Ooea a s a t is fa c to ry  Job In  
a a p la ln ln g  A c a rry in g  out ACES 
p o l ic ie s  A procedures In  the  
c o is ity . Does a aat I . fa c to r y  Job 
o f p ro v id in g  lea d e rsh ip  to  county 
a d v la o ry  board A program 
com m ittees, la  s a t is fa c to ry  In  
a c q u ir in g  A managing reaources 
fo r  c o u ity  s t a f f ,  keep, d la t r i c t  
a ta f f  Informed o f reaources needa 
A s ta tu s .

JL 10

Th€ CAC p rov id e * s x c s lls n t 
guidance to  s ta f f  In  ach iev ing  
c o w ty  o b je c t I va t i  accom plish ing 
program ra a u lta  i  goa ts. Thar#
Is  avldanc# o f program p a r i t y  to  
c l ia n ta ls  in  an s x c s U tn t m am ar. 
Tha CAC doea an •x c e lle m  jo b  o f 
p ro v id in g  an atm otphart th a t 
ganarataa A p ro n o tt t  taaoatork, 
co op e ra tion , mutual t r u s t ,  
cow w lc s t lo n  & s o t i  va t Ion  among 
a ta f f .  Docs on o x c e lle n t job  o f 
represent ing  ACES to  county 
govarn lng  body A o the r re le va n t 
agencies A o rg a n isa tio n s . Doe* 
an job  o f e xp la in in g  A c a rry in g  
out ACES p o lic ie s  A procedures.
Is  h ig h ly  e f fe c t iv e  in  securing  A 
managing resources fo r  c o w ty  
a ta f f .  Ooea an e x c e lle n t Job o f 
keeping d is t r i c t  s ta f f  infonaad 
on resource  needs A s ta tu s .

 u ___________

CAC I s  h ig h ly  e f f i c ie n t  A 
ou ts ta n d in g  In  h e lp in g  com ity 
a ta f f  achieve o b je c tiv e s  A 
eccosgitlehmenta, program re s u lts  
A g oa ls . There is  ev ldsncs o f 
p a r i t y  In  program d a l Iv o ry  to  
c l ia n ta ls .  kew a u d ie n c e s  wars 
reached. There is  ev ldsncs o f 
s p e c ia l s f f o r t  JjJ roach the  
inreached A hard to  reach 
audiences. Tha CAC does an 
o u ts tand ing  job  o f  p ro v id in g  an 
o f f lc a  stnosphera conducive to  
encouraging A proaioting a f f a c t l v .  
camaaeilcatlon, m o tiv a tio n , autua l 
t r u s t ,  A co op e ra tion , aepresente 
Auburn U n iv e rs ity  A ACES h ig h ly  
e f fe c t iv e ly  u lth  c o u ity  governing 
bodies A o th e r re le v a n t agencies 
A o rgan !aa tIone . Ooea an 
o u ts tand ing  Job o f e x p la in in g  A ■ 
c a rry in g  out ACES p o l ic ie s  A 
p roce d u re .. la  o u ts tand ing  In  
securing  A managing c o u ity  
resources, la  o u ts tand ing  In 
keeping d la t r i c t  o f f ic e  Informed 
on needa.

n
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PART J - REPORTING AND EVALUATION
The Coueity Agent C oo rd ina to r la  respo n s ib le  fo r  re p o r t in g  to  tha  va rtoua  p u b lic s , o rg a n is a tio n s , government agencies, adv iso ry  boards, program coam ltteea and o the r 

re le v a n t support groups, rega rd ing  the  s ta tu s , accomplishments, r e s u lts  and Impact o f extens ion  educa tiona l p rog ram  and e f fo r ts  on c l ie n te le .  The County Agent C oord ina to r Is 
h e ld  accountable and re spo n s ib le  fo r  e v a lu a tin g  and m o n ito r in g  e x te n s io n  teach ing  methods, techniques, su b je c t m a tte r co n te n t, as vet I as the  o v e ra ll educa tiona l d e liv e ry  
process used to  teach c l ie n te le ,  and make m o d if ic a tio n  as a p p ro p r ia te .

CRITERION 17 - Reports end Evaluates Extension Educational Programs Effectively
1 2 3  4 5 6  7 8 9  10 11 ~

The CAC doe* not re p o rt e x tens ion  
e d u ca tio n * ! e f f o r t *  to  
a p p ro p ria te  support grc*«m, 
governmental agencies A o th e r 
re le v a n t o rg a n is a tio n s . P rovides 
no lea d e rsh ip  in  p rep a ring  
s p e c ia l a c c o u n ta b il i ty  re p o rts  
fo r  feedback. Ooes not re p o rt on 
achievements, acconpllshm ents A 
program Ixpact to  a pp ro p ria te  
agencies, groups A o rg a n is a tio n s . 
Ooes n o t eva lua te  E xtension  
e duca tiona l e f fo r t s .  Ooes not 
observe A m on ito r program 
a c t iv i t ie s  A c o rre c t/m o d ify  
program e f fo r ts .  Does n o t re p o rt 
to  d i s t r i c t  o f f ic e .

□

The CAC does s poor Job o f 
re p o r t in g  educa tiona l e f fo r t s  to  
a p p ro p ria te  support groups, 
governmental agencies I  o th e r 
re le v a n t organI ta tIo n e . The CAC 
Is  la c k in g  In  p ro v id in g  
lea d e rsh ip  fo r  p repa ring  
eccois itab l 11 t y  re p o r ts . Ooes a 
poor Job o f re p o r t in g  on 
achievements, eccoapllshm ents A 
r e s u lts .  Does a poor Job o f 
e va lu a tin g  E xtension  educa tiona l 
e f fo r t s .  Does e poor Job o f 
observ ing  I  a o n lto r ln g  program 
a c t iv i t ie s  to  c o rre c t/m o d ify  
program e f fo r t s .  Does s poor Job 
o f  re p o r t in g  to  d i s t r i c t  o f f ic e .

□

The CAC p rov ides lea d e rsh ip  fo r  
re p o r tin g  educa tiona l s f f o r t s  k  
a c c o u n ta b il i ty  to  a p p ro p ria te  
e ip p o r t groups, governmental 
agencies C re le v a n t o rga n iza tio n s  
In  a s a t is fa c to ry  manner.
Prepares s p s c la l a c c o u n ta b il ity  
re p o rts  s a t is fa c to ry .  Does a 
s a t is fa c to ry  Job o f e va lu a ttn g  
e duca tiona l e f fo r t s .  Observes k 
m on ito rs  program a c t iv i t ie s  to  
c o rre c t/m o d ify  program s f f o r t s  
s a t is fa c to r i ly .  Ooea a 
s a t is fa c to ry  Job o f  re p o r t in g  to  
d i s t r i c t  o f f ic e .

□

CAC does *n  e x c e lle n t job  o f 
re p o r tin g  educa tiona l e f f o r t * ,  
accom p lishm ents /resu lt* to  
governmental agencle t, s i fp o r t  
g ro t* *  A re le va n t o rg a n iz a tio n * . 
Ooea an excep tiona l job  o f 
p repa ring  apecla l a c c o u n ta b il ity  
re p o r t* .  Doe* an e x c e lle n t job  
o f e va lu a tin g  educationa l 
e f f o r t * .  Observe* A m on ito r*  
program a c t iv i t ie s  to  
c o rre c t/m o d ffy  program e f f o r t  In  
an e x c e lle n t manner. Is  h ig h ly  
e f fe c t iv e  In  re p o rtin g  to  
d i s t r i c t  o f f ic e .

n

CAC does an o u ts tand ing  Job o f 
re p o rt tng educa tiona l e f fo r t s ,  
accospllshm snts, re s u lts  to  
govem asntat agencies, support 
groups k  re le va n t o rg a n iz a tio n s . 
Does an ou ts tand ing  Job o f 
p rep a ring  s p s c la l e c c o u n ta b lI I ty  
re p o r ts . Does an ou ts ta n d in g  Job 
In  e va lu a tin g  educa tiona l 
s f f o r t s .  Observes k m onito rs  
program a c t iv i t ie s  to  
c o rre c t/m o d ify  program e f f o r t  In  
an o u ts tand ing  fa s h io n , la  
a scap tlo n a l In  re p o r t in g  to  
d la t r i c t  o f f lc a .
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An exp lanation  o l th e  num eric*! r ilin g  In Ih e  C o u n ttb n g  G uhJc an  J  S co ra  S h e e t Is a s  toBow i:

 1------  f a i ls  10  m eet any  requ irem en ts  o t Ih e  |o b ,  ta sk , o r criterion a t  s ta le d  a n d  defined  In th a  J o b  A nalysis a n d  P lan  o t W ork, P erfo rm ance Is a t an  u nsa tisfac to ry  level
a n d  is nol a c c e p ta b le

2 3-4— D o e s  n o t m ee t th e  b a s ic  m inim um  |o b  req u irem en ts  a n d  s ta n d a rd s  of pe rfo rm ance o f  Ih e  |o b .  ta sk , or criterion a t  s ta te d  a n d  defined  In th a  Job  A nalysis a n d  Plan
o l W ork.

* 3 4 -7 -  M ea ts  a c c e p ta b le  |o b  requ irem en ts  a n d  s ta n d a rd s  o l p erfo rm ance o l th a  |o b .  ta sk , o r  criterion a s  s ta te d  a n d  defined  ki th e  J o b  A nalysis a n d  P lan  o t Work. 
P erform s Job  requ irem en ts  In a  sa tisfac to ry  m anner.

8-0 1 0 -  E x c e e d s  th a  Job req u irem en tt a n d  s ta n d a rd s  o f p e rfo rm an ce  o f th a  Job . ta sk , o r  criterion a s  s la te d  a n d  defined  In Ih e  J o b  A nalysis a n d  P lan  o f W ork. P erform s t l  

Job  requ irem ents In a n  excellent m anner.

11 —  S ubstantially  e a c e e d a  th e  |o b  req u irem en ts  a n d  s ta n d a rd s  o t perfo rm ance o l th a  Job . ta sk , o r criterion a t  a ta te d  a n d  defined  In th e  J o b  A nalysis a n d  Plan o l W ork. 
Perform s as Job requ irem en ts  In an  o u ts ta n d in g  a n d  excep tiona l m anner.

‘ W hite a  s c o ra  of five (3) Is d e n o te d  a s  b e in g  a c c e p ta b le . It d o e s  Indicate  minimal effort, a c co m o llsh m e n is . o r  resu lts . In view o f  th is , a  w ritten w arning  m ay  b e  Issu ed  
w h e n  a  staff m em ber rece ives  a  to ta l w e ig h ted  a c o ra  o f  l e s t  th a n  six (6). A ccom pany ing  th a  w ritten  w arning  wB b e  specific correc tive e c flo n t (In writing) w h ich  m u tt  b e  
u n d e rtak en  to  Im prove Job  perfo rm an ce  In e re a ( t)  o t c o n c e rn . T h e  ap p ro p ria te  su p erv tso r(s )  w B  c o n d u c t a  co n fe ren ce  with th e  atatt m em ber to  review , d is c u s s , and  
explain th e  correc tive a c tio n s  an d  e s l s b l s h  a  tim e tra m s  In w h ic h  th e s a  ac tio n s  m u s t b e  a c co m p lish ed .

xub tlxh e d  by she Alabama C oo p e ra tive  (m a n s io n  S e rv ice , Auburn U n iv e rs ity ,  In  co op e ra tion  w ith  Ihe  U.S. Department o f 
A g r ic u ltu re , the  Alabama C oope ra tive  (m a n s io n  S e rv ice  o f fe r s  edu ca tio na l programs and m a te r ia ls  te  a l t  people v lth e u l 
rega rd  to  ra c e , c o lo r ,  n a t io n a l o r ig in ,  o r hand icap. I t  la  a l t o  an (q u e l O pportsa ilty  (e p lo y e r .

U)sO
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A If V U A l  C T C l t  0 >  A C t f O t K A M C C  A A A I  A I S A C , 

A K A I T S I S ,  A If 0  A I  A If f O t  f « C  ACC S  J I A f f

S u p e r v i s o r ( s ) r i r l f i  o f  
o b j e c t i v e s  ( o r  t h e  p e r ­
f o r a a n c e  p e r i o d .

A f e n t  s e l f - r e p o r t  e l  
t c c o a p l i s h o e n t s / r e i u l 11

i u p e  r  v i s o r  < s ) r e r i c e  
e l  p e r l o r a i n c t  e f a i n s t

s t i n d e r d i

Supe r . i i o r d l  r e « i e  

o l  o c c o a p l 1 1 h a e n i s , 

» • I • ,  j o b  t a s k s ,
5 1 i n  o f  v o r  k

l y p e r . i i o r l t I  a n a l y s i s

A p e n t  p e r f o r a a n c e  

d u r i n f  t h e  p e r i o d

S e t  t i nf l  f o a l s  t  o b j e c ­
t i v e *  f o r  t h e  p c r f o r -  
• a n t e  p e r i o d  ( p e r f o r -  
a a n c e  A t  a n d i r d a ) .

M u t u a l  d i I c u s  a I o n  o f  

p e r f o r a a n c e  o p p r o l s o t  
e n d  a n a l y s i s  e n d  i f r e e d  
u p o n  p l a n s  f .o r  a f e n t  
d e v c l o p a e n t
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Organizational Chart of Alabama Cooperative Extension Service
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'E D U C A TIO N  IS O U R  B U S IN E S S ' AUOUBN UN IV CR SlT Y . U S  O C P A n iM C N T  O f  AG RICU LTU RE ANO CO U N TIES C O O PE R A T IN G

Alabama 
»W #C ooperative  

Extension Service
SIAIE KAOQUAAtCBS/ SEIIM  OlSIRCT OTTCE
n o c  i» /c w e  rc io  a ir p o r t  » m o u s t r ia l  c o m p l e x
P O  BOX '096 / SfllAA. AL 36/02-1096
ic ic pm o n e  (w i i / s
TAX (205) 67S-32J4

May 3 ,  1994

TO : O r .  J a m e s  L.  S m i t h ,  E x t e n s i o n
A s s o c i a t e  D i r e c t o r ,  Human R e s o u r c e s

o  ^ 5
FROM: D. Ray  R i c e

E x t e n s i o n  D i s t r i c t  A g e n t

RE : COUNTY AGENT-COORDINATOR ASSESSMENT CENTER RESEARCH

I  w o u ld  l i k e  t o  r e q u e s t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i t e m s  f o r  my R e s e a r c h .

1 .  A s s e s s m e n t  C e n t e r  R a t i n g s  f o r  e a c h  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  CACs who 
h a v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  A s s e s s m e n t  C e n t e r ,  e i t h e r  b e f o r e  o r  
a f t e r  t h e i r  CAC a p p o i n t m e n t .

2 .  The n u m b e r  o f  y e a r s  w i t h  ACES wh en  t h e y  w e r e  a p p o i n t e d  t o  t h e  
CAC p o s i t i o n  a n d  t h e  y e a r  t h e y  w e r e  a p p o i n t e d .

3 .  P e r f o r m a n c e  R a t i n g s  i n  C a t e g o r i e s  1 3 ,  14 ,  I S ,  16 ,  a n d  17 f o r  
e a c h  y e a r  t h e y  h a v e  b e e n  CAC, b u t  n o t  b e f o r e  t h e  A s s e s s m e n t  
C e n t e r  was  i n  u s e .

4 .  T h e  W e i g h t e d  o r  P r o f i l e  S c o r e  e a c h  o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t  A g e n t  f o r  
e a c h  y e a r .  S t a r t  when  t h e  A s s e s s m e n t  C e n t e r  b e g a n  t o  b e  u s e d  
i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  CACs.

5 .  The  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  C o u r t  O r d e r  p l a c i n g  C o o p e r a t i v e  
E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e  u n d e r  t h e  C o u r t  O r d e r .

6 .  The  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  C o u r t  O r d e r  a p p r o v i n g  t h e  u s e  o f  A s s e s s m e n t  
C e n t e r  f o r  CACs e l i g i b i l i t y .

T h a n k s  f o r  y o u r  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  s e c u r i n g  t h i s  d a t a .

Cooperative 
Et tensbn  

\ System
AUBUAN ALASAUA4iiiMCTUSKECCCUN(VCASn(SCOOP£(UTMGAUkm** U •***• *• ;•«•» ««•*. mOmi ^  mi. 19* m

AWrQUAl OrC*W l»;!TY  f  O l  0
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cDuCATONISOUR BUSINESS- T h e  AUBURN univCRSiTY. u s  OEPARTMENT O f AGRICULTURE ANO COUNTIES COOPERATING

March 16, 1993

D. Ray Rice
Extension District Agent 
Post Office Box 1096 
Selma, Alabama 36702-1096

Your request is approved to obtain the annual Performance 
Appraisal scores and Assessment Center ratings of individuals who 
have been promoted to the position of County Agent Coordinator from 
1980. 4This approval is with the understanding that the information 
will remain confidential, and that all data are presented so 
individual identities nor individual counties are compromised.

By copy of this letter, I am requesting that Dr. James Smith, 
Extension Associate Director, Human Resources provide you access to 
the records needed to get this data. Good luck with your 
dissertation and I look forward to reviewing the results of this 
study. Let me know if I can be of further assistance.

Best Wishes.

m o  
ralive 

Extension Service
s r  a i c  »€A O O uA Q rcns / p c q s o n n c i  
»s t  n o o « O u « C A N i a u
AU8UONUNIVERSITY.ALABAMA 3C4«1 S4’ S 
(» *)*« «  S3?«

Ann E. Thompson.
Associate Provost. Vice President for Extension 4 
Director of the Alabama Cooperative Extension Service

cc: Dr. James Smith

///jL  C ooperjtive  
IlS A n. £ i  tension  ==A\\\ System

A U O uRri » . i !>.■ ANO l u S « E C r £ uN tv E R S iT C S C O O fC K A T M C

’  "  \ r« .» ,  r ^ r n
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