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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to appraise the job satlsfactlon
of paraprofe551onals employed in the Expanded Food and Nutrition Educa-
tion Program of the Arizona Cooperative Extenslon.Serv1ce in the 1light
of selected personal characterlstlcs The data analyzed were collected
by means of a job satisfaction inventory administered to 40 EFNEP para-
professionals present at the State EFNEP Workshop, October 5, 1977.

Major flndlngs indicate in the aggregate, EFNEP paraprofes-
sionals like their jobs. The job factors offerlng the paraprofe551onals
the greatest satisfaction are the intrinsic rewards of the job 1tse1f
and the commmications established between the paraprofe551onal and the -
various layers of admlnlstratlon. ~The job factors offering the 1east_
satisfaction were pay and the way in which pay matters are handled and
relationships with co-workers. Also defined as needs were greater
direction and more training to be given by supervising heme economists.

The community in which the paraprofessional lives and works,
and the time the paraprofessional has lived there have the greatest |
effects on job satisfaction Paraprofe551onals whose previous work
experience was elther as a homemaker or in some service field were
more likely to be satisfied by the working conditions encountered in

the EFNEP program.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The enablingvlegislation for the Cooperative Extension Service, |
the 1914 Smith-Lever Act, charges therorganization'ﬁith the responsi-
bility to disseminate useful and practical information on subjects
relating to agriculture and home economics to the people of the United
States, and to use and apply that information. Prior to the Smith-
Lever Act, there were certain professionals using Extension methods to
spread important research. in agriculture to rural audiénées."ln-1904;
Dr. Seaman A. Knapp organized sﬁccessful férmgrs withouf;college'degrees
to spread'information about protetting»their.cotton'crops from the boll
weevil tBoyce 1968). - | .

After the Smifh—Léver Act; the Extension Service chose to dis-
pense information through the one-to-one contact of the professional
college-educated agent with the individual farmer, homemaker or 4-H
| leader. As the demands of the audience iﬁcreased, more information was
given through small group meetings and through appropriate mass media
" methods as they:déVéiOPed‘and becameuavaiiéﬁle to'fhe Extension Sérvice
(Sandérs 1966).

The Extension Service has had special assignments'during periods
. of national need or érisisﬁ During World War I, the Extension Service

1



was designated as the chief food production agency. When the Federal
:Farm Loan Act began, it was the Exteﬁsion Ser#ice which educated the
farmers iﬁ the provisions of the Act (Sanders 1966).

World War II brought'on shortages of both food and manpower.
The Extension Service employed non-college educated personnel (para-
'proféssionals) to heip conducf the farm labor program. The County
Extension Home Economist trained and supervised non-college trained
homemakers td teach canning and food preservation to other homemakers.
When the War was over and the increaéed needs for fobd production and
preservation were over,’the Extension Service resumed its policy of
employing only,professioﬁal agents-(Boyce‘196Sj..

The paraproféssional farmers thaf Sééman A. Knapp orgagized,
the professional agents and homemakers who workéd'during World War 11,
all had a great deal in common. Their success ﬁas based on the common
experiences they shared with their clienteleef This'increased'the
acceptance'of their information by the farmers'and homemakers they
taught in their‘programs. - They were all supervised and trained by
professional (college-éducated) Extension personnel who maintained the
important "pipeline with the land- grant college that prov1ded the
necessary and accurate 1nformat10n

A new crisis was outlined in the ''Ten State Nutrition Survey
1978-1970”0 This survey. reported malnutrition in endemic proportions
~in the United States. Despite an extensive and expensive Commodify
Food Distribution System of the United States Departmeﬁt of Agricul-

ture, the people with the lowest income were also those with the



greatest nutritional deviciencies. One of the problems repofted was
that many of the commodify (or "donated') foods were not used by the
‘people who received them due to ignorance or the lack of cultural
relevance of the food (United States.Deﬁartment of Health, Education
and Welfare 1970). |

The Coﬁgress authoriiéd'tﬁe Extension Service in 1968 to
develop and implement the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program.
Based on pilot projects in various states, the scope of the Extension |
Program was broadened to include a focus on hard-to-reach families in
poverty, usually minority groups in urban areas, teaching them sound

nutritional practices as well as how to use the cbmmoditYlfoqu avail-
able (United States Department of Agriculture [USDA}”1976j;

The Guidelines define the clientele askhérd~to-r§ach homemakers
with young children_whoée'educational levels are low and whbse.family
income levels are below federally established pbverty levels. .They'

-tend to be distrustful of governﬁent and especiail& govefnmenfal
programs. Many do not speak or understand English° Because of these
factors, the target audience participafion in the traditional Extension

" methods or workshops or meetlngs llstenlng to Engllsh language radlo

programs or readlng newspaper artlcles is limited.

Paraprofessional homemakers are hired, tralned, and supervised
by professional Extension Home Economists. These paraprofessionals
thus extend the work of the professionals through one-to-one or small
group meetings basis, providing information to improve the food and
nutrition knowledge, food consumption practices and utilization of

commodity foods. Because they share similar backgrounds, including



language, with the clientele, they find acceptance easier than would

be experienced by a professional home economist. Salary savings from
hiring paraprofessionals compared to professional home economists allow
- for hiring more paraprofessionals who can reach many more homemakers
than could a professional. | .

EFNEP Guidelines (USDA 1976) specify that the paraprofessionals
come from the community in which they-are to work and represent the
clientele in terms of education, incomé, age and experience.

The role of the EFNEP paraprofessional is to take the tfaining -
they receive from the supervising home economist and‘to teach it to the_v
low-income homemaker and to.help him/her apply it to the famil&'s‘fbod-
consumption practiceé° A.?eport pﬁblished in 1972 by the'USDA Ecbﬁbﬁin_
Research Service points to the success of the EFNE? program and credits
~ the paraprofessional aide fbf‘the program Success. |

Extension is not the‘bniy agency employing,paraprofessionals.,
Health, Education, Wélfare and Community Action Prégrams all empioy
paraprofessionals in some. capacity. The future seems to present even
more possibilities in the developmeﬁt of more paraprofessional jobs in
many fields, especially Extension. Frafk Reissman (1967)pointed to
’fhe'challenge'of émploying»pafapfdféssiaﬁais;“tréining, fhem,"ﬁtiiiiing‘ 
their skills and providing for counseling and career guidance and job
advancements. Since the inception of‘the EFNEP program, funding has
become availéble to hire paraprofessionals in 4-H, Agriculture, Senior

Citizen and other Extension programs.



Need for the Study

The Arizona Extension Service has many years experience in
Working with paraprofessionals,‘ There are currently eighty para-
professionals employed throughout the Arizona Extension Service,
sixty of them are employed in the EXpanded Food and Nutrition Educationl
Program.. This provided for 44.1 full time equivalents (FIE) to the
~ total Extension Home Economics programs each year. Each paraprofes-
sional is required to record the time spent on the job. All of these
records are coded into a computer and totals are calculated. During
fiscal year 1977, only 31.8 full time equivelents were repOrted :
(White 1977). This accounts for a loss of 12.3 FTE dueftq”éitrifion
and all the other factors in filling vacant positions. -‘_

Each year there are a certain number of aides who quit their .
jobs due to family pressures, dissatisfaction with'the job and oppor-
tunities for advancement. Supervising hoﬁe eccﬁomists'in the Arizona
EFNEP program reported an estimated twelve vacancies have occured in
their units during the past fiscal year, The‘costs of hiring and
fetraining new paraprofessionals for each of these Vacancies are esti-
mated to be qulte large. It also accounts for a loss in effectlveness
-1n the program because with each new a1de it is expected to take nearly'
six months before she can enroll an acceptable number of program
families.

Some of the employee terminations‘could be accounted for in the
demands families make on a newly employed homemaker, making her feel
guilty forileaviﬁg the home for a new job. Many aides find better jobs

after they have gained experience in Extension. Extension
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administrators and supervising home economists ask questions concerning
what can be done to make the paraprofessional in the Expanded Food and
Nutrition Education Program more successful and more satisfied with her
job. Another question seems to be whether or not to keep the parapro-
fessional in the same program, expanding career ladders to allow for
upward mobility or to allow paraprofessionals to leave one system and
enter another field that has more opportunities for advancement

(Burt 1977).

Many businesses and agencies have utilized a job'satisfa§tion
survey to determine if morale problems exist and if they do where they
occur. These surveys have helped reduce turnover, increase-pr@duct-
ivity, reduce friction_between employees, improve thé qualifyjof
employees, increase cpmmunication'between employees and management ,
develop confidence in management and reduce absenteeism (Sc1ence |

Research Associates [SRA] 1970)

The Arizona Extension Serv1ce has never used an attitude survey
with either paraprofessionals or professionals. A job satisfaction
survey could help measure the morale of the EFNEP paraprofessionals and
identify problem areas. The information gained from such a study would
~ be valuable to supervising home economlsts in improving superv151on
“Apractlces and to Extension Admlnlstrators in evaluatlng personnel
practices. Implications could also be made to the employment qf para-
professionals in other Extensioﬁ Program areas. .

This study was undertaken to appraise the job satisfaction and
personal characteristics of paraprofessionals in the EFNEP program in
order to identify recommendations for program changes or hiring pro-

cedures,



Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to appraise job satisfaction of
the paraprofessional empioyed in the Expanded Food and Nutrition
Education Program in Arizona in the light of certain personal charac-

teristics.,

Specific Objectives

In order to make the foregoing appraisal, the following
questions were identified:

1. What are selected personal Characteristics of parapro-
- fessionals employed in the Expanded Food and. NUtrltlon Educatlon :
Program of the Cooperative Extension Service in Arlzonaq -

2. What are the feelings of the paraprofessionals towards. job
benefits (both real and fringe), working satisfaction factors such as
‘conditions, pay, co-workers security and advancement superv151on
.communlcatlons the work itself and other factors?

3. Are the selected personal characteristics of the parapro-

fessional related to the identified job satisfaction factors?

Assgggtione A o
~ - This study was based on the following aesuﬁption: _
1. Paraprofeésionals employed in the Expanded Food and
Nutrition Education Program could»understand and fill out honestly and
accurately aﬁ employee inventory that would measure their job satis-

faction.



Limitations

The recognized limitations of this study were as follows:

1. Paraprofessionals (Program.Aides)vare supervised in eight
different units (counties) in a variety of cultures and environments by
different‘supervisory home economists. This may account for variations
in response to the questions asked.

2. The instrument was administered to the paraprofessionals at
the end of a State EFNEP Workshop. This could have affected their

overall feelings of job satisfaction.

' Delimitatiqns,

The findings of this'study were subject to the fbilbwing
delimitations: | o

1. Only the aides who were employed in the‘Arizoné'Expanded
Food and Nutrition Education Program énd preSent at a State EFNEP .
Workshop wére surveyed., At thé time of‘fhe:study; gilvbf the parapro-

fessionals employed were female.

Method of Investigation

“The précedures uSed in conducting this study_wére‘designed to’
acquire.the information hécéssary fo meet'the¥s£éféd‘6bjéctives of the{'ﬁ
problem. To aid in the presentation of materials, the following
sections were identified: (1)‘Stﬁdy populaiioné, (2) Instrumentation

and collection‘of data and (3) Data analysis.



Population

| The target ﬁopulation,of this study included paraprofessionals
(Program Aides) employed in the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education
Program in Arizona. The entire population of EFNEP paraprofessionals
was selected. In order to reduce non-fesponseiand'the»effects of
external forces, it was decided to administer the questionnaire to all

the aides attending a State EFNEP Workshop.

Instrumentation and Collection of Data

The initial step in the collection of the data was the
formation of a job satisfaction inventory;‘ The’éuthpr reviewe&
various research instruments used by othérs.r'These'included the Hoppock
Job Satisfaction Blank (Worden 1973), Brayfield-Rofhér(1951) séale,
Likert-type Scales (Carroll 1973), and the Science Résearch Associates
(SRA) Attitude’Survey (1970j. The SRA-sﬁrvey was selected because of |
the variety of factors_measured, and the simple-framing'of‘statements,
which reduced the chances of reactive arrangements. Test-retest
procedures used in the SRA have indicated high reliability. Statements
were reworded to reduce the réading level to eighth gfade or below,
- bécause many of the paraprofessionals have not finished high school.
o . - The personal data quéstionnaire was developed aftervreseérch
and consultation with State Extension Specialists. The preliminary
. drafts of the instruments were critiqued by members of the Department
of Agricultural Education faculty and State Extension Spécialists and

Administration. Suggested revisions were made.
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The instrument was field tested with paraprofessionals employed
by the WIC (Women, Infant and Children) Nutrition Program in the Pima |
County Health Department. Paraprofessionals in this program were
determined to haverbackgrounds and responsibilities similar to EFNEP
- paraprofessionals. The instrument was then submitted to the
University of Arizona Committee for Huﬁan Subjects for approval. A
copy of this instrument can be found in Appendix A. Oral instructions

can be found in Appendix B.

Data Analysis

Data collected.for,this study were codga and key punched on
electronic computer cards for computer compilation an& analysis. These
data were then reported in terms of’frequency,.distribution.percentages
and mean scores.

Individual statements in the Job Attitude'lnventory werev
assigned fo one of nine possible job sétiéfaction facfbrsu Data were
also reported in units of these factors. |

Individual respondent mean scores for each job satisfaction
factor were calculated. Minimm and maximm individual scores were
. reported_as'wgllﬁgs thé>avérage mean score forveach;faétgr;
Correlatians were then dréwn between job factors and péféonal
characteristics and subjected to the LSD test at a .050 probability
level.’ Further analysis of the subsets was made to determine signifi-

cance.
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Definition of Terms
In order to provide greater clarity for the reader of this

study, the following terms were defined:

1. Paraprofessional or non-professional: a person who usuaily
does not hold at least a baccalaureate degree and works under the
supervision of a professional.

2. Program Aide: the title given to paraprofessional

potitions in the Arizona Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program.

3. Professional: a person who does hold at least a bacca-

laureate degree. ' Those prafessionals employed in the Arizona Extension
Service usually hold faculty status at The UniVersify-of'Arizoné.
4. Homemaker: the woman (or man) who usually prepares the

food and keeps the home for the fémily.' Program homemakers are persons

enrolled in the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program and are
those to whom the lessons are taught.

5. Supervising Home Economist: the professional (usually

graduate home economist) responsible for hiring, training, and

supervising.Program Aides in a given EFNEP unit or county.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter presents findings 6f selected studies which pro;
vided background information and insights to the author for the design
and conduct of this study. To benefit the reader, these findings have
been broken down into these categories: Theory and History of Job
Satisfaction Surveys; Job Factors; Personal Féctors apd Surveys of Job

Satisfaction in Extension.

TheQIYﬂandeiSthYﬁQf.JQb[SatiSfactiQn:SUrVeY”

annie Carroll (1973) surveyed recent theories about job satis-
faction and outlined four basic ideas about job satisfactign:

1. Traditional approach: the presence of a condition leads to 
satisfaction; its absence leads to dissatisfaction. This theory hés
been largely ignored in recent years because of the findingé that after
a certain point factors such as pay no longer increase job satisfaction.

2. Two factor theory: first theorized.tw'HerzbergQ;Mausner
.and Snyderman (1959)9 This theory propbsés-twé'Séts-of‘faétor§: {'
motivators or safisfiers (achievements, responsibility, recognitioh,
the work itself, advancement or promotion opportunities and opportunities
for persoﬁal growth) and higienes or dissatisfiers (working conditions,‘
supervision, policies, status, salary, inter-persbnal relationships, job
security and interfefencé with home life). Herzberg et al. postulated

12
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that the presence of the hygienes or dissatisfiers could not make a
worker happier or increase job satisfaction beyond a certain point.
Their absence would, however, make a worker dissatisfied. On the other
hand, the motivators could make a worker happier but could not compen-
sate for the lack of the h&gienes factors.

3. Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs Theory is somewhat similar to
the two factor theoryo It theorized that the basic physical needs must
be met before satisfaction could be reached in the other levels of the
_ hierarchy (i.e., social, ego, self-actualization) needs.

4. '"Cognitive Dissonance”: this theory says that job satis-
faétion is a dynamic and changing process, rather than aistatic state.
Simply stated, that means that a worker will do whatever’is necessary
to achieve consistency between elements. This is achieved by adjusting
the worker's attitude toward the job to find better.aspécts'of the work,
or by lowering productivity;_longer coffee breaks, or more frequent ‘
absences. | |

One of the first instruments develbped to measure job satis-
faction was developed by Robert prpqck in 1935. His instrument was
quité'simple, only four questions were asked the worker subjectively
measuring his owﬁ feeling or jqb satisfaction (Carroll 1973).

Since 1960, there has been a great_dealvof research concerning
jbb’satisfaction and many more theories have been developed. None of .
them seems to be univeréally accepted. Each has its own problems
(Wanous and Lawler 1972). |

Jack Barbash (1976) surveyed the wealth of information about job

satisfaction surveys made throughout the world. In fact, Barbash
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quoted the United States Senate Subcommittee on Employment and Poverty
which reported in 1972 that 20 percent of the work force alwayé dis-
likes their jobs. He coﬁpared that figure to a 5 percent figure in
the United Kingdom (General Household Survey) and to a 1971 survey in
Japan that repofted a 15 percent dissatisfaction rate.

Barbash reported jqb'satisféctibh Sﬁrveys are good barometers
of the feelings of employees and if administered frequeﬁtly, can
measure trends in feelings. Unfortunately, most of the studies
conducted only measured the feelings of the_middle-classa Barbash
pointed éut that insufficient research has been made on the lower -

wage positions.

- Job FaCtofs '
A 1973 United States Quality of Employment Survey reported that
the job factors that affect job satisfaction are: comfort; financial |
rewards; relations with co-workers; resource‘adeqﬁacyrand the chéllenge

of the job (Barbash 1976) .

In 1971, a Japanese survey of workers defined these job factors
as important to job satisfaction: content of work; working conditions;
worklng env1ronment and the the opportunlty to develop sklll or ablllty

| (Barbash 1976).

Organizational size can be a factor. Carroll (1973) cited
several surveys reporting a curvilinear relationship between organiza-
tional size and job satisfaction, however, there‘may be other inter-
vening variables»affecting these results. ‘A large organization does
not have to reduce job satisfaction so long as the intra-organizational

units are small.
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Salary affects job satisfaction in a relative manner. The
worker seems to measure his salary against the salaries others receive.
In fact, personnel policies and practices have more influence on job
satisfaction than salary (Carroll 1973).

Organizational structure is‘élso a component of job satisfaction.
It appears that increased sharing in the goals df an organization is |
positively related to job satisfaction. The structure is also affected
by. supervisor-subordinate relationship. The more an employee feels
that he and his supervisor agree on how the work should be dome, the
better the job satisfaction. The employee also wants to feel that hé
can take his complaints to a manager directly and be énswered immedi-
agely. Competence, experience and technical expertise of the supef—?

visor also are directly related to job satisfaction.(Barbash 1976).

outlined other job factors affecting job satisfaction: SUpervision;
benefits; opportunities for advancement ; security; the organization;
social aspects'and commmication. Intrinsic aspects’ such as éhallenge,
variety, mbbility, recognition,.personal contacts, opportunities for
selfjexpfession andbparticipation in decision-making also influence
job satisfaéfiqn. ‘_ | | |

One private tompany,fScientific Research Associates .(1970) has
‘developed a survey instrument used oﬁ‘employees in both the private and
public sectors. It classifies empioyee-responses in these job factors:
job demands; Working conditidns;Apayg'benefits; friendliness and

cooperation of fellow employees; supervisory relationship; confidence
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in management; technical_competence of supervision; effectiveness of
administration; commmication; job security; status and recognition;
identification with organization and opportunity for growth and

advancement.

Various surveys have shown the reactions of employees to these
job factors can be affected by these variables: | |

Age of the employee--older people seem to be more satisfied,
probably because they accept more (Barbash 1976).

Tenure of theremployee--the 1onger'someone.ﬁorks, the higher
his job satisfaction (Carroll 1973).

- 1.Q.--morale increases as I.Q. decreases (Carroll 1973).

Education--very little effect except for those with~ﬁsome”.
college. This seems to decrease job satisfaction (Bafbash 1976).

Personality--lower morale seems to be evident with employees
who are rigid, inflexible and unrealistic in goals (Browne 1972j.

Marital Status--the employee who is married is happier.
Employees are probably happier with two children although there may be

other factors involved (Carroll 1973)

Job Satisfaction Sﬁrveys in Extension
The author could not find many surveys of job satisfaction in
Extension. - These findings are based only on the populations of the
professionaibagents, They seem to bear out the same conclusions found

in surveys of other professionals.



_ 17
Paul Johnson and J. C. Bledsoe (1974) reported on their survey
of 201 Georgia Extension Agents that measured individual morale and the
individual assessment of the compefency of the county director. It was
found agents with 0-5. years.of tenure had the lowest morale. Those
with 15 or more years had the highest morale. They also found that
individual morale and the behavior of the supervisof (county director)
were positively and significantly correlated. Andther factor that
seemed to be significant was the subjective measure of the organiza-
tional ability of .the county director. They did not find sex, education
or race as.significaﬁtly related to the overall morale of the agents.,
William C. Giegold and William E. Skelton (1976) did a survey
in the Virginia Extension Service. They‘méaSured the agentg‘ reéctions
to the fourteen job factors Herzberg felt affectea job satisfaction.
Giegold and Skeltoﬁ asked the agents to rank certain,fatfors as impor--
tant and others as lacking or deficient. They.ﬁbund the agents felt
pleasant co-workers, sound management and good-superviéion, oﬁportuni~
fies for growth as well as intripsic work facters such as interesting
work and bppoftunity to see results ranked as most important. However,
it was found that three of the most important factors also were reported
 as‘fhe‘most'defici¢nt:.;pleasént'co-worke}s;>SOUﬁdjﬁanagemen£§ aﬁdVQOOd
supérﬁision. They-alsé felt opportunities for promotion, pléasant
working conditions and getting credit for good work done also ranked
as most deficient.
Phyllis Worden (1973) conducted a longitudinal survey of
the professional commitment and job satisfaction of Extension home

economists in Kansas. Worden used the Hoppock Jdb Satisfaction Blank to
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measure the home economists' subjective feeling of overall job satis-
faction. The MOPC (Measure of Professional Commitment) questionnaire
was used to measure seven personal characteristics: self-understanding;
social relations; autonomy ; Creativity; ambition; rationality and non-
fanaticism. Worden then classified the agents.into_groups: "high'';
"'some' and '"'low" aé based on their commitment scores.

Job satisfaction and professional commitment were significantly
related. Worden found a satisfied worker is avmore flexible, better-
adjusted person who either has had a superior home background,vor who
has overcome an inferior background. - The findingsfseem most significant
wheniviewed in the lightlof fhe fact thét paraproféssidnals are expected
to work as extensions'ofAﬁhe'peressionél hdme’econqmisfs.l

| In his dbctoralAdissertation, Clyde Triplétt-(1972)\

surveyed 50 Program Aides (paraproféssionals),in.thelEFNEP program.in
thirteen Kansas counties. He attempted to measuréifive biogréphical
variables (age, race, tenure, place of résidence and education), to
measure personality traits (temperament, attitudes, self-esteem and
self-acceptance) and to correlate these with role succéss.

TrIplett developed a three-predlctor multlple regre551on
equatlon that could predlct role performance Wthh was moderately.
successful at least in predicting the extremes. The correlations were
‘not significant in any other than education and emotioﬁal stability.

Shirley E,.MYers (1970) surveyed seven Extensién home
economists who had EENEP responsibilities and correlated these findings

with the survey of each of the paraprofessionals responsible to them.
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The paraprofessionals identified certain role strains in their work:
not knowing how they are evaluated by the professional; lack of.
ability to develop satisfactory relationships with:progfam-families;
not feeling qualified for the job; lack of sufficient knowledge in
- foods and nutrition; and not enough voice in decision making..'MYefs
found strong correlations that supperted the premise that supervisory
home econemists who are the most satisfied with their job usually
supervise paraprofessionals who are the most satisfied with their jobs.

Myers theorized that the characteristics of a successful EENEP
professional are: prior experlence w1th or strong commitment to the
EENEP. program; acceptance and enthusiasm for EFNEP and rearrangement of
other program responsibilities to 1ntegrate the EFNEP program into total
Extension plan of work; awareness that involvement of clientele leads to
increased learning; concentration on the stated'pbjectives of the
program; direct interaction with aides and careful selection Qf‘target

areas.

)

Summary of Related Literature

Research has shown that while there is continuing disagreement
Vabout the best approach to measure job satlsfactlon there are certain
factors that 1nf1uence job satisfaction to some degree: comfort; pay
and financial rewards; co-workers; supervision; the challenge of the
job; the work itse1f§ opportunities to develop skill; opportunities te

have a voice in decisions and recognition.
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Research has shown that personal characteristics of employees
which affect job satisfaction are: age; tenure; education; personality
énd marital status.
Thé Extension Service has not used Job Satisfaction Surveys
'extensively yet. The surveys that have been done have been directed at-
professional positions. Therefore, there are not data to compare with

the findings of this study.



CHAPTER III
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

The procedure used to accomplish the objectives identified for
this study was divided into the following sections: (1) study
population; (2) collection of data and instrumentation; and (3) data

analysis.

Popglation-

The target population of this study included 60 EFNEP para-
professionals (Program Aides) employed in the Arizona Expanded Food and
Nutrition Education Program as of October 3, 1977. Only those partici-
pating in the threelday State EFNEP workshop held October 3;5, 1977 at
Apache Junction, Arizona'were surveyed.

Some of the paraprofessionals were not able to attend the
workshop due to illness and family responsibilities. A total of 40
paraprofessionais were in attendance at the meeting and comprised the

sample population.

Collection of Data and Instrumentation

The initial step involved in the collection of the data was the
- formulation of the Job.Satisfaction Inventory. The author researched
the current philosophies and questionnaires from similar sﬁudies: Hop—
pock Job Satisfaction Blank (Worden 1973); Brayfield-Rothe (1951) scales;
: 21 |
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Likert-type scales (Carroli 1973) and the Science Research Associatiop »
(SRA) Job Attitude Survey.

The SRA Job Attitude Survey was first used in 1952. The 1970

survey reports its findings by these Job Satisfaction factors:
(1) job demands; (2) working cbﬁéitions; (3) pay; (4) employee bene-
fits; (5) co-workers; (6) supervisor-employee relations; (7) confidence
in management; (8) technical competence of supervision; (9) effective-
ness of administration; (10) adequacy of commmication; (11) job
security; (12) status and recognition; (13) identification with.organi-
zation; (14) opportunity for growth and advancement and (15) reaction to
the inventory,‘ The instrument has been tested onAthdusande of persons.
in hundreds of organizétoins. Results show the insfrumeht has a good
reliability score exceeding .85, basea on tesf—retest'estimates over a.
one-week period. Its validity has been sﬁbstantiated in non-directive
" interviews (Robdnson, Athasiou and Head 1969);

Based on recémmendations'by Browne (1972) of factors that in-
fluence job satisfaction of parapfofessionals and the author's'experi?
ence, these fifteen factors were feduced to the fbllowing nine areas:
(1) persomnel benefits which.include: insurance; vacation and Sick leave
policies and}other,nbn-ﬁonetary éompeﬁsensation by the:organization;

(2) working conditions covers: clean, orderly work space; adequate equip-
ment and supplies; geographic location; (3) pay which includes: the
amount recieved; fairness or eQuality of compenéétion and manner in
which pay métters are handled; (4) co-workers: compétent;~congenial co-

workers; size, function of work groups; interpersonal relationships and
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prejudices; (5) security and advancement which includes:  opportunities
to develop and use new skills; steadiness of employment; seniority
benefits; sense of value to organization; promotion opportunities; aod
advancement in social position; (6) supervision which includes:
consideratiOn'and fairness; courtesy and tact; recognition and praise;
evaluation and information on status and progress; sincerity; coopera-
tion; encourageﬁent; availability for assistance; loyality to workers;
consistency; and technical competence; (7) communications covers: being
kept informed about new developments; employee input into decision-
making process and instructions; (é) the work itself includes such items
as:v well- deflned work projects; opportunities for learnlng, personal
contacts with clientele and other outsiders; opportunities for
creat1v1ty; variety; freedom from tension and pressure; self-reepectg.
responsibility and altruism; and (9) miscelléneoﬁs statemeﬁts“rﬁich"
include: reactions to the inventory; working with program homemakers
in groups or individually; or work with youth or adults.

‘The aﬁthor chose to adapt the SRA Inventory rather than use any
of the other instruments surveyed. This decision was based on the high
rellablllty and validity reported and the simple wordlng of the .state-
| ments. The survey also allows for appraising separately various job
factorso The three choices of responses to the statements, (agree,
disagree, don't knowj would also be easier for respondents of low-
reading levels to selectr |

The author rewrote many of the statements to reduce oonfusion-

and also lower the reading level.. Also developed was a personal .data
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questionnaire which included questions about characteristics research
has shown could affect job satisfaction. |

Based on research and personal observation, the author chose to
measure the following personal characteristics of the paraprofessionals:
(1) county assignments; (2) location of residence; (3) length of
residence; (4) racial-ethnic composition of neighborhoods; (5) length
of service in Extension; (6) previous work experience; (7) membership
in commmity organizations; (8) marital status; (9) type of work done |
by husbands; (10) number of chlldren, (ll) age of the paraprofe551onals,
(12) racial-ethnic classification; (13) number of years of schoollng
completed; (14) number of program families workéd with; (15)'number of
| program groups worked with; (16) approximategcombined family incomes of
paraprofessionals; (17) distamces between paraprofessioﬁals'3homes and
assigned work area and (18) number of peraprofeseionals whose mothers |
worked outside the home. - -

The preliminary drafts of the inetrument were critiqued by
~ State Extension Specialists and Administrators and by members of the
Department of Agricultural Education Faculty. Suggested revisions
were made and incorporated in the flnal 1nstrument

Perm1551on was obtalned from Beryl Burt, State EFNEP Coordlnator,
to administer the inventory during the State EFNEP Training Meeting,
October 5, 1977. |

The instrument was field-tested with paraprofessionals employed
in the WIC (Women Infant, and Children) Nutrition Program in the Pima |
County Health Department. It was determined that these parapro--

fessionals were similar in background andojob description to the EFNEP
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paraprofessionals to be surveyed. The WIC paraprofessionals'gave
attention to readibility and understanding of questions and statements
and indicated that no problems were evident in the inventory.

A copy of the instrument was submitted with appropriate forms
and a copy of the oral instructions to The University of Arizona
Committee for Human Subjécts which gave approval for its»use.

A final inventory used in the study was printed on one side of
8 1/2 x 11 inch pages. A copy of the inventory is included in
Appendix A of this study. ‘

The inventory instrument was‘administered to the EFNEP para-
brofessionals on October 5, 1977. Oral and written instructions were
given to those present. A copy of the oral instructions is included in
Appendix B. Questions were asked by the respondents when they had
difficulty. .After completion of all the questions and statements,

paraprofessionals turned in their inventories to the author.

Data Analysis

The data collected for this study were recorded on code sheets,
and key punched on electronic computer cardé for compilation and
sﬁmmary° The version 6.5.1 of the Statistical PaékageAfor the Social
Sciences (SPSS) (Nie ét al. 1970) was used to analyze and'cdmpile the
data by the computer center at The University of Arizona. |

Data were reported for both the.personal data and job satis-
faction statements in terms of frequency distribution and percentages.

Results of these tabulations can be found in Appendix C.
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The responses to the eighty statements about job satisfaction
were separated into nine jqblsatisfaction fac;ofs:' (1) supervision;
(2) securit; and advancement; (3) pay; (4) relations with co-workers;
(5) personnel benefits; (6) working conditions;'(7) commmaications;
(8) the work itself and (9) responses to miscellaneous statements about
the job. |

Means, maximum and minimum scores were reported for each of
these aréas, A sumary of maximum and minimum individual mean scores
was also reported. |

Correlations were established between selécted personal
characteristics and the first eight job satisfaction areas listed
above. These factors were converted to an'F*pfobébility. Those which
were significant at a .050 level or lower were further”analyzed by

means scores of subsets of personal characteristics.



- CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

. The data for. this study were obtained by use of a job attitude
’inventory administered to forty paraprofessionals employed in the
Arizona Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program of the Cooperative
Extension Service of The University of Arizona. The inventory was
administered on October 5, 1977. All calculations used in this study
were based on the forty compléted inventories. This chapter is devoted
to the presentation of the data and findings in light of the objectives

‘identified in Chapter I.

Selected Personal Characteristics of Paraprofessionais

Objective I of this study was to answer the questioni What are
selected personal characteristics of paraprofessionals employed in the
. Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program in the Cooperative

Extension Service in Arizona?

- County Assignments of EFNEP Paraprofeséionals
The data presented in Table 1 show a summary of the county
assignments of EFNEP parapfofessionals.» | -
Paraprofessionals quéried'were employed in one-half of the four-
teen Arizona Counties. Paraprofessionalslassigned to Navajo County
were not represented. Twenty-five or 62.5 pefcent of the parapro-
’ fessionéls'are assigned to the counties with the largest populations,

- Pima and Maricopa.” -
27



28

Table l{ County Assignments of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

o UNeBQ il
County_ASSignment' ...l; """" ,f"_TGQUéHQY """ i "Pércentagé'éf'TOtal
Maricopa ' 13 32.5
Pima ' 12 30.0
Pinal N 4 | | 10.0
‘Coconino | 3 7.5
Santa Cruz ‘ 3 7.5
Yuma | | - 3 7.5

 pache . 2 s

Locatioﬁ of Residence of EFNEP Paraprofessidnéls
".A.question was included in the inventory to determine the size
of the communities the paraprofessionals lived in. The data in Table 2
reveal the results of this question. |
"The largest percentage (37.5 percent) of paraprofessionals live
in small towns. Thirty-five percent live in a central city. Only

12.5 percent live in isolated areas such as farms or reservations.

Length of Residence by EFNEP Paraprofessionals _ v
The Extension Service (HSDA$1976) - recommends that EFNEP para- :
professionals live in the area in-which they work and have a knowlédge
of the commmity. The length of time EFNEP paraproféséionals héve
lived in their commmities is shown in Table 3.
- Thirty-one or 77.5 percent of the paraprofessionals have lived

in their commmities for seven or more years.
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Table 2 Locatlan of’ Re51dence of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

ll.'i."..'.'N=.40.........I?IIZZI.".’,'IIZZ.
Type'éf'LQCation"' "f"" """" FTégUénCY"'_ """ Percentage'of ‘Total
Small Town 15 37.5
Central City | 14 35.0
Large ToWn 6 - o 15.0
Farm - 3 7.5
Rgservation "‘ AU  .,f._;f ..2.‘:tA, _.1A...' ...... 50

Table 3. Lepgth of Resldence by EFNEP Paraprofessionals

N?40"333351?1iiii::::'f:j,;
Length of Residence ~  Frequency ~ ' Percentage of Total
Under 1 year 1 55
1-3 years _ 4 10.0
4-6 years ' oz 7.5
T years - | 77.5
No respense i ' | 1 ' 2.5

Racial-Ethnic Composition of the Neighborhoods of
the EFNEP Paraprofe551onals

The paraprofe551onals were asked to descrlbe their neighbor-
hoods, using racial-ethnic classifications standardly used in the EENEP

program. Table 4 shows the responses of the paraprofessionals.

Léngth of Service in Extension by EFNEP Paraprofessionals
The paraprofessionals were asked to report the number of years

they had worked for Extension. Table 5 displays their responses.
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.. Table 4. Racial-Ethnic Composition of the Neighborhoods of
the EFNEP Paraprofessionals

S SRR =40 i
-Racial-Ethnic Composition __Frequency = Percentage of Total
Integrated 25 60.0
Mexican-American . . 20.0

Anglo E 5 12.5

Indian | 2 5.0

Black 0 0.0
No_response - 1 o 2,5

. Table 5. Length of Service in Extension by EFNEP Paraprofessionals

N=40

Length of Service | _Frequency , Percentage of Total
Less than 1 year 9 22.5

1-3 years 8 20.0

4-6 years 12 30.0

7+ years I ¥ S 27.5

The EFENEP Program has been established in Arizona fof'overm
eight years. Eleven or 27.5 perceﬁt of the paraprofessionals have
worked in the progfam seven or more years. The number of parapro-
fessionals (9) who have‘workéd in the program for less than one year"x

represents 22.5 percent of those responding.

Previous Work Experience of EFNEP Paraprofessionals
One of the benefits of the EFNEP program is its effect to
bring more prople into the work force. Table 6 gives the prévious

work experience of the EENEP paraprofessionals.
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< Table 6. Prev1ous Wbrk Experlence of EPNEP Paraprofessionals -

SR ‘N=40 - .A..IJ'..'.'IIZZZ:IIZ.::ZfA.
Type of Work Experiérce ST Frequeng'y """"" Percentage of Total
Homemaker 22 55.0
Service - 10 ' 25.0
Industry " . 5 5 12.5
Secretarial | , | _ L2 . | 5.0
Student o o N SEELTEERTERETRRREY 25

Twenty-two or 55 percent of those responding had not worked
outside the home before tBEir employment in Extension. The next
largest group of respondents (ten or 25 percent) reported previous work -

experience fields (nurses' aide, teachers' aide, maid, .etc.):

Membership of BFNEP'Paraprofegsidnals in Coﬁmuhity Orgahizations
| ~ The author's experience has shown that’ﬁaraprofessionals with
>'experience in voluntary-gfoups are more successfﬁl in organizing groups
than those who have not had that experience. The number of respondents
who reported membership in various community organizations is shown in
Table 7. . | |
Church‘membershxp accounts for the largest (67 5 percent) group_
of aldes Many paraprofessionals reported memberships in two or more
-organizations. Thirteen or 32.5 percent of the respondents are active
in school groups (PTA, etc.). It was not possible to determine how

many paraprofessionalé belong to more than one group or none.
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/ Table 7. Membership of EFNEP Paraprofessionals
in Community Organlzatlons

.:.;}.:ef:---~~::::::::::t .... V—40 B ‘3’{:::::::f:{:ﬂi::
Type of Organization . =~~~ Frequency =~~~ __Percentage of Total
Church 27 | 67.5
~ Other - o 16 40.0
School : 12 - 32.5
Social o 4 10.0

-"Marital Status of EFNEP Paraprofessionals
The success of the EFNEP paraprofessional is dependent on her -
sharing a backgfouﬁd similar to her clientele. Because the program is
directed at the homemaker with young childfen, the péraprofessionals
were asked to report~their mariﬁal.status; The results of this
questlon are reported in Table 8 | |
Only three or 7.5 percent of the paraprofe551cnals ‘reported
that they have never been marrledo Twenty elght or 70 percent of the
~ respondents are married. Nine or 22.5 percent of them reported they

have been widowed, divorced or separated..

Type of Work Done by Husbands of EFNEP Paraprofe551onals

The paraprofe551onals were asked to descrlbe the work done by .
their husbands.» This included former or late husbands, as well as |
those who were currently married. Data-in Table 9 report the results
of this question°

Physical iabor accounted for the work performed by the largest

mmber of husbands (42.5 percent). Only five or 12.5 percent of the
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" Table 8. Marital Status of EFNEP Paraprofessmnals

N=40“;"' AR
Marital Status =~~~ = Fréquenicy  ~  Pércentage of Total
Married 28 70.0
Divorced _ 7 17.5
Single - 3 e
Widowed | ' ~ 1 , 2.5
Separated | s

- Table 9. Type of Wbrk Done by Husbands of EFNEP Paraprofe551onals

N=40

Type of Work ‘ _Frequency __ Percentage of Total
Physical Labor - 17 42.5

Other : - 12 30.0 -
Office Work 5 12.5
Unemployed 2 5.0
Military 1 2.5

No reéponse 1 2.5

paraprofe551onals' husbands worked in an office. Two of the EFNEP

. paraprofessionals reported husbands who were unemployed.

~ Number of Children of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

The paraprofessionals are expected to work with homemakers who
have young children. The responses of the paraprofessionals to a
question about the number of children they have can be found in

Table 10.
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Table 10. Number of Childrgn of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

CONE40 AR
Number of Children o ' Frequen¢y"' ____Percentdge of Total
None 3 7.5

1-3 . 19 47.5

4-6 S R 350

74 | g 7_‘\A,.10;0..._

Nineteen or 47.5 percent of thé paraprofessionals have from
1-3 children, fourteen or 35 percent have slightly larger families of
4-6 children. The three aides.who reported no children could be

accounted for in the three single paraprofessionals who responded.

- Age of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

The. author's experience in Pima County indicates that the most
successful paraprofessionals are 30 years of age and above because most
of thé program homemakers they work with are the same age. Parapro-
fessionals were asked to give their ages within ranges. Théir

responses are shown in Table 11.

Table 11. Age of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

- N=40-
Age ‘ - Frequency =~~~ Percentage of Total
20 and under S 6 15.0 |
21-30 5 12.5
31-50 23 57.5
51-60 6 15.0

61+ L P O ........ 0.0
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None of the paraprofessionalé reported that they were 61 and
over. Eleven or 37.5 percént reported they were 30 years or below,
six of those 20 or under. The largest group (23 or 57.5 percent) is

between the ages of 31-50 years gf‘age.

Racial Characteristics of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

Table 12 reveals the racial characteristics of Arizona EFNEP
paraprofessionals.

Fifty percent or 20 of the paraprofessionals are Mexican-
American. Only five or 12.5 percent are Anglo. Minority racial groups-
account for 87.5 percent of the EFNEP paraprofeSsibnalsr Minority
racial groups account for 20-85 percent of thé'populations of the EFNEP

target counties, according to the Statistical Abstract of Arizoma, -

(deGermaro 1976).

Table 12. Racial Characteristics of EFNEP‘ParaprofessionalsA.

N=40_
Race A | "‘, - Frequency ___Perceritdge of Total
Mexican-American ' 20 - 50.0
Negro | 11 o 27.5
Anglo o 5 | 12.5
Indian : “ '3 .' 7.5
Other 1....4.A..._f ........ 5:E

Number of Years of School Completed by EFNEP Paraprofessionals
_EPNEP paraprofessionals were asked to report the number of years

of school they had completed. The target audience of the EFNEP program
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is low-income homemakers who usually have not had a great deal of
schooling. Table 13 indicates the responses of the paraprofessionals.

Table 13. Number of Years of School Completed by
EFNEP Paraprofessionals

-~-:ir::'rfH:frrr::rr:fiirrii*?rirN%Ao:::iir:rrﬂrrfr:itrr:rr:rr:~
Number ‘of YearS'Completed """" Frequency """"" Percentage of Total
8 and under - 6 7 15.0
9-11 | 11 | 27.5
12 | . 7 ' 17.5

12+‘ ........ R 16 ...... 40'0

Seventeen or 42.5 percént of the-paraprofessionals'have not
completed high school. -Another seven or 17.5 percent had completed
high school,‘either.through classroom or GED training. It wés not
clear whether some of the paraprofessionals had completed college or
had furthered their education through cohtinuing eduéatiéné;,-Sixteen or

40 percent reported taking some classes beyond the secondary level.

Number of Program Families Enrolled by EFNEP Paraprofessionals

Beryl Burt, State EFNEP Coordinator indicated that national
average for program ‘families ﬁorked with during a one-month period for, |
a péraprofessional-wbrking full time was 40-50. Most of the EFNEP péra?
professionals in Arizona work 30 hours a week or the equivalent of 3/4
time equivalent. | |

The respénses of Arizona,paraproféssionals to a question about

~ the number of program families are shown in Table 14.
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Table 14. Number of Program Families Currently- Enrolled by
EFNEP Paraprofessionals.

_N=40
A Number of Program Families Frequency B -'?ergentageeof Total
20 and under 14 35.0
21-30 ‘ _ 10 ZS.O,
31-35 8 20.0
36+ 6 1500
No_response _ _ _ 2 - ' . 5.0

Six of the paraprofessionals reported they worked with 36 or
more program families every month. Twenty-four or 60 percent of the
paraprofessionals work with thirty‘or fewer program families each

_month.

Number of Groups (4-H and HOmemakers) Enrolled by
EFNEP Paraprofessionals

As program homemakers progress in the application of new
nntrition information to their diet and food buying habits, .
Guidelines (1976)»encourage paraprofessionels to form groups of program
homemakers to extend the paraprofessionals' time and allow for inter-
change among homemakers. Program homemakers and others are also
encouraged to work with boys and girls in the.4-H EFNEP phase~of the
program. (USDA 1976); ' - o

The number of groups (4-H and Homemakers) eurrently enrolled
by EENEP paraprofe551onals is shown in Table 15. Seventeen or

42.5 percent of the paraprofe551onals have not formed any groups.
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Table 15, Number of Groups (4-H and.Homemakers) Enrolled
by EENEP Paraprofe551onals

N=40 |
Number | Frequsncy 5 Percentage of Total
None 17 42,5 .
1-2 ‘ 13 32.5
3-4 o 7 17.5
5+ 2 : 5.0
No'response ' | , _ 1 _ 2.5

Twenty-two or 55 percent have formed at least one group. Two of the

paraprofessionals are working with five or more groups each month.

Approximate Combined Family Income of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

The Statisticai Abstract of Arizona (de Gemnaro 1976) reporté
the average income for a family of four in Arizona is $9187. Cufreht
legislation (U. S. Congress 1977) reparts the povefty level for a
family of four is $5850 per year. The Arizona EFNEP paraprofessionals
were asked to indicate their approximate ccmbined yearly inccme.
Their answers are revealed in Table 16.

Ten or 25 percent of the paraprotessionals repbrted incomes
under $5000 per year. Another fifteen or a tbtal of twenty-five
- (62.5 percent) indicated incomes of less than $10,000 a year. Only
five or 12.5 percent showed incomes of $15,000 orbmore a year.
Distances EFNEP Paraprofessionals Must Travel to Visit
Program Families :

EENEP Guidelines recommend that paraprofessionals be hired to .

work in the communities in which they live. The Arizona



39

Table 16. Approximate Combined Family Income of
EFNEP Paraprofe551onals

AAAAA RN N—4O
Income ‘Level/Per Year Frequency _ Percentage of Total
Under $5000 : -10 25.0
$5-10,000 15 | 37,5,
$10-15,000 | 8 20.0
$15,000 or above ' 5 12.5
Nb TEesSponse _ 2 ","j"ji' 5.0

paraprofessionals were asked to indicate the niumber of miles they must
travel to visit their familieé. Table 17 reveals their answers.

Twenty-two or 55 percent of the paraprofessionalsvmust travel
ten or more miles from their homes to the homes of their program home-
makers. Seven of 17.5 percent travel 5 or fewer miles to do their
work.

Table 17. Distances EFNEP Paraprofessionals Must Travel
to Vislt Program Famllles

T TN e
Distances (one way) | __ FPrequency "'jPerceﬁtage'Qf]TOtal
"Under one mile o 2 - |
1-3 miles o 2 0 a2
4-5 miles 4 ‘ 10.0
6-10 miles - 10 | 25.0

10+ miles ..... e 22 PR .‘.. . T 55,0 .
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. Other Characteristics of EFNEP.Paraprofessionals‘

Other questions were asked of the EFNEP paraprofessionals:
D1d your mother work outside the home; and Do:you feel you must work to
help support your family financially? The answers to these questions

are reported in Table 18.

~Table 18. Other Characterlstlcs of EFNEP Paraprofessionals

N—4G.'.l',f!fi:?‘1fI-'III.fiIIZZ.ZI"
Characterlstlc Frequency and Percentage of Total
.......... e yps g S T
Mother worked outside home 13 32.5 24 - 60.0 3

Must work to help support 24 60}0 16 40,0 = 0
famlly f1nanc1a11y R g

It is- 1nterest1ng to note that sixty percent of the parapro-
fe551onals reported that their own mothers had not worked outside the
home. Sixty percent also reported they feel it is a nece551ty for them
to work to support their families financialiy° These‘fin&ings seem to |

‘indicate the paraprofessionals are breaking some family‘traditions by
working outside the home, even though this seems to be brought about
by need. |

| It is notvelear'ﬁhether‘the'séme paiapfofessionals who.indioated :
- their mothers had not worked outside the home were also those who:feit

they must work.

Job Satisfaction Factors
Objectives of this study sought to .answer this question: What

are the feelings of the paraprofessionals towards job satisfaction
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factors guch as: persomnel benefits; working conditions; pay; co-
workers; security and advancement; supervision; communications; the
work itself; and other factors?

For the purpose of this study, each of the job satisfaction
factqrs mentioned in Objective 2 will be examined separately. During
&ata manipulation some statements which were negatively stated were
assigned a score of 3 for ''disagree" responses. Statements which were
positively worded were assigned a score of 3 for “agree" respbnses. |
Tables 19-26 display the responses of the paraprofessionals to state-
ments included in each job factor. Their responses are classified into
”suppértive” (agreement with the statement) '"neutral” and "non-
supportive' (disagreement with the statement).

| The mean scores of each job factor displayed in Table 27
(p.- 55) were determined from the scores (1, 2, or 3) established for
each statement in each job factor. Means were computed for each
respondent by each job factor as well as a mean for all factors
together. |

Personnel Benefits

_Six étatements were included in the personnél benefits factor;'
These statéments ihcluded knowledge of benefits available, leave and
other benefits as well as comparison with 6ther agencies, . Table 19-
reveals the responses of the EFNEP paraprofessionals to statements
- about personnel benefits. |

At least 62.5 percent bf'the pafaprofessionals were éuPportive

of The University of Arizona personnel benefits program. It must be



Table 19. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements about Personnel Benefits

Frequency and Percentages of Total Response

Statements Supportive Neutral Non-Supportive
n F Percentage F Percentage P Percentage

50. The University has good employee benefits 31 77.5 6 15.0 3 7.5
74. I understand what benefits are available

to employees 31 8 20.0 1 2.5
66. I am satisfied with our leave and

employee benefits 29 72.5 7 17.5 4 10.0
41. We get enough vacation time 28 70.0 7 17.5 5 12.5
52. We have a good personnel policy 27 67.5 12 30.0 1 2.5

58. Compared to oilier agencies in my community,
we have good benefits 257 62.5 12 30.0 3 7.5




Table 20. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements about Working Conditions

Frequency and Percentages of Total Response
Statements Supportive Neutral Non Supportive
F Percentage F Percentage” F Percentage

31l. For my kind of job, the working conditions

are OK 217 67.5 8 20.0 5 12.5
80. Extension does everything possible to

prevent accidents on the job 25 62.5 11 27.5 4 10.0
13. I often feel worn out and tired on the job 10 25.0 7 17.5 23 57.5

62. I'd rather work in an office than in the
field 7 17.5 10 25.0 23 57.5

22. Poor working conditions keep me from
doing my best 9 22.5 9 22.5 22 55.0

40. I have all the things I need to do my
job, . 15 37.5 12 30.0 13 32.5



Table 21. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements about Pay

Statements

14.

32.

23.

8l.

I am paid fairly compared with other
Extemsion employees

I am underpaid for the work I do

My pay is enough to live on comfortably
In my opinion, the pay in Extension is
lower than in other agencies in my

community

Extension should do a better job of
handling pay matters

F

15

22

Supportive
Percentage

F

12

Neutral
Percentage

22.5

Fv

16

10

26

Frequency and Percentages of Total Response
Nbn-Supportive
Percentage

40.0

25.0

65.0

22.5



Table 22. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements about Co-Workers

Frequency and Percentages of Total Response
Statements Supportive Neutral Non-Supportive
F Percentage F Percentage F Percentage

8. The people Iwork with tliink they run
the program, 8 20.0 4 10.0 28 70.0

60. The people Iwork with get along well
together . 28 70.0 7 17.5 5 12.5

76. The people Iwork with help each other out

if someone is sick or gets behind in her
work 22 55.0 7 17.5 11 27.5

84. A few of tlie people I work with think
they run theprogram 19~ 47.5 5 12.5 16 40.0




Table 23. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements about Security and Advancement

Frequency and Percentages of Total Response
Statements Supportive Neutral Non-Supportive

F Percentage F Percentage F Percentage

82. The longer you work for Extension the more

you feel you belong 31 77.5 8 20.0 1 2.5
43. I can be sure of my job as long as I do

a good job 31 77.5 6 15.0 3 7.5
34. You can get fired from Extension without

much reason 1 2.5 13 32.5 26 65.0
72. I always know how I'm doing in my work 25 62.5 6 15.0 9 22.5
42. When personnel changes are necessary,

they are handled fairly 20 50.0 14 35.0 6 15.0
24. I have a dead-end job 9 22.5 13 32.5 18 45.0
33. The people who get promotions usually

deserve them 17 42.5 8 20.0 15 37.5
51. I plan on staying in Extension until I retire 17 42.5 17 42.5 6 15.0
15. Seniority really means something in EFNEP 17 42.5 8 20.0 15 37.5
6. There are plenty of good jobs in Extension

for those who want to get ahead 14 35.0 18 45.0 8 20.0
59. Changes are made in the program with little 9 22.5 17 42.5 14 35.0

regard for the welfare of employees

CTN



Table 24. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements about Supervision

Frequency and Percentages of Total Response
Statements Supportive Neutral Non-Supportive

J. Percentage F “Percentage, F Perceptage

56. Personnel evaluations help me improve

my work 34 85.0 2 5.0 4 10.0
6l. Personnel evaluations help me do my job 34 85.0 3 7.5 3 7.5
4. My boss sees that we have the things we

need to do our job. 32 80.0 4 10.0 4 10.0
25. Most of the higher ups are friendly

toward employees 31 77.5 5 12.5 4 10.0
11. I am supervised too closely, someone is

always breathing down my neck 6 15.0 4 10.0 30 75.0
48. I have confidence in the fairness and

honesty of the people in charge 30 75.0 5 12.5 5 12.5
2. My Dboss knows what he/she is doing 29 72.5 8 20.0 3 7.5
55. My boss lets me know how I'm doingon

the job 29 72.5 6 15.0 5 12.5
7. My boss doesn't allow us to be creative

in our programs 10 20.0 2 5.0 28 70.0
26. My boss lets us know exactly what is

expected of us 27 67.5 5 12.5 4 10.0
67. Compared with other employees we get

very little attention 7 12.5 6 15.0 27 67.5
79. My bossevaluates me fairly 27 67.5 10 25.0 3 7.5
30. My boss has always been fair in dealings

with me 26 65.0 7 17.5 7 17.5
53. Personnel evaluations arc worthless 6 15.0 9 22.5 25 62.5

28. My boss is too interested in other things
to care about our needs 9 22.5 7 17.5 24 60.0

12. I feel I have been adequately trained to

do my job 22 55.0 8 20.0 10 25.0
63. They expect too much work from us 11 27.5 6 15.0 22 55.0
21. Extension does everything it can to see

that employees get a fair break on the job 22 55.0 13 32.5 5 12.5
16. I wish my boss would give us more direction 16 40.0 5 12.5 19 47.5
64. Tty boss has the work well organized 19 47.5 10 25.0 11 27.5

39. My boss gets us to work together as a
team 18 45.0 8 20.0 14 35.0



- Table 25. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements abput Communications

Frequency and Percentages of Total I;\esponse

Statements S Supportive Neutral Non-Supportive
F Percentage F Percentage ~ F Pexcentage

3. If 1 have a complaint to make, T feel free . . o

to talk to someone above me about it.’ 35 87.5 2 5.0 3 7.5
69, T Inow what is.expected of me ' 34 85.0 3 7.5 3 7.5.
35. I know how my job fits in with othér work :

in the program. ] 33 ° 82.5 5 12.5 2 5.0
37. I understand what the goals of EFNEP and : ;

Extension are: 33 82.5 4 10.0 3 7.5

71. My boss(es) listen to our suggestions. 31 77.5 6 15.0 3 7.5

47. 1 am encouraged to make suggestions for -
improvements in the program. 30 75.0 5 12.5 5 12.5

17. We are kept informed about plans and »
developments in EFNEP. 28 70.0 5 12.5 7 17.5

20. I am given credit and praise for work
. well done - _ 25 62.5 7 17.5 8 20.0

44, We are kept in the dark about things - - ‘
we ought to know. 7 17.5 10 25.0 23 57.5

10. Extension ignores our suggestions and .
conplaints _ - 8 20.0 10 25.0 22 55.0

8¥



“Table 26. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Statements about the Work Itself

Frequency and Percentages of Total Response

'Statements ) _ Supportive Neutral Non-Supportive
» : F Percentage F Percentage . F Percentage
78. I-can learn a great deal on my job. 40 100.0 - - - -
57. 1 wish I could do more for my progran N
families 39 97.5 T - ' 1 2.5
46. 1 feel 1 am really doing something
worthwhile . 38 95.0 2 5.0 - -
1. T really like the contact I have with .
program ‘families ' 37 92.5 3 7.5 - -
68. am proud to work in Extension., 36 90.0 3 7.5 1 2.5
19, My job is often dull and monotonous. 2 5.0 5 12,5 33 82.5
49, The reports we fill out are needed. 30 75.0 6 15.0 4 10.0
70. 1 have plenty of freedom on the job — :
to use my own judgement. ' 30 75.0 3 7.5; 7 17.5
38. I am often bothered by the pressures of '

- slack periods of work: Q 22.5 6 15.0 25 62.5
29. I don't like going door to door 11 27.5 7 7.5 22 55.0
75. 1 have liftie opportunity to use my :

abilities in the program. 9 22.5 9 22.5 22 55.0
54, ‘The Program operates efficiently and

smoothl% . -»p 14 35.0 14 35.0 12 30.0
65. I wasn't hired to handle the problems of : .

my program families - 19 . 47,5 8 20.0 13 32.5
7%. There are too many unnecessatry reports 16 40.0 11‘ 27.5 13 32.5

6v
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pointed out that nine or 22.5 percent of the paraprofessionals indicated
that they are not sure or do not know what benefits were available to

them,

Working Conditions

EFNEP paraprofessionals wefe asked to reépond to six state-
ments about working conditions, i.e., equipment, location or work and
freedom from accidents on the job. Their responses to these state-
- ments about working conditions are shown in Table 20.
Twenty-seven or 67.5 ?ercent 6f the paraprofessionals indicated
. that the working conditions were acceptable."Twenty—fi§e or
62.5 percent of the paraprofessionals responded that Extension tries to
prevent on the job acéidents,_ To a statement about féeling ﬁorn out
“_'and tired on the job, ten or 25 percent of the respondents agreed.
Seven of the paiaprofessionals would rather work‘in:an_office. Nine
felt that poor working conditions kept them from doing.theif best. - One
statement about having all the things necessary‘to do a job elicited
the mosf non-conclusive responses: 37.5 percent supportiveiso percent

neutral and 32.5 percent non-supportive.

: Pay .

| Five statements about pay matters were included in the pay
factor. Paraprofessionals were asked to respénd to statements about the
amount of pay, the way pay is.handled,.their pay compared to others in
Extension and others in similar agencies. The responses to these.

statements about pay are shown in Table 21.
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Fifteen of the paraprofessionals felt they were paid fair}y
compared to other Extension employees, but only nine felt that Exten-
sion paid fairly compared with other agencies. Fifty-five percent 6f'
those who responded felt that they were underpaid for the work they do.
Sixty-five percent did not feel .their pay was enough to live on
comfortably, Eighty percent of the pafaprofessionals felt Extension

should do. a better job of handling pay matters.

Co-Workers

EFNEP paraprofessionals indicated the -quality of relationship
between‘fhem and their co-workers (othef paraprofe35ionals in their
unit) when they responded to the four statementslinéluded in the :
inventory. Table 22 reveals their responses about éo-workers,

# Twenty percent of thejparaprofessionals indicated that theA
people they work with think they ruh the program.  When‘asked:if é few
of the people they Work with think they run the program,Anineteen'Or'
47.5 percent answefed affirmatively. Seventy percent thought their :
co-workers got along well and 55 percent indicated thét the people tﬁey

work with help eéch‘other out when needed.

Security and Advancement - _ |
There were eleven statements included in the job factor of
security and advancement. The EENEP parapréfessionals' responsesrto:
these stétements are displayed in Table 23. |
Five statements received at least 50 percent supportive
responses, indicatiﬁg the paraprofessionals do not feel they could 1osé

their jobs as long as they were performing adéquately. It was
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indicated the paraprofessioﬁals were kept'aware of how they are doing
on tﬁe job. Thirty-dne felt they came to feel more a part of the
organization with longevity. Fifty percent felt-personnel changes
weré handled fairly.

Nine paraprofessionals felt they had dead end jobs. Fifteen
indicated some feéling'of partiality invpromoinhs. Six definitely did
not plan to stay in Extemsion until they retire. Eight felt there were
not enough chances for advancement in Exﬁension° Seventeen respondeﬁts
felt seniority means something in fhe program, while fifteen did not.
The statement about changes being made without regard for employee
welfare brought about the most equal responses{ ffqurteen sﬁpportive;

seventeen neutral and nine non-supportive.

Supervision
Responses to 21 statements about supervision are reported in
Table 24. A1l but three of the statements about'sﬁpefviéion received
twenty or more supportive responses. The three gtatements that were
least supported indicated 47.5 percent of the paraprbfessionals wished
their bosses would give more direction, 47.5 percent of the respondents
_ felt the work was well-drganized by their bosses..,Forty-fiv¢ percent
felt their bosses encouraged them to work together-as a team. |
Thirty-four of the paraprofessionals felt personnel evaluatiéns
helped., Thirty-two felt their.bosses saw to it they were well-equiped
for the job. Six of the forty felt they were supervised too closely.
~ Five revealed a lack of confidence in their leadership. Eleven either

felt that their boss didn't know what he/she is doing or weren'f sure.
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) Eighteen respondents expressed a need for more training.
Eleven felt too much work is ekpected of them. Twenty-eight felt they
were allowed to be creative in their jobs. Twenty-six felt they had

been treated fairly.

Commmications

Research has shown the importance of commmications in job
satisfaction, i.e., knowing what is expected, béing able to make sug-
gestions, voice complaints, knowing what the goals of the organization
are and being involved in the decision-making process. The responses of
the EFNEP paraprofessionals are shown- in Ta51e 25. |

At least twenty-two of the EFNEP parapfofessionals indicated
supportive responses. to each'ofvthe ten\stateﬁents composing the com-
mumication factorAas related to job“satisfaétibn. The maximum high
score of‘35 supportive résponses indicated_tﬁat tﬁe paraprofessionals

felt they could make complaints known to superiors;

The Work Itself

The intrinsic rewards of the work itself rank high in the
research done on job satisfaction levels of Extension proféssionals_
~ (Worden 1973). - The reactions of EFNEP paraprofessionals to the ﬁork
itself are displayed in Table 26.

The only statement in the entire inventory to receive 100 per-
cent supportive responses was statement number 78: I can learn a

great deal on my job.
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Five other statements, numbers 57, 40, 46, 1 and 68 received
at least 90 percent supportive responses; 97;5, 95, 95, 92.5 and
90 percents, respectively.

Four of these statements are associated with the contact_with
program families. The statement reéeiving 90 percent of the sﬁpportive
responses was the one thét dealﬁ with pride in working in Extensionm.

The author has heard many complaints about reports required in
the EFNEP program. It is interesting to note that thirty or 75 percent
of the paraprofessionals felt reports are needed (#49) but 6nly 13 were
| suppoftive of reports in statement #73.

Only two paraprofessionals felt théif-jdbs_are dull and monot- -
onous. Nine felt they had little bpportunitthovﬁsé their gbilities.
Nine revealed they disliked going door to ddof-recruiting program home-
makers. Nine indicated'they ere bothered‘by_pressures~or slack
periods of work. Twelvé paraprofessionals quééfiéned the effiéiency of

‘the program.

Mean Scores for Job Factor Statements

Table 27 displays the minimum and maximum meén scores for indi-
i vidual :espondents classifiéd according toftheVéight job_factgrs ana-
1y2ed abéve.» These factors are ranked according to meané calculafed for
each factor. |

When evaluatihg Table 27, it must be_pointed out that the lowest
or least supportive mean score possible is 1.000. The highest or most
supportive mean score possible is 3.000. A mean score of 2.000 is

neutral. To receive a minimm individual mean score of 1.000, at least



Table 27. Mean Scores for Job Factor Statements

55

: Minimm Maximum Mean of
Ranked Job. Factors Individual Individual Job Factor
Mean Mean
Communications 1.800 3.000 .613
Personnel Benefits 1.714 3.000 .611
The Work Itself 2.000 3.000 . 540
Supervision 1.571 2,952 474
Working Conditions 1.500 3.000 .363
Co-Workers 1.000 3.000 .319
Security and Advan;ement 1.300 3.000 2317
Pay 1.000 2.800 .660
- Average mean for all factors ,362.
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one paraprofessional would have to have responded non-supportively to
each statement in any factor. To receive a maximum'individual score of
3.000 in any factor, at least ene respondent would have to have checked

.suppOrtiVe'boxes for every statement in any factor. ‘

The job satisfaction factors that received the lowest minimum'
individual mean score were: co-workers and pay. The highest minimm
went to the work itself. Supervision and pay were the only job factors

_to receive maximum individual mean scores of less than a perfect 3.000.

Mean scores for each individual job factor ranged between the‘
low of 1.660 for pay to 2. 613 for commmication. The average mean for
all factors was 2.362. Only three factors had means of less than the

average mean; co-workers, security and advancement and pay.
| The largest range for any job factors was 10000 to 3.000 for
co-workers. The highest range for any factor was 2@000 to 3.006 for the

work itself.

~ Other Statements about Work

Eighf.statements were included in the inventory to quest%on the
paraprofessionals about their feelings about the job attitude inven-
: ﬁtory, EFNEP policies and thelr ablllty to handle problems Thelr o
responses to these statements are detalled in Table 28,

The answers to these eight statements were not converted to
supportive or non-suppoftive responses because they do not affect job
'satisfaction; ‘They are displayed as agreement or disagreement with

each statement. Thirty-six paraprofessionals felt the job attitude



Table 28. Responses of EFNEP Paraprofessionals to Other Statements about Work

Frequency and Percentage of Total Response
Statements Agree Neutral Disagree
F Percentage F Percentage F Percentage

9. Filling in this inventory is a good way to
let the program know what employees think 36 90.0 3 7.5 1 2.5

18. I think some good may come out of filling
in this form 29 72.5 9 22.5 2 5.0

45. I'd rather work with youth than with

homemakers 6 15.0 8 20.0 26 65.0
83. It's more challenging to work with

homemakers than with youth 20 50.0 12 30.0 8 20.0
27. I'd rather work with groups than

individually with homemakers 16 40.0 9 22.5 15 37.5
36. I'd rather work individually with

liomemakers than with groups of homemakers 13 32.5 10 25.0 17 42.5
77. I feel I cope with problems easily 27 67:5 6 15.0 7 17.5

85. I can't deal with many problems at once. 12 30.0 6 15.0 22 55.0
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inventory is a good way to let the prbgram know what employees are
thinking. - Also, twenty-nine felt some good would come out of the
' inventory. | ,

Only six péraprofessibnals indicated they would rather work
with youth than homemakers. Twenty responded that it was more reward-
'ing to work with youth fhan homemakers. The group seemed to be split
evenly into segments that would rather work with groups of homemakers
or individually. Twenty-seven indicated they felt they could handle
problems easily; but twenty-two felt they couldn't handle hany problems
at once.

Relationships of Seéleécted Personal Characteristics .
to ‘ldentified Job‘Satisfaction'Factors

Objective 3:of this study sought to answer this quesfion: Are
the selected personal_characteristicsrof'the,paraprofeésionais related
to the identified job satisfaction factors?

In order to answer the above objective, one way'analyses of -
variance were calculated between eight job satisfaction factors and
seventeen personal characteristics. Tablé 29 reveals the F probability

‘values for each of the correlations.
» Only ten corfelatioﬁs_réceived an F ﬁalﬁe iﬁtéfpfeted'invtermé
of probability of .050 or less. These correlations are:

Location of Resideﬁce/FeelingsiaboutfPay

Length of Residence/Feelings about Pay

Previous Work kaerience/Feeiings about Working Conditions

Marital Statué/Feelings aboﬁf Supefvision

Marital Stafus/Feelings about Wbrking Conditions



-Table 29.

Personnel
Benefits

Security and
Advancement

Communication
Co-Workers

Working
Conditions

Pay

1lic Work
Ttself

Supervision

Significant Correlation:

F Values Interpreted in Terms of Probability Correlations between
Personal Characteristics and Job Satisfaction Factors

%

.408

.210

.265

.234

.223

.003

.208

.314

.060

.6064

.818
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L7733 .802

.842 .790

.908 .707

.840 .743

.902  .900

.521 .759

.159

.910

.055

.790

.080

.187

H

.249

.160

.335

.044

.650

.546

.020

.432

.969

.881

.558

.820

.948

.609

.499
.608

.754

.869

.287

.534

.303

.050 or Lower F Value

.980

.886

.942

.786

.625

.029

.813

.785

.813

.743

.498

.871

.885

.680

.250

.125

.124

.680

.633

.010

179

.884

.562

.640

.543

.756

.956

.910

.422

.101

.006

.147

.263

.539

.142

.416

.899

.636

472

.698

.410

.349

.819

8
8 23,

s s§

.343

.922

.623

.656

.681

.444

171

.304

.278

.546

.940

.975

.057

.475

.101

.857
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Age/Feelings about Pay

Years of Schooling Completed/Feelings about Pay

Number of-Program Groups/Feelings about Co-Workers
Racial-Ethnic Composition of Neighborhood/Feelings about Pay
Racial-Ethnic Composition of Neighborhoéd/Feelings about the
Work Itself |

Those personal characteristics in this study which did not
reflect any effect on job satisfaction factors were: husband's occupa-
tion; number of children; race of the péraprofessional; tenure in
Extension; number of program families; family income;,diétanqe df
travel to work; occupation of the paraprofessionalfé-mothérvaﬁd'a feel- -
ing of necessity to work in order to support fhe fami1§ finén;iai1y;

| Furthef énalysiS»of the homogenous subsets indiﬁateéithe

‘relationships beﬁWeen'seiected personél'charactéristic§ and identified

job satisfaction factors. This was accomplished by‘evaluation of the

mean scores of satisfaction with each of the job factors identified Ey
~ the F values. These job factor mean scores were established for each
subgroup of pe'rsonalﬁcharacteristics° A mean score of 3 as a maximum
indicates high satisfaction. A score of 1 is lowest, inditating'if
gfeéﬁest diséatigf;étidn.

Many subgroups of personal characterics are so small that
~ firm conclusions carnot be drawn between the characteristic ahd the job
factor regardless of the F value established.
" Each of’these correlations will be discussed separately with

the means calculated for each group of responses to the personal

characteristics. -
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Location of Residence/Feelings about Pay
Table 30 reveals the mean scores of responses relating pay
calculated for each group of responses to location of residence.

Table 30. Analysis of Subsets: Location of Residence/
Feellngs about Pay

1t e S
Locatlon of Residence Frequency Mean Scores of:
........................................ " ‘Respenses about Pay
Small Town 15 . ' 2.5333
Central City | | 14 2.3000
Largé Town ‘ 6 | : .- 1.8333
Farm | 3 _‘-“_."2,53"33

Reser&ation' 2 __mhf”f _2.3000

Those paraprofeséionals living on farms br.réservationsAhad
mean‘sc§res of 2.5333 and 2.3000 respectively‘to étafements'ébout pay;
These are compared to mean scores of 1.5867, 1.833, and 1;3867-for
those 1living in small towns, large towns and central cities, respec-
tively. These findings could be attributed to a lower cost of living

on farms and reservations.

Length of Residence/Feelings aboﬁtrPay’

Téble 31 indicates the mean scores of respoﬁses about pay
computed for each group of responses by paraprofessionals in relation
to length of residence in the community.

These meaﬁs do not indicate a tendency towards satisfaction as
length of residence increases. The three paraproféssionals who

responded that they lived in their commmities for four to six years
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Table 31 Ana1y51s of Subsets: Length of R351dence/Fee11ngs about Pay

| e % P O

Length of Residence Frequency Mean Scores of:
T T U o -~ Respomses about Pay

7+ years _ 31 1.6065 .

l-Slyears ' .v, B | 4 1.3000

4-6 years v : 3 _ 2.4667

-Under 1 year o 1 | . _ 1.600

héd a mean .score of 2.4667 to étatements about péy, The mean score for
the thirty-one paraprofessionals (1.6065) who lived in their commmities
longest is roughly equivalent to the mean for those who have lived in
their communities less than one year (1.6000). It must be pointed out
that only one paraprofessional had lived in her community less than one

year.

Previous Work Experience/Feelings about Working Conditions
The mean séores for responses about working conditions were cal-
culated for groups of responses abbut the previous work experience of
EFNEPAparapréfessionals° These results are revealed in Table 32.
Paraprofessionals whose experience was in the secretarial field
- had thé lowest mean score for working.cbnditions of 1.6667. Those who
had done other service work previously had a mean score of 2.4167 for
feelings about working conditions. Paraprofessionals who had not
worked outside the home had a mean scére.of 2.4242, The former student -

had a mean score of 2.5000.



63

~Table 32. Analysis of'Subsets Previous Work Ekperiente/
, Feellngs about Working Conditions :
[ A A S T A v"::.::::::::.._40......::.i:::::::::::::::::>4,
i T ' Mean Scores of:
Prev1ous Wbrk Experlence , Frequency Responses about
....................................... Working Conditions

Homemaker | 22  2.282
Service Work 10 2.4167
Industry 5 o 202333
Secretarial Work : 2 1.6667
Student ‘. I ........ 1 . 205000

Marital Status/Feelings about Working Conditione ",‘

In an effort to evaluete_tﬁe effect ef.the marital_statﬁs of
paraprofessionals on feelings about working conditions, the mean'scores”
for each division established for mafital sfatus; Table 33 indicetes
the relationships between marital étatuS'and feelings ebout;workihg'
conditions.,

The'pareﬁrofessional who reported marital separation had.a:
mean response of 1.500 to statements about working conditions. Those
paraprofessionals who were single had a mean of 2,500 to the same
statements. The one respondent who was a widow had a score of 2.6667,

compared to- the mean of 2.4167 for those who were marrled

Marital Status/Feelings about Supervision
Another job factor that correlated significantly with marital
status was feelings about supervision. Mean scores of responses about

5upervisi0n are compared with marital status in Table 34.
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Marital Status/Feelings about

Table 33. Analysis of Subsets:
Working Conditions .
e N=4 0 | |
' ' ' Mean Scores of:
Marital Status Frequency Responses about
_ ' 'derking Conditions
Married 28 - 2.4167
Divorced 7 2.1667
Single 3 2.5000
Widowed 1 2.6667
Separated 1 _1.5000
Table 34. Analysis of Subsets: Marital Statué/?eelings about
Superv151cn
..... S T i 4-_
Mean Scores of:
Marital Status Frequency Responses about
................................ T ‘Stpervision
Married 28 2.5119
Divorced 7 o 2.3061
Single 3 2.7460
Widowed 1 2.6667
Separated i 1 1,5714

- The respbndent who was separated from her husband had a mean

score to statements about supervision of 1.5714.

" Those who were single

had scores of 2.7460 and the widowed paraprofessional had a mean score

of 2.3061 compared to the mean of 2.5119 for those who were married.
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=.Age of Paraprofessionals/Feelings about Pay

Bach EFNEP paraprofessional was asked to indicate the group of
ages her own age wouid fall into. The analysis of subsets revealed in
these groups of ages and responses to statements about pay is shown in
Table 35.

The six paraprofessionals who are 20 years of age and under had
a mean score to statements about pay of 2,133, The six respondents at

the other end of the spectrum had a mean score to those same statements

of 1.9667. |
Table 35. Analysis of Subsets: Age of Paraprofessionals/Feelings
about Pay
N=40 o

_ — Mean Scores of:
Age _ | A Frequency . Responses about Pay
31-50 ' 23 1.4783
51-60 | 6 1.9667
20 and under 6 2.1333
21-30 _ . - 5  1.5600

Years of Schooling Completed/Feelings about Pay
Research has éhgwn that persons with ''some" céllege courses
: ﬁere least satiéfied with their‘job-(Barbash 1976) . Table 36. indicates
the responses of paraﬁrofessionals to feelingé about pay analyzed in
terms of schooling completed. There was not enough data available to
further evaluate those with ''some" college. Personal experiencev
indicates the range frah one class after high school to a college

degree.
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Table 36. Analysis of Subsets: Years of Schooling'Completed/

— et
Years of Schooling Completed  'Frequency =~ ___Responses about Pay
12+ | 16 1.4875
9-11 ‘ ST 1 - 1.9001
12 | u 7 1.2857
'8'and'undér"';"i ................ f'b ,,,,,, L 2;1000

Those - who have not completed high school had mean scores about
pay of 2.100 and 1.9091. Those who had completed high school had a
mean score of 1.2857 while those who had taken some courses beyond '

~ high school had a mean of 1.4875.

Numbér of Program Groups/Feelings about Co-Wbrkers ,

The new EFNEP program emphasis of organizing ﬁrogram groups led
the author to calculate whether the number of program groups had any
effect on any job sétisfaction factors. One-way analysis of variance

identified only 6ne,possib1e effect; feelings about co-workers (Table 37);

Table 37. Analysis of Subsets: Number of Program Groups/Feelings

-"'::::::':"N.'—_4Q _
: Mean Scores- of:
NMumber of Program Groups Frequency Responses about
o piYetal BIUUPS o | Co-Workers
None ' : 17 ~ . 2.3824
1-2 | : | 13 _ 2.4615
T g ©1.7500

54 : | 2 30000
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The two paraprofessionals who had five or more groups had a
mean of 3.000, which is extremely supportive. The seven respondents

who reported three or four groups had a lower mean of‘1°7500n

Racial-Ethnic Composition of Neighborhood/Feelings about Pay

| In an effort to determine whether the racial-ethnic composition
of the EFNEP paraprofe551onals nelghborhoods had any effect of
feellngs about pay, the mean scores of responses about pay were
divided into groups based on the type of neighborhood. The results
are displayed in Table 38.

Two paraprofessionals who reported being in Indian neighborhoods
responded with a mean of 2,300 to statements about pay. Those living
in integrated neighborhoods respondea wifh a méan of 1.4833 to those
same statements. A mean score of 1.9750 was attributed to those who
lived in Mexican- -American communities, a score of 1.600 to those in
Anglo commumnities.

Table 38. Analysis of Subsets: Racial-Ethnic Composition of
Nelghborhood/Feelrngs about Pay

R N=40
Racial-Ethnic Composition Frequency E Mean Scores of:
of Nelghborhood — C o ~ ' 'Responses about Pay
Integrated .24 1.4833
Mexican American 8 1.9750
Anglo 5 1.6000

- Indian | | ‘ 2 | 2.3000

Black e e e e e e e e e RN O ............ -;-
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Racial-Ethnic Composition of Nelghborhoods/Feellngs
about the Work Itselfl - -

The same responses about the racial-ethnic c’ompositidn of the
EFNEP paraproféssibnals' neighborhoods were correlated to the responses
of the paraprofessionals about the work itself. The analysis of these
subsets is shown in Table 39. 7
. The highest mean scores of responses (2.7083) abdut the work -

itself were attributed to the eight respondents who reported ’tO‘liVing
in Mexican American commmities. The lowest scores were attributed to
the twenty-four paraprofessionals living in integrated communities.

Table 39. Analysis of Subsets: Racial- Ethnic Comp051t10n of
Nelghborhood/ Feellngs about the Work Itself

A _: HE I A N_40 ‘—ﬁ V .
_ e _ ﬁ ‘ - Mean Scores of:
Racial-Ethnic Composition F_requency . Responses about
of Neighborhood = L . the Work Itself .
Integrated o ' 24 - - 2 4556
Mexican American 8 o ,2.708,’3
Anglo 5 - - 2.6133
Indian : ' ' 2 _ v - 2.6667
Black _ _ 0 - -

\

The findings are gene_ralrlr_y:nop—conclusive in view of the
limited number in the study populatio‘1:'1 and the even smaller sub-groups
indicated by analysis of the personal characteristics. No attempt was
made to control for the effects of the specific county situation each
pare'tprofessibonal» works in; supervisors, home situation, or other

external factors. |
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No attempt was made to evaluate the additional comments made |
by the paraprofessionals during the survey. 'Ihey.do not contradict
the findings of this study. They can be found in Appendix D of this

study.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY,, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In keeping with the'pﬁrpoSe of this study, this chapter
deals with the summary of findings, conclusions and recommendations

based upon the findings of the study.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to appraise job satisfaction of
the paraprofessional employed in the Expanded Food and Nﬁtrition
Education Program in-Arizona in the light of certain-pefsonal charac-

teristics.

Specific Objectives

In order to accomplish the fbregoing problem, thé fé11owing
questions were identified:

" 1. What are selected personal characteristicé of paraprofes-
sionals employed in the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Progrém
of the CooPérative Extension Service in Arizona? |

2. What are the feelings ofvthé'paraprofessionals towards job
benefits (both real and fringe), working satisfaction factors such as
conciitions, pay, co;workers, éecuri‘ty and advancement, supervision,
commuﬁicaﬁions? the work itself and other factors?

3. Are tﬁe selected personal characteristics of the parapro-
fessional related to the identified job satisfaction factors?

70
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The summary of findings from this study is reported in terms
of the objectives of the study and is organized under the same major

headings as in the presentation and interpretation of data.

Selected Personal Characteristics

1. EENEP paraprofessionals are employed in eight Arizona
Counties. Paraprofessionals from seven of those counties responded to
the job satisfaction inventory. | 7

2. Most of the EFNEP paraprofessionals are empleyed in the
large urban counties, Maricopa and Pima. These are alée the couﬁties
with the largest population. |

3. Paraprofessionals living in small towns account for
37.5 percent of the EENEP paraprofessionals~responding'to the
1nventory Another 35 percent reported 1iving in central c1t1es

| 4,“ A majority of the paraprofessionals reported 11v1ng in
their communities seven or more years. _
5. 'Twenty—five paraprofessionals or sixty percentAof those
responding reported 1living in integrated communities.

6. ‘Nearly thirty percent of the paraprofessionals have worked
in the EFNEP program seven or more years; Another thirty percehtlhave’
been employed in the EFNEP program from four to six years; Only nine-v
persons have worked less than one year.

| 7. The majority of paraprofessionals had not worked out-

side the home prior to employment in the EFNEP program.
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8. Most of the paraprofessionals who had worked outside the
home prior to EFNEP employement worked in service occupations (nurses'
aides, teachers' aides, etc.)

9. A majority of the EFNEP paraprofessionals were involved in
commmity organizations. Most of those were involved in church
organizations. o | |

10. A majority of the paraprofessionals are married. Only
three of those queried had never been married.

11. The largest number of paraprofessioﬁals reported that their
husbands were employed in blue collar positions.. “h .

12. All but three of the-ﬁaraprofeésionaIS-reported having
children of their own. The largest number of aides reported having
from one to three children, while thé next largest ﬁumber'of paraprQ%
fessionals reported slightly laréer famiiies df:foﬁr to six'éhildren,

13. EFNEP paraprofessioﬁals range in gge from approiimate1y 20
to 60 years of age. Over half of the paraprofessioﬁals reported being
between‘%he ages of 31-50 years.

14, Over half of the paraprofessionals reported being of
7 Mexican American descent. Only five repofted being Anglb° »

15. Nearly fifty percent of the paraprofessidnalsvhave'not
~ finished high school. Of those having finished high school, sixteen
have taken courses beyond the high school level.

16. The paraprofegsionals reported WDrking with numbers of
progrém homemakers ranging from 20 to 50 each month.

17. The largest number of paraprofessionais were not working

with any program groups of either homemakers or 4-H members.
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18. One\Quarter of the EFNEP paraprofessionals reported
combined family incomes of less than the poverty level. Another
fifteen or a total of twenty-five paraprofeésionals had combined
family incomes of less than the average income of Arizona.

19. The largest number ofvEFNEP'paraprofegsionals travel more

than ten miles to visit their program families.

20. A majority of the EFNEP paraprofessionals reported their
mothers had not worked outside the home.

21, Sixty percent of the paraprpfessionalslfelt they must

work to suppoft their families financially.

In summary, EFNEP péraprofessiqnais empldye& in Arizoﬁa‘tehd
..to be married, usually to blﬁe-collar,workers, rearing or having

reared their own children. : They tend to be_befween the éges of 31—50.:
and had ndt worked outside the homé.priof to employménﬁjin the |

Extension Service.

Job. Satisfaction Factors

1. In the aggregate, EFNEP paraprofessionals are supportive
:of The University of Arizona personhel'behefits programs.

2. Most of the parépfofessionals find the working conditions
V fouhdrin the Arizona EFNEP program acceptable.

| 3. Responses of the EENEP paraprofessionals to statementé

about péy matters were not supportive of University policies. Feelings
- about pay received one of the lowest minimm mean scores indicating the

most dissatisfaction about pay policies.
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4, A majority of the EENEP paraprofessionals have positive
feelihgs about their co-workers; however, examination of minimm and
maximum mean scores shows variations in respohses from compietely
positive responses of some individuals to the lowest possible score
for others. Feelings about co-Workers had'One of the'lewest'means,
indicating problems‘with co-workefs, |

5. Most of the EFNEP paraprofessionale felt they could not
lose their jobs as long as they were perferming adequately. Most felt
supportive of policies involving security and advancement,

6. EFNEP paraprofessionals indicated a need for more direction
given by their supervisors. Nearly half.of,thosevrequndlng expressed ‘
a need for more training. No one peraprofeesional wes tetally sup-
portive of superﬁision practices. | |

7. The highest mean»score was‘achieved-inlresponses’to etate-
',ments about communications. This indicates that the paraprofe551onals
feel ralatively secure “about making suggestlons and know1ng what is
being done in the program. |

8. The one job satisfaction factor that teceived the most
p051t1ve responses was the 1ntr1n51c rewards of the work itself,

90' Most of the EFNEP paraprofe551onals felt p051t1ve about
'filling in the job satisfaction inventory. Most prefer working with
homemakers espec1a11y 1nd1v1dua11y |

~In summary, the job factors that were the most satlsfylng to
the'BFNEP‘paraprofe551onals were the intrinsic rewards of.the job
itself. Pay_and relationships with co-workers were the areae of.‘

least satisfaction.
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Relationships of Selected Personal Characteristics
to Identified Job Satisfaction Factors

1. Those paraprofessionals living in smaller conmumities,
farms and reservations, were the most satisfied about their pay. Those
living in central cities were the most dissatisfied about paf., No -
analysis was made concerning the respective costs of living in each of
the communities. |

2. Paraprofessionals living in their fespective commmities
from four to six years are more satisfied with their pay than those who
have lived in their communities less time or more time.

3, If paraprofessibnals had prior work'experienéé:in an
- office, they are less likely to find acceptable the worklng condltlons
found in EFNEP when compared to those- who had work experlence outside
' the controlled environment of an office. |

| A4.' The paraprofe551onals whose marltal status indicated a
’voluntary dissolution of thelr marrlage (separated or dlvorced) seemed
to be the most.dlssatlsfled with working condltlons.

5. The same paraprofessionals who indicatedAa volunﬁary dis-

solution of their marriage also indicated greatest dissatisfaction with

’i,'superv151on,

6. Most of the paraprofe551onals 1nd1cated some dlssatlsfactlon
with their pay. Those who were the most satisfied with their pay seemed
to be those who were 20 years of age and under and those ﬁh0<were
between 51-60 years of age. | |

7. Satlsfactlon with the pay of a paraprofe551onalAseems to

dlmlnlsh w1th educatlon, espec1a11y with completion of high school.
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8. The oaraprofessionals who worked with.fiVe OT more pro-
gram groups had the highest mean score for‘satisfactory.relationships
with co-workers. The lowest score for feelings about co—worke;s was
achieved by those EFNEP paraprofessionals who had three or four pro-
| ~ gram groups. | -
9. It was not clear:ifAthe determining faotof for satis-
faction with pay was: cost.of living in a community; size; location
or racial-ethnic composition of the commumity. EFNEP paraprofessionals
living in raciélly-segregated.oommuhities were ﬁore s?tisfied with
their pay than those living in integrated commmities. -
10. The same findings are evident in feellngs about the work
witself Paraprofessionals 11v1ng in 1ntegrated communltles were less
satisfied with the 1ntr1n51c rewards of the JOb itself than those who .
lived in racially segregated communltles° ,
| 11, Those personal character15t1c5'that did ﬁot.seeo to affect
job satisfaction_were: husband's occupation; ﬁumbef of children; race;
tenure in Extension; number of program families;vfamilyrincome;
distance of travel; did the paraprofessional's mother work outside the
home; and the feellng of nece551ty to work in order to support the

famlly f1nanc1a11y

_ In summary, those personal characteristics that tend to affect
job satisfaction are: ’size_of commanities; racial-ethnic composition
of the parapfofeesional‘s commonity, as well as the length of time the
pafaprofessionai’has 1ived.in that oommunity ; previous work experi-

~ence; marital status; age of parapfofessionals; educational level and
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and the number of program groups worked with. Those’job satisfaction
- factors that were most affected by personal characteristics were:
pay; working conditions; relationships with co-workers; supervision and

intrinsic rewards of the work itself.

B 'coﬁc'lusicms ,
-Based upon the findings as presented in this chapter, the fol-
lowing conclusions were drawn: V

1. It was possible to devise an instrument.to_identify
‘selected personal characteristics of EFNE? paraprofessionals.

2. EFNEP paraprofessionals employed in Ariiénarfend.fo‘be'
married, usually to blue-collar workers; rea;ing-or‘ﬁaving reared their
own children. They.are between the ages of 31-50 and had not worked
éutside the home prior to employment in the Extension Service.

3, Paraprofessionals were able to,respond‘tOVStateménts,-
included in a job satisfaction invéntory‘siﬁilai-to:one used in
indusfry.

4. ParapréfessiOnéls were generally satisfied with their jobs
in the EFNEP program, especially the intrinsic reWards of the job
itself:and_commuhications with administration and supervision. Pay
and rélatisnships with éoéﬁorkers were the job factors that caused the
most dissatisfaction among EENEP paraprofessionals.

5. Paréprofessionals would like to see more direction from

their supervising agents and need more training.
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6. Some personal characteristics were related to: certain job
satisfaction factors. These were:
a. Location of Residence/Feelings about Pay -
b. Length of Residence/Feelings about Pay

c. Racial-Ethnic Composition of Paraprofessionals'’
Neighborhoods/Feelings about Pay

d. Age/Feelings about Pay
e.. Years of Schooling’Completed/Feelings about Pay

f. Previous Work Experlence/Feellngs about
Working Conditions

g. Marital Status/Feelxngs about Wbrklng :
Conditions ‘

h. Marital Stafus/Feelingé about Supervision

i. Racial-Ethnic Composition‘of'Péraprofessionals'
Neighborhoods/Feelings about the Work Itself -

7. Many relatlonshlps between personal characterlstlcs and job
satisfaction factors were not very clear due to p0551ble 1nteract10n‘

between personal characteristics and other non-ldentlfled factors.

Recommendations

Based upon the findings and conclusions of this study, the
author recommends to the Program Coordlnator of The Arlzona
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program and Admxnlstratlon of )
The Arizona Cooperative Extension Service that:

1. A case study of personal characteristics and job satisfac-
tion of the paraprofe551onals in the EFNEP program.be conducted in
selected counties. The purpose of thls study should be to further

analyze interrelationships among personal characteristics and their
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effect on job satisfaction factors.- Special'emphasis'shOUId be placed
on further analysis of education, number of program groups, marital
status and neighborhood. Specific analysis of the effect of thé
supervisor should also be made. | |

2. 'Follow-up studies of the entire population of EFNEP para-
professionals be conducted at five-year intervals to evaluate trendé |
in personal characteristics and job satisfaction.

3. The Personnel Office of The University of Arizona re-
evaluate job classifications for paraprofessionais and upgrade pay
status, also improve the manner in which pay mé£ters.are handled,'

4, Help be given'supervising Extension agents to pfoﬁide
better direction and training for'EFNEP paraprofess'i:ojnéls°

5. Assistance be provided supervising Extension agents to .-
improve relationships between paraprofessionals.

6. The information obtained from this study‘be made availablé

to supervising agents and shared with EFNEP paraproféssibnals.



APPENDIX A

EENEP AIDE INVENTORY

Instructions

* PURPOSE OF THE INVENTORY |
Welwould like té know what you think about your job as é
nutrition aide, your pay, your boss, EFNEP and Exténsion in general.
This‘inventory should tell us your ideas and opinions quickly,aﬁd .
easily without signing your name. There are a mumber of statements
on these pages. Just mark an "X'" by each statement to sﬁow'how you

feel. It is easy to do and you can be completely honééﬁ in youf

answer,

HOW_TO FILL IN'THE INVENTORY

| Read eachrstatement carefully and decide how ybﬁ'feél about it,
You will agree with some statements, and you willrdiéagree with
others. You may not be sure aboﬁt some. To helprexpress your

opinion, there are three possible answers placed beside each statement.

Example ’ | | | 'AGREE 7 DISACREE .
I would rather work in a large city than S N
in a small town.

Choose the answer most like your own opinion and mark an "X -

" in the box under it.

THIS IS NOT A TEST

There are no ''right'" or 'wrong' answers. We want your own honest

opinion,

' 80
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WORK RAPIDLY BUT ANSWER ALL STATEMENTS

Do not spend too much time on one statement. If you cannot
decide abdut a statement, mark the "?" box and go on to the next
statement. If you make a mistake, erase your mark or £ill in the
box completely. Thenvmérk an "X in the correct box.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Do not sign your-name. Be sure to check the line above the
answer that is the closest to your own situation. This iﬁformation
will be used only to make the results more meaningful. It will not
be used to identify you in any way, nor wili it be‘used,tO‘evaluate
your CountY's program or your supervising home economist.,

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED

When you have finished the inventory, check to see that you have
marked every statement. Then turn»tq‘theAspace where you will write -
your comments. In this space we would like you.to write anything»
about your job or Extensién that is important to you. If you think
something is good, please comment on that, too. If you have a

suggestion, write that in also. When you finish, raise your hand and

. we will plck up your form.

Your help in thls study is strlctly voluntary If Y6ﬁ do not -
want to answer any particular question, do not feel you have to do so.
The- information you giVe us will be combined with that from other aides

and reported as totals.



1.

2.

GENERAL, TNFORMATION

82

Circle the letter next to the most correct answer.

Where do you live?

A. Farm

B. Reservation
C. Small town
D. Large town
E. Central city

How long have you lived there?

A, Under 1 year

~B. - 1-3 years

C. 4-6 years
D.” 7+ years

Describe your neighborhood.

A, 1Integrated

B. Black

C. . Indian

D. Mexican-American

"E. Anglo

How long have you worked for Extension?

A, Less than 1 year
B. 1-3 years '
C. 4-6 years

D. 7+ years

What kind of work did you do before you joined Extension?

‘A, Homemaker

B. Secretarial work
C. ‘Service work
D. . Industry

What kind of ofganizations do you belong to?

Church

A.

B. School-
C. Social
D. Other



8.

9.

10.

11,

12.

13.

A
BO
C. Mexican-American
- D o
E

Are you . . .

A, Single

B. Married
C. Widowed
D. Divorced
E. Separated

What kind of work does (did) your husband do? -

A. Physical labor
B. Office work

C. Military

D. Unemployed

E. Other

How many children do you have?

A. None
B. 1-3
C. 4-6
D. 7+

How old are you? =

A. 20 and under.
B. 21-30

C. 31-50

D. 51-60

E. 61+

‘What is your race?

Anglo
Negro .

Indian
Other -

How many years of school did you complete?

A. 8 and under
B. 9-11

C. 12

D. 12+
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

84 -

How many families do you carry on your list?

A. 20 and under

B. 21-30
C. 31-35
D. 36+

How many groups (4-H and Homemaker) do you work with? .

A. None
B. 1-2
C. 3-4
D. 5+

[

What is your approximate combined family income per year?

A. Under $5000
B. $5-10,000
C. $10-15,000
D. $15,000+

How far must you travel to visit your program families?

A. Under 1 mile’
B. 1-3 miles
C. 4-5 miles

D. 6-10 miles

E. 10+ '

- Did your mother work outside the home?

A, Yes
B. No-

Do you feel you must work to support your family financially?
A. Yes

"B. No

Does your husband want you to work?

A, Yes
B. No
C. N/A



10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

16.

INVENTORY

I really like the contact I have with
program families.

My boss knows what he/she is doing.

If I have a complaint to make, I feel free
to talk to someone above me about it.

My boss sees that we have the thlngs we
need to do our job.

Extension should do a better JOb of
handling pay matters.

There are plenty of good jobs in Extension
for those who want to get ahead.

My boss doesn't allow us to be creative
in our programs.

The people I work with think they run
the program

Filling in this’ 1nventory is a good way to
let the program know what employees think.

Extension 1gnores our squestlons and
complaints.

I am supervised too closely, someone 1is
always breathing down my neck.

1 feel I have been adequately trained to |

do my job.
I often feel worn out and tired on the job.

I am paid fairly compared with other
Extension employees.

Seniority really means something in EFNEP,

I wish my boss would give us more direction.

AGREE

?
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DISAGREE




17.

19.
20.

21.

26.
27.
28.

29.

31.

- 32.

33.

34,

We are kept informed about plans and
developnents in EFNEP.

I think some good may come out of filling
in this form. .

My job is often dull and monotonous.

I am given credit and pralse for work
well done.

Extension does everything it can to see

that employees get a fair break on the job.

Poor working conditions keep me from
doing my best.

My pay is enough to live on comfortably.
I have a dead-end job.

Most of the higher ups are friendly
toward employees

My boss lets us know exactly wnat is
expected of us.

I'd rather work with groups than
individually with homemakers.

My boss is too interested in other things
to care about our needs.

I don't like going door to-door.

My boss has always. been fair 1n dealings -

with me.

For my kind of job, the working conditions
are OK.

I am underpaid for the work I do.

The people who get promotions usually
deserve them.

You can get fired from Extension without
much reason.

AGREE

?
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DISAGREE




36.

37.

39.
40.

11.
42.

43,

44,

46.
47.
48.

49,

51.

52,

I know how my job fits in with other work
in the program.

I'd rather work individually with

homemakers than with groups of homemakers.

I understand what the goals of EFVEP and
Exten51on are.

I am often bothered by the pressures of
slack periods of work.

¥ ss gets u vork together as
My boss gets us to work together as a
team,

I have all tbe things I need to do my
job.

We get enough vacation time.

When personnel changes are necessary,
they are handled fairly. ’

I can be sure of my job as long as I do
a good job.

We are kept in the dark about things
we ought to know.

I'd rather work with youth than with
homemakers.

I feel I am really doing something
worthwhile.

1 am encouraged to make suggestions for
improvements ‘in the program. :

I have confidence in the fairness and
honesty of the people in charge.

The reports we fill out are needed.

The University has good employee benefits.

I plan on staying in Extension until I
retire.

We have a good personnel policy.

AGREE

?

D ISJZ\ Bl
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S5,
56.
57.
58,
59.
6Of

61.

62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

68.
69.
70.

- 71,

Personnel evaluations are worthless.

The program operates efficiently and
smoothly.

My boss lets me know how I'm.d01ng on
the job.

Personnel evaluations help me improve

my work.

I wish I could do more fbr my program
famllles

Compared to other agencies in my community,

- we have good benefits.

Changes are made in:the program with little
regard for the welfare of employees.

The people I work with get along well

" together.

Personnel evaluations help me do my job.

I'd rather work in an office than in the

‘field.

They expect too much work from us.

My boss has the work well organized.

I wasn't hired to handle the problems of
my program families.

" I am satisfied with our leave and .
employee benefits. .

Compared with other employees, we get
very little attention.

I am proud to work in Extension.

I know what is expected of me.

I have plenty of freedom on the job
to use my own judgement.

| My boss(es) listen to our suggestions.

AGREE

?
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DISAGREE




72.
73.
74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.
80.

8l.

83.

84.

85.

I always know how I'm doing in my work.
There are too many unnecessary Teports.

I understand what benefits are available
to employees.

I have 1ittle opportunity to use my
abilities in the program.

The people I work with help each other out
if someone is sick or gets behind in her
work.

I feel I cope with problems easily.

I can learn a great deal on my job.

My boss evaluates me fairly.

Extension does everything possible to
prevent accidents on the job.

In my opinion, the pay in Extension is
lower than in other agencies in my
community.

The longer you work for Extension the more
you feel you belong.

It's more challenging to work with
homemakers than with youth.

A few of the people I work with think
they run the program.

I can't deal with many problems at once.

AGREE

?
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DISAGREE




Make any additional comments here:

90




APPENDIX B
ORAL INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find .out some things about
all of the'paraprofessionals in the EFNEP program. This questionnaire
asks some personal questions about you and your family. It also asks
some questions about how you feel about your job. The results of all
| the questionnaires filled out today will be totaled together and
sumarized. The individual aide filling out the quéstionnaire;will not
be>identified. The’results by county will not be reported to‘ypur
home economist nor to the State EFNEP Coordinator. The resuits'will
only be reported-as statewide totals. | | ' |

_You do not have to fill out’ this questionnaire. 'If yoﬁ'do £i11
it out it ﬁeans that you give your consent for your results to be.
totaled in with the results of the others and reported as totals. We
do hope that with your help we can find out somé facts that will help
us improve the EFNEP program.

We estimate that this questionnaire will take approximately
10-30 minutes to complete. Ask-any ques@ions that yoﬁ may have.

Please do not talk to each other.
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10.
11.
12..

13.
14.

15.

APPENDIX €

EFNEP AIDE INVENTORY
RESULTS

I really like the contact I have with .
program families.,

My boss knows what he/she is doing.

If T have a complaint to make, I feel free
to talk to someone above me about it.

My boss sees that we have the things we
need to do our job.

Extension should do a better job of
handling pay matters.

There are plenty of good jobs in Exten51on‘

for those who want to get ahead..

My boss doesn't allow us to be creatlve

~in our programs.

The people I work with think they TUn
the program.

Filling in this inventory is a good way to B

let the program know what employees think.

Extension ignores our suggestlons and

‘ Acomplalnts

I am supervised too closely, someone is

always breathing down my neck.

I feel I have been adequately trained to
do my job.

I often feel worn out and tired on the job.

I am paid fairly compared with other
Extension employees.

Seniority really means something in EFNEP.
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AGREE 7 V.DISAGREE
37 :3 0
29 8 3
35 2 3
2 4 4
14 18 8
10 2 o8
'8 4 28
36 3 1
'":8'1' 10 122
e 4 a0
22 8"  10
10 723
15 9 16




16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29,
30.

31.

32,

33.

- 34,

I wish my boss would give us more direction.

We are kept informed about plans-and
developments in EEFNEP.

I think some good may come out of filling
in this form. _

My job is often dull and monotonous.

I am given credit and praise for work
well done.

Extension does everything it can to see
that employees get a fair break on the job.

Poor working conditions keep me from
doing my best.

My pay is enough to live on comfortably.

- I have a dead-end job.

Most of the higher ups are frlendly
toward employees.

- My boss lets us know exactly what is

expected of us.

I'd rather work with groups than
individually with homemakers.

My boss is too interested in other things
to care about our needs.

I don't like g01ng door. to door

My boss has always been falr in deallngs
with me.

For my kind of job, the working condltlons
are OK.

I am underpaid for the work I do.

" The people who get promotlons usually

deserve them.

You can get fired from Extension w1thout
much reason.
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AGREE 7 DISAGREE
16 5 19
28 5 7
29 9 2
2 5 33
25 7 8
2213 5
o 9 . 22
9 5 26
9 13 18
315 4
g e .
16 9 15
9 7 24
ST 7 22
2 7 7
277 8 5
22 8 10
17 17 6
1 26

13




35.
36.
37,
38.
39.
40.

41.
42.

43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
480

49,
50.
51.

52.

I know how my job fits in with other work
in the program. '

I'd rather work individually with

homemakers than with groups of homemakers.

I understand what the goals of EFNEP and
Extension are.

I am often bothered by the pressures of
slack perlods of work.

My boss gets us to work together as a
team.

I have all the things I need to do my--‘
job.

We get enough vacation time.

When personnel changes are necessary,
they are handled fairly. .

I can be sure of my job as long as I do
a good job.

We are kept in the dark about things
we ought to know.

I'd rather work with youth than with
homemakers.

I feel I am really doing something
worthwhile,

I am encouraged to make suggestions for
improvements in the program.

I have confldence in the fairness and
honesty of the people in charge.

The reports we fill out are needed.

The University has good employee benefits.

I plan on staying in Exten51on untll I

‘retlre

We have a good personnel policy.
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AGREE _? _ DISAGREE
33 5 2
13 10 17
33 4 3
9 6 25
18 8 14
15 12 13
28° 7 5
20 14 6
1 6 3
"7':10 """ 23
..... A
2 o
UoggeiE g
27 9 4
30 6 4
56 3
17 17 6
27 120 1




53.
54.

55.
6.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.
62.

63.
64.
65.

66.
67.

68.
69.
70.

71,

Personnel evaluations are worthless.

The program operates efficiently and
smoothly.

My boss lets me know how I'm doing on
the job.

Personnel evaluatlons help me improve
my work.

I wish I could do more for my program

vfamilies.

Compared to other agencies in my community,

we have good benefits.

Changes are made in the program with little

regard for the welfare of employees°

- The people I work w1th get along well
, together .

Personnel evaiuations help me do:my job.

I' d rather work in an office than in the ,
field: A _

They expect too much work from us.
My boss has the work well organized.

I wasn't hired to handle the problems of
my program families.

I am satlsfled w1th our leave and

employee benefits.

Compared with other employees we get

very little attention.
I am proud to work in Extension.
I know what is expected of me.

I have plenty of freedom on the ]Ob
to use my own judgement.

My boss(es)'listen to our_suggestions.
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AGREE _ ?  DISAGREE
6 9 25
14 14 12
29 6 5
34 2 4
39 0 1

25 12 3
9 17 14
28 ..... 7 . . S
34 ..... 3 3 »
B 7 « - .10 ..... 23 )
12 6 22
19 10 11
19 8 13
20 7 4

7 6 27
36 - 3 1
43 3
30 3 7
31 6 3




72.
73,
74,
75. -
76.
77.
78.

79.
80.

81.

82.
83.
84,

85,

I always know how I'm doing in my work.
There are too many unnecessary Treports.

I understand ‘what beneflts are avallable
to employees.

I have little opportunity to use my |
abilities in the program.

The people I work with help each other out

if someone is sick or gets behind in her
work.

I feel I cope with problems easily.
I can learn a great deal on my job.
My boss evaluates me fairly. .

Extension does everything possible to
prevent accidents on the jOb '

- In my oplnlon, the pay in Exten51on is

lower than in other agencies in my
communlty

The longer you work for then51on the
more you feel you belong.

It's more challenging to work with
homemakers than with youth.

A few of the people I work'w1th think
they run the program. ,

I can't deal_w1th many problems at onéea

AGREE ?
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DISAGREE
25 6 9
16 11 13
31 8 1

o 9 »

22 7 11
27 6 7
40 - --

27 10 0 3
25 1 &
318 1
20 12~ '8
105 - 16"
.12 ..... 6‘22




The results of this questionnaire are given in parentheses.

1.

To what county are you assigned to work?

Apache - (2)
‘Coconino (3)
Maricopa (13)
Pima ' (12)
Pinal 4)
Santa Cruz  (3)
Yuma (3)

Circle the letter next to the most correct answer.

2.

Where do you live?

A. Farm

B. Reservation
C. Small Town
D. Large Town

(3)
(2)
(15)
(6)

E. Central City (14)

How long have you lived there?

A. Under 1 year
B, 1-3 years

C. 4-6 years
D. 7+ years

(1)
(4)
(3
(31)

Describe your neighborhood.

A. Integrated
B. Black
C. Indian

(24)
(2)

D. . Mexican-American (8)

E. Anglo

(5)

How long have you worked for Extension?

A. Less than 1 year (9)

B. 1-3 years
C. 4-6 years
D. 7+ years

(8)
(12)
(11)
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What kind .of work did you do before you joined Extension?

A. Homemaker : (22)
B. Secretarial work (2)
C. .Service work (10)
D. Industry (5)
E. Student D

What kind of organizations do you belong to?

A, Church (27)
B. School (13)
C. Social (4)
D. Other (16)

Are you . . .
Single (3)
Married (28)
Widowed (1)
Divorced (7
Separated (1)

oW

‘What kind of work does (did) your husband do?

A. Physical labor (17)
B. Office work (5
C. Military )
D. Unemployed (2
E. Other - (12

How many children do you have?

A. None (3)
B. 1-3 (19)
C. 4-6  (14)
D. 7+ €3]

How oid'are YOu?.f

A, 20 and under (6)
B. 21-30 (5)
C. 31-50 (23)
D. 51-60 (6)
E. 61+ - (0) -



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

What is your race?

A. Anglo (5
B. Negro (11)
C. Mexican-American (20)
D. Indian (3)
- E. Other (1

How many'Years of school did you complete?

A. 8 and under (6)

B. 9-11 (11)
C. 1z (N
D. 12+ : (16)

How many families do you carry on your list?

A, 20 and under (14)

B, 21-30 (10)
C. 31-35 (8)
D. 36+ , (6)

- How many groups (4-H and Homemaker) do you work with?

A, None (17)
B. 1-2 . (13
C. 3-4 (7
D. 5+ (2)

What is your approximate combined family income per year?

A. Under $5000 (10)
B. $5-10,000 (15)
C. $10-15,000 (8)
D. $15,000+ (5)

~ How far must you travel to visit your program families?

A. Under 1mile - (1)

B.. 1-3 miles (2)
C. 4-5 miles : (4
D. 6-10 miles (10)
E. 10+ (22)

Did your mother work outside the home? -

A. Yes (13)
B. No (24)
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19. Do you feel you must work to support your family financially?

A. Yes (24)
“B. No (16)

20. - Does your husband want you to work?
A. Yes (22)

B. No - (3)
C. N/A (15)



APPENDIX D .
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

1. I feel now what we need are ideasifbr new progfams to
present [to] our homemakers - also a way (besides food behavior sheets)
to find out where new homemakers are, what they know and where to begin
working with them. Some sort of pre-test or something SUBTLE.

2. I don't think I can coment [sic] a lot because I'm a new.
worker. | |

3. I hope you get your degree but these:evaluations never give
us feedback or show us if they acomplish.[gigj what they setl[qut] to do.

4. T like [to] work with the homemaker and office. ’Ireai[ly]
like my job. . | |

S, I would like an evaluation of the perceﬁtége of noﬁ-English
readihg and speaking Spanish people on the program méde. Thevadequate
méterials need fo be made available fbf them. We'cannot‘gef volunteer
homemakers inté 4-H or to volunteer if the information is not made
v'available to them in their language. We'spend'tOO much time trying to
fréﬁsiate. ' | . | o o |

6. I do wish that our boss Woﬁld get behind us wﬁen wé need her.
_Chénges are méde in the prOgrém without regard to welfare of the aide. -
Boss(es) need to be more friendly toward the’employee(s). |
4 7. Haveh't been in the_program and haven't real}experience,.
‘many of the questions asked.[sic]; | |
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8. Every time a new H.E. [Home Economics] agent takes o&er it's
like you have to start from the gfouhd up to prove you know what your
[sic] doing and can do the work.
9. I think we are in desperate need of training.  Please try to
fix it to get our'éxpense checks on time.

10. Manf of food recall and graph records are not always accurate
because of up'andrdowns of people's eating habits, because of illness,
depression, weight control, etc. So I feel it is a waste of time.

Yés, Homé Economists 1isteh to your problems, but listen is all
they do. Extehsion ideas or policies come first before the welfare of
[the] worker (aide). | |

11. On employee pay'for'EFNEP aides: I can oniy emphasize that

the demands of the job are above average for dédication, on the job
training, intelligence, personal integrity and fleXibility; The salary
does not reflect these kinds of competencies that are required of aides

to be successful in their work.
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