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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the role and func­

tions of state directors of rehabilitation agencies. The research asked 

the state directors and their administrative superiors how each per­

ceived the state director's role and functions. 

The specific questions examined were: 

1. What is the educational and experiential background of persons 

currently employed as state rehabilitation administrators? 

2. To what extent does the state director's perception of his 

present role differ from his preferred role? 

3. To what extent does the state director's actual role differ 

from the role his immediate administrative superiors would like him to 

assume? 

To what extent does the state director's actual role differ 

from the role he believes his superiors would like him to assume? 

5. How much difference is there between the percentage of time 

state directors devote to various functions and the percentage of time 

they feel they should devote to these functions? 

6. What factors, external to the job itself, affect the work of 

the state administrator? 

7. How does the state director delegate his responsibility to 

other administrators in the rehabilitation agency? 

xi 
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8. To what extent do relationships with the federal government, 

state legislature, and state executive branch affect the role of the 

administrator? 

9. How much difference is there between the percentage of time 

which administrators devote to researching and developing new programs 

and services and the percentage of time they feel they should devote to 

these tasks? 

A questionnaire designed to examine the role and functions of 

the state directors was mailed to 90 directors and their administrative 

superiors. Usable questionnaires were returned by 63 state directors 

and 38 administrative superiors. 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the demographic 

data. The Wilcoxon signed-ranks test, the McNemar test and the t-test 

were used to test the hypotheses for significance at the .05 level. 

Results of the study showed the typical state director held his 

position for years. The director held a master's degree, belonged 

to the Council of State Administrators, and desired more training in 

administration. 

The state directors rejected a political role model as their 

present or preferred role and preferred an apolitical role. The selec­

tion of the apolitical model appeared to present a role conflict. 

The administrative functions performed by state directors were 

varied and the results showed the director currently spends too much 

time in making administrative adjustments, installing agency procedures 

and traveling. The directors preferred to spend more time in policy 
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planning, program and "budget planning, public relations and organizing 

the agency's structure. 

The state director preferred to spend more time developing legis­

lative relationships and more sophisticated research and development 

functions. There was no significant difference between the state direc­

tor and his administrative superior. Less than half of the states had 

a public relations function designed to mobilize program support. 

The study indicated that the preparation of personnel for ad­

ministrative positions within the state agency should emphasize the 

development of administrative skills such as: policy planning, program 

development, and budget planning. Additional training should be pro­

vided the state director to form more effective relationships with their 

executive branch superiors and the state legislature. 

It was recommended that further research be directed towards an 

investigation of the complex elements of each administrative function. 

There appears need to examine the apparent conflict of role models pre­

ferred by state directors. Research should be conducted to examine 

legislative-administrative relationships and to determine the propriety 

of the public relations function within the agency. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction to the Problem 

Rehabilitation of the physically disabled and more recently 

the culturally, economically and educationally disadvantaged has grown 

in a half century, from a program with a national "budget of $750,000 

in 1921 to a budget of $600,000,000 in 1970. Arizona, for example, has 

grown from a staff consisting of a state vocational rehabilitation 

supervisor and a secretary/supervisor in 1930, to a staff of lU8 per­

sons in 1971« The state/federal expenditures in Arizona during the 

same forty-year period have increased from a $10,000 budget in 1930 to 

an operating budget of $7,000,000 in 1970 (Bleeker, 1971). 

A comparison of the 1971 fiscal year budget with the 1930 bud­

get of $10,000 state and federal funds provides evidence of the tre­

mendous growth in Arizona's vocational rehabilitation program over the 

forty-year period. In Arizona, Bleeker (1971) indicated that the addi­

tional caseload of culturally, economically and educationally disadvan­

taged as well as the physically disabled client and the increasingly 

complex role the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation is being called 

on to play will be significant factors in the future. He stated: 

"Society stands on the brink of committing vast resources and efforts 

to rehabilitation services. The role that vocational rehabilitation 

has played in Arizona during its fifty-year history may well seem 
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insignificant when compared with the responsibilities it seems des­

tined to assume in the present decade" (Bleeker, 1971> P« 6). 

Throughout the United States over the past 50 years the dra­

matic growth of vocational rehabilitation in budgeted funds for program 

and increased staff size emphasizes the need for an examination of the 

current role and functions of state directors of rehabilitation agen­

cies. Increasing administrative responsibility, due to size of staff; 

number of kinds of rehabilitation services and programs; and the bud­

getary increases all emphasize the importance of analyzing the chief 

administrator's current role and functions. Undoubtedly the needs of 

rehabilitation during the 1970's> will further increase the importance 

of this role and the subsequent need to subject it to a critical anal­

ysis. 

While there have been studies in business, education and public 

administration, as well as various efforts to develop administrative 

theory, little research has been done to define the role and functions 

of state administrators of rehabilitation agencies. Historically, 

administrators of state vocational rehabilitation programs have come 

from the related disciplines of professional and technical training 

such as education, administration, vocational education, business and 

other public administration positions. Recently, universities have de­

veloped programs for the preparation of administrative personnel for 

state programs in rehabilitation agencies. 

The teaching of public administration in institutions of higher 

education generally reflects curricula including training in such ac­

cepted administrative skills as planning, organizing, directing and 



controlling as well as selected subject-matter content, i.e., principle 

of administration, organization and personnel management. There are 

several universities now preparing administrators for vocational reha­

bilitation. 

A review of Management and Personnel Abstracts (Dumas, 1968), 

an annotated bibliography of some 960 management and administrative 

studies, showed there were no studies describing the role and functions 

of vocational rehabilitation administrative personnel. 

Consequently, there are no university training programs in re­

habilitation administration based on the results of empirical studies 

of state rehabilitation administrators or agencies. 

The present Federal Rules and Regulations, Title U5 of Public 

Welfare, Chapter IV, spell out the purposes, programs and organization 

for administration of state vocational rehabilitation programs. How­

ever, the state administrator's role does not reflect the knowledge or 

skills necessary to administer state programs. There are no available 

studies spelling out the specific role and functions of rehabilitation 

administrators. The Federal Rules and Regulations merely state (United 

States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,Q)HEw], 1968): 

. . . there shall be a State administrator or other named official 
with primary responsibility for the direction of the administra­
tion of the vocational rehabilitation program of the State agency 
. . . and that such state administrator shall be required to de­
vote his full time and efforts to the vocational rehabilitation 
program. ... (p. 5) 

The Illinois State Plan (1966), typical of many state plans, 

spells out the responsibilities of the state director complementing 

those mentioned by the Federal Rules and Regulations as: 
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. . . the Director is responsible for the coordination and inte­
gration of all activities, control of operation, development and 
interpretation of policies, rules, regulations, and standards, 
employment, training, supervision of staff, and direction of the 
Illinois Federal Disability Program in accordance with the agree­
ment between the State Agency and the Department of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare. In carrying out these functions, the Director 
delegates to staff assistants . . . the requisite authority to 
maintain operations (p. 3). 

Neither the federal guidelines nor the Illinois State Plan contain the 

knowledge, skills or qualifications necessary for the state administra­

tor to ensure efficient and effective vocational rehabilitation ser­

vices and programs. 

Many authors have referred to the skills needed for successful 

administrative leadership. Katz (1953) referred to conceptual, tech­

nical and human relations skills. Simon (1962) relied heavily on 

decision-making skills. Other authors, Wildavsky (1964), Staats (1962), 

and Massey (1966), cited the need for programming and budgeting skills. 

Golembiewski (1966) and O'Donnell (1966) indicated the need for per­

sonnel administration skills. Other authors have cited communication 

skills, leadership styles, organizational skills based on modern organ­

izational theory, administrative leadership, problem solving, research 

and strategy skills, management by objectives, and operational effi­

ciency and effectiveness skills developed through the use of the com­

puter, as necessary tools for a successful administrator. Numerous 

other studies have attempted to define the role and function of admin­

istrators (Barnard, 1938, 1948; Campbell, 1964; Carlson, 1962; 

Griffiths, 1964; Gross, 1964; Halpin, 1966; Hemphill, Griffiths and 

Frederikson, 1962; Lipham, 1964; Presthus, 1962; Simon, 1947* 1957b, 

1962; Thompson, 1961). 
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Halpin (1966), however, argued that administrative studies 

have not led to an operational definition of administration. He defined 

the four components of a beginning framework of administrative theory 

as: (l) The Task, (2) The Formal Organization, (3) The Work Group (or 

Work Groups), and (it-) The Leader (or Leaders). Halpin's (1966) sug­

gested framework, within which administrative theory could be developed, 

has led to the present study of the role and functions of state direc­

tors of rehabilitation agencies (pp. 30-^8). 

With the continuing increases in the numbers of" citizens who 

need vocational rehabilitation services and the relationships being 

considered by the United States Congress between the Employment Service 

and the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, there is need for a 

cadre of state administrators prepared to meet the complex problems 

presented by an increasing rehabilitation staff (National Citizens 

Advisory Committee on Vocational Rehabilitation, 1968). 

In order to educate and train personnel capable of handling the 

complex modern rehabilitation service delivery systems, the university 

faculty needs to know what the prerequisites are for effective state 

administration. 

Problem 

With the ever increasing number of clients and the broadening 

of the Federal Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments in 1968 to include. 

not only the physically disabled but also the culturally, economically 

and educationally disadvantaged, the role and functions of the state 

administrators of rehabilitation have.become much more complex. The 

importance of having a well trained cadre of state administrators of 



rehabilitation can be illustrated by listing several trends in programs 

throughout the nation. The federal laws related to rehabilitation ser­

vices are increasing in number and scope. The dialogue between the 

Departments of Housing and Urban Development, Labor, Office of Economic 

Opportunity, and Health, Education, and Welfare also have repercussions 

on state programs of vocational rehabilitation. 

The purpose of this study was to obtain factual information from 

state directors of rehabilitation agencies and their immediate adminis­

trative superiors and to evaluate their views of the role and functions 

of state directors of rehabilitation. Answers were' sought to the 

following questions: 

1. What is the educational and experiential background of persons 

currently employed as state rehabilitation administrators? 

2. To what extent does the state director's perception of his 

present role differ from his preferred role? 

3. To what extent does the state director's actual role differ 

from the role his immediate administrative superiors would like him 

to assume? 

k. To what extent does the state director's actual role differ 

from the role he believes his superiors would like him to assume? 

5. How much difference is there between the percentage of time 

state directors devote to various functions and the percentage of time 

they feel they should devote to these functions? 

6. What factors, external to the job itself, affect the work of 

the state administrator? 
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7. How does the state director delegate his responsibility to 

other administrators in the rehabilitation agency? 

8. To what extent do relationships with the federal government, 

state legislature, and state executive branch affect the role of the 

administrator? 

9. How much difference is there between the percentage of time 

which administrators devote to researching and developing new programs 

and services and the percentage of time they feel they should devote 

to these tasks? 

Importance of the Problem 

Historically, the state's divisions of vocational rehabilitation 

attributed their administrative origin to vocational education (Obermann, 

19^7)» The next step for some states was to move vocational rehabilita­

tion under the jurisdiction of state boards of education. Many states 

have not recognized the conflict which existed between an educational 

system designed to habilitate youngsters and a rehabilitation agency de­

signed to rehabilitate those, who for many reasons, needed services be­

yond what could be provided in the educational system. Thirty-eight 

states have now reorganized rehabilitation agencies independent of state 

departments of education. 

In these reorganizations, the appointment of administrative per­

sonnel with commensurate rehabilitation and administrative experience, 

and educational background is now a concern of state legislators, state 

executives and public interest groups. Since there are no current data 

describing the role and functions of state directors of rehabilitation 

agencies based on empirical studies, it is apparent that there is a 
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need to study the state administrator's perception of his role and to 

define his present functions. These perceptions can then be com­

pared with how he believes he should be doing his job. The information 

and data generated by such a study would then fill existing gaps in the 

literature and provide those who are in positions to appoint rehabili­

tation personnel with the criteria necessary for selection. 

A second reason for conducting this research was to provide a 

framework within which other studies could review administrative role 

and functions in greater depth. Studies on organizational theory by 

Blau and Scott (1962) appeared to be a logical focal point for ex­

ploration in the field of rehabilitation administration. Within the 

limits of this research, both formal and informal organizational ques­

tions can be studied. 

A third purpose for this research was to provide data from which 

a model rehabilitation administration curriculum could be designed and 

used to prepare future rehabilitation administrators. Formal curricular . 

programs designed to prepare state rehabilitation administrators are 

very limited in the nation's universities and colleges today. 

Historically, administrators of rehabilitation have been pro­

moted from within the ranks of the agency, and often these promotions 

were political. A fourth purpose for this research, then, was that 

data from this study might be generalized to other social and rehabil­

itation service agencies administration and prove worthwhile in the 

preparation of administrators of these other agencies. 

Lastly, the results of this study might be used in the develop­

ment of standards by state personnel commissions for the selection of 
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state directors of rehabilitation. More specifically these results may 

prove useful in providing information about the prerequisite adminis­

trative experience and educational background necessary to effectively 

administer these state programs. 

Hypotheses 

This research was based on the general hypotheses that the role 

and functions of state administrators of rehabilitation are not clearly 

defined. For statistical purposes, the following null hypotheses were 

examined: 

1. There is no significant difference between the state adminis­

trator's present perception of his role and the role he would prefer, 

if he were free to choose. 

2. There is no significant difference between the state adminis­

trator's present perception of his role and the role which he believes 

his superior would like him to assume. 

3. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time which state administrators now spend on various functions and the 

percentage of time which they feel they should spend on these functions. 

k. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should spend with the state 

legislature (legislators) and the percentage of time currently spent. 

5. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

tii..e state administrators believe they should spend with the state's 

executive branch and the percentage of time presently spent. 
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6. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should spend with federal offi­

cials of rehabilitation programs and the percentage of time presently 

spent. 

7. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend with agency supervisory and administra­

tive staff on program problems and the percentage of time they believe 

they should spend. 

8. There is no significant difference .between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend with other groups (private, citizen 

and other public administrative agencies) and the percentage of time 

they believe they should spend. 

9. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend in research and development of reha­

bilitation programs and the percentage of time they believe they should 

spend. 

Assumptions 

This research was based on three assumptions: 

1. That an accurate assessment of the role and functions of state 

administrators of rehabilitation was obtained with the questionnaire 

used. 

2. That the respondents answered the questions according to their 

beliefs. 

3. That the population being studied was homogeneous and therefore 

information, if received from the non-respondents would not substan­

tially alter the findings. 
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Limitations 

The scope of this research was to question all state and terri­

torial administrators of rehabilitation and their immediate administra­

tive superiors about the role and functions of a state director of 

rehabilitation. 

The functions studied included those illustrated in the ques­

tionnaire (see Appendix B). Consideration was also given to those 

functions performed by state administrators which were not included in 

the questionnaire. The creation of an "other" category allowed the 

state directors the opportunity to indicate functions which were not 

adequately developed in the questionnaire. 

Definitions of Terms 

Function: Functions are perceived stimulus situations which 

state administrators feel impelled to modify in order to realize some 

desired outcome (paraphrasing Halpin, 1966, p. 30). The terms tasks 

and functions were used interchangeably in this study. 

Role: The concept of role was defined in this study as a role 

description. A "role description" is a report of behavior actually 

performed by role incumbents (Lipham, 19&U, P» 120). 

State Administrators of Rehabilitation: State and U. S. terri­

torial directors of the state's Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

and Division of Rehabilitation of Visually Impaired agencies. 

Immediate Administrative Superior: The state officer to whom 

the state director is administratively responsible and to whom the 

state director reports. 
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Summary 

Chapter I has presented an introduction to the problem of de­

fining the role and functions of state administrators of rehabilitation. 

The need for this study v?as based upon the rapidly changing and growing 

responsibilities of state rehabilitation programs. Several questions 

were posited and hypotheses stated to examine the directors' and their 

administrative superiors' perception of the role and functions of the 

state administrator of rehabilitation. 

Chapter II presents a review of the literature in five areas: 

(l) the status of public administration, (2) role theory, (3) adminis­

trative functions, (4) growth of rehabilitation administration, and 

(5) current university training programs. Chapter III presents the 

methodology used in conducting this research. Chapter IV presents the 

results of this study and Chapter V presents a summary, conclusions and 

recommendations which have been suggested by the study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of the literature and is divided 

into five sections. Section one presents the existing status of public 

administration. Section two describes current role theory. Section 

three reports a review of the literature relating to administrative 

functions. Section four discusses the growth of administration in the 

nation's rehabilitation programs and section five is a review of exist­

i n g  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m s .  A s  i n  C h a p t e r  I ,  

it is stressed that the empirical research examining the role concepts 

and functions of state administrators of public agencies are limited; 

thus the review of the literature reflects the case study approach of 

top echelon administrators as used by researchers. 

Status of Public Administration 

The study of public administration at the university level, 

has been discussed by authors for many years and there has been con­

troversy over whether there is a theory of public administration or 

simply disconnected, intuitive mechanisms administrators use to accom­

plish their organizational objectives. Landau (1962) discussed 

this problem in attempting to develop a theory of administration. 

Landau further spelled out the historical problem of field studies 

and the subsequent imposed artificial categories designed to enable 

13 
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description of observable events within a framework of discrete vari­

ation. He also stated that, as administration proceeded to move away 

from the abstract toward the practical, students of administration be­

gan to describe, without hypotheses, the administrator's activities. 

This attitude gained strength, and for a period of time theory was 

eschewed as trivial to the more experimental methods of gathering data. 

Halpin (1966) maintained that a theory of administration did not exist 

and proceeded to present an administrative paradigm in which empirical 

research could be studied and related. Indeed, Halpin (1966) described 

four components of organization: the task, the leader, the work group 

and the formal organization. Landau (1962) had earlier concluded that 

the age of intermingling field theory and directly observable activ­

ities to form hypotheses was now occurring. 

Recent writers (Blau and Scott, 19^2; Pfiffner and Presthus, 

1967; and others) have differentiated Public Administration into for­

mal and informal processes. Pfiffner and Presthus (1967) reported that 

the study of public administration has progressed from the study of 

factual and normative preferences to the study of behavior. The field 

of public administration has progressively drawn from the disciplines 

of political science, psychology and sociology for its knowledge of 

relationships and behavior patterns of key administrative personnel. 

Today a great deal of emphasis has been placed on the study of organ­

izations through behavioral patterns of administration and staff inter­

relationships. 

Though studies on public administration have been directed 

towards these staff interrelationships, Pfiffner and Presthus (1967) 
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have incisively concluded that public administration goes beyond the 

emphasis on human interaction and its effect upon the organization. 

Such studies have also reemphasized the controlling of human resources 

to shape and carry out public policy as " . . .the primary object of 

both organization and administration . . . (p. 7)«" Pfiffner and 

Presthus (1967) continued their thesis by pointing out that as organ­

ization provided structure, this in reality was a method for estab­

lishing stability. Organization as a tool then provided a definable 

membership, regularized patterns of behavior, permanent hierarchical 

roles and finite boundaries. They went on to state that, these activ­

ities inherently implied change, as administration was a process and, 

was therefore concerned with the interpersonal aspects of public admin­

istration, i.e., policy making, coordinating individual and group effort, 

and encouraging morale. (The practice of public administration is, 

therefore, the means for implementing political values through the use 

of a staff who are specialists and control the mechanisms for carrying 

out value-laden public policy.) 

Sayre (1958) and Pfiffner and Presthus (1967) have each dis­

cussed the highly political environment within which public agency 

personnel operate. Simon (l957a) contended that in this political en­

vironment decisions were made on the basis of both factual data and 

philosophical values held by administrators. As a result of observing 

administrative decision-making in the public arena, questions have con­

tinually arisen over the role and functions of the public administrator. 

One controversy has a focus on whether the higher echelons of adminis­

tration should be staffed with administrative generalists or 
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specialists. Another controversy has focused on whether these same 

administrators should be political or apolitical in filling their role 

as top executives in public agencies (Sayre, 195&). 

Pfiffner and Presthus (1967) reported there were federal admin­

istrators at high levels who, in fact, were specialists--more tech­

nicians than generalists, and that these administrators were involved 

in program tasks and scientific-technical activities rather than execu­

tive responsibilities. On the other hand, Pfiffner and Presthus stated 

that there were those administrators who were concerned with their po­

litical role as generalist administrator rather than with their role 

in specific program content areas. 

Subsequently, Gross (1968) and Pfiffner and Presthus (1967) 

have raised the question about the movement of the specialist into the 

generalist administration role and how effective he would be in the 

performance of that role as leader and chief executive of his agency. 

These observations led Gross (1968) to conclude that the emer­

ging consensus in administrative thinking included the identification 

of administrative activity and its relationship to the governance of 

organizational activity as one of three major elements. He differen­

tiated, in his concept: the governance activity; the difference be­

tween the administrator and the administered; and the consensus that 

administrators should be generalists rather than specialists. 

Another prime concern of state public administrators was de­

fined by Pfiffner and Presthus (1967) in the development of public 

administration within two basic executive branch models. The first 

executive governance described was the weak-executive model. In this 
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model, the governor was elected for two or four years and had little 

actual power over the largely independent administrative agencies. 

These agencies directors were elected in their own right or by auton­

omous administrative boards and, consequently, did not owe the governor 

allegiance for retaining their office. In order for the governor to 

influence these officials, it was necessary to use informal political 

or personal methods, rather than the authority of the governor's office. 

If the governor appointed these state directors under the weak-

executive model, he did so with the approval of the legislature and, 

therefore, the governor had to be cognizant of the possible political 

consequences if his actions alienated his party. Ransome (quoted by 

Pfiffner and Presthus, 19&7) P» 1?8) stated: 

* . . the concept of the governor being primarily responsible for 
the management of the executive branch has not yet gained a firm 
foothold in most states in spite of some rather substantial re­
organization (p. 17°). 

The Committee for Economic Development, in its monograph entitled, 

Modernizing State Government (1967), reported that only four states, 

Alaska, Hawaii, New Jersey and Pennsylvania elected no other state 

official independently. The committee further reported that the other 

U6 states elected between two and ten executive officials. "The polit­

ical ambitions of independent officials often throw them into conflict 

with the governor and handicap him in preparing policy proposals and 

gaining approval for thera" (Committee for Economic Development, 1967, 

P. 51). 

The second model, the integrationist model, has been more com­

monly known as the strong-executive model. The strong-executive model 
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authorized the chief elected executive to appoint the chief agency ad­

ministrator without legislative confirmation and also gave the chief 

executive the power to remove his appointee from office. 

The integrationist model demanded that the executive branch be 

fully integrated and coordinated and that decisions come down from the 

governor and be implemented by non-political administrators. Opposed 

to this view, was the weak-executive political-pluralist model, where 

each agency and branch of government was fragmented and, consequently, 

where power was exhibited by public agencies according to the activ­

ities of their special interest groups. The agencies substantive 

issues were, therefore, the priorities established by their chief 

administrators (Pfiffner and Presthus, 1967). 

The political environment of public administration, the con­

troversy concerning the generalist vs. specialist role of high level 

government administrators and the need for more study of the public 

administrator formed the foundation for further study. 

The need for further research was evidenced by Pfiffner and 

Presthus (1967) when they maintained that the current approaches to 

the study of organizations, including public administrative agencies, 

was the recognition of the impact of political values on administration, 

the need to pay greater attention to a methodology of study, and the 

need to consider the changing conception of jobs or positions. Finally, 

the consideration that administrative agencies were also social insti­

tutions having an impact on their employees and their consumers of 

service was considered sufficient grounds for further research. 
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Role Theory 

Historically, studies of public administration in such fields 

as education, public welfare, and labor have shifted from the univer­

sity educators' concern for theory to the "practical" approach and back 

again towards a unifying of theory and practice. Halpin (1966) argued 

that, in the field of educational administration, there has been an 

appalling poverty of theory. Other writers (Landau, 1962; and 

Appleby, 1906) have also attempted to lay the framework within 

which administration could be studied. Today's studies have placed an 

emphasis on organizational and group phenomena as predictors of what 

administrative, supervisory and operational personnel behavior would 

be under certain circumstances (Blau and Scott, 1962; Waldo, 19^+8; and 

Presthus, 1965). 

Dalton (1959) stated that any systematic examination of the 

place of a planned role in an organization, or the interface between 

an office and the person in it (role and role occupant) was unrealistic 

if treated apart from the interfusion of official and informal acts. 

Biddle and Thomas (1966), in their work on role-theory, stated that 

the study of role is a development of the last 35 years, and that today 

there is an emerging body of role research which may eventually lead 

to theory. Biddle and Thomas further stated: "... the field of role 

has unfortunately come to be known as 'role theory'" (p. 1*0. This 

implied that there was actually more theory than in fact was the case. 

Many occupational role studies have been performed in fields such as 

public education, medicine, the ministry, higher education, among 
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military personnel, family constellations and deviant behaviors of 

selected groups. 

Role Perception and Expectation 

The determinant factors of rcle have been the subject of seri­

ous studies during the last 20 years (Biddle and Thomas, 1966). As defined 

by these authors the role assumed by the role taker depended upon the ad­

ministrator's perception of that rcle, the expected behavior he was to 

display in that position and the impact conflict had upon his future 

role perceptions and expectations. "The role, therefore, could be 

defined as ... a set of expectations ... or as ... a set of eval­

uative standards applied to an incumbent of a particular position" 

(Gross, Mason, and McEachern, 195°, 60). 

An example of role taking and perceptions of school adminis­

trators in fulfilling the school superintendent's role was found in 

Carlson's work on executive succession (1962). Ke reported that 

"outsiders" (those who came to the superintendent's role from other 

superintendency experience) tended to define their role rather than 

accept a role that had been previously defined. 

The differences between the administrator's perceptions and 

expectations of his role and the administrator's behavior would, there­

fore, constitute role conflict. Dalton (1959) further indicated that 

conflict in managerial roles was dependent upon the fusion of the per­

sonalities of the manager and the positions he held within the organi­

zation. The success of the executive, according to Dalton, was his 

ability to aptly play multiple roles within the framework of his for­

mal position. 



Role Conflict 

The relationship between the administrator's values and the 

responsibilities he has as an agency's chief executive have not always 

been in harmony, hence, a number of studies attempting to explain the 

conflict between the occupant and his formal role have been conducted. 

An incident reflecting role conflict of the administrator of a social 

welfare agency has been provided by the House Task Force on Welfare in 

Oregon (Meeker, 1971)- Because the , federal government pays more 

than 50 percent of the costs of welfare, there have been conferences 

held between federal and state welfare officials to work cn.it an under­

standing about federal rules and regulations applicable to the state 

welfare programs. One official of the Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare (DHEW) stated: "... Oregon . . . has done an outstanding 

job in following our rules" (p. 7)« Conferences were held between 

DHEVJ and the State of Oregon to determine the "exact" intention of fed­

eral regulations. The Task Force reported to the Oregon State Legis­

lature that "... the first allegiance of the Public Welfare Division 

must be to the State of Oregon and its citizens—not to the U. S. De­

partment of Health, Education, and Welfare" (p. 7)* Further recommen­

dations were made to the legislature to have Oregon develop its own 

priorities and policies for public welfare and that these plans 

". . . should not be submitted to the federal government for approval" 

(p. 7). The concern expressed by Oregon public officials was an exam­

ple of the role conflict that a state administrator apparently had in 

carrying out his duties. The state director of rehabilitation has been 
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placed in a similar position of deciding whether to listen to federal 

or state officials in administering state rehabilitation programs. 

Another example of role conflict arising because of federal-

state relations is found in the area of employment services. The 

state director of employment security heads an agency that is 100 per­

cent federally funded. The question then became one of whether alle­

giance by the employment security director was to the federal 

government, where his program is funded or to the state government, 

where his agency is located. 

Kany state human resources manpower agencies directors have not 

been required to coordinate their programs with each other and many 

federal programs affecting the same populations have been administered 

in disconnected state agencies. There is, consequently, a continued 

tendency for agency directors to protect their own funding, to the po­

tential detriment of more comprehensive programs dealing with human 

resource problems (Copeland, 19o9, pp. 5-6). 

A further source of conflict has been in the role interpreta­

tion and expectations of state administrators in essentially political 

matters. Cbermann (1967) referred to the political motivations and 

strategies used by many administrators during the formative years of 

rehabilitation as attempts to enhance their positions and consolidate 

their agency's power within the state (Chapter 9 ) .  

Gross (1968) stated that a source of role conflict, which was 

reaching serious proportions, was when the specialist in an organiza­

tion was promoted and advanced to positions which required less of his 

specialty skills and more of his administrative abilities. Initially 
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the specialist either had no administrative knowledge and/or lack of 

experience when appointed to the position as director. The conflict 

intensified as the promoted administrator had less "professional" 

responsibility and more involvement with factors and interests "exter­

nal" to the organization. Gross further argued that when the 

specialist was promoted to higher administrative positions his admin­

istrative responsibilities many times outnumbered his executive abil­

ities. Attempts to resolve such conflicts occurred by submerging the 

"professional" role and adopting the administrative role or by acquiring 

further training in administrative skills (pp. 216-218). 

Role Model 

Sayre (1958) pointed cut that the history of public administra­

tion was an illustration of the changing attitudes and values among 

administrators and educators of public administrators. In spelling out 

the historical administrative role model of public administrators, 

Sayre (1958) discussed the basic premises upon which the field of pub­

lic administration was built. The accepted administrative role of be­

havior before the World War II era was stated by six assumptions. 

These assumptions were: The politics-administration dichotomy, where 

the public administrator and the politician perceived the administrator 

in a world of apolitical values; the rules and methods adopted as a 

reflection of those values. These beliefs and accepted standards of 

behavior led to the concept of a rational or "scientific" base upon 

which the organization and staff were to function. Five other assump­

tions reflected this rational base. Stated, these assumptions were: 
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that organizational theory was founded in scientific management terms, 

that the executive budget was . .an instrument of rationality, or 

coordination, planning, and control" (Sayre, 1958, p. 103). Three other 

post World War II themes of administration were: personnel were to be 

selected and fill jobs on a scientific or rational basis, that public 

service was an establishment of a "neutral" or "impartial" and lastly, 

that: development of a body of administrative law would insure proper 

standards and due process in administrative conduct. 

Following World War II, there was an assault upon the accepted 

beliefs of the past. This assault, bolstered by empirical studies, led 

to a new consensus. 

The emerging reformulations were stated simply as: 

1. Public administration doctrine and practice is inescapably 
culture bound. It is also bound ... to the values of a 
specific administrative organization or bureaucracy at a 
specific time. 

2. Public administration is one of the major political pro­
cesses .... 

3. Organizational theory in public administration is a problem 
in political strategy. . . . Organization therefore, (is) 
a determinant in bargaining. 

U. Management techniques and processes have their costs as well 
as their benefits. Each new version has a high obsolescence 
rate, its initial contributions to rationality declining as 
it becomes the vested interest of its own specialist guard­
ians and/or other groups with preferred access. 

5. Public Administration is ultimately a problem in political 
theory; . . . responsibility to popular control; ... to 
the elected officials. . . (Sayre, 1958, pp. 102-105). 
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In further confirming Sayre's formulations in the developing 

concepts of administration in public agencies, Pfiffner and Presthus 

(1967) discussed today's administrative bureaucratic role as: imple­

menting social change, recommending policy framing legislation, influ­

encing legislatures, and ensuring the agency's survival and growth. 

Lastly, Thomas (1935) reported that the role constructs of 

perception and expectation were further complicated by the organization's 

size and the context of the community within which the organization was 

located. Welfare workers in large and small organizational units dif­

fered significantly in how they perceived their roles and how they met 

their professional responsibilities and service goals (pp. 30-37). 

The current role model, then, had to take into consideration 

that an agency's chief administrator was political in performing his 

duties and that the roles of subordinates and the size of the organi­

zation had impact upon how the state director could accomplish his 

administrative tasks. 

Administrative Functions 

Halpin (1966) contended there was no legitimate administrative 

theory. He suggested a paradigm within which the administrator could 

function. He concluded that administrative functions included a defi­

nition of the functions by the administrator and how he viewed his 

performance of these functions. The state administrator's behavior, 

then, was a reflection of the concept of his role as a political or 

apolitical person (Sayre, 1958) and his perception of the functions he 

needed to perform or carry out the goals of his agency (Halpin, 1966). 
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The Illinois State Plan (1966), exemplary of other state plans, 

spelled out an overview of the responsibilities of the state director 

as: 

. . . the director is responsible for the coordination and in­
tegration of all activities, control of operation, development 
and interpretation 01 policies, rules, regulations, and stan­
dards, employment, training, supervision of staff, and direc­
tion of the Illinois Federal Disability Program in accordance 
with the agreement between the State Agency and the Department 
of Health, Education, and v.'elfare. In carrying out these func­
tions, the Director delegates to staff assistants . . . the 
requisite authority to maintain operations (p. 3). 

These functions or tasks reflected the federal rules and regulations 

stated in Chapter U5 of the Federal Rules and Regulations (US, DHEW, 

VRA, I96S) for Vocational Rehabilitation. 

Koontz (196U) summarized the manager's (administrator's) func­

tions in business and industry as: 

. . . deciding upon the grouping of activities and the authority 
relationships of managers and subordinates in the firm, selecting 
subordinates, guiding and overseeing their activities, developing 
plans for accomplishing the enterprise objectives, and making cer­
tain that events conform to these plans. 

It is the manager's responsibility, then, to achieve coordination 
... he assures that the environment facilitates coordination by 
creating an appropriate organization structure, selecting skill­
ful subordinates and training and supervising them effectively, 
providing and explaining the integrated plans and programs that 
subordinates will carry out, and establishing means to determine 
whether plans are being carried out properly and programs are on 
schedule (p. ¥+)• 

Koontz (196^) further argued that regardless of the specific 

position within an organization or the kind of organization worked in, 

the manager used the same functions. He referred to this commonality 

of functions as ". . . the principle of the universality of managerial 

functions" (p. 1+5). 
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Though these two passages enunciate some specific responsibil­

ities and their functions, other researchers have devoted intense in­

terest to developing the full spectrum of functions which 

administrators perform. 

Many writers (Flippo, 1968; Griffiths, I96U) in public and 

business administration, have recounted the historical development of 

managerial functions as enumerated by Taylor, Fayol, Urwick and others. 

Taylor (l9't-7) is considered the father of scientific management and 

paid a great deal of attention to time and motion studies and finding 

the "right man to the right job." 

Fayol's (translated by Constance Storrs in 19^9) contributions 

were summarized in his definitions of administration. These functions 

became known as "Fayol's Elements" and consisted of five basic points: 

to plan, organize, command, coordinate and control. Followers further 

refined these functions. Gulick and Urwick (1937) expanded "Fayol*s 

Elements" and described these functions in the acronym POSDCORB. This 

word included the initial letters of seven administrative functions: 

planning, _organizing, £taffing, directing, £oordinating, reporting 

and budgeting. 

Flippo (1968) contended that these administrative functions 

were in reality four basic functions in which staffing, coordinating, 

and budgeting could be classified under either planning, organizing, 

directing or control. 

Further developments in the study of administration and manage­

ment led to studies of the behavior of managers and employees in organ­

izational settings. These studies focused on formal and informal 
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communications, decision-making, small group process, leadership vari­

ables, values, human relations, and so forth. These studies in the 

interrelationships of man and material, manager and employee have been 

the interest of researchers such as Simon(1957a), Presthus (1965), 

Thompson (1961), Blau and Scott, 1962). Flippo (196^) maintained that 

the behavior of these people in organization, though of great interest 

and importance, was nevertheless dependent upon the formal structure 

and functions of the organization and a well defined system of expected 

formal relationships in order to produce a product or provide a service. 

Indeed, Stone (1969) and his associates at the University of 

Pittsburgh's Graduate School of Public and International Affairs col­

laborated with scholars and governmental administrators (in foreign 

countries and the United States) to develop a handbook for use by 

schools and institutes to prepare administrators to step into govern­

mental positions within their respective countries. The completed hand­

book' was sponsored by the U. S. Agency for International Development. 

The handbook was prepared for the "over 200 schools and institutes of 

public and development administration in some 92 countries ..." 

(Jack Koteen, in Preface to Stone, 19&9> P- iv). 

Stone (1969) outlined the administrator's functions for effec­

tive achievement of organization's or agencies' purposes. Summarized 

(pp. 202-206), these were to: 

1. Define objectives for the enterprise (policy planning). 

2. Plan programs to carry out these stated objectives (program 
and budget planning). 

3. Plan and build organization structure to carry out programs. 
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h. Plan and install procedures and methods: Develop detailed 
routines, procedures and systems for substantive or operating, 
staff, and service activities. 

5. Procure funds and administer finances. . . . 

6. Provide the necessary personnel . . . 

7. Provide the information necessary for management . . . 

8. Analyze the information provided for management . . . 

9. Adjust and improve program operations and objectives . . . 

10. Motivate the organization. 

11. Provide facilities and supplies. 

12. Maintain external relationships with: 

a. Legislature 
b. Administrative superiors 
c. Related agencies 
d. Agency clientele 
e. General public 

13. ... issue orders to carry out decisions and policies and 
develop a system for the control and distribution of issu­
ances. 

These functions were inclusive of the responsibilities which 

administrators were expected to perform (Stone, 1969). 

Rehabilitation Administration 

The organizational problems of today's administrator of state 

rehabilitation are those of effectively coordinating a network of re­

lationships that become increasingly complex. The trend has been toward 

arrangements that have allowed shared responsibility in the setting of 

goals and their attainment. Leadership has been viewed as a coordina­

ting function rather than the exercise of authority (Taylor, Hawkins, 

and Tebow, I96O). Other factors affecting the state administrator are 

found within the decision-making process. This process 
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. . . goes on at three levels of government. Intergovernmental 
complexity, the sheer number and diversity of the units involved, 
their geographic spread, and the variation in the resources avail­
able to them combine to make effective collaboration a minor mir­
acle. At the heart of the dilemma is the dual responsibility for 
giving individualized service to persons and families who number 
in the millions (Taylor, et al., 1968, p. 2). 

State administrators have had to take into account the impact 

of veto groups in assessing their ability to carry out agency programs. 

They have also had to compromise their administrative activity because 

of decision-makers at higher levels of government (state governors, 

legislatures and federal officials) (Taylor, et al., 1968). Ever 

present were value conflicts, organizational patterns established for 

carrying out agency programs, informal overlays, such as sociometry of 

staff, decisional, functional power, and communication overlays 

(Taylor, et al., 1968). 

The growth of rehabilitation administration as a specialised 

field in public administration has paralleled administrative develop­

ment in other fields. The growth of rehabilitation administration has 

been traced through the development of vocational rehabilitation public 

laws, with the expansion of existing programs, and the development of 

new rehabilitation programs. There has also been an increase in reha­

bilitation budgets, an increase in both state and federal expenditures, 

a change in federal matching formulae through the changing public laws, 

and the addition of increased staff. These factors coupled with the 

turnover of rehabilitation personnel have added increasing administra­

tive responsibility to state directors of rehabilitation. 
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Comprehensive histories or the development of vocational . 

rehabilitation programs in the United States have been written by sev­

eral authors. A study of the Amendments to the Vocational Rehabilita­

tion Act would be time consuming. It would be more useful to refer to 

the histories written by others. These reports are contained in Ober-

mann's (1967) A History of Vocational Rehabilitation in America. 

Another historical document has been written by Lesowitz (1970) a 

document: 50th Anniversary of Vocational Rehabilitation in the U.S.A.: 

1920"!970 (US, DHEW, 1970b)provides an excellent understanding of the 

development of rehabilitation nationally. A synopsis of those events 

and circumstances will be provided to indicate the impact of growth on 

the administrative process. 

The Growth of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The first Public Law for the vocational rehabilitation of 

civilians (P.L. 236) was passed on June 2, 1920 (U. S. Congress, 1920). 

Obermann (±9&1, P* 219) stated that "the significance of the proposed 

legislation was not in the breadth of its provisions, but rather, in 

the precedent it set in involving the Federal Government in the reha­

bilitation of disabled people ..." 

Public Law 236 was designed to provide counseling, vocational 

training, prostheses and job placement to physically handicapped per­

sons (Lesowitz, 1970). 

Two precedents set in the early development of rehabilitation 

programing have had (and still have) a substantial influence on reha­

bilitation administration in some states. The Vocational Rehabilitation 
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Act of 1920 placed the new agency under the States' Board of Vocational 

Education. These boards were not operational agencies and were only 

prepared to make policy decisions on programs in vocational education. 

The States' Boards of Vocational Education did not fully comprehend the 

objectives of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (Obermann, 1967). 

The establishment of State Boards of Education as policy-makers 

in rehabilitation set the stage for a second precedent which today still 

affects the administration of state rehabilitation programs. Many states 

were reluctant to participate in the new program and the Federal Bcord 

staff had to continually encourage the states and their legislators to 

participate. Many times, the federal advocate had to bypass state 

commissioners of education and go directly to the state legislatures 

for support of vocational rehabilitation. This act provoked some state 

educators to look dimly on the upstart vocational rehabilitation program 

designed for disabled adults who did not fit the normal school mold 

(Obermann, 1967). 

The periodic passage of amendments to the Vocational Rehabil­

itation Act of 1920 had several affects upon state rehabilitation pro­

grams. Each new enactment (U. S. Congress of 1935> 19^3* 195^ > 19o5> 

1967* 1968) accomplished three basic things. The amendments provided 

for: new service programs for physically disabled people, new disabled 

populations who were eligible for rehabilitation services and increased 

numbers of personnel to administer the states' rehabilitation programs. 

Switzer (1970), remarking before an audience gathered in Wash­

ington, D. C. to celebrate 50 years of vocational rehabilitation stated: 
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It is doubtful that anyone will ever adequately portray the sort 
of growth that took place in rehabilitation in the 19o0's. It 
took so many forms, old and new, and each form multiplied. State 
vocational rehabilitation agencies not only grew in numbers of 
disabled people rehabilitated, in funds and in staff; they also 
moved into special programming to conduct demonstration projects, 
provide for more and better staff training, and organize special 
programs for disabled groups . . . (p. 18). 

The most significant legislation of the i960 decade was the 

funding of statewide studies for the comprehensive planning of voca­

tional rehabilitation services in the future and the inclusion of a 

new population to be served by the vocational rehabilitation programs— 

the culturally, economically and educationally disadvantaged (U. S. 

Congress, 1968). 

Each of these successive amendments, with their new programs 

and expansion and modification of existing programs led to a parallel 

growth of administrative responsibility for State Directors of Voca­

tional Rehabilitation. The state director now had to fill a role which 

required his agency to spend more time in the research and development 

of state programs. The director also had to have staff who were com­

petent to professionally provide services to physically disabled dis­

advantaged people and to integrate these many new services into an 

integrated state rehabilitation program. 

The Growth of Rehabilitation Administration 

The growth of the problems for administrators began early in 

the State-Federal Program in vocational rehabilitation. At the Fifth 

National Conference on Vocational Rehabilitation in Wisconsin in 1928, 

the states reported that their activities: 
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. . . had become so extensive that some of the state supervisors 
were beginning to be troubled by personnel and other administra­
tive problems. . . . The state supervisors were beginning to de­
velop into the roles of managers and supervisors. The simple 
relationships to clients and staff that were possible during the 
earliest days in each state were by necessity, being replaced by 
administrative arrangements that resulted in increasingly great­
er 'distance' between the supervisor and his 'case workers' and 
their work. Rappor- o j S"Lci f'f, morale, intra-stal'f communications, 
staff improvements, these were already testing, the leadership 
capabilities of the directors. . . . Many spoke of difficulties 
in recruiting good rehabilitation workers, problems in training 
them, the need for some specialized type of college training to 
supplement what could be taught through experience on the job, 
the inability to attract qualified personnel because of limited 
salary budgets, and political interference in selecting staff 
(Obermann, 1967, pp. 253-25^). 

A second factor in the growth of administrative responsibility 

was the new federal requirements for the submission and acceptance of 

the state plan. The state administrators had to indicate to the fed­

eral government the plans, policies, and methods to be followed in 

carrying out the work of rehabilitation and its administrative implica­

tions (U. S. Congress, 19^3)• Other federal mandates were to establish 

appropriate eligibility standards, establish personnel standards and 

qualifications of staff and "... provide such methods of administra­

tion, other than establishment and maintenance of personnel standards, 

as are found by the Administrator to be necessary for the proper and 

efficient administration of the plan." Other requirements in the state 

plans were to file reports, prohibit capital expenditures for adminis­

trative purchases and establish rules, regulations and standards for 

the expenditures of funds (U. S. Congress, 19^3> PP» 37^-375)• 

Until 19^3 state directors were considered political beings. 

State directors knew that, in order to build the vocational 
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rehabilitation organizations and programs in the states, they had to 

progress through political action (Sv/itzer, 1970). 

The 19^3 amendments to the Vocational Rehabilitation Act brought 

an important organizational tool to the state directors: The Act pro­

vided 100 percent federal funding for administration, counseling and 

guidance, and placement personnel. For the first time, growth of admin­

istration occurred for reasons other than politics. Personnel systems 

were designed, and salaries comparable to those paid to similar profes­

sionals were adopted. There was a national foundation laid for the 

establishment of a viable vocational rehabilitation organization—the 

National Rehabilitation Association. These new services, and the legis­

lative mandates from the Congress of the United States, required that 

state directors be prepared to handle the administrative functions of 

expanded and more complex relationships within the rehabilitation 

agency. 

After World War II, the federal office suggested systematic 

procedures of budgeting and carried out administrative surveys which 

had implications for state directors. State vocational rehabilitation 

agencies continued to increase the size of their programs, the numbers 

of clients and the costs for the provision of these programs (Obermann, 

1967). 

Paul A. Strachan, President of the American Federation of the 

Physically Handicapped, testifying before Congress in 1953 as an antag­

onist of the National Rehabilitation Association philosophy, stated that 

the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation "... does not have the 
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capacity, the experience, or the trained personnel to administer an 

overall program for the handicapped" (Obermann, 19&7> PP* 30^-305). 

The Harbridge House reports that the results of analyzing the 

state-wide planning reports for rehabilitation were summed up by the U.S. 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Rehabilitation Services 

Administration (1970*0: 

. . . public agencies at the State level (are) making strenuous 
and aggressive efforts to rise effectively to the challenge of 
the rehabilitation problem which increasingly is placed before 
them. How much of this challenge can be met by a direct expan­
sion of State agency funds, staff and participating facilities 
and how much by a realignment of the methods of cooperation and 
participation by the various public and private organisations in 
closely related fields, remains unclear. Certainly the State 
Vocational Rehabilitation agencies see for their future an even 
stronger role in planning, brokerage, and the coordination of 
services than has been their past role . . . the reports indi­
cate that apparently the offices and personnel of the State 
rehabilitating agencies of the future will be much more widely 
dispersed and frequently more decentralized with regional and 
local offices tailoring their rehabilitation programs to fit 
more specifically the needs of their own handicapped populations 
(p. 26). 

To illustrate the growth of administrative responsibility of 

state directors of rehabilitation between 1950 and 1970 several fig­

ures were cited. Between 1950 and 1970, the expenditures for case 

services in the United States rose from $29>3^7>000 to $^55>865,000— 

an increase of 1500 percent in 20 years. In the 1960's, the rehabil­

itation of the physically disabled tripled from 88,275 persons in i960 

to 2^1,390 persons in 1969 (Lesowitz, 1970). 

Another problem facing state directors of vocational rehabili­

tation was the financing of their agency's program (Copeland, 1969)* 

Copeland observed that many small state agencies had been losing ten 

to twenty million dollars a year because of their ignorance of funding 



programs that offer the most favorable matching rates. Copeland fur­

ther reported that many administrators did not understand the mathe­

matics of financing. The ability to match scarce state dollars most 

favorably with federal funds required a knowledge of the many programs 

and the ability to shift funds from a program with less favorable to 

more favorable matching possibilities. Here again was an indication 

of the responsibility a state director had to the state legislature to 

inform them of the favorable use of state dollars. 

The Current Status of State Administration 

State Agency Exchange (National Rehabilitation Association, 

1971) stated that 26 rehabilitation agencies were affiliated 

with state education departments. Twenty-two state agencies were lo­

cated independent of education's jurisdiction. Rehabilitation agen­

cies of 21 states and territories were administratively under the 

direction of the general vocational rehabilitation program of their 

state. Some agencies for the blind were located in various organiza­

tional structures: independent agencies or within umbrella agencies 

dealing with social and rehabilitation problems. This study (NRA, 1971) 

also reported that a majority of state administrators of the general 

vocational rehabilitation programs had direct access to the state legis­

lature, while lU reported no access and nine others only limited access. 

In the agencies for the blind, 10 of 33 reported that they had direct 

access to the state legislature while five had a qualified access. 

Twelve reported that they had direct or qualified access to the 

governor. Three states, California, New York and Pennsylvania 



spent over $30,000,000 per year on their rehabilitation programs. 

Eighteen states spent under $5,000,000 during fiscal year, 1970. The 

rehabilitation programs for the blind ranged in expenditures from un­

der $500,000 to over $^,000,000 per fiscal year, 1970, per state. 

The Needs and Problems of State Directors of Rehabilitation 

Dishart (l9c^) reported that a survey of state directors shewed 

that the seven most important factors for improving the services of the 

state vocational rehabilitation agencies were: 

1. More rehabilitation counselors 

2. More money in the budget 

3- Better attitudes among the public and employer 

U. Higher salaries for counselors 

5. Better training facilities in the state 

6. Better rehabilitation counselors 

7. More clerical and secretarial help 

Those not listed in the first seven were more supervisors (ranked 10 

out of 22), better cooperation with other agencies, and an independent 

state commission for rehabilitation. There were no categories for 

executive or legislative factors on the list (p- 100). 

Dishart (I96IO also reported that the most important five fac­

tors for promotion of counselors to supervisory or administrative posi­

tions were: efficiency, leadership, interpersonal ability, initiative 

and knowledge (p. 87). 

A major problem affecting state rehabilitation programs is the 

stability and the number of professionally trained staff. The 
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Quarterly Manpower Reports (Rehabilitation Services Administration, 

1968, 1969* 1970) indicated that personnel in the state's rehabilita­

tion programs turnover at an alarming rate. Daring the years 1963 

through 1970, 39 of every 100 positions filled were filled by persons 

hired during that year. The average vacancy rate for these three years 

was 13 out of every 100 positions. At the end of the year, 39 staff 

were new and 13 positions were empty. Of 100 positions, U8 staff rep­

resented stability and continuity in the delivery of rehabilitation 

services. 

An example of the difficulty of keeping well-trained staff has 

been exemplified by the turnover rates of RSA-sponsored long-term train­

ees. In 1969; there were 199 graduates of training programs hired by 

state rehabilitation agencies. Of these 199 persons, 120 vacated their 

positions. In 1970, for three quarters, 156 graduates filled positions. 

One hundred and thirty (130) later vacated their positions. In summary, 

350 persons were specifically trained for service in state rehabilita­

tion agencies and statistics indicated that 105 remained at the close 

of 1970. 

These statistics raise questions about the quality and appro­

priateness of university rehabilitation training programs in counseling 

and administration. An additional concern for administrators of these 

rehabilitation agencies was the causes of the reported high turnover 

rates by the Rehabilitation Services Administration of the Department 

of Health, Education, and Welfare (1968, 1969, 1970). 
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Current University Training Programs 

Margolin and Sostek (1968) reported that today's administrators 

needed training commensurate with a goal moving towards creative manage­

ment. Margolin stated the training most desired for a rehabilitation 

administrator: 

It must be categorically stated that the skills needed in admin­
istration and supervision are different from those of rehabili­
tation counseling, physical therapy and the like. It is erroneous 
to assume that an individual trained in a one-to-one basis of 
operation, either physically or psychologically, is the most 
suited to carry on in a rehabilitation agency such functions as 
program planning, fiscal management, effective uses of manpower, 
and systems analysis. In other words, skill training in counsel­
ing or therapy does not necessarily make people sensitive to or­
ganizational dynamics . . . Developing good administrative 
leadership may be a lot easier for the person with a generalist 
.orientation as compared to the highly trained specialist. Perhaps 
the best combination is an expertise in a particular rehabilita­
tion field coupled with an administrative training which imbues 
in the administrator the generalist outlook (p. 19). 

Correspondence by the author with personnel in six universities 

who train in rehabilitation principles and professional administrative 

programs yielded varying results. Responses were received from Texas 

Technical University, The University of Florida, The University of Wis­

consin, Northeastern University, The University of Oklahoma and The 

University of Arizona. Texas Technical University (Personal corres­

pondence, July, 1971) indicated that though they once had an adminis­

trative program, they no longer were teaching administrators in 

rehabilitation. 

The University of Florida (1971) had established a graduate 

program in health and hospital administration. The course, presented 

as an inter-disciplinary program offered jointly by the Colleges of 

Business Administration and Health Related Professions, focused on 



rehabilitation facility administration. The University of Florida's 

Rehabilitation Administration program was developed by the Florida 

faculty as an addition to their established Health and Hospital Admin­

istration curriculum. The University of Florida program was instituted 

as a result of the premise that the basic curricula for both programs 

were compatible. The validity of this premise was studied and conclu­

sions indicated that there were many similarities existing in the prep­

aration of administrators in each field. The basic curriculum included 

courses in ..management, economics, health and hospital administration, 

law, and industrial engineering. The program required 21 months to 

complete, and the Master's of Business Administration was bestowed upon 

the successful completion of the program. 

The University of Wisconsin (G. N. Wright, personal corres­

pondence, July 29, 1971) emphasized that their programs, the Regional 

Rehabilitation Research Institute and the Rehabilitation Counselor 

Education project, focused on the roles and functions of rehabilitation 

counselors. A point made was that program planning and budgeting, as 

an administrative consideration of cost-benefit and effectiveness prin­

ciples, was a part of their "professional" counselor training. 

Northeastern University (1971) had instituted a program leading 

to a Master's Degree in Education with a specialization in Rehabilita­

tion Administration. Students eligible for admission to that program 

were: 

Rehabilitation supervisors and administrators in state and pri­
vate agencies who want to be brought up to date on the latest 
thinking and practices in Rehabilitation Administration . . . 
Rehabilitation counselors interested in supervision and admin­
istration . . . Personnel from health care field interested 
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Rehabilitation and administration, . . . students . . . inter­
ested in entering the field of Rehabilitation Administration 
Research (Northeastern University Announcement, 1971). 

Northeastern University has been funded for several years by the Social 

and Rehabilitation Service of the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare to train rehabilitation administrators at the master's level. 

Margolin and Sostek (1968), faculty members of Northeastern 

University, designed a framework within which the necessary rehabilita­

tion administrative skills can be taught. The industrial-business 

training model, with features peculiar to the field of rehabilitation, 

was utilized. Margolin's model included academic training, in-service 

training and continuing education. Margolin and Sostek (1968) main­

tained that . .a total academic program in rehabilitation admin­

istration would have to be conceptualized at the doctoral level"(p. 19). 

Proper training required skill development in three basic areas: 

foundations of rehabilitation, generic aspects of administration and 

rehabilitation administration. The program in Rehabilitation Adminis­

tration at Northeastern University at the master's degree level reflect­

ed Margolin's and Sostek's values. The titles of the courses offered in 

the administrative program were: Research Design in Education, selec­

tions from Psychological Social and Humanistic Foundations of Education. 

The rehabilitation requirements were: Introduction to Rehabilitation, 

Principles of Medical Rehabilitation, Vocational Rehabilitation and 

Social Services, Organization and Administrative Theory, Rehabilitation 

Administration I and II, and Federal-State Relations in Rehabilitation. 

Other required courses were: Group Dynamics, Practicum in Rehabilita­

tion Administration, and Community Planning in Rehabilitation. 



Electives available to the administrative student were Social Welfare 

and Rehabilitation, Rehabilitation Research, Administration of a 

Sheltered Workshop, Rehabilitation and the Lav;, and Occupational 

Placement. 

The R3A Management Training Program at The University of Okla­

homa began in July, 1965, anc* included program participants who repre­

sented top, middle and lower rehabilitation management. In this 

program vocational rehabilitation administrative personnel have been 

brought to the Oklahoma campus for an eleven phase programming of one-

week seminars over a period of two years or longer. Further three 

day short courses were interspersed throughout the seminar program. 

Participation in the RSA Management Training Program did not lead to 

a degree. Since the program participants were actively administering 

vocational rehabilitation programs, the conference method, used as the 

primary method of instruction, permitted a . . free exchange of 

ideas and experiences within the group. ... A major benefit of this 

method is the self-analysis each member makes of his own performance 

against the accepted and successful principles and practices presented 

during the seminar" (University of Oklahoma Bulletin, 19&9)• The 

seminar phase of the program consisted of the following topics: basic 

principles of management, program planning, manpower development, 

human relations and communications, problems in organization, manage­

ment of managers, problems of the state director, supervisory manage­

ment, decision-making, program evaluation and the management of change 

The three day short courses topics were: delegation, systems 
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management, public relations training techniques and facilities manage­

ment (University of Oklahoma Bulletin, 1969). 

The University of Arizona began a doctoral program in Rehabili­

tation Administration in 1965. The approach to rehabilitation adminis­

tration at both the master's degree and doctoral study level has been 

inter-disciplinary. This inter-disciplinary philosophy, held by the 

faculty of the Rehabilitation Center, has been reflected in the curricu­

lum that student participants have taken in their preparations for the 

master's or doctorate degree. D. W. Smith (Personal interview, June 3> 

1971) stated: "... students in rehabilitation and its philosophies 

need a background of administration in rehabilitation, business and 

management, computer sciences, education, and a background in a broad 

behavioral science curriculum." He further stated: "... the admin­

istration program must prepare an administrator whose skills are ori­

ented towards perceiving the future needs of rehabilitation and then 

having the commensurate ability to implement rehabilitation programs 

that will be relevant to the needs of the physically disabled and dis­

advantaged." Another feature of the University of Arizona doctoral 

level program was the administrative internship experience provided each 

student in the community and at the University's Rehabilitation Center. 

Each student's program consisted of a core of courses in reha­

bilitation, administration and electives selected by the student and his 

advisor which were dependent upon the student's interest and background 

preparations. 

The courses taken by the student in rehabilitation were: 

rehabilitation principles, community and state resources for 
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rehabilitation, case practices, plan development in rehabilitation, 

medical and psychological aspects of disability, vocational evaluation 

and workshop facilities principles and practices, research and appro­

priate seminars. 

Courses required in administration and management from the 

College of Education, Business, Government, Public Administration and 

Systems Engineering have been: management and organizational behavior, 

statistics, research personnel management, law, ccrrputer program, sys­

tems management, financial management, federal, state and municipal 

government, administrative leadership, supervision of' personnel, health 

agencies administration, project administration, grantsmanship, public 

relations and educational administration (University of Arizona, 1971-72). 

Behavioral science electives have been taken by the student in concur­

rence with the student's advisor (pp. 226-235)-

Whether or not this curriculum represents appropriate training 

programs for potential rehabilitation administrators, depends upon an 

operational definition of the role and functions of these administrators. 

A review of the literature does not report what the rehabilitation ad­

ministrators consider their role and functions to be. 

Summary 

This chapter presented a review of the related literature in 

five general areas: (l) the developing field studies in public admin­

istration; (2) the description of role theory and the confusion of 

roles taken and played by administrators in public agencies; (3) the 

development of theory on administrative functions which administrators 



1+6 

perform in carrying out their responsibilities; (U) the growth of ad­

ministration in vocational rehabilitation; and (5) the review of exist­

ing rehabilitation administration training programs in the nation. 

It was noted that the growth in financial, program and staff 

support to carry out rehabilitation services has greatly added to the 

complexity of the state rehabilitation administrator's job. The role 

and functions of the administrator's position have been discussed, and 

various opinions of scholars in the field have been cited. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The procedures and methodology used in the study are presented 

in this chapter, and are divided into four sections: (l) instrument 

construction, (2) selection procedures, (3) data collection, and (1;) 

data analysis. 

The study was designed to examine the state director's percep­

tion of his role and functions as the state's chief administrative 

officer in charge of the direct supervision of the state rehabilitation 

agency. The state director's immediate administrative superior was also 

questioned as to his perception of the director's role and functions as 

they related to the administration of the state's rehabilitation agency. 

The Council of State Administrators, an affiliate of the National 

Rehabilitation Association, supplied the names and titles of the State 

Directors of the Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies and the Rehabilita­

tion Agencies for the Visually Impaired. The population for the United 

States and the territories of Guam, Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico and 

VJashington, D. C. consisted of 5^ State Directors of Vocational Rehabil­

itation and 36 State Directors of Agencies for the Blind (Visually Im­

paired). In order to provide a sample of legitimate size, it was 

determined that the entire state director population would be used as 

the sample. The other population studied was the immediate 

U7 
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administrative superiors to whan the directors reported. The total 

population of administrative superiors to each State Director of Reha­

bilitation was ninety. Each member of the administrative superior pec­

ulation was asked to answer questions regarding their perceptions ci 

the role and functions of the State Directors of Rehabilitation. 

In summary, these two populations, the state directors and 

their administrative superiors, were utilized as the sample for this 

study. Van Dalen (1966) pointed cut the particular and peculiar prob­

lems of sampling and the importance of insurins representativeness by 

using appropriate sampling design and sampling technique. 

Construction of the Instrument 

The purpose of the study was to explore the perceptions of 

state director's of rehabilitation role and functions of his position 

in light of what he perceives his current role and functions to be. 

The state director was also asked what he believed his role and func­

tions should be. The state director's administrative superior was also 

asked to respond to the role and functions of the director. More spe­

cifically, an attempt was made to answer the following questions: 

1. What is the education and experience background of persons 

currently employed as state rehabilitation directors? 

2. To what extent does the state director's perception of his 

present role differ from his preferred role? 

3. To what extent does the state director's actual role differ 

from the role his immediate administrative superiors would 

like him to assume? 
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How much difference is there between the percentage of time 

state directors devote to various functions and the percentage 

of time they believe they should devote to these functions? 

5. What factors, external to the job itself, affect the work cf. 

the administrator? 

6. How does the state director delegate his responsibility to 

other administrators in the rehabilitation agency? 

7. To what extent do relationships with the federal government, 

state legislature, and executive branch affect the role of 

the administrator? 

8. Hov; much difference is there between the percentage of time 

which administrators devote to the innovation of new programs 

and services and the percentage of time they believe they 

should devote to these tasks? 

In order to attempt to answer the preceding questions, a mailed, 

self-administered questionnaire was developed for use in this study. 

The advantages cf mailed questionnaires are their relative low cost and 

their capacity to reach geographically dispersed people. The disadvan­

tages of questionnaires are the tendency for response rates to be rela­

tively low and the presumed differing characteristics between respondents 

and non-respondents (Van Dalen, 1966). The investigator assumed that 

the populations being studied were homogeneous. Therefore, information 

about the non-respondents would not substantially alter the findings. 

Because of the geographic location of the population needed to conduct 
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the study, the mailed questionnaire represented the only reasonable 

method for data collection. 

The questionnaire was structured closed form so as to maximize 

the willingness of the respondent to answer the questions. The closed 

form questionnaire was also \ised because (l) the informants tend to 

answer questions more frankly by mail since anonymity is assured; (2) 

the questions are standardized; and (3) the respondent can answer the 

questionnaire at his convenience (Parten, 1950)• To overcome Van Dalen 

(1966) objections to the forced categorization of answers into a limits 

number of alternatives in a closed form questionnaire, the investigator 

provided for other alternative answers which allowed the subject to 

respond as he wished, outside of the categories provided. 

Besides the disadvantage of low returns (Parten, 1950; 

Kerlinger, 1966), other problems encountered by the investigator during 

the writing of the questionnaire were: (l) the phrasing of the items 

so they would be understood by the respondents; (2) the sequential ar­

rangement of the questions so as to assist the respondents in answering 

them; (3) the designing of items to help the respondent characterize 

his response; (U) to design items so as not to elicit a bias response; 

(5) the designing of a questionnaire which was not overburdening the 

respondent; and (6) the avoidance of questions that would alienate the 

respondent (Wise, Nordberg and Reitz, 1967). Van Dalen (1966) and 

Kerlinger (1966) both indicated the low return ratio of mailed ques­

tionnaires. On the basis of a review of the literature, the investi­

gator concluded that a return of 75 percent from each population would 

be satisfactory. 



In the actual design of the questionnaire, preliminary versions 

were submitted to professional administrators or rehabilitation prc-rrar. 

and to individuals who were knovledsoable about the construction of sur­

vey instruments, who wore not members of the population. After several 

revisions follow ins the re-ecrif.enda tioas of the review panel, an addi­

tional ser.iple of adid.nlttrators and former administrators, not members 

of the population, were asked to complete the questionnaire. The indi­

viduals involved in the survey development also responded to questions 

concerning the length of the survey, its appropriateness, the objectiv­

ity of the instrument as well as confusing; questions and/or instruction 

The final version of the questionnaire contained five sections (l-V), 

v.'hile the questionnaire sent to the- state director's administrative 

superior contained three sections (JI~IV). 

Collection cf the Data 

Usins the names and addresses of the state directors of voca­

tional rehabilitation and rehabilitation for the blind, a questionnaire 

(Appendix B) was sent with a cover letter (Appendix A) and a letter cf 

support (Appendix c) from Mr. Craie Mills, the State Director of Voca­

tional Rehabilitation in Florida. Mr. Mills was also the President­

elect cf the Council of State Administrators, a National Rehabilitation 

Association affiliate. Also included in the questionnaire packet, was 

a self-addressed, stamped envelope and a self-addressed postcard. The 

postcard was sent to the state directors with a request to send the 

name and address of their immediate administrative superior. Thirty-

nine postcards were returned with 33 names and addresses of adminis­

trative superiors. 
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There were questionnaires sent to state and territorial 

directors of vocational rehabilitation and 36 questionnaires sent to 

directors of rehabilitation for the blind. After approximately four 

weeks the return was c)h percent of the sample. A second follow-up let­

ter was sent (Appendix D), to the state directors who had failed to 

return the original questionnaire asking for a response. Following an 

additional three weeks the total return reached 63.2 percent. This was 

followed by a third letter and another questionnaire (Appendix E). 

After an additional waiting period of three weeks the data collection 

was considered completed for the state directors questionnaire. There 

was a response from 70 state directors--a 78 percent return. Two of 

the questionnaires could not be used as one was not completed correct­

ly, and the other respondent did not return the questionnaire. 

Because the return of postcards from state directors listing 

the name and address of their superior only reached 33 of 90 persons, 

a list of names was requested from the Rehabilitation Services Admin­

istration of the Department of Health, Edxication, and Welfare. The 

listing contained no names of the administrative superiors to the state 

directors of rehabilitation agencies. The list contained only the of­

fices of those considered in authority over the state directors of 

rehabilitation. 

Thirty-three questionnaires were sent to those administrative 

superiors named by the responding state directors. The remaining 57 

questionnaires were sent to the offices and positions named in the HEW, 

RSA document. Listed among the offices of those who had immediate 
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administrative authority over the state rehabilitation agency, were 

governors of six states, boards of education, department heads of agen-

Qies in which rehabilitation was subdivisional. The first mailing in­

cluded the questionnaire, a cover letter to the immediate 

administrative superior and a copy of Mr. Craig Mills' supporting 

letter (Appendices C, G, F). 

After four weeks 30 questionnaires were returned (33$)• A 

second letter (Appendix H) and an additional questionnaire were sent 

to the non-respondents. Some questionnaires were sent to the state 

director by the board or other officer, who did not complete the ques­

tionnaire himself. After some incorrect responses and correspondence, 

a letter was sent explaining the intent of the original request 

(Appendix I). After approximately four weeks 55 responses were re­

ceived (6l$). 

Several of the responses (17) could not be used for the follow­

ing reasons: (1) the persons answering were representing board members 

and disclaimed that they were superior to the state director; (2) the 

six governors who were considered the administrative superiors of the 

state director did not respond; (3) some questionnaires were sent by 

some boards to the state director for their response; (1+) some 

directors stated that they had no administrative superior in the state 

to whom they reported; and (5) four questionnaires were returned by 

administrative superiors whose state directors did not respond. It 

was determined at this time that that phase of the study comparing 

administrative superiors with their state directors would be conducted 

with 38 usable returns. 
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The rate of return for the questionnaires sent to the state 

directors was considerably higher (7tifo) than that generally reported 

for mailed questionnaires (Van Dalen, 1966). The rate of return for 

the questionnaires mailed to the administrative superior (6l$) war, con­

sidered the usual return rate, however. There appeared to be other 

factors, as mentioned above, which contributed to that rate of return. 

Parten (1950) attributed high return rates to the extensiveness 

of experimentation in the development of the questionnaire. Two other 

factors could have contributed to the state director's high return rate. 

One factor was the close comradery among state directors of rehabilita­

tion and the second factor was the endorsement of the president-elect 

of the Council of State Administrators of the National Rehabilitation 

Association, Mr. Craig Mills. 

Method of Analysis 

The questionnaires used in this study were hand tabulated. 

Sixty-eight questionnaires were tabulated, and sections of the question­

naire were rejected if the respondents indicated their inability to 

appropriately answer the section. Four questionnaires received from 

administrative superiors of state directors who did not respond were 

also rejected. Thirty-eight questionnaires were tabulated and used in 

comparing state directors and their administrative superiors (Sections 

II, III and IV). 

The method of analysis in each of the five sections of the state 

directors' questionnaire varied according to how the questions were 

framed. Sections II, III and IV were identical for both state directors 
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and their administrative superiors (Appendices B, G). Sections I and 

V were answered only by the state directors of rehabilitation agencies. 

Section I 

The purpose of this section was to obtain background information 

about the state director. This background information consisted of: 

(1) general information, (2) educa tion, (3) membership in professional 

organization, (It-) hours spent in administrating the rehabilitation 

agency, and (5) the minimum qualifications for state directors in re­

habilitation. 

The data were presented in tabular form and in brief qualita­

tive. descriptions of fact. The data not appearing in tabular form were 

analyzed by qualitative descriptive methods. All data were descrip­

tively analyzed and presented as a composite profile of the present 

state directors of rehabilitation agencies. 

Section II 

The purpose of this section was to determine how a state direc­

tor viewed his present role in the agency. The following three models 

were presented for his selection: 

Model A: The state director's role is primarily political in 

nature. The role also includes the exercise of discretionary power and 

the making of value choices as a characteristic of rehabilitation admin­

istrators. Lastly, it is the administrator's responsibility to reflect, 

as a discretionary power, the desires of the voter through their elected 

legislature and executive branch personnel. 



Model B: The state director's role is primarily apolitical in 

nature. A description of this rcle would include values which would 

reflect a dichotomy between politics and administration and that reha­

bilitation administration should be based on rationale which is not 

influenced by "polntics". In this role model, the administrator is a 

neutral career service officer who primarily displays competence, ex­

pertise and a rationality which is politically value free. 

Model C; This model is a combination of A and B. The state 

director places equal emphasis on both the political ar.d apolitical role. 

The respondents were asked to select the model which most nearly de­

scribed (l) his present role, (2) his preferred role, and (3) the role 

which lie thought his superiors would like him to assume. 

These role models were developed after researching the litera­

ture. The authors representing the greatest influence in both the for­

mat and the substance of the model descriptions were: Tully (1970)> 

McGowan and Porter (1967), Pfiffner and Presthus (1967), Sayre (1958), 

Sirnon (1962), and Sharkansky (1970) • 

Mean percentages were calculated and the Chi Square Test of 

significant differences between mean percents was used to test the dif­

ferences between the three models as selected by state directors. The 

McNemar Test for the Significance of Changes was used to test the null 

hypotheses (Siegel, 1956). The following null hypotheses were used: 

1. There is no significant difference between the state adminis­

trator's present perception of his role and the role he would prefer 

if he were free to choose. 
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2. There is no significant difference between the state adminis­

trator's present perception of his role and the role which he believes 

his superior would like him to assume. 

Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level. 

Section III 

The purpose of this section was to determine how state directors 

spent their time in the functions of administration commonly accepted 

by authorities in the field. The questions were developed after a thor­

ough review of the literature and by testing the format with experts in 

the field of rehabilitation administration. The functions were opera­

tionally defined after a review of such writers as Fayol (19^9 )> 

Gulick and Urwick (1937)# Flippo (1965), and Stone (1969). The respon­

dents were asked to rank the time spent in each function and the time 

they believed they should spend. The null hypothesis was tested by the 

Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test for significant differences. 

The following null hypothesis was tested: 

3. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time which state administrators now spent on various functions and the 

percentage of time which they believe they should spend on these 

functions. 

The tests of significant differences were reported at the .05 

level. 
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Section IV 

The purpose of this section was to determine the percent of 

time spent on major functions relating to other people. The relation­

ships explored as major functions were the administrator's responsibil­

ities of working with (l) state legislators, (2) superiors to the state 

directors, in the executive branch, (3) federal officials, (^) those 

state rehabilitation personnel who are developing new programs, (5) 

other state level rehabilitation administrators, and (6) special inter­

est and citizen groups. The questionnaire was designed to determine 

the amount of time currently spent on these functions and the amount of 

time that the director believed should be spent on these relationships. 

The data were presented in tabular form and were analyzed by 

the t-test of significant differences between mean percents (Pophan, 

1967). The analyses were calculated in order to test the following 

null hypotheses: 

if. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should spend with the state 

legislature (legislators) and the percentage of time currently spent. 

5. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should spend with the state's 

executive branch and the percentage of time presently spent. 

6. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should spend with federal offi­

cials of rehabilitation programs and the percentage of time presently 

spent. 



7. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend with agency supervisory and administra­

tive staff cn program problems and the percentage of time they believe 

they should spend. 

8. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend with other groups (Private, citizen 

and other public administrative agencies) and the percentage of time 

they believe they should spend. 

9. There is no significant difference between the percentage of' 

time state directors spend in research and development of rehabilita­

tion programs and the percentage of time they believe they should spend. 

Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level. 

Section V 

The purpose of this section was to provide a greater perception 

of administrative relationships with groups both within and without the 

state's rehabilitation agencies. Section V offers an intensive insight 

into those relationships which form the necessary formal and informal 

communications channels to carry on the activities of the agency. The 

communications questions examined in Section V were: (l) who has the 

greatest impact on budget preparation? (2) how often were meetings held 

with other state human resources agency directors? and (3) how often 

were meetings held with administrative superiors and legislative com­

mittees? Other data analyzed were answers to questions regarding the 

techniques used for mobilizing support for programs of state rehabili­

tation agencies. Finally, a recheck of skills relating to successful 
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administrative behavior v;as tabulated for further insight into the 

director's beliefs about administration of state rehabilitation agen­

cies. The data were presented in tables and by using descriptive 

statistics. 

Trend Analysis 

Following the descriptive analysis and testing of the hypotheses, 

a section on trend analysis was included. In the section selected fac­

tors were correlated with each other and those correlation coefficients 

which exceeded the .05 level of significance were reported and descrip­

tively analyzed. The second part of the trend analysis section com­

pared the state director of rehabilitation with his matched 

administrative superior on their responses to questions in Sections II, 

III, and IV of the questionnaire. These responses were tested for sig­

nificant differences using the McKenar test for significant changes 

(Section II), the V/ilcoxon matched-pairs, signed-rank test (Section III), 

and the t-test for significant differences between means (Section IV). 

Summary 

This chapter presented the development of the questionnaire used 

in this study, the selection of subjects, the procedures for collecting 

data, and the method of analysis used in testing the data collected in 

this study. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

Chapter four is a presentation of the results of data analysis. 

The chapter is divided into three sections. The first section is a 

descriptive analysis of the collected data from the questions. The 

second section is a presentation of the results associated with the 

hypotheses postulated in this study. The third section is an analysis 

of trends and a comparison of administrative superiors' and state direc­

tors 1 responses to selected questions. 

Descriptive Analysis 

As previously stated, one population for the study consisted 

of 90 state and territorial administrators of rehabilitation agencies 

throughout the nation. The second population consisted of the adminis­

trative superiors to the state directors. The analysis reflects the 

returns from 68 state directors and 38 administrative superiors. The 

descriptive analysis has been treated in the sequence of the questions 

asked in the survey instrument. The questionnaire consisted of five 

sections. 

Section I--Background Information 

Question 1. What was the background of state directors of 

rehabilitation agencies throughout the country? 

61 
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The demographic data are presented in Tables 25 through 32 in 

Appendix J. 

An analysis cf the data in Section I revealed that 56 (32;') 

chief administrators were titled State Director, Chief or Administrator, 

while the rest had other titles. The average a^e of the state director 

was 51.9 years and the median age was 53 years (Table 25)- The median 

time spent by state directors in office was 5-6 years (Table 26). The 

total time spent in rehabilitation by state directors, including the 

period of time as director was over 1^ years (Table 27). 

There were J13 (6^4-/') state directors who had administrative 

experience in rehabilitation prior to becoming state director. Exam­

ples of positions held in rehabilitation prior to becoming state direc­

tors were equally divided between assistant state directors, district 

and casework supervisors. There were 22 (3^fj) directors who had no 

previous rehabilitation administrative experience prior to becoming 

the director of the state rehabilitation agency. Of these 22 directors, 

12 (56$) bad other administrative experience, examples of which were 

school principals, school superintendents and executives in private 

foundations or other businesses. 

The response from' state directors indicated that 68 percent of 

them had had prior counseling experience while 32 percent indicated no 

such experience. Sixty-seven percent of the responding state directors 

believed that the chief administrative officer for rehabilitation in 

the state should have counseling experience as compared to 33 percent 

who did not believe such experience was necessary. 
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The education level attained by 97 percent of the directors 

was a bachelor's degree or higher. Fifty-nine percent of the state di­

rectors held master's degrees and 10$ held the doctor's decree (Table 

28). When asked whether they were working towards a graduate degree or 

taking courses, nine percent responded yes. When asked if the director 

believed he had a need for additional training 62 percent (39) answered 

affirmatively. Of those directors who indicated a need -for further 

training, 97 percent believed that it was most or more important to 

take administration courses, U6 percent believed it was most or more 

important, while 4l percent believed it was of average importance to 

study rehabilitation. The third category of courses, social sciences, 

received a 29 percent rating for most or more important; 35 percent of 

the directors rated social science of average importance, while 35 per­

cent indicated that it was less or not important to receive further 

training in social science courses (Table 29)• 

As to membership in professional organizations, the respondents • 

indicated that 93 percent of state directors belonged to the Council of 

State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation and 96 percent be­

longed to the National Rehabilitation Association. Additional organi­

zations reported in the survey were the National Rehabilitation 

Counseling Association, the American Rehabilitation Counseling Associa­

tion, the Council of State Agencies for the Blind and others (Table 30). 

The state directors averaged a 1*8 hour work week in fulfilling 

their responsibilities as state directors. The minimum qualifications 

for the state director's position ranged from unspecified criteria (21$) 
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to a master's degree and/or 10 years experience in rehabilitation and 

adequate accompanyins administrative experience (Tables 31 and 32). 

Section II—Administrator Role 

Question 1. Which rolo best describes the state-: directors' 

present role? 

The state director was asked to select from Model A, B or C as 

developed in the questionnaire. An abbreviated definition of the roles 

is: Model A, a role primarily political in nature; Model B, a role 

apolitical in scope; Model C, was a combination of the political and 

apolitical roles described in Models A and B. 

Surprisingly no state director described his role as strictly 

political (Model A) but 60 percent selected Model B and Uo percent 

selected Model C (Table l). 

Question 2. Which model most nearly described the role the 

state director would choose if he v.'ere free to choose? 

Again, no state director selected Model A as his role. Sixty-

eight percent of the directors selected Model B as their preferred role 

and 32 percent selected Model C. 

Question 3' Which role most nearly described the role the 

state director believed his superiors would like hirc to assume? 
•  -  •  -  • •  »  •  • «  I .  .  i  A '  m m  m ^ w m  •  • « •  • • • • — • • • •  .  > •  — — • •••• . —• • — • 

Again, the state directors did not select Model A. Fifty-five 

percent of the state administrators believed their superiors would want 

them to assume Model B. The other U5 percent believed their superiors 

wanted them to assume Model C. 



Table 1. Role of State Directors 

Model A Model B Model C Total Chi Square 
Role** N Ct p K °p K % R l'b 

Present 0 0 30 60.32 25 39.6G 63 100 35o2* 

Preferred 0 0 ^3 68.25 20 31.75 63 100 U4.io* 

Agency- 0 0 3^ 5H. 8^ 28 45. l& 62 100 31.87* 

* Significant at the .05 level - 2 degrees of freedom 

** Defined as the state director's perception of his present role, his preferred role and 
the role he believes his superiors would like him to take 



In reviewing Table 1, the greatest difference observed was the 

unexpected virtual lack of response by the state directors for Model A. 

In comparing the state directors present versus his preferred role, 

Model B was selected as the actual role 60 percent of the time and 68 

percent of the time, if they were free to choose. The present role of 

state directors as compared with assumed role, indicated a 55 percent 

(Model A) to 1*5 pcrcent (Model B) as a response by the state directors. 

Section III--Ad;r,inistrative Functions 

Section III was designed to determine what state directors be­

lieved were their most important functions. 

Question 1. How much difference was there between the arrciint 

of tine which state directors spent on various administrative functions 

and the tine they believed thev should stsond on these functions? 
i - . . . _ . . . y  -  - . _ L .  - . v . _ _ . -

. Table 2 presents a comparison of the time state directors pres­

ently spend on functions and how they believed they should spend their 

time. State directors reported that they currently spend more time in 

taking care of administrative adjustments than other functions. Two 

other important consumers of state directors' time were program and 

budget planning, policy planning, and organising the agency's structure. 

In comparison, state directors of rehabilitation agencies believed they 

should be spending their time in policy planning, program and budget 

planning, public relations, and organizing agency structure. 

It is interesting to note that the two functions considered 

most important were functions that directly involved relationships with 

organizations and agencies external to rehabilitation agencies. State 



Table 2. State Directors Rank of Time Spent on Administrative Functions 

Now Should Wilcoxon 
Function N Man** Rank K Mdn Rank matched-pairs 

(z-score) 

Policy Planning 56 3-79 3 56 1.38 1 3.87* 

Program & Budget Planning 55 3.39 2 55 1.63 2 3.29* 

Organize Agency Structure 55 4.14 4 55 4.i4 3.5 .12 

Install Agency Procedures 
& Methods 52 5.00 7 52 6.17 7 2.87* 

Procure Funding & 
Administer Finances 55 5.50 8 • 55 5.04 6 .81 

Staffing 53 7.10 9 53 6.77 9 1.25 

Management Information 54 4.33 6 54 4.33 5 •
 

—
 ro
 

Administrative Adjustments 55 2.86 1 55 6.30 8 3.91* 

Facilities & Supplies 53 9.39 11 53 9-50 10.5 .27 

Public Relations 54 4.50 5 54 4.14 3.5 1.54 

Travel 54 8.50 10 54 9.50 10.5 2.09* 

*Significant at .05 level 

**Median determined by ranking functions (l is most time spent in function) 
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directors believed they should spend less time with installing agency 

procedures and methods, administrative adjustments, administering facil­

ities, supplies and administrative traveling. 

Section IV—.Mai or Relationship Functions 

Question 1. How much difference v;as there betuccn the: -per­

centage of tr'mo spent on major functions by state directors and the 

time they believed they should spend on these functions? 

Table 3 Gives a comparison of the time spent on the functions 

involving meeting with various groups affecting rehabilitation programs. 

State directors reported they should spend more time with legislators 

(from 5.5o'/o to 9«50^ of their time). Additionally, directors believed 

more time should be spent in research and development (1*1.05$ to 

15«77;j)» One function indicating a decreasing trend in time spent was 

in the category of other relationships (15.68$ to 1^.33$)• Consider­

able difference was found in the time spent in legislative functions 

and research and development functions. 

Section V—Selected Administrative Factors 

Section V was designed to describe in greater depth selected 

factors involved in state directors fulfilling their administrative 

roles and functions. 

Table 1+ shows that the state director ranks himself as the most 

important person (l) in establishing the agency's budget preparation. 

The next most influential persons in budget preparation are, in rank 

order, (2) the governor's budget office, (3) agency superiors, (1*-) the 

legislature, (5) federal laws, and (6) the governor. It is worth 



Table 3• Percentage of Time Spent on Major Functions by State Directors 

Now Should Degrees of t-test** 
Functions N 1° Rank N .ri Rank Freedom (t-value) 

Legislative 
Functions 60 5-96 6 60 9-50 5 59 5.90* 

Administrative 
Functions 57 19.07 2 57 19.30 2 56 .22 

Federal 
Functions 58 9.52 5 58 8.95 6 57 -.81 

Research & 
Development 6l 1U.05 k 61 15.77 3 60 2.72* 

Management 
Council 59 26.61 1 59 26.62 1 58 .01 

Other 
Relationships 6o 15.68 3 60 1^.33 k 59 -1.5^ 

*Significant at .05 level of two-tailed test 

**t-test for significant differences between related-sample means 
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Table Those Who Most Influence Budget Preparation Priorities 

Office 11 Median 
Rating* 

Rank Order 

State Director 62 1.36 1 

Federal Law 55 
C

O
 lf

\ 

•
 

C
M

 

5 

Governor 5'+ 2.86 6 

Governor's Budget Office 56 1.50 2 

Agency Superiors 52 1.89 3 

Legislature 58 2.33 h 

*Based on 1 being most important 

noting that the agency's state director, his administrative superior, 

and the governor's budget office collaborate on the budget preparation. 

It is also interesting and perhaps surjirising that the federal lav; is 

more influential in budget preparation than the governor. 

The rank order of importance placed upon topics discussed with 

administrative superiors is illustrated in Table 5* As expected, ad­

ministrative problems were the most discussed issue. Following in 

importance of topics discussed were (2) budgetary matters, (3) program 

problems, (k) new programs, (5) employee and personnel problems, (6) 

reporting, reviewing and evaluating problems, and (7) federal laws and 

guidelines. 

Table 6 shows the ranking of topics discussed with legislative 

committees. The most often discussed topics in decreasing order were: 

(l) budgetary matters, (2) new programming, (3) program problems, 
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Table 5. Topics Discussed with Administrative Superiors 
by State Directors 

Topics N Median 
Rating* 

Rank Order 

Administrative Problems 59 1.31 1 

Program Problems 52 2.00 3 

Budgeting Matters 57 1.^3 2 

New Programming 5^ 2.67 k 

Federal Laws & Guidelines 51. *K77 7 

Reporting, Reviewing & 
Evaluating Problems 4.50 6 

Employee & Personnel 
Problems 51 U.38 5 

Other 2k 7.33 

*Based on rank of 1 being most time spent in discussing topic 
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Table 6. Topics Discussed with Legislative Committees 
by State Directors 

Topic N Median 
Rating* 

Rank Order 

Administrative Problems 17 25 3.88 5 

Program Problems 29 ^3 2.07 3 

Budgeting Matters 50 71* 1.28 1 

New Programming 3^ 50 1.79 2 

Federal Laws & Guidelines 25 37 2.75 k 

Reporting, Reviewing & 
Evaluating Problems 19 28 U.17 6 

Employee & Personnel 
Problems 13 19 6.21 7 

Other 8 12 7.20 

*Based on rank of 1 being most time spent in discussing topic 
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(k) federal laws and guidelines, (5)  administrative problems, (6)  re­

porting, reviewing and evaluating problems, and (7) employee and per­

sonnel problems. 

When state directors appear before legislative committees 

(appropriations) 7b percent of the directors discussed budgetary mat­

ters. Fifty percent of the directors discussed new programs and ^3 

percent discussed program problems before legislative committees. 

In ranking the various specialized roles which state directors 

fulfill within their agencies, the roles chosen from most important to 

least important are shown in Table "(. Administrative planning, program 

development and policy initiation rank as the most important roles, 

respectively, while interpreting laws and regulations, state executive 

liaison, and assisting clients were the least important roles. 

Budget preparation and securing funds were ranked the sixth 

and seventh most important roles, and establishing legislative liaison 

was the eighth most important role. 

Table 8 illustrates those rehabilitation agencies having public 

relations functions. These public relations functions were divided 

into two categories with hy percent of the respondents indicating that 

they used the public relations functions to mobilize support for reha­

bilitation programs. Sixty-two percent of those reporting state direc­

tors who had a public relations function designed to disseminate 

information. 

In mobilizing support for their rehabilitation programs 

(Table 9); 5^ percent of the state directors used the news media to 

influence public opinion in his favor. The other contacts made to 



Table 7« Specialized Roles of State Director 

Role N Median 
Rating* 

Rank Order 

Administrative Planning 60 1.27 1 

Staff Directing 60 k.kl k 

Policy Initiation 59 3.10 3 

Interpreting Laws 
8c Regulations 59 7.50 9 

State Legislative 
Liaison 5^ 6.85 8 

State Executive 
Liaison 57. 7.61 10 

Budget Preparation 58 5.17 6 

Program Development 59 2.92 2 

Securing Program Support 59 ^.79 5 

Securing Funds 59 5.38 7 

Assisting Clients k2 9.80 11 

*Based upon ranking (l being most important) for specialized roles 



Table 8. Rehabilitation Agencies with Public Relations Functions 

Purpose Yes * No $ N * 

Mobilize Program Support 30 h9 31 51 6l 100 

Disseminate Information 38 62 23 38 6l 100 
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Table 9« State Directors' Attempts to Provide Information 
to Various Groups 

Contact Mobilize Surfert Disseminate Information 
Groups Total is II-Yes $ Total H (]

) 1 

Legislative 
Committees 61 20 33 6i 28 k6 

Legislators 6l 23 38 59 31 53 

Legislative 
Council Staff 60 16 27 6o 20 33 

Legislative Comm. 
Research Staff 6l 17 28 6l 21 3^ 

State Executive 
Budget Staff 6l 23 38 6l 2k 39 

Governor's Office 6l 23 38 6l 29 kQ 

Federal 
Congressmen 6l 2k 39 6l 30 k9 

Federal Agency 
Personnel 6l 25 Ul 60 26 ^3 

Lobby Groups 6l 2k 39 6l 25 kl 

Special Interest 
Groups 62 27 kk 60 29 kQ 

Pressure Groups 6l 19 31 6l 22 36 

News Media 6l 33 5^ 6l 37 6l 

Business & 
Industry 6l 29 kQ 6l 33 3k 

Advisory 
Committees 6l 29 kQ 62 3k 55 



mobilize program support ranged from a low of 27 percent before legis­

lative council staff, to a high of lj-8 percent among business and in­

dustrial leaders and vocational rehabilitation advisory uommittees. 

Table 9 also indicates that 6l percent of those state directors 

reporting relied on the news media to disseminate information about 

their agency's program. Contact with other groups ranged from a lev? of 

3*t- percent disseminating information to legislative council research 

staff to a high of 55 percent to advisory commit Lees, percent to 

business and industrial leaders and 53 percent to legislators. When 

state agency directors were asked if they appeared before their state 

legislature in regard to program and funding, 7^ percent reported 

affirmatively. 

Katz (1958) reported three essential skills required of top 

administrative personnel in order to be effective: conceptual, tech­

nical, and human relations; with conceptual skills being the most impor­

tant. Table 10 confirms that hypothesis. Eighty-two percent of those 

state directors reporting believed that conceptual skills were the most 

important and 98 percent reported that they were the most or more 

important. Twenty-nine percent of those directors reporting believed 

that technical skills were the most or more important while 70 percent 

believed that this skill was of average importance, or less. Eighty-

seven percent of the state directors also reported that human relations 

skills were mo£t and more important. 

In response to the question of whether a state director should 

be a generalist or specialist, 5^- percent indicated generalist. 



Table 10. Skills Most Needed as State Directors 

Importance: 
Most More Important Less Not Total 

Skills N £ N cjo N 'jo N N 7p 1 £ 

Conceptual 51 62 10 16 1 2 0 0 0 0 62 100 

Technical 6 10 12 19 25 **0 1? 27 2 3 62 99 

Human 
Relations 37 60 17 27 8 13 0 0 0 0 62 100 
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Another 15 percent reported specialist and 31 percent a combination 

of both (Table 11). 

The response to questions of whether state directors met with 

other directors of human resources agencies, showed 92 percent report­

ing affirmatively. When asked how often they met with these directors, 

two percent reported daily, lU percent weekly, eight percent biweekly, 

22 percent monthly, 20 percent quarterly, three percent simi-annually, 

and two percent annually. Thirty percent reported they met on other 

schedules not indicated above (Table 12). Sixty percent of the direc­

tors held regular meetings with their administrative superior, while 

1+0 percent reported no regular schedule of meeting with their superiors. 

When asked if the state directors used an intra-agency manage­

ment council for assistance in making decisions on agency programs and 

problems, 1+1+ percent reported they did not. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 was: There is no significant difference between the 

state administrator's present perception of his role and the role he 

would prefer if he were free to choose. 

The McNemar test for significance of changes was calculated to 

test the hypothesis. With one degree of freedom, a Chi Square value 

of 3.81+ Was needed for significance at the .05 level. As shown in 

Table 13, the calculated value of I.7S5 did not exceed the .05 level 

of significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
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Table 11. Characteristics of State Directors 

Skills N $ 

Generalist 32 5^ 

Sjjecialist 9 15 

Both 18 31 

Total 59 100 

Table 12. Vocational Rehabilitation State Directors Meeting 
with Other State Agency Directors 

Frequency N 

Daily 1 2 

Weekly 8 Ik 

Bi-Weekly 5 8 

Monthly 13 22 

Quarterly 12 20 

Semi-Annually 2 3 

Annually 1 2 

Irregular 20 30 

Total 62 101 



Table 13. Present Role and Preferred Role of State Directors 

Role** Model A Model B Model C Total Chi Square*** 
N <jb H % N £ N % 

Present 0 0 38 63-33 22 36.67 60 100 

Preferred 0 0 U3 67.19 21 32.81 6^ 100 1.785* 

*Not significant at .05 level - 1 degree of freedom 

**Defined as the state directors' perception of their present and preferred role 

***McNemar test for the significance of changes 
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These results suggest that there was no significant conflict 

between the state director's present perception of his role and the 

role he would prefer if he were free to choose. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 was: There is no significant difference between 

the state director's present perception of his role and the role which 

he believes his superior would like him to assume. 

The McHeroar test for significant changes was calculated to test 

the hypothesis. With one degree of freedom, a Chi Square value of 3»S^ 

was needed for significance at the .0^ level. As shown in Table 1^, 

the calculated value of .90 did not exceed the .05 level of signifi­

cance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

These results suggest that there was no significant conflict 

between the state director's present perception of his role and the 

role he believed his superior would like him to assume. 

Hypothesis 3  

Hypothesis 3  was: There is no significant difference between 

the percentage of time which state directors now spend on various func­

tions and the percentage of time which they believe they should spend 

on these functions. 

The Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks tests for significant 

differences was calculated to test the hypothesis. 

A z-score of I.96 was needed for significance at the .05 level. 

As shown in Table 2, the calculated values of policy planning (3»37)> 

program and budget planning (3»29); installation of agency procedures 



Table 14. Present Role and the Agency Preferred Role of State Director 

Model A Model 3 Medsi C Total Chi Square*** 
Role** N % N f. N \b K cjo 

Present 0 0 3& 61.29 2b 3^*71 62 100 

Agency 0 0 3^ 5k.'EM 28 U5.I6 62 100 .90* 

*Nct significant at .05 level - 1 degree of freedom 

**Defined as the state directors' perception of their present role and the role their superiors 
would like him to take 

***McNemar test for the significance of changes 
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and. methods (2 .87) ,  administrative adjustments (3«9l)  and travel (2.09) 

exceeded the level of significance of 1.96 at the .05 level. There­

fore, the null hypothesis was rejected for these five functions. The 

other listed functions did not reach the level of significance re­

quired at or beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis for the func­

tions organizing agency structure, procuring funding and administering 

financing, staffing, management information, providing facilities 

supplies and public relations was accepted. 

These results indicated that there was a considerable discrep­

ancy between the amount of time state directors devoted to policy 

planning, program and budget planning, installing agency procedures 

and methods, making administrative adjustments and travel and the 

amount of time they believed they should spend on these functions. 

The directors believed they should spend more time in policy planning, 

program and budget planning, and less time in installing agency pro­

cedures and methods, making administrative adjustments and traveling. 

Hypothesis U 

Hypothesis 4 was: There is no significant difference between 

the percentage of time state administrators believe they should spend 

with the state legislature and the percentage of time currently spent. 

The t-test of significant difference between mean percents was 

used to test the hypothesis. With 59 degrees of freedom a t-value of 

2.00 was needed for significance at the .05 level. Table 3 indicated 

that the legislative functions value (5»90) exceeded the .05 level of 

significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
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These results suggest that there is a conflict between the 

amount of time now spent by state directors with their state legis­

latures and the amount of time they believe they should spend. 

Hypothesis 5 

Hypothesis 5 was: There is no significant difference between 

the percentage of time state directors believe they should spend with 

the state's executive branch and the percentage of time presently 

spent. 

The t-test of significant difference between mean percents 

was used bo test the hypothesis. With cjG degrees of freedom, a t-value 

of 2-00 was needed for significance at the .05 level. Table 3 shewed 

that the administrative functions with state executive branch personnel 

(.22) did not reach the .05 level of significance. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was accepted. 

These results suggest that there is no discrepancy between the 

amount of time state directors spend with the executive branch and the 

amount of time they believe they should spend. 

Hypothesis 6 

Hypothesis 6 was: There is no significant difference between 

the percentage of time state directors believe they should spend with 

federal officials of rehabilitation programs and the percentage of time 

they presently spend. 

The t-test of significant difference between mean percents was 

used to test the hypothesis. V/ith 57 degrees of freedom, a t-value of 

2.00 was needed for significance at the .05 level. Table 3 showed 



that the calculated t-value did not reach the .05 level of signifi­

cance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

These results suggest that there was no discrepancy between 

the amount of time state directors spend with federal officials of re­

habilitation and the amount of tine they believed they should spend. 

Hypothesis 7 

Hypothesis 7 was: There is no significant difference between 

the percentage of time state directors spend with agency supervisory 

and administrative staff on program problems and the percentage of 

time they believe they should spend. 

The t-test of significant difference between mean percents v/as 

used to test the hypothesis. With 53 degrees of freedom, a t-value of 

2.00 was needed to reach the .05 level of significance. Table 3 

showed that the calculated t-value of .01 did not reach the level of 

significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. 

These results suggest that there was no discrepancy between 

the amount of time that state directors were spending now with their 

supervisory and administrative staff and should be spending in solving 

the agency's program problems. 

Hypothesis 8 

Hypothesis 8 was: There is no significant difference between 

the percentage of time state directors spend with other groups (pri­

vate, citizen and other public administrative agencies) and the per­

centage of time they believe they should spend. 
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The t-test of significant difference between mean percents 

was used to test the hypothesis. With 59 degrees of freedom, a 

t-value of 2.00 was needed to reach significance at .05 level. Table 3 

indicated that the calculated t-value of 1.5^ did. not reach or exceed 

the level of significance a.t .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 

accepted. 

These results indicated that there was no discrepancy betv;een 

the time now spent by state directors with other groups and the time 

that should be devoted to them. 

Hypothesis 9 

Hypothesis 9 was: There is no significant difference between 

the percentage of time state administrators spend in research and de­

velopment of rehabilitation programs and the percentage of time they 

believe they should spend. 

The t-test of significant difference between mean percents was 

used to test the hypothesis. With 60 degrees of freedom a t-value of 

2.00 was needed to reach significance at .05 level. Table 3 indicated 

that the calculated t-value of+2.72 exceeded the level of significance 

at .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 

These results suggest that there was a descrepancy between the 

time now spent on research and development to functions and the time 

that should be devoted to this function. 
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Trend Analysis 

The purpose of this section is to illustrate trends and cor­

relations between the selected factors describing the role concepts 

and functions of state directors cf rehabilitation agencies. This sec­

tion is divided into two parts. The first part will describe the cor­

relation between data collected from state directors and their 

respective administrative superiors. Part two compares the difference 

between the state directors and their administrative superiors as 

indicated by Sections II, III, and IV of the survey instrument. 

Correlation Factors 

The following list represents a report of the Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficients between state directors (SD) and their 

administrative supervisors (AS) on selected variables which were sig­

nificant at the .05 level: 

1. (SD) Age with (SD) Time in Present Position .^638 

2. (SD) Age with (SD) Experience in Rehabilitation .3882 

3. (SD) Present Position with (SD) Experience in 
Rehabilitation .5828 

(SD) Experience in Rehabilitation with (AS) 
Research & Development - Now -.3307 

5- (SD) Legislative Function - Now with (SD) 
Legislative Function - Should .636^ 

6. (SD) Legislative Function - Wow with (AS) 
Legislative Function - Now .3052 

7. (SD) Legislative Function - Now with (AS) 
Management Council - Now .3152 

8. (SD) Legislative Function - Now with (AS) 
Management Council - Should *33^1 
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9.  (SD) Legislative Function - Should with (AS) 
Management Council - Should .3160 

10. (SD) Administrative Function - Now with (SD) 
Administrative Function - Should .89^1 

11. (SD) Administrative Function - New with (SD) 
Federal Function - Now .3073 

12. (SD) Administrative Function - Mow with (SD) 
Federal Function - Should .'v6o't 

13. (SD) Administrative Function - Now with (SD) 
Management Council - Now .3706 

lU. (SD) Administrative Function - Nov; with (SD) 
Management Council - Should .'*006 

15. (SD) Administrative Function - Now with (AS) 
Management Council. - Should .3^87 

16. (SD) Administrative Function - Should with (SD) 
Federal Function - Now .3611 

17. (SD) Administrative Function - Should with (SD) 
Federal Function - Should .320'* 

18. (SD) Administrative Function - Should with (SD) 
Management Council - Now -.3U31 

19. (SD) Administrative Function - Should with (SD) 
Management Council - Should -.3551 

20. (SD) Administrative Function - Should with (SD) 
Other Relationshijjs - Should - .2815 

21. (SD) Administrative Function - Should with (AS) 
Management Council - Should .3567 

22. (SD) Federal Function - Now with (SD) 
Federal Function - Should .63^2 

23. (SD) Federal Function - Row with (AS) 
Management Council - Should >3139 

2h. (SD) Research & Development - Now with (SD) 
Research & Development - Should .9092 

25. (SD) Research & Development - Now with (AS) 
Research & Development - Now .5502 
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26. (SD) Research & Development - Now with (AS) 
Research & Develojjment - Should .3951+ 

27• (SD) Research & Development - Should with (AS) 
Research & Development - Now >5235 

28. (SD) Research & Development - Should with (AS) 
Research & Development - Should .3&15 

29. (SD) Management Council - Now with (SD) 
Management Council - Should .8792 

30. (SD) Management Council - Should with (AS) 
Management Council - Now .3289 

31. (SD) Other Relationships - Now with (SD) 
Other Relationships - Should .7988 

32. (SD) Other Relationships - New with (AS) 
Legislative Function - Now .355" 

33• (SD) Other Relationships - Should with (AS) 
Legislative Function - Now .3560 

3^. (AS) Legislative Function - Now with (AS) 
Legislative Function - Should .3722 

35* (AS) Administrative Function - Now with (AS) 
Administrative Function - Should .8530 

36. (AS) Federal Function - Now with (AS) 
Federal Function - Should .6558 

37- (AS) Federal Function - Should with (AS) 
Legislative Function - Now ,klk2 

38. (AS) Research & Development - Now with (AS) 
Research & Development - Should .8^05 

39* (AS) Management Council - Now with (AS) 
Management. Council - Should .7981 

40. (AS) Other Relationships - Now with (AS) 
Other Relationships - Should .8196 
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(The Pearson product-moment; correlation coefficients were reported at 

the .05 level of significance for 37 and 60 decrees of freedom. The 

administrative superiors (37 decrees of freedom) needed a correlation 

coefficient of .30';'i to be significant at the .05 level. The matched 

factors correlated for state directors (60 degrees of freedom) need a 

coefficient of .2795 for significance at the .05 level. A coefficient 

of .3578 is significant at the .02 level for 37 degrees of freedom and 

.3218 is significant at .02 level for 60 degrees of freedom.) 

The age cf the respondent was significantly correlated with 

the time the director was in his present position and his experience 

in rehabilitation. There was a negative correlation between the direc­

tor's experience in rehabilitation and the time he believed he should 

currently spend in research and development. Since there was no cor­

relation between experience in rehabilitation and future research and 

development time, these data suggest that the state director believes 

less time should be spent in research and program development as his 

experience increases. 

As expected, there were strong correlations between the amount 

of time now spent and the time believed should be spent in the same 

function. These results reflect the matching effect of comparing the 

present with the future in the same functional area. 

The data indicated that there was a significant correlation 

between the time spent by state directors on the present legislative 

function level and administrative superiors' concept of that same func­

tion. There was also a significant correlation between the time the 

state director presently spends in legislative functions and the time 



his administrative supervisor believes he now spends, and believes he 

should spend, with his management council. 

Another significant correlation was reported shewing the 

amount of time spent by the state director with his present and desired 

management council relationships. The administrative superior's per­

ception of time new spent and what should be spent in management coun­

cil was correlated with the state director's perception of this same 

function, now but not correlated with the state director's beliefs 

about how much time should be spent in this function. The time that 

should be spent, as reported by administrative superiors, correlated 

with the state director's time sjxjnt in present federal functions, 

present and desired administrative functions, and present and desired 

time spent in legislative functions. 

Comparisons of State Directors and Their Surcriors 
on the Role and Functions of State Directors 

The administrative superiors responding to the question of what 

they believed was the present role of the state director as compared to 

their preferred role, reported a significant difference between these 

roles (Table 15). These data suggest that administrative superiors 

would prefer state directors to take an apolitical role (Model B) 

rather than a combined political or apolitical role or a strictly po­

litical role. 

By matching state directors and their administrative superiors 

and comparing their responses on what the present role of the state 

director is, Table 16 indicates no significant difference between the 



Table 15- Administrative Superiors' Perception of the Present and Preferred Role of State Directors 

Mcdel A Model B Model C Total 
Role** N 'jo N Jo K N % Chi Square*** 

Present 0 0 2k 65.00 13 35*00 37 100 

Preferred 0 0 29 78.1f0 8 21.60 37 100 6.12* 

*Significant at .05 level - 1 degree of freedom 

**Adrainistrative superiors' perception of the state directors' present and preferred role 

***McNemar test for the significance of changes 



Table 16. State Directors (SD) and Their Administrative Superiors' (AS) Perception of the State 
Directors' Present Role 

Model A Model 3 Model C Total 
Role** N ^ N p H IT ' jo  Chi Square*** 

Present (AS) 0 0 21 65.63 11 3^-37 32 100 

Present (SD) 0 0 21 65.63 11 3^-37 32 100 .033* 

* 1 degree of freedom 
\ 

** Administrative superiors' and state directors' perception of the state directors' present role 

*** McNemar test for the significance of changes 



two groups. Table 17 suggests that there was no significant difference 

between the state directors and their administrative superiors on what 

role each preferred the state director to take. In Table 18 the admin­

istrative superiors did not differ from the state director in their 

perception of Ihe role the agency wanted the state director to lak:;. 

Sixty-seven percent of the administrative superiors perceived the role 

the agency wanted the state director to perform as apolitical. Sixty-

three percent of the matched state directors reported the apolitical 

role (Model B) as the agency's preferred role for state director. 

The data collected from administrative superiors, in response 

to the question of what time is spent on administrative functions in 

the rehabilitation agency, were calculated and presented in Table 19.  

As reported, there was a significant difference between the time 

currently spent in certain functions and the time administrative supe­

riors believed state directors should spend on these functions. Policy 

planning, program budgeting, procuring funding for agency programs, 

providing management information, the time spent in administrative ad­

justments are those functions reported as significantly different. 

In comparing the time spent in various functions as reported 

in Table 2 by state directors and Table 19 by administrative superiors, 

policy planning and program and budget planning and administrative ad­

justment were all reported significantly different. Both the adminis­

trative superiors and the state directors agreed that more time should 

be spent in policy planning, program and budget planning and less time 

in the making of administrative adjustments. 



Table 17• Preferred Role State Director (SD) Has Compared v;ith Administrative Superiors (AS) 

Model A Model B Model C Total 
Role** N £ N £ N Jo M Chi Square*** 

Preferred (AS) 0 0 26 78.79 7 21.21 33 100 

Preferred (SD) 0 0 2k 72.73 9 27-27 33 100 .10* 

* 1 degree of freedom 

** Administrative superiors' and state directors' perception of the state directors' preferred 
role 

*** McNemar test for the significance of changes 

vo 
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Table 18. State Directors (SD) and Their Administrative Superiors' (AS) Perception cf the Role the 
Agency Would Like the State Directors to Take 

Model A Model B Model C Total 
Role** N N £ N ^ N P Chi Square*** 

Agency (AS) 0 0 20 66.67 10 33*33 30 100 

Agency (SD) 0 0 19 63.33 11 36.67 30 100 .00* 

* 1 degree of freedom 

** Administrative superiors' and state directors' perception of the role the agency would like 
the state director to take 

*** McNemar test for the significance of changes 



Table 19. Time State Directors Spend on Administrative Functions as Perceived "by Administrative 
Superiors 

Now Should Wilccxon 
Function N Mdn** Rank H Kdn Rank matched-pairs 

(z-sccre) 

Policy Planning 39 1.92 1 39 1.20 1 3.76* 

Program & Budget Planning 39 3.07 2 39 1.76 2 2.81* 

Organize Agency Structure ho 3.60 k ^0 Ik 88 5 1.62 

Install Agency Procedures 
& Methods 38 5.80 7 38 5.60 8 1.19 

Procure Funding & 
Administer Finances 39 6.63 8 39 5.36 6 2.51* 

Staffing 38 6.80 9 38 7.29 9 1.86 

Management Information 39 5.17 6 39 3.58 3 3.32* 

Administrative Adjustments 39 3.50 3 39 5.50 7 2.U8* 

Facilities & Supplies 38 9.03 11 38 9.18 10 .56 

Public Relations 39 5.10 5 39 63 k • 79 

Travel 38 8.67 10 38 9.86 11 i.hz 

*Significant at .05 level 

**Median determined by ranking functions (l is most time spent in function) 
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Table 20 reported the response of state directors matched with 

administrative superiors from the same state to determine if they per­

ceived the time currently spent on various functions alike. As indi­

cated, there was no significant difference between these matched pairs. 

The difference between the time now spent on management information as 

reported by the state director and his superior, did approach signif­

icance. 

The same comparison was made between the state director and 

his superior, as they reported what time they believed should be spent 

on various functions. 

Table 21 suggests there was no significant difference in any 

functions, though, again, management information as reported by the two 

groups, approachcd significance. 

The administrative superiors who responded to the question of 

what time should be spent on major functions involving establishing 

relationships with selected groups reported a significant difference 

of time spent in the legislative and research and development functions. 

The reporting administrative superiors indicated that more time should 

be spent in legislative, research and development functions. Though 

the management council function is not significant at the .05 level, 

there is a difference which indicates that administrataive superiors 

would like to see more time spent in management council deliberations 

(Table 22). 

In comparing state directors (Table 3 )  and administrative 

superiors (Table 22), both groups reported significant differences be­

tween legislative functions and research and development. Both also 



Table 20. Hank of Time Spent on Administrative Function Wow: Comparison of State Directors 
and Their Administrative Superiors 

Function 
State Director 

Kcw 
Administrative Superior 

rlov? 

Uilcoxcn 
matched-pairs 

N I •Idn. Rank rl Mdn. RanX (z-sccre) 

Policy Planning 30 2.33 30 3.50 .UO 

Program & Budget Planning 30 3.25 30 3.^0 

C
M

 

•
 

Organize Agency Structure 30 ^ AO 30 3.67 .2b 

Install Agency Procedures 
& Methods 27 it-.50 27 5.38 .k2 

Procure Funding & 
Administer Finances 30 5-23 30 6.25 1.36 

Staffing 23 6.50 28 6.25 .56 

Management Information 30 5.00 30 6.00 1.9b 

Administrative Adjustments 30 U.50 30 3.75 .56 

Facilities & Supplies 27 9.OS 27 9.28 .35 

Public Relations 29 5.25 29 5.17 .18 

Travel 29 8.25 29 9.83 1.35 

Wot significant at .05 level 



Table 21. Rank of Time That Should be Spent on Administrative Function: Comparison 
of State Directors and Their Administrative Superiors 

Function 
State Director 

Should 
Administrative Superior 

Should 
Wilcoxon 

matched-pairs 
N Mdn. Rank 11 Mdn. Rank (s-sccre) 

Policy Planning 30 1.38 30 1.18 .60 

Program 8c Budget Planning 30 1.80 30 1.80 .29 

Organize Agency Structure 30 4.33 30 .̂83 .26 

Install Agency Procedures 
S: Methods 27 6.25 27 6.38 .13 

Procure Funding & 
Administer Finances 30 lw60 30 5.20 1.01 

Staffing 23 6.83 28 7.00 

CO CO • 

Management Information 30 5.00 30 4.00 1.70 

Administrative Adjustments 30 6.33 30 6.00 .51 

Facilities & Supplies 27 8.9b 27 9.07 1.09 

Public Relations 29 if.17 29 •F
-

Cn
 

CO
 

.33 

Travel 29 9.50 29 9.90 .76 

Not significant at .05 level 



Table 22. Percentage of Time Spent by State Directors on Major Functions as Perceived by the 
Administrative Superior 

Now Should t-test** 
Functions N cp N 

"fr 
(t-value) 

Legislative 
Functions 39 7.64 39 9-79 2.03* 

Admi ni strat ive 
Functions uo 19.20 4o 19-03 -.15 

Federal 
Functions 40 9.35 bo 9.15 -.23 

Research & 
Development 40 13.25 bo 15.48 2.69* 

Management 
Council bo 22.78 bo 24.05 1.94 

Other 
Relationships bo 18.88 bo 17.43 -1.22 

*Significant at .05 level 

**t-test for significant differences between related-sample means 
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reported that the state director should spend more time in working with 

the legislature and in research and development activities. 

Table 23 reports how much time matched administrative superiors 

and state directors believe they should spend on major functions. There 

was no significant difference between these two groups as reported at 

the .05 level. 

Table 2k compares what time the state directors and their supe­

riors believe should be spent on these major functions. There were no 

significant differences between any of the relationships. 

This lack of difference between the state directors and their 

superiors in any of the three sections (II, III, and IV) suggests that 

the superior and his state director basically agree on the role and 

functions which state directors currently perform and those they should 

perform. 

Summary 

The results of the study were presented in this chapter in three 

sections. The first section presented the descriptive data of the topi­

cal sequence of development in the questionnaire. The second section 

presented the hypotheses and accompanying discussions. The last section 

calculated the results of a trend analysis of selected factors as re­

ported by state directors and their administrative superiors. 



Table 23• Percentage of Time Spent on Major Functions Now: Comparison of State Directors 
and Their Administrative Superiors 

Function State Director 
Now 

Adni ni s trat i ve 
Wow 

Superior t-test* 
(t-value) 

N rT" 
>•> H C;, 

i'' 

Legislative 
Functions 30 6.10 30 7.50 -1.35 

Administrative 
Functions 31 18.55 31 15.23 .86 

Federal 
Functions 30 8.13 30 8.23 - .06 

Research & 
Development 36 12.00 36 14.00 -1.13 

Management 
Council 35 19-37 35 21.46 - .74 

Other 
Relationships 35 16.86 35 20.06 

C
O

 

•
 

Not significant at .05 level 

*t-test for significant differences "between related-sample means 



Table 2b. Percentage of Time That Should be Spent on Major Functions: Comparison 
of State Directors and Their Administrative Superiors 

Function 
State Director 
Should 

Administrative 
Should 

Superior 
t-test* 

N ch Tm (t-value) 

Legislative 
Functions 36 9.IT 36 9.V7 - .25 

Administrative 
Functions 33 18.12 33 16.00 CO

 

Federal 
Functions 32 8.38 32 9.CO - .U5 

Research & 
Development 35 *lU.l*3 35 16.26 

C
D

 o\ •
 1
 

Management 
Council 35 20.11-6 35 23.06 -1.20 

Other 
Relationships 3̂  15.18 3̂  18.18 -1.10 

Not significant at .05 level 

*t-test for significant differences between related-sanrple means 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY> COHCLUSICNS AND RECOMMEIIDATIOHS 

This chapter summarizes the results of the study. The chapter 

also includes conclusions and implications of the results and recommen­

dations for further research. 

Sumnary 

In reviewing the literature in the area of counseling and ad­

ministration, it became evident that many studies have been conducted 

describing the role concepts and functions of counselors and operating 

level personnel of a variety of agencies and jjrofessions. However, it 

became equally evident that there was nothing in the literature which 

measured the role concept and functions of high level administrative 

personnel. There was literature available which described the charac­

teristics essential for effectiveness as an administrator of an agency, 

but the literature was qualitatively descriptive and generally consisted 

of case studies. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to obtain demographic data on 

directors of state rehabilitation agencies and to describe the role 

concept and functions of state directors in order to provide a base 

line of information which would lead to further research in an in-depth 
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107 

study of selected issues described in this dissertation. To accomplish 

this objective, the following questions were asked: 

1. Vfhat is the educational and experiential background of persons 

currently employed as state rehabilitation administrators? 

2. To what extent does the state director's perception of his 

present role differ from his preferred role? 

3. To what extent does the state director's actual role differ 

from the role his immediate administrative superiors would like him 

to assume? 

U. To what extent does the state director's actual role differ 

from the role he believes his superiors would like him to assume? 

5. How much difference is there between the percentage of time 

state directors devote to various functions and the percentage of time 

they feel they should devote to these functions? 

6. VJhat factors, external to the job itself, affect the work of 

the state administrator? 

7. How does the state director delegate his responsibility to 

other administrators in the rehabilitation agency? 

8. To what extent do relationships with the federal government, 

state legislature, and state executive branch affect the role of the 

administrator? 

9« How much difference is there between the percentage of time 

which administrators devote to researching and developing new programs 

and services and the percentage of time they feel they should devote 

to these tasks? 
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Design 

A questionnaire was developed and mailed to 90 state directors 

of rehabilitation in the United States and its territories. The ques­

tionnaire contained five sections of which sections II, III, and IV 

were mailed to each state director's administrative superior. Of the 

questionnaires returned by the state directors, 60 viex'e used to answer 

the questions posed by the author in this study. The administrative 

superiors responded with 55 questionnaires, of which 3& were used in 

the data analysis. The information contained in the questionnaire was 

used to answer the following hypotheses: 

1. There is no significant difference between the state adminis­

trator's present perception of his role and the role he would prefer, 

if he were free to choose. 

2. There is no significant difference between the state adminis­

trator's present perception of his role and the role which he believes 

his superior would like him to assume. 

3. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time which state administrators now spend on various functions and the 

percentage of time which they feel they should spend on these functions. 

I)-. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should sjiend with the state 

legislature (legislators) and the percentage of time currently spent. 

5. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should spend with the state's 

executive branch and the percentage of time presently spent. 
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6. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators believe they should spend with federal offi­

cials of rehabilitation programs and the percentage of time presently 

spent. 

7. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend with agency supervisory and administra­

tive staff on program problems and the percentage of time they believe 

they should spend. 

8. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend with other groups (private, citizen 

and other public administrative agencies) and the percentage of time 

they believe they should spend. 

9. There is no significant difference between the percentage of 

time state administrators spend in research and development of reha­

bilitation programs and the percentage of' time they believe they should 

spend. 

Tully's (1970) dissertation on "Role Concepts and Functions of 

Rehabilitation Counselors with the Deaf)" provided the format for the 

design of this study. 

Results 

In analyzing the data, the typical state director of a rehabil­

itation agency is 53 years of age and has been employed in his present 

position five and one-half years. He has been working in the field of 

rehabilitation over li+ years. The majority of state directors have had 
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counseling experience, and most state directors believe counseling 

experience should be a prerequisite to the job. 

The typical state director had a master's degree and was not 

working towards another decree. The director also believed additional 

training was necessary. The study area most preferred by those who 

desired more training was administration, with rehabilitation the next 

desired study area. The least important study area was the social 

sciences. Most directors belonged to the Council of State Administra­

tors of Vocational Rehabilitation and its parent group, the National 

Rehabilitation Association. Most states require at least a bachelor's 

degree. A segment of state directors (2B ĵ) indicated that there were 

no specific requirements for administrative experience while the major­

ity of state directors were expected to have had five years (or more) 

of experience. 

The state directors and their administrative superiors were 

virtually unanimous in their rejection of Role Model A—the political 

as compared with the apolitical role or some combination of the polit­

ical or apolitical role. There was no significant conflict between the 

state director's present role as compared to the role he preferred to 

take. However, the administrative superior to the state director dif­

fered significantly (.05 level) in the role he preferred his state 

director to take as compared to his present role. Most administrative 

superiors preferred that their state directors fill an apolitical role. 

The state director agreed with his administrative superior on what the 

director's present role is, his preferred role and the role his agency 

want him to assume. 
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The state director performs a variety of administrative func­

tions. The typical director ranks the time he nov spends performing 

his functions in the follovjins order: (l) making administrative adjust­

ments, (?,) program budgeting and planning, (3) policy planning, (U) 

organizing the agency's structure, (5) public relations, (6) spending 

time in management information, (7) installing agency procedures, 

(S) procuring funding find administering finances, (9) staffing, (10) 

travel, and (ll) providing facilities and supplies. These same direc­

tors indicated that they preferred to spend their time in: (l) policy 

planning, (2) program budgeting and planning, (3) public relations, 

and 00 organizing the agency's structure. These directors reported 

a significant difference (at .05 level) between the time spent, on pol­

icy planning, program budgeting and planning, installing agency pro­

cedures, making administrative adjustments and in travel. 

Comparing the state director v;ith his administrative superior 

in the performance of the director's administrative functions, revealed 

that the director and his superior both believed significant changes in 

time should be spent in several of these functions. 

The director and his superior both believed that the state 

director of rehabilitation should spend more time in policy planning, 

program budgeting and planning. They further agreed that the state 
1 

director should spend less time in making administrative adjustments. 

The state director believed he should spend less time in administrative 

travel and installing the rehabilitation agency's procedure, while the 

administrative superior did not respond to these functions in the same 
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way. By contrast, the administrative superiors preferred their state 

director to spend more time in providing management information and in 

procuring funding for the agency. 

The typical state director believes he should spend more time 

in developing leg-j slative relationships and in the research and develop­

ment function of the rehabilitation agency. Their administrative supe­

riors also felt the same about the time the director should spend in 

legislative relationships and research and development (.05 level of 

significance). 

The analyzed data also revealed that currently 'jh percent of 

the state directors appear before their state legislature as the agen­

cy's representative for program and funding. In preparing the rehabil­

itation agency's budget, the typical director himself, had the most 

influence on what that budget would report. The governor's budget 

offices were the second most influential, while the administrative 

superior was the third most influential. The typical state director 

meets with directors of other state human resources agencies on program 

and administrative natters. However, on a monthly or quarterly basis 

more often than any other period of time. 

The topics most discussed (in rank order) with the director's 

administrative superior were: (l) administrative problems, (2) bud­

geting matters, (3) program problems, and (1+) new programs. In'com-

parison, directors in their discussions with legislative committees 

talked of: (l) budgeting matters, (2) new programming, (3) program 

problems, and ('+) federal laws and guidelines. 
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Slightly over half of the state directors meet with an intra-

agency management council whom they depend for assistance in making 

decisions on agency programs and problems. The most important special­

ized roles of the state rehabilitation administrator was listed in rank 

order as: (l) administrative planning, (2) program development, (3) 

policy initiation, and (U) staff direction. The four next important 

specialized roles of the state director are: (5) securing program 

support, (6) preparing the rehabilitation agency's budget, (7) securing 

funds for rehabilitation programs, and (8) establishing a liaison with 

the legislature. It is interesting to note that the first four special­

ized roles are internal administrative roles, while the second four are 

specialised external relationship roles. 

Less than half of the states responding had a public relations 

function designed to mobilize program support, while a majority had a 

public relations function to disseminate information. The news media 

received the greatest attention in the state director's attempt to dis­

seminate information and mobilize program support. 

The skills most reported by the state director as those needed 

to function effectively were, first, conceptual, second, human rela­

tions, and third, technical skills. The director also believed Vie 

should be a generalist as his agency's state administrator. 

Conclusions and Implications 

Assuming that the responding state directors and administrative 

superiors were representative of the states rehabilitation agencies, 

the following conclusions have been made: 



1. Some state directors function as if they headed completely 

autonomous agencies without any apparent control exercised by an ad­

ministrative superior. This was true in states where the agency was 

under the policy direction of a state board whose prime interests and 

knowledge are in educational issues (state boards of education), rather 

than rehabilitation. Other states indicating autonomy were states 

where the administrative superior was the governor. Implication: Some 

rehabilitation agency directors believe they are operating independent 

of the executive hierarchy of administrative superior:'. 

2. There was a significant trend in the beliefs of the state direc­

tors and thejr administrative superiors that the director's role should 

be apolitical. Implication: The apparent desire to be more influential 

with legislative groups and to devote more time to those functions which 

have impact outside of the agency appears inconsistent to the apolitical 

role. The desire to be influential with groups external to the agency 

appears to be an illustration of role conflict. 

3. The most important skills needed by state directors are concep­

tual skills. This conclusion is evidenced by the significant belief 

the directors held toward spending more time in planning activities. 

Implication: Potential administrators for these high-level administra­

tive positions should be educated and trained in policy and planning 

and budgeting and fiscal procedures. 

U. The need exists to provide training for state directors of 

rehabilitation in administrative skills. Implication: More adminis­

trative training should be provided to middle and upper level rehabil­

itation management. 
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5. State directors avid their administrative superiors would prefer 

to spend less time in performing internal agency administrative func­

tions. Implication: Training programs should emphasize the delegatic:"; 

of authority to subordinate administrative personnel and the training 

of future directors to spend time in conceptual skills development. 

6. The state director and his administrative superior agreed that 

more time should be spent in research and development. Implication: 

The rehabilitation agencies should look at the research and development 

function within their agency to determine whether or not they are uti­

lizing the resources (financial and programmatic), available to upgrade 

the agencies' programs. 

7. The rehabilitation agency director believes he needs to increase 

the time he spends establishing a liaison with the legislature. 

Implicate on: There appears to be a need to establish better relation­

ship'^ for the purpose of more positively affecting those policy makers 

who determine the extent of the states rehabilitation programs and the 

level at which services are provided. 

8. The state director does not actively attempt to mobilize pro­

gram support. Implication: Again, there seems to be a conflict be­

tween the director's desire to control and expand his agency and his 

apparent desire to remain apolitical. A reason for this belief may be 

the casework orientation of the directors and the need to talk of pro­

gram in casework terms, rather than describing the operational and ad­

ministrative aspects and needs of rehabilitation agencies to appropriate 

groups. 
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9. State directors and their administrative superiors expressed 

the opinion that more time should "be spent in policy planning, program 

and budget planning. Administrative superiors further felt the direc­

tor should spend more time in procuring funds for the rehabilitation 

acency and providing wore management information. Implication: State 

rehabilitation agencies should consider a thorough management study to 

determine job evaluations arid classifications consistent with optimum 

management practice. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

1. Future research should be directed to an investigation of the 

complex elements of each function of an administrator's responsibility 

in order to empirically determine the content of each function which 

will more accurately define the job of the administrator. 

2. Since the state directors and their administrative superiors 

believed the role of the director should be apolitical and yet the 

director wanted to perform in the political arena of the executive and 

legislative branch, further research should be undertaken to investigate 

this apparent conflict. 

3. Further research should consider the relationships of time spent 

in each administrative function and the effective achievement of reha­

bilitation agency goals and objectives. 

h. Further correlational studies should be conducted. The purpose 

of such research would be to examine the relationships between the role 

and functions of the state director and variables external to the agency. 
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5. A future study should be designed to measure legislative-

administrative relationships. Since there was an interest on the part 

of state directors in forming relationships with state legislators, a 

study should be designed to examine the most effective behavior and 

presentation of program information to the legislature. 

6. Since the state director wished to remain apolitical, and yet 

influence the legislature towards a more active and e>rpanded support 

of rehabilitation programs, a study should be designed to examine the 

propriety and place, if any, of a public relations (mobilizing program 

support and information dissemination) function in state vocational 

rehabilitation programs. 



APPENDIX A 

COVER LETTER TO STATE DIRECTORS 

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead) 

Through the years the Rehabilitation Center of the University of Arizona 
has maintained an abiding interest in the complex of administrateve 
problems which face State Directors of Rehabilitation programs. Because 
of the increasing size, complexity and overlappinof Rehab Hit at i en 
services and programs across the country, we would like to examine and 
evaluate the role and functions of today's State Director of RehabiJSta­
tion. Your participation will make a major and valued contribution to 
our efforts. 

In order to define the role and functions, we are asking all the State 
Directors of Vocational Rehabilitation and the Visually Impaired to 
respond to our questionnaire. The questionnaire contains five sections 
and we would like your response to Sections I-V. We are also intending 
to send Section II, III, ana IV to your immediate administrative 
superior for his response. 

The purpose of defining the role and functions of State Directors in 
this study is to assist colleges and universities in developing their 
training and preparation programs for rehabilitation administrative 
personnel. 

Ve are committed to maintaining the confidentiality of our respondents 
and will plan to furnish you a copy of our findings when the study is 
cornple ced. 

Your cooperation in this study would be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mr. Gary D. Hulshoff 
Research Coordinator 

Dr. David Wayne Smith 
Research Director 

Enclosures 
P.S. Would you fill out the name, title and address of your immediate 

administrative superior and drop the enclosed postcard in the 
mail immediately? Please assure him that all input will be kept 
in strict confidence. 
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STATE DIRECTORS QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Stute Di rc.'l.riT, ("iier.tj onrvare 

Picor.e return to: 

Gary D. Iiulshoff 
Rehabilitation Center 
College of Education 
University of Arit'.cr.o. 
Tucson, Arizona &/121 

Kane: 
(Alter rocclpt 01' the ques­
tionnaire year nan-.e will be 
reuoved.) 
Address: 

Role Concepts and Functions cf State Administrators 
of Rehabilitation Agencies 

Explanation 

All State Directors of Rehabilitation (Vocational Rehabilitation 
and Rehabilitation of Visually I:: paired) and their immediate adminis­
trative superiors v.'ill be asked to respond to this questionnaire. The 
State Director's Administrative Superior will only "cc asked to respond 
to the administrator1 s role and function sections (II, III, IV). The 
cuerticnrairc is divided into the iollo\:inz sections: 

Section I Background inforir-ation. Every precaution will be 
taken to treat this information in a professional 
and confidential manner, "either your nar.e nor 
the name cf your agency will appear in the written 
repiort of this study. 

Section II State Directors role; the objective in this part 
is to determine how you and your superiors view 
the role of a state director of a rehabilitation 
agency. 

Sections III & IV Hanking of arcount of tine spent on n/ijor activities 
and functions: the objective in this part is to 
determine in what areas the State Director is 
spending iriost cf his time and how he believes his 
time should to spent. Use estir.ates if ycu are 

• uncertain. 

Section V Expansion of Sections III and IV: the objective 
of this section is to determine in Greater detail 
the involvement of State Directors with specific 
activities. 



121 

Section I - Rack-'ro':r.2 InferrritJ.cn 

Every precaution vn'll l.<* taken to treat this information in a professional 
and cc::fi'ior.t.itil r.a:,;,ur. Neither ycur n.ir.e ncr the agency you represent 
will ijpyoar in the written report of this study. 

A. Gonerc-l Tnfcr:-a', jon 

1. yo>.ir present job title 
a. State D5rector or Chief or Administrator 
b. Other - please specify: _______________ 

2. Ace (check) 
a. Under 25 d. 3^-Uo g. 51-55 
b. 26-30 e. 1i1-!i5 h. 56-65 
c. 31-35 f. 'i6-50 

3. He,j ir.ar.y years have you been erp-loyed in your present position? 
a. Under 1 year d. 5-6 years g. 11-32 years 
b. 1-2 years e. 7-3 years h. 13-1^ years 
c. __3-'i years f. 9-10 years i. Over ll; years 

'(. How many years have you worked in the field of rehabilitation? 
a. Under 1 year d. 5-6 years 3. 11-12 yearn 
b. 1-2 years e. years h. 13-14 years 
c. i 3-1*- years f. 9-10 years i. [ Over l'v years 

5. Please list the previous administrative positions you have held 
in rehabilitation. 
a. ___________________ 
b . 
c. __________________ 
d. 
e. ____________________ 

6. Please list the administrative positions you held prior to your 
entering the field of rehabilitation. 
a. 
b. ' 
c. 
d. 
c. 

7. Have you had previous rehabilitation counseling experience? 
Yes Ho 

8. If yes, Position Years/i.onthn in Service 

9. Do you believe that state directors centrally should have had 
counseling experience in rehabilitation? Yes Ko 
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B. KO'-i'.-i.t j.cr. 

1. I'lcase check the highest decree you nc.i hold arid clve the year of 
Ci'&duutictj it:.-! your i,.ajor: 

D.v-roo Year ' Major 
a . Kone 
b . AA 
c . HA,.'53 
d » J , ''-j 
e . Ed3 
f . KaD, PhD, :® 
g . Other 

2. Are you new workin~ toyp.rds a decree or taking courses? 
a. Yes b. I.'o 

3. Do you believe you have need for additional training at this tine? 
a. Yes b. Ho 

If yes, please rank the study areas which you believe would be 
beneficial for a State Director: 

Important 
!'ost More Avcr'...;:e Less Hot 

a. Administrative Courses 
b. Rehabilitation Courses 
c. Social Scicrice (.'curses ___ 

C. Ker.bershlr. jr. Prcf?osicnnl Cmnir-aticpo: (Check) 
1. Council of State Ad:.-.ir.j.sti\>tcrr. or Vocational Rehabilitation 

_JIational Rehabilitation Association 
_DivisiOii of Administration, Supervision - r."HA 
Katicnal Rehabilitation Counseling Association 

5• Arr.erican Rehabilitation Ccur.fielirif; Association 
6. Council cf State A~eneies fc-r the Blind 
J. American Psychological Association 

_Other, Please specify. _______________________ 

D. What are the average number of hours ycra spend per week in fulfilling 
your duties as the State Director? 

E. What are the State's laini.vaus qualifications for your position as State 
Director? 
1. Work Experience: 

2. Education ar.J Training: 

3. OUrjr: 
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Section IT - Ailr.?n*ntra*,cr Role 

Listed below arc several descriptions of role models for State Directors 
of Rehabilitation. The purpose of this section is to determine how you 
vievi your role. In answering the questions below please select the 
model which isort nearly ck-soribes year situation. 

Model A: The State Director's role is primarily political in nature. 
It also includes \he cxercisc ol' discre'.-ionary power and 
the making of value choices ar. a characteristic of Rehabil­
itation Adrr.irdntr; tore. Lastly, it is the administrator's 
responsibility to reflect, an a discretionary power, the 
desires of the voter through their elected leeislature and 
executive branch personnel. 

Model B: The State Director's role is primarily apolitical in nature. 
A description of this role would includc values which would 
reflcct a dichotc.::.;/ between politics and administration and 
that rehabilitation administration should bo based or. 
rationale which is not influenced by "politics". In this 
role modal, tidri;vi3vri.t.Ci- i -j a neutral career ucrvico 
officer '..he. pi'lKUiiy displays expertise and 
u rationality which is politically value free. 

Model C: This model is a combination of A and B above. The State 
Director places equal emphasis cn both the political and 
apolitical role. 

Check A B C 
1. Which of the above roles most 

nearly describes your present 
role? __ 

2• Which rcodel r.ost nearly describes 
the role you would prefer if you 
were free to choose? ____ ____ 

3. Which nodel most nearly describes 
the role which yea think ycur 
superiors would like ycu to 
asciur.e? 

U. Any cor.jr.ents you wish to make: -



Scot toil III - "icrm of C'.rai. Directors 

Please rank in order of ti:::e spent (with 1 representing rr.ost i.in.f? and 1£ 
represent!ne least tin::; sj "-.-ni ) durin;; an a verayj week. In coluun A, 
please rank row sront in those listed activities. In eolusnn B, 
please rank "the 2 ist-id activities by the nn.oiir.t of tir.o which you believe 
you should rp-jj.d. (Vcr ex.1r-3.la: If you spent r.est of your tir.c on 
6di,-.inif>trativ ; adjustr.ents, then you would ;-,ive it a rank of 1. If 
policy planning was the second largest tiiso consumer, it would receive 
2 as its rank, etc.) 

A B 
;:ow Should 
Spend Spend 

Policy Planning: includes deter.-r.injr.f; the broad objec­
tives of via; agency ana setting priorities, deciding 
the general r.othoJ of reaching these objectives and 
establishing ti:..c, cost, a»:d quality limits of objectives. 
PrO'.Tt-'rr. a:.j Pud ot Plnnr.in": includes agency activities 
and priorities i or activities, end translating activities 
into problems by fort-castir-a work voluivo, deter;;;.ininj; 
resources, identifying prc;;ra~ limitations, preparing a 
program work plan, setting schedules and determining 
costs of prolan,s. _____ 
Organise A -ency Structure: includes examining agency's 
vork proses:;, cievelcpir.g structure for line and staff 
processes t-.nd activities. 
In"'."I* I"tr*'i"! <~r ' Pre? r".*"rr.-r. ' : "'ethcJ.": includes 
—-• - } j-t . . . i  -i - - cr cp-rztir.g, 
staff arid service activities. _____ 
Procure Fundi n'1 ar.d iV2r.lnis -.Qi' Vi nances: includes trans­
lating pro;;rc!..s into . require:: eni.s, developing 
budgeting recuirer/.ent of agency operations, estimate 
revenues and appropriations and r.-.ake allocations. _____ _____ 
Staffiincludes providing by recruitment and training, 
by jcb specifications and staffing; priorities, the staff 
for carrying out agency programs. 
tor.a.-,c::.e;it Infrrr.-.t ion: includes evaluating jjerformance of 
work, standards cost, quality and production, setting 
up operational audits and controls and programs, effect 
management planning, etc., also includes analysis of pro­
tease. operations in relationship with program objectives. _____ 
Administrative A'i/f-trer-ts: includes improving program 
operat>ions ar.a objectives, and procedures through 
handling of tele] none, correspondence, r.ediatin,; staff 
conflicts, handling ccir.plair.ls, a:.d other adrJ.nistrative 
work, etc. It also includes ir.otivu.ting staff and Improv­
ing cor.x;ur;icat:ons ar.d initiatives cf staff, etc. _____ 
Provide; rr.ci* j t.i._-s I.I j ."urriles: includes establishing, 
liXiJntais.ir.G uair-5 i'aci iitios and their supplies 
ai.d equipment. 
Public Relations: includes ir.aintair.ing external relation­
ships wit.'i tne state legislature, state executive superiors, 
federal fluency personnel, related agencies, agency clientele 
and the general public. _____ 
Travel: includes all travel on official business of the 
agencies. _____ 
Other: 
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Section IV - Percent cf T::-e S, on I on Kajcr Functions 

Directions: In colu::.n A please estimate, as veil fis you can, the 
percent.-' ;o or tirr.e which ycu i.e.; spend during an average woo!-: on each 
of thc-ce i.ajcr udsinistrati ve iuncticr.s. In cciu:.m B, jdstse indicate 
the percentage cf ti;:.o yoj believe ycu rhcuVl spend. These activities 
to only include that ptrt oi' the Job which requires meeting with other 
people. 

Legislative Functions: includes formal and 
Informal woe tings, hsurir..~, visits and con­
tacts with legislators to discuss programs. 

A B 
How Spend Should" Spend 

Mannreir.er.t Council: includes [r/»etinr;s with 
your state level administrative personnel to 
decide on agency problems in proEraR-T.inc and 
services (top administrators of your agency). Jo 

Ad;:ilni:jl.rt' live Functions : includes forral 
ar.d iruorr.al :.'.20tin.~s and contacts with 
superiors of rehabilitation in the executive 
branch. j> j> 

Federa 1 Pu n c t i on s: includes r.eetines with 
federal Oiiiciais who have financial and 
regulatory power of your agency's• pro^i_.ms. # ji 

Beaearc)i dr'.u !>_-velc; .-reiiu: includes meeting 
with a cent:y personnel who under the State 
Director's guidance develop new programs and 
assist in upgrading present services, ^ 

Other Relr.tionr.hips: includes meeting with 
private individuals, clients, citizens groups, 
and special interest croups, etc. j 
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Section V - Picas-,; Choc?-. the /.rrrcyriiite Answers 

1. Do you apj cor before your state legislature as the agency's state 
director in records to pror^-ani and fund in ;? . 
a. Yes b. l!o 

2. If not, what covern.-.ental official appears before the state legis­
lature in yci'.r behalf? 
Official's Title: Dov.urtir.ent 

3. In prej.rirJyour budot, rank those who determine the pro~rnns to 
be developed and financed in ycur agency (isircot ir.pcrtant, 2-less 
important, etc., rank than equal if you wish). 
a. State Director e. Superiors in ycur agency 
b. Federal Law f. I.ef.isl&ture 
c . Governor g. Other 
d. Governor's Budget Office 

'i. Do you ir.cet with other directors of Hur.an Resources agencies on 
program and administrative ratters in ycur state? 
a. Yes b. '.io 

Quarterly 
Sen? -Annuo.! ly 
A r. i<• 11 y 
Other 

5. Do you meet with your administrative superiors on a regular basis? 
a. Yes b. Ko 

If yes, how often: _____ 
If no, when: _____ 

6. V.'hat topics are usually discussed with administrative superiors and 
with legislative cor.nittees (if you do r.ct. appear before the legis­
lature please write D'.'iA for does riot anil;;). Please rank crder by 
time spent, lrtnost tine, etc. 

With Adr.lni strati vo Syr jriorr, V/jth Icr:islntive Co.rmittees 
a .  Adr.'.ini utrative i rcbicr.s _____ _____ 
b. Program Problems ______ ______ 
c .  B.id;;etin(j Mutters _____ _____ 
d. I.'ex Prĉ rarjiiinG _____ _____ 
e .  Federal Iavs and 

Guidelines ______ _____ 
f. Reporting, Reviewing 
& Evaluation Problems ______ _____ 

g.  Kr'plcyee & Personnel 
Problems ______ _____ 

h. Other 

If yes, how often: (check) 
1. Daily 5-
2. l.'eekly 6. 

3. 7. 
Ij. Monthly 8. 
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7. Do ycu have an Jntra-ugency ii.&r.a-erent (departr.ental cr divisional 
employees) ccij.?il whom yc.i doj u::d u yen f cr assistance in making 
decisions on agency progra-.s ;.nd problems? 
a. Yes b. Ho 

8. How often do you ir.ect with year intra-agency management council.? 

9< What do you sec as your most important role as an administrator? 
Please rank order from 1 to 10, l=rr.03t important. 
n. Adrr.inistralive Planning f. State Executive Liaison 
t>. Staff Directing g. Bu'ljet Preparation 
c . Policy Initiation h. Pre,-yum Development 
d. Interpreting La'.:s U Regulations 1. fiecuring Program Support 

(Federal and State) k. Assisting Clients 
e. State legislative Liaison 1. Other 

10. Do you have a public relatione function within your agency to: 
(i.e., one person cr staff) 
n. mobilize program support Yes No 
h. disseminate infcnr.ation Yes iio 

11. If yes or no (a f4 b) in cuestior. 10, does this function include work­
ing with: (if position or persons do not exist ir. yc.:r ctc.te, please 
indicate by D"A for does net cr Y for von, " for ro) 

Mouilii'.e Disseminate 
Program Sur.v.ort Information 

a. Legislative Ccrr.ittees _____ _____ 
b. Legislators 
c .  Legislature Co-.incil Staff ____ 
d. Legislative Cc:rjiittee Research Staff _____ __ 
e. State Executive Bud-et Staff _____ _____ 
f. Governor's Office 
g. Federal Congressmen _____ _____ 
h. Federal Agency Personnel 
i. Lobby Groups 
j. Special Interest Groups _____ _____ 
k. Pressure Groups _____ 
1. Mews Media _____ _____ 
m. Business and Industry _____ _____ 
n. Advisory Cc:..n;ittees _____ ____ 
o. Others, specify _____ _____ 

12. Please check what you believe are the skills needed by State Directors 
(do not hesitate to give equal rank, according to importance). 

Kcst More Jr.rcrtnnt Less Mot 
u. Conceptual (foreseeing agency n^eds) _ ___ __ __ 
b. Technical (knowing how to cio each Job) ___ 
c .  Human Relations 

13. To best serve as a State Director of Rehabilitation, the Director 
should be: a. Coneralist (one who has organizing & pat lie relations 
skills) or b. Specialist (one who is well founded in rehabilitation. 



APPENDIX C 

LETTER OP ENDORSEMENT 

(State of Florida Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Letterhead) 

Mr. Gary Hulshoff 
The Rehabilit--.tj.cn Center 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 65721 

Dear Gary: 

Your questionnaire has bean checked carefully and reviewed with members 
of my staff who have worked on similar efforts. Kith the consents 
£i ven to you in my letter of June 1, 1971 > I believe ycu have a prac­
tical document that, will be easy to complete in a short time and will 
produce the results ycu want. 

All State Directors of Vocational Rehabilitation get a rather substan­
tial number of questionnaires to complete, but they don't get many 
that refer to the role and function of the administrator. For this 
reason, I think ycu will find them to be responsive and cooperative in 
completing the form and returning it to yea. 

I believe that all of us in the Council of State Administrators of 
Vocational Rehabilitation would be interested in seeiny the results of 
your study, and we shall appreciate your sharing this with us when ycu 
have it completed. 

Best wishes for success in your work. 

Sincerely yours, 

Craig Mills, Director 
Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation 
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APPENDIX D 

FIRST FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO STATE DIRECTORS 

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead) 

Dear 

Recently we mailed you a questionnaire entitled Role- CcnceT'ts and 
Functions of State Administrators of Rehabilitation A'-^ncies. As 
yet we have not received your response. 

In order for this study to be valid and meaningful, it is very 
important that we receive responses from as many State Directors 
as possible. Kay we again ask -that you complete the questionnaire 
as soon as possible and return it in the stomped-addressed envelope 
provided. 

As mentioned in our initial communication to you your contribution 
is vital to future and progressive changes in your special field. 

Your cooperation is urgently needed and will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mr. Gary D. Hulshoff 
Research Coordinator 

Dr. David Wayne Smith 
Research Director 
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APPENDIX E 

SECOND FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO STATE DIRECTORS 

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead) 

Recently we sent ycu a questionnaire entitled Role Concepts and Func­
tions of State Administrators of Rehabilitation •• • •••i'neies and have not 
yet received a response. 

We are enclosing another questionnaire in case you are not able to 
locate the previous questionnaire. 

Would you complete the questionnaire as soon as possible and return 
it in the stamped-addressed envelope provided? 

We will appreciate your help and cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mr. Gary D. Hulshoff 
Research Coordinator 

Dr. David Wayne Smith 
Research Director 

Enclosure 

P.S. Please be assured that this will not be a perfunctory survey. 
Instead, with your help, we hope to convert our findings into 
more meaningful and productive suggestions for you and your 
associates. 
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APPENDIX F 

COVER LETTER TO ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERIORS 

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead) 

Dear 

Through the years "Li e Rehabilitation Center of the University cf Arizc-n:; has 
Kaintuineil an abldlii!.', ii«crest in t>:s ccr.j.-lex cf ud:..Snl strati vc prcblerrs 
which face State Di'.roctcrn of P.ehubilitatien prcsras.s. Because cf the in­
creasing sise, cc:::t. icxj ty and cvcrlnrpinc of Rehabilitation sei'vicea ar.d pro­
grams tici ess the country, we vc,:l;! like to examine and evaluate the rcle and 
functions of today's State Director cf Rehabilitation. . Your participation 
will make & major and valued contribution to car efforts. 

In order to define the role and functions, we are asking all the State Direc­
tors of Vocation:.! Rehabilitation and Rehabilitation for the Visually Impaired 
to respond to our cnier Li empire. 

As the ir.;.;edicite administrative superior to the State Directors, we would like 
you to respond to the cuestior.r.aire by what you think the State Director's 
role aii'J functions ore now and wh:it you believe they should be. Indeed ycur 
input will contribute to a future "sense of direction." 

Sections I and IV are not included with year questionnaire because these two 
sections are specific tc the State Director's personr.l background and experience. 

The purpose of defining the rcle and functions of State Directors in this study 
is to assist colleges and universities in developing their training ar.d prepa­
ration jrocraiv.s for rehabilitation administrative personnel. 

We are committed to inaintainin^ the confidentiality cf our respondents and will 
plan to furnish you a copy of our fir.3ir.gs when the study is completed. 

Your cooperation in this study would be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mr. Gary D. Hulshcff 
Research Coordinator 

Dr. Dsvid Vayne Smith 
Research Director 

Enclosure 
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APPEIJDIX G 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERIORS QUESTIONNAIRE 
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A&ainistrativo P-.'rerit i-s :ftiostion:j-tjro 

Please return to: 

Gary D. Kulshoff 
Rehabilitation Center 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 

Uair.e: ' 
(After receipt of queatiennaire 
your r.as-e will be rer.oved.) 
Address: 

Role Concepts and Functions of State Administrators 
of RehabilSvOtjcr. Arancieo. 

Explanation 

All State Directors of Rehabilitation (Vocaticnal Rehabilitation and 
Rehabilitation cf Visually Ii-mired) a:id their ir^diuto f.dr.inistrative 
superiors will be risked to respond to t.iis questionnaire. The State 
Director's questionnaire includes two ether sections (I and V). These 
sections are related to the Director's backi-rouni and so~.e specifics 
related to those tu»kc>I in Ccclic-..i> a1, 1X1, cj;d IV, but in grvuttr 
detail. This questionnaire is tiiviuea into the 1 oil owing sections: 

Section II State Directors role: The objective in this 
part is to determine hov; yea viev; the role of 
a state director of a rehabilitation agency. 

Sections III and IV Ranking of amount of tir.e spent on major activ­
ities and functions: The objective in this 
part is to determine in what areas the State 
Director is spend! 113 i.-.ost cf his tirre and how 
ycu believe his time should be spent. Use 
estimates if ycu are uncertain. 



Section II - Aib.lr.: strr.tor Rr.le 

Listed below arc several descriptions c!' role n.odels for Stute Directors 
of He5;ati 11 ti iti c-:i. 1>;c purpose o' Uii s section Is to determine how you 
view the state director's role. In i-.ru-.weriRg the questions below please 
select the r.oael which rest r.oarly described ycur oituaticn. 

Kcdel A: The State Director's role is primarily political in nature. 
It also includes the exercise of diocrel.icnr.ry jc-»er and 
the making of value ciioices is a characteristic of Rehabil­
itation Administrators. L-istly, it is the administrator's 
responsibility to reflect, as a discretionary pc\:er, the 
desires of the voter through their elected legislature and 
executive brunch personnel. 

Model B: The: State Director's role is primarily apolitical in nature. 
A description of this role would include values which would 
reflect a dichotomy between politics and administration and 
that rehabilitation administration should be r/ised on 
rationale which is not. inf.1utT.ced by "polities". In this 
role model, the administrator is a neutral earecr service 
officer who primarily displays cc:.-petence, expertise and 
n rationality which is politically value free. 

Model C: This model is a ecrr.bir.ntion of A and !> above. The State 
T)irector pipcos enpul evrtosls on br.ih the pollt.icnl and 
apolitical role. 

Check B 
1. Which cf the above roles most 

nearly describes ycur present 
role? 

2. Which model most nearly describes 
the role you would prefer if you 
were free to choose? 

3. Which model most nearly describes 
the role which you think ycur 
superiors would like you to 
assune? 

It. Any consents you wish to rake: 



Section III - IVr.gtior.s of SIM.-- Directors 

Please rank in orl.-r of tir.e r.r.-r.t (with 3_ resenting r.ost ti:ne and 12 
representing ti:.vr; s; durir.,; an tver;-~.e week. In cotur.n A, 
please rim); tire rev sront in th'.-s-.; lictcd nativities. In cc2u;-.n B, 
please rank the listed t.jtivitieo by the a:.xu:it otime which you believe 
should he r.p-.-nl. (For exv:::i 3e: If the director spent r.ost o:' his tir.e 
on administrative ad jnsi.r.:;rj;.s, then you would £,ivC: it a rank of 1. If 
policy plnnnin- vas second lar^jst tir.e eonsur.er, it would receive 2 as 
its rank, etc.) 

A B 
Nov Should 
Spend Spend 

Policy Plp.nnir.-~: includes determining the broad objec­
tives oi ti.e u;;:ncy and scttir.c priorities, deciding 
the general r.eth&J cf reacr.ir.f: U.osu oi Jcctives and 
establishing tiro, cost, ar.J qv.-ilitv lir.itc cf objectives. _____ 
Pro'TM and I-i;f; ••:t fl-ir.r'.i:.-; includes r.pency i.etivities —— 
ar.d priorities l or activities, and tr«;r.slntin.: activities 
into problor.r. by forecasting vc.rk vcluir.e, detenr-ininc! 
resources, identifying pro^ri'.::. limitations, preparing a 
pro-^ram work plan, setting schedules and determining 
coots of prc~ra~s. 
Organize A~-^yicy Structure: includes examining agency's 
work proress, dcvelcj.ir.n structure for line* ur.d staff 
processes and activities. 
Installation c.f Prccsduro:; nrd f-tethe-Ss: includes 
developing routine.;, jrcc_-iures ar.d systems for operating, 
Stl-ff £~:i 1 SOi'V̂ Ct- .v.'uiviliv'o. 
Procure Fuiviii. ana A-ir.lnis^or includes trans­
lating pro^rar.j into cud.-at rer.iir .'rents, developing 
budgeting requirement of agency operations, estimate 
revenues and appropriations and :::ake allocaticr.r.. _____ 
Staff in?:: includes jrovidir.c recruitment and training, 
by job specifications and staffing priorities, the staff 
for carrying out agency pro~r.ir:s. 
Han.ir.enant. lnfcrrati on: includes evaluating performance of 
work, stanaarus c; cost, quality and production, setting 
up operational audits and controls and pro~rans, effect 
management planning, etc., also includes analysis of pro­
gram operations in relationship with program objectives. _____ 
Adr.i nistrative !As trorl.s: j r.cludes improving program 
operations and or. jectives, and procedures through 
handling of telephone, correspondence, mediating staff 
conflicts, handling ccnplair.tr,, and other ndr.inistrative 
work, etc. It also includes cctivntir.3 staff and iir.prov-
iny cocEiur.icaticns and initiatives of staff, etc. ___ 
Provide Facilities ar.d S'r-rJior: includes esU-hiishinG, 
maintaining and usir.£ iacilities and their sujplies 
and equipment.. _____ 
Public Relations: includes i.-.aintainine; external relation­
ships with the o-„ate legislature, state executive superiors, 
federal agency personnel, related agencies, agency clientele 
and the general public. 
Travel: includes all travel on official business of the 
agencies. 
Other: 
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^ Socticn TV - Percent of Time Sr-ent cn "".,'-cr Functions 

Directions: In column A Ljoase estiroile, ar. well as you can, the 
percentage c!' tl»e which the director rev; spend :j during an average' 
week cn each cl' those major fid::,inlutrutive fuxistions. In colu:.;n B, 
please lndlcntc the perccnt'-sc cf yen believe he she rid spend. 
These; activities to only include that pt.rt cf the Job which requires 
meeting with other people. 

I-orj.s]atjvc }\it.lcnrs: includes formal ur.d 
inforr.al r.-jc-bi:.nearinc, visits end con­
tacts with legislators to discuss programs. 

Adrr.inir.tr:-.My? Vy.-.oticr.r.: includes forir.sl 
and ini orrr.ai jr.oetii;;-,3 ar.d contact;; with 
superiors of rehabilitation in the executive 
branch. 

A B 
Now Spend Should Spend 

Federal Functions: includes n.eetin^s with 
iederal oiiieiuls who hava financial and 
regulatory power of your agency's programs. j> ji 

Research and Si.-v .lc ;..r..>3nt: includes frt-ctiug 

with a-jency perr,on:iel who under the State 
Director's fjiidinoe develop new programs and 
assist in up-;r;dinc present services. <f> <f> 

tonne,er.ent Ccv.nci 1: includes r^etiri'js with 
your state level adninistrr-tive personnel to 
decide on agency problems in prccrwnrsine and 
services (top administrators cf your agency). j> i 

Other Relationships: includes r.eetins with 
private ir.diviautils, clients, citizens croups, 
and special interest groups, etc. j> $ 



APPENDIX H 

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERIORS 

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead) 

Dear 

Recently we sent you a questionnaire entitled Role Concepts and 
Functions of State AdminisOrators of Rehabilitation A=-c-::cles and 
have not yet received a response. 

Ue are enclosing another questionnaire in case you are not able 
to locate the previous questionnaire. 

Would you complete the questionnaire as soon as possible and 
return it in the stair,ped-addressed envelope provided? 

We will appreciate your help and cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mr. Gary D. Hulshoff 
Resean ' Coordinator 

Dr. David Wayne Smith 
Research Director 

Enclosure 

P.S. Please be assured that this will not be a perfunctory survey. 
Instead, with your help, we hope to convert our findings into 
more meaningful and productive suggestions for you and your 
associates. 
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APPENDIX I 

FOLLOW-UP L3TTHR TO UTJIiAHED ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERIORS 

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead) 

Recently we sent you a letter and questionnaire to have the Admini 
trative Superior to the State Director of Vocational Rohabilitatic 
or of the Blind fill out. Unfortunately, we do not knev; the narse 
the immediate superior to the State Director. Consequently, the 
questionnaire, in sense inctanccsi, has been forwarded to the State 
Director. This defeats our purpose as the State Directors have al­
ready filled out a questionnaire. 

If the enclosed, questionnaire could be filled out by the State 
Director's admrinjstrative superior, we could then evaluate the Sta 
Director's role and functions front the point of view of the State 
Director and his administrative superior. 

Please forgive us for this confusion and thank you in advance for 
your help in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gary D. Hulshoff 
Research Coordinator 

Dr. David Wayne Smith 
Research Director 
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APPENDIX J 

BACKGROUND IUFCRI^TIOK ON STATE DIRECTORS 

OP REHABILITATION AGENCIES 
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Table 25. Age of State Directors 

Age N >> 

Under 25 0 0 

26-30 0 0 

31-35 3 1+ 

36-U0 5 7 

1+1-45 11 16 

1+6-50 9 13 

51-55 12 18 

56-65 27 ko 

Over 65 1 1 

No response 0 0 

Total 68 99 

Mean Age - 51.9 

Median Age - 53 
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Table 26. Experience as State Director 

Length of Tin;e N % 

Under 1 year 3 5 

1 - 2  12 18 

3 - U 15 23 

5 - 6  6 9 

C
O

 i 
c-

10 15 

9 - 10 5 8 

11 - 12 1+ 6 

13 - lU 1 2 

Over 14 15 23 

No response 0 0 

Total 67 

Median length of experience - 5*58 
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Table 27 • Years Stats Directors Have Worked in Field cf Rehabilitation 

Years N 1° 

Under 1 1 2 

1 - 2  5 8 

-3
-

1 
cn 

2 3 

5 - 6  2 3 

C
O
 i 3 5 

9 - 1 0  k 6 

11 - 12 6 9 

13 - h 6 

Over l^l- 39 59 

No response l 2 

Total 66 

Median years - lU.j. 
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Table 28. Highest Decree Held 

Decree N 

None 1 1 

AA 11 

BA, BS 17 2k 

HA, KS 40 56 

EdS 2 3 

EdD, PhD, KD 7 10 

Other 4 6 

No response 0 0 

Total 72 101 



Table 29» Courses State Directors Preferred for Further Training 

Courses Most 
N 

Admini strati on 3^ 82.92 
/• O 1̂ .63 0 0 0 0 1 2.44 4l 99.99 

Rehabilitation 5 13.51 12 32.43 15 ho.54 2 5.41 3 P. n 1 • .i-U. 37 100.00 

Social Science 1 2.9̂  0 26.45 12 35.29 9 26.45 8.82 3^ 99-95 

Importance 
More Average Less Not Total 

TV 1'J 11 ,u N t N iy N < 
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Table 30. Membership in Professional Organizations 

Organization 
N 

Total 
N "fT 

n 

Council of State Administrators 
of Vocational Rehabilitation 63 68 93 

National Rehabilitation 
Association 65 68 96 

Division of Adm. 
Supervision - IIRS 13 68 26 

Nat,. Reh. Couns. Assoc. 26 68 33 

American Reh. Couns. Assoc. 5 68 7 

Council of State Agencies 
for the Blind 2h 68 35 

American Psych. Assoc. 6 68 9 

Others 29 68 ^3 
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Table 31 • State Minimum Educational Qualification for Pcsition 
as Statg Director 

Category N f t f  

TCo Specific Qualifications lU 21 

Bachelor's Dagree 18 26 

Master's Degree 30 

No Response 6 9 

Total 63 100 
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Table 32. State Mln"!ir,U!n Adrnini.~trat.ive Experience to Qualify 
for Position as Stats Director 

Recuired Administrative State Hinlnu;:i Reouirenvants 
Experience (in years) U '/j 

Unspecified 19 28 

2 11 

3 11 

b 5 7 

5 13 19 

6 69 

7 2 3 

8 5 7 

9 0 0 

10 8 12 

10+ 1 1 

No response 9 13 

Total 68 101 
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