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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 vere:

l. 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?

L. 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 1s 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?

T. How does the state director delegate his reéponsibility to

other administrators in the rehabilitation agency?

xi



xii

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 68 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 5.6 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



xiii
planning, program and budget planning, public relations and organizing
the agency's structure.

The state director preferred to spend more time developing legis-
lative relatiocnships and more sophisticated research and develcpment
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, progran
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

Intrcduction 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 148 per-
sons in 1971l. The state/federal expenditures in Arizcna 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

1



insignificant when compared with the responsibilities it secms des-
tined to assume in the present decade" (Bleecker, 1971, p. 6).

Throughout the United States over the past 50 years the dra-
matic growth of vocational rehabilitation in budgeted funds for progren
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 ﬁhis role and the subsequent need to subject it to a critical anal-
ysis.

While there have been studies in business, education and public
edministration, as well as varicus 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 edministration in institutions of higher
education generally reflects curricula including training in such ac-

cepted administrative skills as planning, organizing, directing and



3
controlling as well as selected subject-matter content, i.e., principles
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 45 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 Ruies and Regulations merely state (United
States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,[pHEQ], 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:



« o« o the Directeor is responsible for the coordinaticn and inte-
graticn of all activities, ceontrol of cperation, development and
interpretaticn of policies, rules, regulations, and standards,
employment, training, supervision of staff, and direction of the
Illinois Federal Disability Prcsram in accordance with the agree-
ment between the State /Agency and the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. In carrying out these funeticns, the Director
delegates to staff assistunts . . « the reguisite authority to
maintain operations (p. 3).
Neither the federal guidelines ncor the Illinois State Plan contain the
knowledge, skills or qualifications necessary for the state administra-
tor to ensure cfficient and effective vocational rehabilitation ser-
vices and programs.

Many authors have referred to the skills needed for successful
administrative leadership. Katz (1958) referred to conceptual, tech-
nical and human relations skills. Simeon (1962) relied heavily on
decision-making skills., Other authors, Wildavsky (1954), Staats (1662),
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 authcrs have cited communication
skills, leadership styles, organizational skills based on modern orgen-
izational thecory, administrative leadership, problem solving, research
and strategy skills, management by objectives, and operational effi-
ciency and effectiveness skills developed through the use of the con=
puter, as necessary tools for a successful administrator. Numerous
other studies have attempted to define the role and function of admine
istrators (Barnard, 1938, 1948; Campbell, 1964; Carlson, 1962;
Griffiths, 196k4; Gross, 1964; Halpin, 1966; Hemphill, Griffiths and
Frederikson, 1962; Lipham, 1964; Presthus, 1962; Simon, 1947, 19570,

1962; Thompson, 1961).



Halpin (1966), however, arpgued thet administrative studies
have not led to an operational definition of administration. He defined
the four components of a beginning framework of administrative theory
as: (1) The Task, (2) The Formal Organization, (3) The Work Group (or
Work Groups), and (4) The Leader (or Leaders). Halpin's (1966) sui-
gested framework, within which administrative theory could be'developcd,
has led to the present study of the role and functions of state direc-
tors of rehabilitation agencies (pp. 30-48).

With the continuing increases in the numbers of citizens wvho
need vocational rehabilitation services and the relaticnships 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 problenms
presented by an increasing rehabilitation staff (National Citizens
Advisory Cormittee on Vocational Rehabilitation, 1968).

In order to educate and train personnel capable of handling the
complex moderﬁ 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
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rehabilitation can be illustrated by listing several trends in programns
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 renabilitation 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?



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 cxecutive branch affect the role of the
administrator?

9. How much differcnce is there between the percentage of time
which administrators devote {0 researching and developing new programs
and services and the percentage of time they feel they should desvote

to these tasks?

Inportance of the Problem

Historically, the state's divisions of vocational rehabilitation
attributed their administrative origin to vocational education (Obermann,
1967). The next step for some states was to move vocational rehabilita-
tion under the Jjurisdiction of state boards of educaticn. Many states
have not recognized the conflict which existed between an educational
system deéigned 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 percepticn éf 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 positicns to appoint rehabili-
tation personnel with the criteria necessary for selecticn.

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 vwhich
a model rchabilitation 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 rehabile-
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 ébout the prerequisite adminis-
trative experience and educational background hecessary to effectively

administer these state prograns.

szotheses

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 vere 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 functipns.

4, 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
tilwe 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 superviscry 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.

Assumgtions

This research was based on three assumptions:

l. 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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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: Tunctions are perceived stimulus situations which
state administrators feel impelled to modify in order to realize scme
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, 1964, 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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Surmary
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 was based upon the rapidly changing and growing
responsibilities of state rchabilitation 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 litecrature in five areas:
(1) the status of public administration, (2) role theory, (3) adminis-
trative functions, (&) 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. BSection 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 & review of existe
ing‘rehabilitation administration training programs. As in Chapter I,
it 1s 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 cf 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 ocut 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 pericd 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 paradism in which empirical
research could be studied and related. Indeed, Halpin (1966) described
four compenents of organization: the task, the leader, the work group
and the formal organization. Landau (1952) had earlier concluded that
the‘age of intermingling ficld theory and directly obtservable activ-
ities to form hypotheses was now occurring.

Recent writers (Blau and Scott, 1962; 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 e « othe 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 tcol then provided a definable
membership, regularized patterns of behavior, permznent hicrarchical
roles and finite boundaries. They went on to state that, these active
ities inherently implied change, as administration was a process and,
was therefore concerned with the interpersonal aspects of public admine
istration, i.e., policy making, coordinating individual and group effort,
and encouraging morale. (The practice of public administration is,
therefore, the means for implementing politiecal 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 (1957a) 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, 1958).

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 scientifice~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 gquestion 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 develcpment of public
administration within two basic executive branch models. The first

executive governance descrived 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
Priffner and Presthus, 1957, p. L178) stated:
o« « o« the concept of the governor being primarily responsible for
the management of the executive branch has not yet gained a firm
footheold in most states in spite of some rather substantial re-
organization (p. 173).

The Committee for Economic Development, in its monograph entitled,

Modernizing State Government (1957), reported that only four states,

Alaska, Hawali, New Jersey and Pennsylvania elected no other state
official independently. The committee further reported that the other
46 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 them" (Committee for Economic Development, 1967,
Pe 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 alsc gave the chief
executive the power to remove his appointee from office,

The integrationist model demanded that the executive branch be
fully integrated and coordinatced 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 Tragmented 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 envircnment 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 tc the "practical" approach and back
again towards a unifying of theory and practice. Halpin (1966) argucd
that, in the field of educational administration, there has been an
appalling poverty of theory. Other writers (Landau, 1962; and
Appleby, 1955) have also attempted to lay the Iramework within
vhich administration could be studied. Today's studies have placed an
empnasis on organizational and group phenomena s predictors of what
administrative, supervisory and operational personnel behavior would
be under certain circumstances (Blau and Scott, 1962; Waldo, 1948; 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. 14). 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 Lxpectation

The determinant factcrs of rcle have been the subject of seri-
ous studics 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 role, 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 . . + oras « . « @ set of eval=-
vative standards applied to an incunbent of a particular position"
(Gross, iason, and McEachern, 1938, p. 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). He reported that
"outsiders" (those who came to the superintendent's role from other
superintendency experience) tended to definc 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 meanager 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.
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Role Conflict

The relationship between the administrator's values and the
responsibilities he has as an agency's chief executive have not always
bteen 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 welfarc officiels to work out 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: ". . . Orcgon . . . has done an outstanding
job in following our rules" (p. 7). Conferences were held between
DHEW 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)s 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 sccurity heads an agency that is 100 per-
cent federally funded. The questicn then becarme one of whether allce-
glance by the employment security director was to the federsal
government, where his program is funded or to the state government,
where his agency 1is located.

Many state human resources manpover agencies directors have not
been required to coordinate their pregrams with each other and many
fedéral programs affecting the same populations have been administered
in disconnected state agencies. There is, consequently, a continucd
tendency for agency directors to protect their own funding, to the po-
tential detriment of more ccmprehensive programs dealing with human
resource problems (Copeland, 1959, pp. 5=6).

A further source of conflict has been in the role interpreta~
tion and expectations of state administrators in essentially political
matters. OCbermann (1967) referred to the political motivations and
strategies used by many administrators during the formative years of
rehabilitation as attempts tou 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 aprointed 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 prcmoted to higher administrative positions his admine
istrative responsibilities many times cutnumbered his executive abil-
ities. Attempts to resolve such conflicts occurred by submerging the
"professional" role and adopting the administrative role or by acquiring

further treining 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 amcng
administrators and educators of public administrators. In spelling ocut
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 "

+ o« » 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 bady of administrative law would insure proper
standards and due process in administrative conduct.

Following VWorld 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 « o o o

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

k, Management techniques and processes have their costs as well
as their benefits. Each new version has a high obsolescecnce
rate, its initial contributicns to rationality declining es
it becomes the vested interest of its own specialist guarde
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).



In further confirming Sayre's formulations in the developirnig
concepts of administraticn 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, Themas (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 crganization was
located. Welfare workers in large and small organizaticnal units dif-
fered significantly in how they perceived their roles and how they nct
their professional respcnsibilities and service goals (pp. 30-37).

| The current role model, thgn, had to take into considgration
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 taskse.

Administrative Functions

Halpin (1966) contended there was no legitimate administrative
theory. He suggested a paradigm within which the administrator cculd
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, 1953) and his percepiion 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 (1955), exemplary of other state plans,
spelled out an overview of the responsibilities of the state director
as:

e o o the dircctor is responsible for the cocrdination and in-
tegration of all activities, ccntrol of operation, development
and intcerpretation of policies, rules, regulations, and stan-
dards, employmant, training, surervision of staff, and direc-
tion of the Illinois Fedcral Disebility Progran in accordance
with the agreement belween the State Agency and the Department
of Health, DEducation, and Welfare. 1In carryinz out these func-
tions, the Director delegates to staffl assistants . « « the
requisite authority to maintain operations (p. 8).

These functions or tasks reflected the federal rules and regulations
stated in Chapter 45 of the Federal Rules and Regulations (US, DHEW,
VRA, 1968) for Vocational Rehabilitaticn.

Koontz (1964) surmarized the manzger's (administrator's) funce
tions in business and industry as:

e« o » 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
e « o he assures that the environment facilitates coordination by
creating an appropriate orgznization structure, selecting skill=
ful subordinates and training and supervising them effectively,
providing and explaining the integrated plans end programs that
subordinates will carry out, and establishing means to determine
whether plans are being carried out properly and programs are on
schedule (p. Lk).

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. 45).
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Though these two passages enunciate some specific responsibile-
ities and their functions, other researchers have devoted intensc in-
terest to developing the full spectrum of functions which
administrators pertform,

Meny writers (Flippo, 1968; Griffiths, 1964k) in public ard
business administration, have recounted the historical development of
managerial functions as enumerated by Taylor, Fayol, Urwick and others.
Taylor (l9h7) is considered the father of scientific management and
paid a great deal of attention Lo time and motion studies and finding
the "right man to the right job."

Fayol's (translated by Constance Storrs in 1949) contributions
weré surmarized in his definitions of administraticn. These functions
became known as "Fayol's Elements"” and consisted of five basic points:
to plan, corganize, command, coordinate and control. TFollowers further
refined these functions. Gulick and Urwick (1937) expanded "Fayol's
Elements" and described thesc functions in the acronym POSDCORB. This
word included the initial letters of seven administrative functions:
planning, organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting
and budgeting.

Flippo (1968) contended that these administrative functions
were in reality four basic functions in which staffing, coordinating,
and budgeting could be classifiéd 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 crgan=-

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 cmployce have been
the interest of rescarchers such as Simon(1957a), Presthus (1965),
Thompson (1901), Blau and Scott, 1962). Flippo (1$60) 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
fermal relationships in order to preduce a product or provide a service.

Indeced, Stone (1969) und his associates at the University of
Pittsbursh's Graduate School of Public and International Affairs col-
laborated with scholars and governmental administrators (in foreign
countrics 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 handbock was prepared for the "over 200 schools and institutes of
public and development administration in scme 92 ccuntries « « "
(Jack Koteen, in Preface to Stone, 1969, 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 ocut these stated cbjectives (program
and budget planning).

3+ Plan and build organization structure to carry out programs.
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Lk, Plan and install procedures and methods: Develop detailed
routines, procedurcs and systems for substantive or opcrating,
staff, and service activities.
5. Procure funds and administer financeS. . « .
6. Provide the necessary versonnel . . .
T« Provide the information necessary for maragement « o o
8. Analyze the inforrmation provided for manugement o o .
9. Adjust and improve program operations and objectives . «
10. Motivate the organization.
11l. Provide fTacilities and supplies.
12. Meintain external relationships with:
a. Legislature
b. Administrative superiors
c. Related agencics
d. Agency clientele
€. General public
13« .+ . « issue orders to carry out decisions and policies and
develop a system for the contrel and distribution of issu~
ances.

These furnctions were inclusive of the respensibilities which

administrators vere 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, 1968). Other factors affecting the state administrator are

found within the decision-making process. This process
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« o« o goes On at thrce levels of government. Interpgovernmental
complexity, the sheer number and diversity cof the units involved,
their georraphic spreoad, and the variation in the resources avail-
able to them combine to make effective collaboration a minor mire-
acle. At the heart of the dilerra is the dual responsibility for
giving individualized service tc 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 prograns.
They have also had to compromise their administrative activily becouse
of decision-makers at higher levels of government (state sovernors,
legislatures and federal officiels) (Taylor, et al., 1900). Ever
present were value cenflicts, organizational patterns established for
carrying oﬁt ageney programs, informsl overlays, such as sociometry of
staff, decisional, functional power, and communication overlays
(Taylor, et zl., 1958).

The growth of rehabllitation administration as a specialized
field in public administration has paralleled administrative develop=-
ment in other fields. The growth of rehabilitation administration has
been traced through the development of vocationzl 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 lawvs,
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 hisltories of ihe 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) and a

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

1920-1970 (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 (1967, 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 pre;edents 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 vocaticnal education.
The States' Boards of Vocational rducation did not fully comprehend the
objectives of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (Obermann, 1967).

The establishment of State Boards of liducation as policy-makers
in rehabilitation set the stage for a second precedent which toeday still
affects the administration of state rehabilitation pregrams. Many states
were reluctant to participate in the new program and the Federal Bourd
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 legislaturcs
for support of vocational rehabilifation. 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, 1943, 195k, 1965,
1967, 1968) accomplished three basic things. The amendments provided
for: new service programs for pnysically 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 vocaticnal 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 1960's. It
took so many forms, old and new, and each form multiplied. State
vocational rehabilitation azencies not only grew in numbers of
disabled people rehabilitated, in funds and in staff; they alsc
moved into special programming to conduct demonstration projects,
provide for more and better staff training, and organize speciazl
programs for disabled groups . » « (pe 18).
The most significant legislation of the 1960 decade was the
funding of statewide studies for the comprehensive planning of voca=-

{tional renabilitation services in the future and the inclusion of =

the culturally, economically and educationally disadvantagzed (U. S.
Congress, 10G8).

Each of these successive amendments, with their new programs
and expansion and modification of existing programs léd 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 vocetional rehabilitation. At the Fifth
National Conference on Vocational Rechabilitation in Wisconsin in 1928,

the states reported that their activities:
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. » had beccme so extensive that some of the state supervisors
vere beginning to be troubled by personnel and other administra-
tive problenms.. . « The state supervisors were beginning to de-
velop into the roles of managers and supervisors. The simple
relationships to clients and stafif that were pessible during the
earliest days in each slate were by necessity, being replaced by
administrative arrangenents that resulted in increasingly great-
er 'distance' between the supervisor and his 'case workers' and
their work. Rapport, staff, morale, intra-staff corrmunications,
stalff improvaments, these werce already testing the leadership
capabilities of the directors. . .« Many spoke of difficulties
in recruiting good rehabilitation workers, provlems in training
them, the nced for some specialized type of college training to
supplement what cculd be taught through experience on the job,
the inability to attract cualified personnel because of limited
salary budgets, and political interference in selecting staff
(Obermann, 1967, pp. 253-254).

A second factor in the growth of administrative responsibility
was the new federal reqguirements for the submission and acceptance of
the state plan. The state administrators had to indicate to the fed-
eral government the plans, pclicies, and methods to be followed in
carrying out the work of rehabilitation and its administrative implica-
tions (U. S. Congress, 1943). 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 vere to file reports, prohibit capital expenditures for adminis-
trative purchases and establish rules, regulations and standards for
the expenditures of funds (U. S. Congress, 1943, pp. 374=375).

Until 1943 state directors were considered political beings.

State directors knew that, in order to build the vocational
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rechabilitation organizations and programs in the states, they had to
progress through political action (Switzer, 1970).

The 1943 amendments to the Vocational Rehzbilitation Act brought
an important organizational tcol to the state directors: The Act pro-
vided 100 percent federal funding for administration, counseling and
guidance, and placement perscnnel. For the first time, growth of admin-
istration occurred for reasons cther than politics. Personnel systems
were designed, and salaries corparable to those paid to similar profes-
sionals were adopted. There was a national foundation laid for the
establishment of a viable vocaticnal rehabilitation organization--the
National Rehabilitation Asscciation. These new services, and the legis-
lati&e mandates from the Congress of the United States, recuired that
state directers be preparcd to handle the sdministrative functions of
expanded and more complex relationships within the rehsbilitation
agency.

After World War II, the federal office suggested systematic
procedures of budzeting 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



36
capacity, the experience, or the trained personnel to administer an
overall program for the handicapped" (Obermann, 1967, pp. 304-305).

The Harbridge House repcrts that the results of analyzing the
state~vwide planning reports for rchabilitaticn were summed up by the U.S.
Department of Health, Lducation, and Welfare, Rehabilitation Sarvices
Administration (1970b):

« « . public agencies at the State level (are) making strenuous
and agcressive elfforts to rise effectively to the challenge of
the rehabilitation prcblem which increasingly is placed before
them. low much of this chellense can be nmct by a dircct expen-
sion of State agency funds, staff and participating facilities
and how much by a realignment of the metheds o¢f ccoperation and
participation by the variocus public and private organizations in
closely related fields, remains unclear. Cecrizinly the State
Vocatlional Rehabilitation assncies see for their future an even
stronger role in planning, brckerage, and the cocrdination 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 mcre widely
dispersed and frequently more decentralized with regional and
local offices tailoring their rehabilitation programs to Tit
more specifically the needs of their own handicapped porulations

(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 $29,347,000 to $455,865,000-~
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 1960
to 241,390 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
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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 prcgram with less favorable to
more favorable matching possibilities. Here again was an indicaticn
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,
EﬁRé}, 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 legise
lature, while 14 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 $4,000,000 per fiscal year, 1970, per state.

The Needs and Prcblems of State Directors of Rehebilitation

Dishart (1964) reported that a survey of state directors shcwed
that the seven most important factors for improving the services of ithe
state vocational rehabilitation asencies were:

l. More rehabilitation cocunselors

2. More mecney in the budget

3. Better attitudes among the public and employer

L. Higher salaries for counselors

5. DBetter training facilities in the state

6. Better rehabilitation counselors

Te More clerical and secretarial help
Those not listed in the first seven were more supervisors (rankéd 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 (1964) also reported that the most important five fac-
tors for promotién 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

stabllity and the number of professionally trained staff. The
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1968, 1969, 1970) indicatcd that personnel in the state's rehabilite-
tion programs turnover at an alarming rate. During the years 1662
through 1970, 39 of every 100 positions filled were filled by persons
hired during that yecar. The averags vacancy raitc for these three yeurs
was 13 out of every 100 positions. At the end of the yecar, 39 stafr
were new and 13 positions were empty. OFf 100 positions, 45 staff rep~-
resented stahbility and continuity in the delivery of rehabilitaticn
services,

An example of the difficulty of keepinr 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 oy
state rehabilitation agencies. Of these 199 persons, 120 vacated their
positions. In 1970, for three quarters, 156 graduates filled positicns.
One hundred and thirty (130) later vacated thoir positions. In summary,
350 persons were specifically trained for service in state rehabilitea-
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 Prosrams

Margolin and Sostek (1968) reported that todey's administrators
needed training commensurate with a goal moving towvards creative manage-
ment. Margolin stated the training mest desired for a rchabilitation
administratoer:

It must be cateporically stated that the skills needed in admine-
istration and supervision arc different from those of rehabili-
tation counseling, physical therapy and the like. It is erroneous
to assume that an individuzl trained in a onc-to-cone basis of
operation, either physically or psychologically, is the most
suited to carry on in a rchabilitaticn agency such functicns as
program planning, {iscal ranasement, effcctive uses of manpower,
and systems analysis. In other words, skill training in counsel-
ing or thercpy dozs not necessarily make people sensitive to cr-
ganizational dynamics « . « Developing good administrative
leadership may be a lot casier for the person with a generalist
orientation as compared tc the highly trained specialist. Perhaps
the best combination is an expertise in a particular rehabilitae-
tion field coupled with an administrative training which irbues

in the administrator the zeneralist 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 cof Florida, The University of Wis-
consin, Northeastern University, The University of Oklzhoma and The
University of Arizona. Texas Technical University (Personal correse
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
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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, econcmics, 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-
ciplés, 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
vere:

Rehabilitation supervisors and administrators in state and prie-
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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Rehatvilitation and administration, . . « students . . . inter-

ested in entering the field of Rehabilitation Administration

Research (Northcastern University Announcement, 1971).
Northeastern University has becn funded for several ycars by the Social
and Rehabilitation Service of the Department of lealth, Education, and
Welfare to train rechabilitaticn administrators at the master's level.

Margolin and Sostek (19468), faculty menbers of Northeastern
University, designed a framework within which the necessary rchabilitea-
tion administrative skills can be taught. The industrial-~business
training model, with features peculiar to the field of rehabilitation,
was utilized. Margolin's mecdel included academic training, in=-service
training and continuing education. Margolin and Sosiek (1968) main-
tained that ". . . & total academic program in rehsbilitation admin-
istration would have to be conceptualized at the doctoral level' (p. 19).
Prorer training recuired skill development in three basic arecs:

foundations of rehabilitation, generic aspects of administration and
rchabilitation administration. The program in Rehabilitation Adminis-
tration at Northeastern University at the master's degree level reflecte
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 Psychoclogical 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.
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Electives available to the administrative student were Social Welfare
and Rehabilitation, Rehabilitation Research, Administration of a
Sheltered VWorkshop, Rehabilitation and the Law, and Occupational
Placement.

The RSA Managenient Training Program at The University of Okla-
homa began in July, 1965, and included program participants who repre-
sented top, middle and lower rchabilitation managerment. In this
program vocational rehabilitation administrative personnel have becn
brought to the Oklahoma campus for an eleven phase programming of one-
week seninars over a period cf two years or longer. Further thrce
day short courses vere intersrersed throuchout the scminar progran.
Parﬁicipation in the RSA Management Training Program did not lead to
a degree. Since the program rarticipants 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
apgainst the accepted and successful principles and practices presented
during the seminar" (University of Oklahoma Bulletin, 1969). The
seminar phase of the program consisted of the following topics: Dbasic
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 Arizone began a doctoral program in Rehabili-
tation Administration in 1955. The approach to rehabiliitation adminis-
tration at both the mastier's degree and deoctoral study level has been
inter-disciplinary. This inter-disciplinary philosophy, held by the
faculty of the Rehabilitation Ccnter, has been reflected in the curricu-
lum thal student participants hove taken in their prepsrations for the
master's or doctorate degrece. D. W. Smith (Personal inicrview, June 3,
1071) 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 broud
behavioral science curriculum,' He further stated: ". . . the admin-
istration program must prepare an administrator whose skills are ori-
ented towards percelving the future needs of rehabilitaition and then
having the commensurate ability to implement rehabilitation programs
that will be relevant to the needs of the physically discbled 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, commnity 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 Administraticn and
Systems Engineering have been: manegement and organizational behavior,
statistics, research personnel management, law, computer program, syse
tems management, financial management, federal, state and municipal
government, administrative leadership, supecrvision of personnel, health
agencies administration, project administration, grantsmenship, 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 vhat the rehabilitation ad-

ministrators consider their role and functions tc be.

Summary
This chapter presented a review of the related literature in
five general areas: (1) 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
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perform in carrying out their responsibilities; (4) 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 staflf
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, ond

various opinions of scholars in the field have been cited.



CHAPTFR IIIX

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The procedures and methédolcgy used in the study are presented
in this chapter, and ere divided into four sections: (1) instrument
construction, (2) selection procedures, (3) data collection, and (k)
date analysis.

The study was designed to examine the state dirccteor'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 irmediate administrative superior was zlso
guestioned 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 Naticnal
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 aqﬁ
Vashington, D. C. consisted of 54 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

k7



administrative superiors to whom the directors reported. The total
population of administraztive superiors to each State Director of Reha-
bilitation was ninety. Each member of the administrative superior ccr-
ulation was ashked to answer cuestions regarding their perceptions cf
the role and funcﬁions of the State Directors of Rehabilitation.

In summary, these tuvo populations, the state directors and
their administrative superiors, were utilized as the sample for this
study. Van Dalen (19566) pointed cut the particular and peculiar prote
lems of sampling and the importance of insuring representativeness by

using appropriate sampling desizn and sampling technique.

Construction of the Instrurent

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 belicved his role and func-
tions should be. The state director's administrative superior was alsc
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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4, How much difference is there between the percentage of time
state directors devote to various functions and the percentege
of time they believe they should devote to these functions?

5« What faciors, external to the job itself, affect the work of
the adninistirator?

6. How does the state director delegate his responsibility to
other administrators in the rehabilitation.agency?

T. To what extent do relationships with the federal government,
state legislature, and exccutive branch affect the role of
the administrator?

8. How rmch difference is there between the percentage of time
wvhich administrators devcte to the innovation of new progrens
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 develéped for use in this study.
The advantages cf mailed guesticnnaires 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, 1965). 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 collecticn.

The cuestionnaire vas structured closcd form so as to maximize
the willingness of the respondent to answer the cuestions. The closed
form questionnaire was also used beczuse (1) the informants tend to
snsver questions more frankly by mail since ancnymity is assured; (2)
the questions are standardized; and (3) the respondent can answer the
guestionnaire at his conveniecnce (Parten, 1950). To overcome Van Dalen's
(1466) objections to the forced categorization of answers into a limitcd
number of alternatives in a closed form guestionrnaire, the investigater
provided for other alternative answvers 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 cencountered by the investigator during
the writing of the questionnaire were: (1) the phrasing of the items
so they would be understocd by the respondents; (2) the seguential ar-
rangement of the questions so as to assist the respondents in answering
them; (3) the designing of items to help the rcspondent characterize
his response; (4) to design items so as not to elicit a bias responsec;
(5) the designing of a questionnaire which was not overburdening the
respondent; and (6) the avoidance of questions that would alienate the
respondent (Wise, Nordberp 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.
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In the actual desizn of ihe questionnaire, preliminary versicns
were subkmitted to profescional aedrministrators of rehabilitetion presrons

whle about the construction of sure

and to individuals who were knowled:
vey instrunents, whe were not members of the pcuulution. After seversl
revisions Tolloving the recormendoiions of the roview pancl, en addi-
tional szople of adidinictrators cnl Former sdministrators, not merbers
o’ the population, vere cited to couplete the ocuecclionnaire. The indi-
uals involved in the survey developmont also responded Lo questions
cencerning the length of Lhe survey, 1ts appropricteness, the cbjeetiv-
ity of the insirument as well ws con’using cuesiions and/or instruciicns.
The fin2l version of the cucstionnnire ceontainad five scetions (I—V),
vhile the questionnaire sent to the statle dirceter's adminicsirative

superior contzined three tions (IT-IV).

N
()

Ccllcetion ¢f the Data

Usinz {ihe names and zddrcsses of the stnte directers of voca-
ticnal rehabilitation and »ehraebilitation for the blind, e cuastionnaire
(Appendix B) was sent with a cover letier (Appendix A) and a letter of
support (Appendix C) from lir. Craip Mills, the State Director of Vceca-
tional Rehabilitaticon in Florida, tr. Mills vwas also the President-

elect of the Ccuncil of Statz Administrators, a National Rehabilitation
Associaticon affiliate. Also included in the cucstionraire packet, was
a self-addressed, stamped cenvelope end a self-addressed postcard. The
postcard was scnt to the state directors with & request to send the
name and addrecss of their immediate administrative superior. Thirty-

nine postcards were returned with 33 nomes and addresses of adminis-

trative superiors.



Therc were Sk ocuestionnaires sent to state and territorial
directors of vocational rehabilitation and 36 questionnaires sent to
directors of rchabilitation for the blind. After approximetely four
weeks the return was 5l percent of the sample. A sccond follow-up les-
ter was sent (Appendix D), to the state directors who had failed to
return the original questionnaire asking for o response. Followinz an
additional three weeks the totel return reached 63.2 percent. This wes
followed by a third letter and enother questionnaire (Appendix E).
After an additional waiting period of three weeks the data collection
vas considered coupleted for the state directors questionnaire. Thare
was a resporise from 70 state directors--a 78 percent return. Two of
the cuestionnaires could not be used as one was not completed corrsci-
ly, and the cther respondent éid 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, Education, and Welfare. The
listing contained no names of the administrative superiors to the state
dircetors 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-
gies in which rehabilitation was subdivisionai. 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 returnad (33%). A
second letter (Appendix H) and an additional questionnaire wvere sent
to the non-respon@ents. Some questionnaires were sent to the state
director by the board or other officer, who did not complete the gues=
tionnaire himself. After some incorrect responses and correspondence,
a letter was sent explaining the intent of the originel request
(Appendix I). After approximately four weeks 55 responses were re-
ceived (61%).

Several of the responses (17) could not be used for the follow-
ing reasons: (1) the persons answering were representing board members
and disclaimed thatAthey 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; (4) 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
vas determined at this timé that that phase of the study comparing
administrative superiors with their state directors would be conducted

with 38 usable returns.



The rate of return for the guestionnaires sent to the statc
directors was considerably higher (78%) than that generally reported
for mailed questionraires (Van Dalen, 1966). The rate of return for
the cuesticnnaires mailed to the administrative superior (61%) wes ccn-
sidered the usual return rate, however, There appcarcd to be other
factors, as mentioned above, which contributed to that rate of rcturn.

Parten (1950) atiributed high return rates to the extensiveness
of experimentation in the development of the cuestionnaire. Two otler
factors could have contributed to the state director's high return rate.
One factor was the close comradery among state directors of rehebilita-
tion and the second factor was thce endorsement of the president-elect
of the Council of State Administrators of the National Rehabilitation

Asscociation, 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 vwere rejected if the respondents indicated their inability to
appropriately answer the section. Four gquestionnaires received from
administrative superiors of state directors who did not respond were
also rejected. Thirty-eiéht 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). Scections I and

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

Section 1

The purpose of ithis secticn was to obtain background information
about the stlate director. This background information consisted of':
(1) general information, (2) education, (3) membership in professionzl
organization, (4) hours spent in aduinistrating the rehahilitation
agency, and (5) the minimum qualifications for state directors in re-
habilitation.

The data werc presented in tabular form and in brief qualita-
tive descriptions of fact. The data not appearing in tzbular form were
analyzed by qualitative descriptive methcds. All data were descrip-
tively snalyzed and presented as a composite profile of the present

state directors of rehabilitation agencies.

Section IT

The purposé of this section was to determine how a state direc-
tor viewed his present role in the agency. The following three models
vere 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 pover, the desires of the voter through their elected

legislature and executive branch personnel.
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Model B: The state director's role is primarily apolitical in
nature. A description of this rcle would include values which weould
reflect a dichotomy Letween pcelitics and administration and that reha-
bilitation administration shcould be based on rationale which is not
influenced by "politics". In this role model, the administrator ic a
neutral carcer service officer who primarily displays competence, ex-
pertise and a raticnality which 1s poclitically value free.

licdel C: This model is a combinalion of A and B. The state

director places equal emphasis on both the politicel ard apoliticul role.

The respondents were asked to select the model which nicst nearly de-
scrived (1) his present role, (2) his preferred role, and (3) the role
which he thought his superiors would like him to assume,

These role models were developed after researching the litera-
ture. The authors represcnting 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 (1558),
Simon (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:

l. 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 sipnificant difference between the state adminis-
trator's present perception of his role and the role which he believes

his superior wculd like him to assume.
Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level.

Secticon TIT

The purpose of this section was to determine how state directors
spent their time in the functicns of administration commonly accepted
by authorities in the field. Thc cuestions were developed after a thor-
ough review of the literature and by testing the formal with experts in
the field of rchabilitation admiristration. The functions were opera=-
tioﬁally defined after a review of such writers as Fayol (1g49),
Gulick and Urwick (1937), Flippo (1968), and Stone (1569). The respon-
dents were asked to rank the timz spent in each functicn 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 percentege of

time vhich 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 najor funciions relating to other people. The relation-
ships explored as major functions were the administrator's responsibil-
ities of working with (1) statc legislators, (2) supcriors to the state
directors, in the executive branch, (3) federal officials, (4) those
state renabilitation personnel who are developing new programs, (5)
other stute level rehabilitaticn administrators, and (§) special inter-
est and citizen groups. The questionnaire was designed to determine
the amount of time currently spent on these Tunctions and the amount of
time that the director believed should be spent on thesc relationships.

The datz were presented in tabular form and vere analyzed by
the t-test of significant diffcrcnées between mean percents (Pophrar,
1967). The analyses were calculated in order to test the following
null hypotheses:

4, 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.
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T. There is no significant difference between the percentage of
time state administrators spend with agency supcrvisory and administra-
tive staff on program problems and the percentage of time they believe
they should spende.

. There is no sirnificant difference between the percentage of
time stotc 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 dcvelcorment of rehabilitae-

tion programs and the percentage of time they believe they should spend.
Tests of significance werc reported at ithe .05 level,

Section V

The purpose of this section was to provide a greater percepticn
of administrative relationships with groups bolh within and without the
state's rehabilitation agencies. OSection V offers an intensive insight
into those relationships which form the necessary formal and informal
cormrunications channels to carry on the activities of the agency. The
cormunications questions examined in Section V were: (1) 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 ansvers to qguestions regarding the
techniques used for mobilizing suprort for programs of state rehabili-

tation agencies. Finally, a recheck of skills relating to successful
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administrative behavior was tabulated for further insight into the
director's beliefs sbout administration of statc rehabilitation agen=-
cies. The data were presented in tables and by using descriptive

stalistics.

Trend Analysis

Feollowing the descriptive analysis and testing of the hypotheses,
a section on trend analysis was included. In the section selected fac-
tors vere correlated with each other and those correlation ceoefficients
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 rehabilitction with his matched
administrative superior on their respenses to questions in Sections 1I,
IIT, and IV of the questicnnaire. These responses were tested for sige
nificant differcences using the Mclemer test for significant changes
(Section II), the Wilcoxon matched-pairs, signed-rank test (Section III),

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

Summarz

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 TiE STUDY

Introduction

Chapter four is a presentation of the results of data analysis.
The chapter is divided intc three sections. The Tirst section is a
descriptive analysis of the collected data from the cuestions. 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 compariscn of administrative superiors' and state direc-

tors' responses to selected questions.

Descriptive Analysis

As previcusly stated, one population for the study consisted
of 90 state and territorial administrators of rehabilitation agencies
throughout the nation. The seccnd populaticn consisted of the adminig-
trative superiors to the state directors. The analysis reflects the
recturns 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--Backeround Information

Question 1. What was the background of state directors of

rehabilitation agencies thrcughout the country?
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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 (327%)
chief administrators were titled State Director, Chief or Administrez:cr,
vhile the rest had cther titles. The average ase of the state directoer
was 51.9 years and the median age was 53 years (Table 25). The median
tire spent by state directors in office was 5.0 yeurs (Toble 25). The
total time spent in rehabilitation by state directors, includin: th2
pericd of time as director was over 1lb years (Taktle 27).

There were 43 (Ah7)) state direcctors who had sdministrative
experience in rehabilitation prior to becoming state director. Exam-
ples of positions held in rehebilitation prior to becoming state dirsc=-
tors vwere ecually divided tetween assistant state dircectors, district
and casevork supervisors. There vere 22 (30%) directors who hed no
previous rehabilitation administrative experience prior to becoming
the director of the state rehabilitation agency. Of these 22 directors,
12 (58%) had other administrative experience, examples of which were
school principals, schcool superintendents and exccutives 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 ccmpared to 33 percent

who did not believe such experience was necessary.
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The education level attained by &7 péréent c¢f 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 degree (Table
28). When asked whether they vwere working towards a graduate degree or
taking courses, nine percent responded yes. Whoen asked if the director
believed he had a need for additional training 62 percent (39) answered
affirmatively. Of those directors who indicated a neecd for further
training, 97 percent believed that it was most or more important to
take administration courses, 46 percent believed it was most or more
important, while 41 percent believed it was of average importance to
study rehabilitation. The third category of ccurses, social sciences,
received a 29 percent rating for most or more important; 35 percent of
the directors rated social science of average imporiance, while 35 per-
cent indicated that it was less or not important to receive further
training in social science courses (Table 29).

As to memﬁership 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 48 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

adeguate accompanying administrative experience (Tables 31 and 32).

Secticon ITl==Administrotor Role

Guestion 1. Which rcle best describes the state directors!

present role?

The state dircetor vwas ashked to select Tfrom Model A, B or C us
developed in the questionnaire. An ebbreviated definition of the roles
is: lMedel A, & role primarily political in nature; Model B, a role

olitical in scope; Mcdel C, was a combination of the political and
2

o

)

gpoliticael roles described in lModels A and B.

2

Surprisingly no state dircctor described his role as strictly
political (Model A) but &0 percent selected Model B and 40 percent
selected icdel C (Tuble 1).

3

Question 2. Which medel most nearly described the role the

state director would checse if he were free to chcose?

Again, no state director selected Model A as his role., Sixty-
eight percent of the directors sclected Model B as their preferred role
and 32 percent selected liodel C.

Question 3. Which role most nearly described the role the

state director btelieved his sureriors would lilke him tc¢ asssume?

Again, the state directors did not select Model A. Fifty-five
rercent of the state administrators believed their supericrs would want
them to assume Model B. The other 45 percent believed their superiors

vanted them to assume Model C.



Table 1. Role of State Directors

Model A Model B Model C Total Cni Sguzre
Role¥* N 7 N % i % N o
Present 0 o] 36 €0.32 25 30.68 G3 100 35.52%
Preferred 0 0 43 68.25 20 31.75 63 1060 Ll 10%
Agency 0 0 34 54,84 28 45.16 62 100 31.87*

¥ Significant at the .05 level ~ 2 degrees of freedonm

** 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

%9
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In revievwing Table 1, the greatest difference observed was the
unexpected virtual lack of response by the state dircctors for Mcdel A,
In comparing the stotz dircctors rresent versus his preferred role,
Model B was selected as the actual role G0 percent of the time and 68
percent of the tirme, if they vere free to choose. Thoe present role of
state directors as corpared with assumed role, indicated a 59 percent

(Model %) to 45 percent (Model B) as a response by the state directors.

Secticn ITI-=-Aduninistrative Functicns

Section IIT was designed to determinc what state directors be-
lieved were their most important functions.

Question 1. How mach difference was there beitween the arcunt

of tirme which state direcctors srent on various adninistrotive functions

and thoe time they believed thev should spond on these funclticns?

. Table 2 presents a comporison 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 organizing the agency's structure.
In comparison, state directors of rehabilitation agencics believed they
should be spending their time in policy planning, program and budget
planning, public relations, and organizing agency structurec.

It is interesting to note that the two functions considered

most important were functions that directly involved relationships with

organizations and agencies external to rchabilitation agencies. State



Table 2. State Directors Rank

of Time Spent on Administrative Functicns

How Should Wilcoxcn
Function N Mdn** Rank N Mdn Rank matched-pairs
(z-score)
Policy Planning © 56 3.79 3 56 1.38 1 3.67*
Program & Budget Planning 55 3.39 2 55 1.63 2 3.00%
Organize Agency Structure 55 L1k N 55 b1k 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 5.0k 6 .01
Staffing 53 7.10 9 53 5.77 9 1.25
Management Infcrmation Sl 4.83 6 54 4.33 5 .72
Administrative AdJjustments 55 2.56 1 55 6.30 8 3.91¥%
Facilities & Suprlies 53 2.39 11 53 .50 10.5 27
Public Relations 54 k.50 5 5k L.ik 3.5 1.54
Travel 54 8.50 10 54 9.50 10.5 2.00%

*Significant at .05 level

*%*Median determined by ranking functicns (1 is most time spent in function)

L3
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directors belicved they should spend less time with installing agency
proccdures and methods, administrative adjustments, administering fecil-

ities, supplics and administrotive traveling.

.

Seetion IVe=liior Relaticonshin Tunctions

Guestion 1. How mmch differernce vas theroe betucen the ver-

4

centoce of time spent on majer functions by state directors arnd the

tine they belicved they should sreand on these funelions?

Table 3 gives a compariscn of the time spent on the functions
involving meeling with various roups affecting rehabilitation progreus.
Statve directors reported they should spend more time with legislators
(from 5.56% to 9.50% of their time). Additionzlly, directors believed
more time should be spent in research and developrent (14.05% to
15.775). One function indicatling a decreasing trend in timc spent was
in the category of other relationships (15.68% to 14.33%). Consider-
able difference was found in the time spent in legislative functions

and rescarch and development functions,

Section V-==Selected Administrative Factors

Section V was designed to describe in greater depth selected
factors involved in statc directors fulfilling their administrative
roles and functions.

Table 4 shows that the state director ranks himself as the most
important person (1) in establishing the agency's budget preparation.
The next most influential persons in budget preparation are, in rank
order, (2) the governor's budpet office, (3) agency supcriors, (4) 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 cof t-test¥**

Functions N A Rank N % Rank Frecedom (t-value)
Legislative

Functions 60 5.96 6 60  9.50 5 59 5. 00%
Administrative

Functions 57 19.07 2 57 19.30 2 56 .22
Federal

Functions 58  9.52 5 58  §.95 6 57 -.81
Research &

Development 61 14.05 4 61 15.77 3 60 2.72%
Maragement

Council 59 26.61 1 59 26.02 1 58 .01
Other

Relationships 60 15.68 3 60 14.33 L 59 -1.54

*Significant at .05 level of two-tailed test

**t-test for significant differences between related-sample means

69
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Table 4. Those Who Most Influence Budeet Preparation Priorities

Office N Median Rank Order
Rating¥
State Director G2 1.36 1
Federal Law 55 2.58 5
Governor 5h 2.66 6
Governor's Budget Office 58 1.60 2
Agency Superiors 52 1.80 3
Legislature 58 2.33 L

¥Based on 1 being most important

noting that the agency's state difector, his administrative superior,
and the governor's budget office collaborate on the budget preparation.
It is also interesting and perhaps surprising that the federal law is
more influential in budget preparation than the governor.

The rank order of impcriance 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, (4) 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:

(1) budgetary matters, (2) new programming, (3) program problems,



Table 5. Topics Discussed with Administrative Superiors

by State Directcrs

Topics N Median Rank Order
Rating¥

Administrative Problems 59 1.31 1l
Program Problens 52 2.00 3
Budgeting Matters 57 1.43 2
New Programming 5k 2.67 N
Federal Laws & Cuidelines 51 h.77 T
Reporting, Revieving &

Evaluating Problems 54 4.50 6
Employee & Personnel

Problems 51 4.38 5
Other 24 T.33

*Based on rank of 1l being most time spent in discussing topic



Table 6. Topics Discussed with Legislative Committees

by State Directors

12

Topic N % Median Rank Order
Rating*

Administrative Problems 17 25 3.88 5
Program Problems 29 43 2.07 3
Budgeting Matters 50 T 1.28 1
New Programming 34 50 1.79 2
Federal Laws & Guidelines 25 37 2.75 L
Reporting, Reviewing &

Evaluating Problems 19 28 k.17 6
Employee & Personnel

Problems 13 19 6.21 T
Other 8 12 7.20

*Based on rank of 1 being most time spent in discussing topic
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(4) federal laws and guidelines, (5) administrative problems, (6) re-
porting, reviewing and evaluating problems, and (7) employce and per-
sonnel problers.

When stote directors appear before legislative committees
(appropriations) Th percent of the directors discussed budgetary mat=
ters. Tifty percent of tne directors discussed new programs and 43
percent discussced program problems before legislative committees.

In ranking the various snccialized roles which state directors
fulfill within their agencies, the roles chosen from most important to
least important are shown in Table 7. Administrative planning, program
development end policy initiation rank as the most important roles,
resfcctively, 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 rocle.

Table 8 illustrates those rehabilitation agencies having public
relations functions. These public relations functions were divided
into two categories with 49 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), 5S4 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

Th

Role N ledian Renk Order
Rating¥

Administrative Planning 60 1.27 1
Staff Directing 60 443 L
Policy Initiation 59 3.10 3
Interpreting Laws

& Regulations 59 7+50 9
State Legislative

Liaison 54 6.85 8
State Executive

Liaison 57 T.61 10
Budget Preparation 58 5.17 6
Program Development 59 2.92 2
Securing Program Support 59 4.79 5
Securing Funds 59 5.38 T
Assisting Clients k2 9.80 11

*Based upon ranking (1 being most important) for specialized roles



Table 8. Rehabilitation Agencies with Public Relations Functions

Purpose Yes % No % N %
Mobilize Program Support 30 kg : 31 51 61 100
Disseminate Information 38 62 23 38 61 100




Table 9. State Directors' Attempis to Provide Information

to Various Groups

Contact Mobilize Surnert Disseminate Informaticn

Groups Total &  H=Yes % Totel W  N=Yes <
Legislative

Committees 61 20 33 61 28 L6
Legislators 61 23 38 59 31 53
Legislative

Council Staff 60 16 27 60 20 33
Legislative Comm.,

Research Staff 61 17 28 61 21 3L
State Executive

Budget Staff 61 23 38 61 oL 39
Governor's Office 61 23 38 61 29 L8
Federal

Congressmen 61 24 39 61 30 e}
Federal Agency

Personnel 61 25 L1 60 26 43
Lobby Groups 61 ok 39 61 25 L1
Special Interest

Groups 62 27 LYy 60 29 48
Pressure Groups 61 19 31 61 22 36
News Media 61 33 5 61 37 61
Business &

Industry 61 29 48 61 33 54
Advisory

Committees 61 29 48 62 34 55
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mobilize program support ranged frem a low of 27 percent before legis-
lative council staff, to a high of 48 percent among business and in-
dustrial leaders and vocational rehabilitation advisory committeces.

Table 9 also indicates that 61 percent of those state direciors
reporting relied on the ncws media to dissemlnate information about
their agency's program. Contact with other groups ranged [rom a low of
34 percent disseminating information to legislative council research
staff to a high of 55 percent to advisory commitieces, 54 percent to
business and industrial leaders and 53 percent to legislators. VWhen
state agency dircciors were asked if they appeared before their stale
legislatlure in regard to program and funding, 74 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 thosc
state directors reporting believed that conceptual skills were the most
important and 95 percent reported that they were the most or more
important. Twenty-nine percent of those directors rep;;ting telieved
that technical skills were the most or more important while 70 percent
belicved that this skill was of average importance, or less., Eighty-
seven percent of the state directors also reported that human relations
skills were moct and more important.

In response to the cuestion of whether a state director should

be a generalist or specialist, Sk percent indicated generalist.



Table 10. Skills Most Needed as State Directors

Im;gortance :
Most More Important Less Wot Tota
Skills N A N % N % I 54 N = ] %
Conceptual 51 82 10 16 1 2 0 0 o} 0 c2 10C
Technical 6 10 12 19 25 Lo 17 27 2 3 62 99
Humen
Relations 37 60 17 27 8 13 0 0 0] o] 62 100
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Another 15 percent reportcd specialist and 31 percent a combination
of both (Table 11).

The response Lo questions of whether state directors met with
other directors of human resources agencies, showed 92 percent reperte-
ing affirmatively. When asied how often they met with these directors,
two percent reposted daily, 14 percent weekly, eight percent biweekly,
22 percent monthly, 20 percent cuerterly, three percent simi-annually,
and two percent ammally. Thirty percent reported they met on cther
schedules not indicated above (Teble 12)., Sixty percent of the direc-
tors held regular meetings with their administrative superior, while
i¥e) 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 decisicns on agency programs and

problems, 44 percent reported they did not.

Hygotheses

Hypotnesis 1

Hypothesis 1 was: There is no significant difference between the
state administrator's present perceptiion of his role and the role he
would prefer if he were free tc choose.

The McNemar test for significance of changes was calculated to
test the hypothesis. With one degree of freedom, a Chi Sguare value
of 3.84 was needed for significance at the .05 level. As shown in
Table 13, the calculated value of 1.765 did not exceed the .05 level

of significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted.



Table 11. Characteristics of State Directors
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Skills N %
Generalist 32 54
Specialist 9 15
Both 186 31

Total 59 100

Table 12. Vocational Rehabilitaticn State Directors Meeting
with Other State Azency Directors

Freguerncy N 4
Daily 1 2
Weekly & 14
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 % N % N % N %

Present 0 0 38  63.33 22  36.67 60 100

Preferred 0 o] 43  67.19 21 32.81 6k 100 1.785%

*Not significant at .05 level - 1 degree of freedom
**¥Defined as the state directors' perception of their present and preferred role

*BexMcNemar test for the significance of changes

18
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These results sugpgest 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 {0 chocse.

Hypothesis 2

llypothesis 2 was: Taere is no significant difference between
the state director's present verception of his role and the role which
he believes his superior wculd like him to assune.

The Mcilermar test for significant changes was calculated to test
the hypothesis. With cne degree of freedom, a Chi Square value of 3.84
was needed for significance at the .05 level. s shown in Table 1k,
the calculated value of .90 did not exceed the .05 level of signifi-
cance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted.

These results sugpest that there was no significant conflict
between the state director's present perception of his role and the

role he velieved his superior would like him to assume.

Hypothesis 3

Bypothesis 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 1.96 was needed for significance at the .05 level.
As shown in Table 2, the calculated values cf policy planning (3.87),

program and budget planning (3.29), installation of agency procedures



Table 1k. Present Role and the Agency Preferred Role of State Director

Model A Mcdel B Medel C Total Chi Square¥*¥*¥
Role** N % N 9 N I8 %
Present 0 0 386 061.29 2h 38,71 62 100
Agency 0 0 34 sh.Eh 280 145.15 62 100 Melors

*¥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

#xMcNemar test for the significance of changes

£3
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and methods (2.87), administrative adjustments (3.91) and travel (2.03)
exceeded the level of significance of 1.56 at the .05 level. There-
fore, the rwll 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 hypoihesis for the func-
tions organizing agency slructiure, 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 amcunt 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 belicved thzy should spend on these functions,

The directors believed they should sypend more time in policy planning,
program and budget planning, and less time in installing agency pro-

cedures and methods, making administrative adjusiments and traveling.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 was: There is no significant difference between
the percentage of time state administrators belicve they should spend
with the state legislaturz 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 frcedom a t-value of
2.00 vas 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.



These results suggest that there is a conilict between the
amount of time now spent by state directors with thelr state legis-

latures and the amount of time they believe they snhould 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 vetween mean percents
was used O test the hypothesis. With 56 degrees of freedom, a t-valuc
of 2.00 was needed for siznificance at the .05 level. Teble 3 showed
that the administrative functions with state executive braneh perscnncl
(.22) did not reach the .05 level of significance. Therefere, the null
hypothesis was accepted.

These results suggest that there is no discrepancy between the
amount of {ime 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. With 57 degrees of freedom, a t-valuc of

2.00 was needed for significance at the .05 level., Table 3 showed
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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 dircctors spend with federal officials of re-

habilitation and the amount of time they belicved they should spend.

Hyvothesis 7

Hypothesis 7 was: There is no significent differcnce 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 sperd.

The t=-test of significant difference between mean percents vas
used to test the hypothesis. Witk 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 .0l did not reach the level of
significance. Therefore, the null hypcthesis 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 bctueen mean percents
was used to test the hypothesis. With 59 degrees of frecdom, a
t-value of 2.00 was neceded to reach significance at .05 level. Table 3
indicated that the calculeted t-value of 1l.54 did not reach or exceed
the level of significance at .05. Therefore, the null hypothesis wes
accepted.

These results indicated that there was no discrepancy between
the time now spent by state directors with other groups and the time

that shculd be devoted to them.

Hyrothesis 9

Hypothesis 9 was: There is no significant difference between
the percentage of time state administrators spend in rescarch and de-
velopment of rehabilitation programs and the percentage of time thcy
believe they should spend.

The t=-test of significant difference betwecn hean percents vas
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 tevalue of +2.72 exceceded 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 tine

that should be devoted to this function.
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Trend Analysis

The purpose of this scetion is to illustrate trends and cor-
relations betwcen the selected factors describing the role concepts
and functicns of state directcrs cf rehabilitation szencies. This sec-
tion is divided inlo two parts. The first part will describe the cor-
relation belween data collected irom state directors and their
respective administrative superiors., Part two compares the difference
between the state directors end their administrative superiors as

indicated by Sections II, III, and IV of lhe survey instrument.

Correlsation Factors

The follcwing list reprecents a report of the Pearson producte
moment correlation coefficients between stute directors (SD) and their
adriinistrative supervisors (4S) on selected variables which were Big=-
nificant at the .05 level:

1. (SD) Age with (SD) Time in Present Position 4638
2. (SD) Age with (SD) Experience in Rehabilitation 3652

3. (SD) Present Position with (SD) Experience in
Rehabilitation 5628

L. (SD) Experience in Rehabilitation with (AS)
Research & Development - Now «+3307

5. (SD) Legislative Function - Now with (SD)
Legislative Function - Should .6364

6. (SD) Legislative Function - Now with (AS)
legislative Function = Now . 3052

7. (SD) Legislative Function - Now with (AS)
Management Ccouncil - Now +3152

8. (SD) Legislative Function - Now with (AS)
Management Council - Should .3341
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10.

1.

12.

130

1k,

18.

19.

20,

21,

22,

23.

2,4'.

25.

(SD) Legislative Function - Should with (AS)

llanagement Council

- Should

(8D) Administrative Functicn - Now with (SD)

Administralive Fun

ction - Should

(SD) Administrative Furetion - New with (SD)

Federal Function

(8D) Administrative Function
Federal Function =

(SD) Administrative Functicn
Management Council

(SD) Administrative Function
llanagement Council

(SD) Administrative Function
Management Council

(SD) Administrative Function
TFederal Function -

(8D) Adwinistrative Functicn
Federal Functiion -

(SD) Administrative Function
Management Ccuncil

(SD) Administrative Function
Management Ccuncil

- Now

- Now with (SD)

Should

- New with (SD)

- I‘: cw

- Ncw with (SD)

- Shculd

- Now with (&
- Sheuld

~ Shculd with
Now

- Snculd with
Should

- Shculd with
- How

- Should with
- Shculd

5)

(sD)

(sp)

(SD) Administrative Function - Shculd with (SD)

Other Relationship

(SD) Administrative Function
Management Ccuncil

s = Should

- Should with
- Should

(SD) Federal Function - Now with /SD)

Federal Function =-

Should

(SD) Federal Function - Now with (AS)

Management Council

- Should

(a8)

(SD) Research & Development = Now with (SD)
Research & Development - Should

(SD) Research & Development - Now with (AS)
Research & Development - Now

89

3160

.89k1

3075

L60N

<3705

L1006

3487

.36011

«3204

.3431

«3551

.2815

3567

6342

3139

.9092

«5902
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34,

37.

3€.

39.

)‘"Oo

(sD)

(sD)

(sD)

(5D)

(sD)

(sD)

(sD)

(a8)

(as)

(AS)

(A8)

(as)

(a8)

(

s)

Research & Development - Now with (AS)
Research & Development - Should

Research & Development -~ Should with (AS)
Research & Development - Now

Research & Development - Should with (AS)
Research & Developrent - Should

Manzgzement Ccuncil - Now with (SD)
lManagement Council - Should

Menagement Ccuncil - Sheuld with (AS)
Fanagement Ccuncil - Now

Other Relationships - Now with (SD)
Other Relationships - Should

Other Relationships - Hew with (AS)
Legislative Function -~ How

Other Relationships - Should with (AS)
Legislative Function -~ llow

Legislative Function - How with (AS)
Legislative Fuuction - Should

Administrative Tunction - Now with (AS)
Administrative Function - Shculd

Federal Functicn - Now with (AS)
Federal Function - Should

Federal Function - Should with (AS)
Legislative Function - HNow

Research & Development - Now with (AS)
Research & Development « Should

Management Council - Hew with (AS)
Management Council - Should

Other Relationships - Now with (AS)
Other Relationships -~ Should

90

+396k

2235

.3815

L8792

3289

.7988

3556

3560

3722

8530

L1k2

8405

. 7961

.8196
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(The Pearson prcduct-monient correlation coefficients were reported at
the .05 level of significance for 37 and 60 degrees cf frecdom. The
administrative supericrs (37 degrees of frqedOm) necded o correlation
cocfficient of .30%4 to be significant at the .05 level. The matched
fectors correluted for state dircctors (60 degrees of freedom) need a
coefficient orf .279Y for significence at the .CH level. 4 ccefficient
of .357€ 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 of the respondeanl was significantly corrclated with
the time the dircctor was in his present position and his experiernce
in rehabilitaticn. Therc was a nepative correlaticn between the direc-
tor's experience in rcechavilitaticn and the time he belicved he should
currently sypend in research and development. Since there was no ccr-
relation belween experience in rehabilitation and future research and
development time, these data sugzest that the state director believes
less time should be spent in rescarch 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
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his administrative supervisor believes he now spends, and believes he
should spend, with his management council.

Another sipgnificant correlation was reported sgowing the
amount of timc spent by the stote director with his present arnd desired
management council relationships. The administrative superior's per-
ception of time ncw spent and what should be spent in nanagement counw-
cil was correlated with the state direclor's perception of this same
function, now but not correlated with the state director's beliefs
about how nuch time should be spent in this function. The time that
should be spent, s reported by administrative superiors, correlated
with the state director's time spent in present federel functicns,
present and desired administrative functions, and present and desired
time srent in legislative functions.

Comparisons of State Directors and Their Sureriors
on the Role and Funciilons of State Directors

The administrative supecriors responding to the question of wha
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 sugrest 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 responscs on what the present role of the state

director is, Table 16 indicates no significant difference between the

v



Table 15. Administrative Superiors' Perception cf the Fresent and Preferred Role of State Directors
ilcdel A ¥odel B vicdel C Tctal

Role¥** ET""?% ET""'TE E"’""?Z E?'""‘7% Chi Scuore¥**

Fresent 0 0 2k 65.00 13 35.00 37 100

Preferred 0 0 26 78.40 8 21.60 37 1CO G.12%

*¥Significant at .05 level = 1 degree of freedom

**Administrative superiors' perception of the state directors' present and preferred role

**¥*McNemar test for the significance of changes

£6



Table 16. State Directors (SD) and Their Administrative Supericrs' (AS) Perception of the State
Directors' Present Role

licdel A Mcdel B Medel C Tchal
Role®* ] o N % 3 i ) Chi Squarexx*
Present (AS) © 0 21 65.33 11 34,37 32 100
Present (SD) O 0 21 65.63 11 3k.37 32 100 .083*

* 1 degree of frcedom
\

*%* Administrative superiors' and state directors' perception of the state directors' present role

*%% McNemar test for the significance of changes

116



two grouprs. Table 17 suggzests that there was no significant difference
vetween the state directors and their administrative superiors on what
role each preferred the siate director to take. In Table 18 the admine
istrative superiors did not differ from the state director in their
perception of Lthe role the agency wanted the state director to tak:z.
Sixty-seven percent of the administrative supericrs perceived the role
the agency wanted the state dircctor to perforin as apolitical. Sixt
three percent of the matched stute directors reported the apolitical
role (Mcdel B) as the agency's preferred role for stzte director.

The data collected from administrative superiors, in respcase
to the ouestion of what time is spent on administrative functions in
the fehabilitation agency, vere calculated and presented in Table 12,

As reported, there was a significant difference vetween the time
currently spent in certain functions and the timz administrative supc-
ricrs believed state directors snould spend on these functions. Policy
planning, program budgetving, procuring funding for agency prograns,
providing management information, the time spent in administrative ade-
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 supericrs,
policy planning and program and budget planning and administrative ad-
Justment were all reported significantly different. Both the adwminis-
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 with Administrative Superiors (AS)

Model A Model B Model C Total
Role** N A N % N A N o Chi Scuare**¥
Preferred (AS) O 0 26  78.79 7 2l.21 33 100
Preferred (SD) O 0 24 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



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 Mcdel C Tctal
Rolex* N A N Z I < N 7 Chi Square*¥*
Agency (AS) 0 0 20 6657 10 33.33 30 100
Agency (SD) 0 0 19 63.33 11 36.67 30 100 Nolon

* 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

L6



Table 19. Time State Directors Spend on Administrative Functions as Perceived by Administrative

Superiors

Now Should Wilccxon
Function N Mdn** Rank il Mdn Rank matched-rairs
(z-sccre)
Policy Planning 39 1.92 1 39 1.20 1 .75
Program & Budget Planning 39 3.07 2 39 1.76 2 2.51%
Orgenize Agency Structure Lo 3.60 L 4o 4.88 5 1.62
Install Agency Procedures
& Methods 38 5.80 T 38 5.60 8 1.19
Procure Furding &

Administer Finances 39 6.63 8 39 5.36 6 2.51%
taffing 38 6.30 9 38 7.29 9 1.86
Management Infermation 39 5.17 6 39 3.58 3 3.32%
Administrative Adjustments 39 3.50 3 39 5.50 7 2.48%
Facilities & Supplies 38 9.03 11 38 9,18 10 .56
Public Relations 39 5.10 5 39 4,63 L .79
Travel 38 5.67 10 33 2.86 11 1.42

*Significant at .05 level

*¥Median determined by ranking functions (1 is most time spent in function)

Vo)
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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 vas no significunt difference between these matched pairs.
The difference between the time now spent on management informuation as
reported Ly the state direclor and his superior, did approsch signif-
icance.

The same comparison vas made betwecen the stete director and
his supericr, as they reported what time they believed should be spent
on various functions.

Table 21 suggests there was no significant difference in any
func{ions, though, again, mansgement information as reported by the two
groups, apyroached significance.

The administrative superiors who responded to the cuestion of
vhat 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 reportiing administrative superiors indicated that more time should
be spent in legislative, rescarch and dcvelopment 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



Tatle 20, Rank of Time Spent on Administrative Function Now:

and Their Administrative Superiors

Comparison of State Directors

State Director Acdministrative Supericr Wilcoxen
Function new now matched-peirs

N lidn. Rank 1 idn. Rank {z-score)
Policy Planning 30 2.33 30 3.50 L0
Program & Budget Planning 30 3.25 30 3.40 L2
Crganize Acency Structure 30 4.ho 30 3.67 2
Install Agency Procedures

& Methods 27 4,50 27 5.368 L2
Procure Funding &

Administer Finances 30 5.23 30 6.25 1.36
Staffing 23 6.50 20 6.25 .56
Management Information 30 5.00 30 6.00 1.94
Administrative Adjustments 30 L.50 30 3.75 .56
Facilities & Supplies 27 9.05 27 9.25 .35
Public Relations 29 5.25 2% 5.17 .18
Travel 29 8.25 29 9.83 1.35

Net significant at .05 level

00T



Table 21. Rank of Time That Should be Spent on Administrative Function:
of State Directors and Their Administrative Superiors

Comparison

State Direcucr

fdministrative Superior

Wilcoxon

Function Should Should malched-pairs

i Mdn. Rank 1i Mdn. Rank (z-score)
Policy Planning 30 1.38 30 1.18 NS
Program & Budget Planning 30 1.80 30 1.80 .29
Organize Agency Structure 30 %.33 30 4,83 .26
Install Agency Procedures

& liethods 27 6.25 27 5.33 .13
Procure Funding &

Administer Finances 30 L .60 30 520 1.01
Staffing 23 6.83 28 7.00 .38
Manzgement Information 30 5400 30 4,00 1.70
Administrative Adjustments 30 6.33 30 6.00 .51
Facilities & Supplies 27 Sl 27 Q.C7 1.CS
Public Relations 29 h.17 29 4.88 .33
Travel 29 9.50 29 9.90 .76

Not significant at .05 level

T0T



Tatle 22. Percentage of Time Spent by State Directors on Major Functions as Perceived by the
Administrative Superiocr

Now Should t-test®¥*

Functions N % N % (t-value)
Legislative

Functions 39 7.64 39 9.75 2.03%
Administrative

Functions Lo 19.20 ko 19.C3 -.15
Federal

Functions Lo 9.35 4o 9.15 -.23
Research &

Develcpment Lo 13.25 Lo 15.48 2.69%
Management

Council ko 22.78 4o 24 .05 1.94
Other

Relationships 40 13.88 Lo 17.43 -1.22

*¥Significant at .05 level

*¥*t-test for significant differences between related-sample means

<0t
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reported that the state director should spend mere time in working with
the legislature and in research and development activities.

Table 23 reports how nuch time matched administrative superiors
and state directors believe they should spend on major functions. There
was no significant difference vetween these two groups as reported at
the .05 level.

Table 24 cempares what time the state directors and their supe=
riors believe should be spent on these major functions. There vere no
significant differences between any of the relationships.

This lack of difference between the state dircctors and their
superiors in any of the threc sections (II, III, and IV) suggests that
the éuperior 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 hypothesecs and accouwpanying 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:

and Their Administrative Superiors

Comprarison of State Directors

Function State Directer Adnministrative Superior t-testx
Now Now (t-value)
N 1 i P

Legislative

Functions 30 6.10 30 7.5C ~1.35
Administrative

Functions 31 18.55 31 15.23 .86
Federal

Functions 30 8.13 30 g.23 - .05
Research &

Development 36 12.00 36 14.00 -1.13
Management

Council 35 19.37 35 21.46 - .Th
Other

Relationships 35 16.86 35 20.06 .G8

Not significant at .C5 level

*t-test for significant differences between related-sample means

HOT



Table 24. Percentage of Time That Should be Spent on Major Functions: Comparison
of State Directors and Their Administrative Superiors

State Director Administretive Superior
Function Should Sheuld t-testk
N % d A (t-value)
Legislative
Functions 36 9.17 36 9.47 - .25
Administrative
Functions 33 18.12 33 16.00 .89
Federal )
Functions 32 8.38 32 9.00 - b5
Research &
Development 35 14 .43 35 16.26 - .98
Maragement
Council 35 20.46 35 23.06 -1.20
ther
Relationships 34 15.18 34 18.18 -1.10

Kot significant at .05 level

¥t-test for significant differences between related~-sample means

<ot



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSICNS AND RECCMEIDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the results of the study. The chapter
also includes ccnclusicns and implications of the results and reconmen-

dations for further research.

Summarz

In reviewing the literature in the area of counseling znd ad-
ministration, it became evident that many studies have been conducted
describing the role concepts and functions of counselors and opsrating
level personnel of a variety of agencies and professions. However, it
became equally evident that there was nothing in the literature which
measurad the role concept and functions of high level administirative
personnel. There was literature available which described the charac-
teristics essential for effectiveness as an administrator of an agency,
but the literature was gqualitatively descriptive and generally consisted

of case studiles.

PurEose

The purpose of this study was to obtain demographic data on
directors of state rehabilitation agencies and to describe the role
concept and functicns of state directors in order to provide a base
line of information which would lead to further research in an in-depth

106
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study of selected issues described in this dissertation. To accomplish
this objective, the following questions were asked:

1. What is the educational end experiential background of persons
currentiy employed as state rehabilitation administirators?

2. To wrat extent dozs the state director's perception of his
present role differ from his preferrcd role?

3+« To what extent dces the state direcctor's actual role differ
from the role his immediate administrative superiors would like him
to assume?

b, To vwhat extent does the state director's actual role differ
from the role he belicves nis supericrs would like him to assunme?

5. How ruch difference is there betucen the percentage of time
state directors devote to varicus functions and the percentage of time
they feel they should devote to these functions?

6. What factors, externzl to the job itself, oi{fcct the work of
the state administrator?

T. How does the state dircctor delegate his responsivility 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
adninistrator?

9. How much difference is there between the percentage of time
vwhich administrators devote to researching and developing new programs
and services and the percentage of time they feel they should devote

to these tasks?



Desisn

A questionnaire was develcoped and mailed to 90 state direcicrs
of rchabilitation in the United States and its territorics. The cucs-
tionnaire contained five sections of which sections II, III, and IV

were mailed to each state director's administrative superior. Cf zha

questionnaires returned by the state directors, 68 werc used to arswer

[YY

the questions posed by the author in this study. The administrativ:
superiors responded with 55 cuestionnaires, of which 30 were used in
the data analysis. The informetion centained in the guestionnaire was
used to ansvwer thz following hypotheses:

l. There is no significant difference betveen the state adminis-
tratbr's present percepticn 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 liis role and the role ukich he believes
his superior would like him to assume.

3+ There is no significant difference between the percentage of
time vhich state administrators now spend on various functions and the
percentage of time which they feel they should spend cn these funciicns.

L. 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 percentapge of time presently spent.
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6. There is no significant difference between the percentage of
time state administrators velieve they should spend with federal offi-
cials of rehabilitation programs and the percentage of time prescently
spent.

7. There is no significant difference between the percentoge of
time state administrators spend with agency supervisory and administra=-
tive staff on program protlems and the percentage of time they believe
they should spend.

8. There is no significent 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 beiveen the percentage of
time state administrators spend in research and developuent of reha-
bilitation programs and the percentage of time they belicve they should

spernd.,

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 snalyzing the data, the typical state director of a rehabil-
itation agency is 53 years of age and has been employed in his present
~pqsition five and one-half years. He has been werking in the field of

rehabilitation over 1k years. The majority of state directors have had
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counseling experience, and most state dircectors believe counseling
experience should be a prercauisite to the job.

The typical state director had a master's degree and was nct
working towards another degrec. The dircector also vtelieved additicn:l
training was necessary. UTe study area most preferred by those who
desired more training was administration, with rehabilitoticn the neut
desired study arca. The least important study area was the social
sciences. Mcst directors belonged to the Council of State Administre-
tors of Vocational Rchabilitation and its parent group, the National
Rehavilitation Association. Most states require at least a bacheloer's
degree. A segment of state directors (2957%) indicated that there were
no sfecific requirements for administrative experience while the major-
ity of state directors were expected to have had five years (or mecre)
of' experience.

The state directors and their administrative superiors were
virtually unanimcus in their rejection of Role icdel A-=-the political
as corpared with the apoliticel role or some combination of the polit-
ical cr apolitical role. There was nc significant conflict between the
state director's present role as compared to the role he preferred Lo
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 rcle.
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 adminisirative func-
tions. The iypical director ranis the time ha now spends performing
his functions in the follcwing order: (1) making sduminisirative adjust-
merits, (2) pregran budgeting and plenning, (3) policy planmning, (4)
organizing the ageney's structure, (5) public relations, (6) spending
time in managewrent information, (7) installing arency procedures,
(8) procuring funding and administering finarces, (9) steffing, (10)
travel, and (11) providing Tacilities snd supplies. These same direc-
tors indicated that they preferred to spend their time in: (1) policy
planning, (2) presram budgeting and planning, (3) public relations,
and (k) crgonizing the agency's siructure. These dircciors reported

gnificant differcence (a2t .05 level) between the time spent on pol-

[

a s
icy planning, progrem budgeting and planring, installing agency pro-
cedures, making administrative adjustrents and in travel.

Comparing the stale director with his adwinistrative superior
in the performance of the director's administretive functicns, reveszled
that the director and his superior both believed significant changes in
time should be spent in several of these functionus.

The director and his superior both believed that the state
director of rehabilitation should spend more time in pclicy planning,
prozram budgeting and planning. They further agrzed that the state

‘
director should spend less time in making administrative adjustments.
The state director believed he should spend less timc in administrative

travel and installing the rehabilitation agency's procedure, while the

administrative superior did not respcend to these functions in the same
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vay. By contrast, thc administrative superiors prefcrred their state
dircctor to spend more time in providing management informstion and in
procuring fundin; for the aoency.

The typical state dircetor believes he should spend more time
in developing Logislative relationshiys and in the rescarch and develop-
ment function of the rehobilitation cgency. Their administrative supe-
ricrs alsc felt the same cbout the time the director shculd spend in

legislative reletionships and research and development (.05 level cf

The anzlyzed data alsc revealed that currently T4 vercent of
the state directors aprecar before their state legislature as the agen-
cy's‘ crresentative for progsram end funding. In preparing the rehabil-
itation agency's budget, the typical director himself, had the most
influence on whut that budget would report. The governor's budget
offices were the second mcst influential, while the administrative
superior was the third most influential. The typicel state director
meets with directors of other state human resources agencies on progrem
and administrative matters. Hewever, 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 vere: (1) administrative prcblems, (2) bud-
geting matters, (3) program problems, and (4) new prsgrams. In com-
parison, directors in their discussions with legislative committees
talked of: (1) budgeting matters, (2) new programming, (3) program

protlems, and (k) federzl laws and guidelines.
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Slightly over half of the state directors meect with an intra-
agency management council vhom they depend for assistance in mzking
decisions on agency programns and proulems. The most inportant special-
ized roles of the state rehavilitation administrator was listed in rank
order zs: (1) adminisirative planning, (2) program development, (3)
policy initiation, and (4) staff direction. The four next imporiant
specinlized roles of the state director are: (5) sccuring progranm
support, (O) preparing the rehabilitation agency's budget, (7) securing
funds for rehabilitation prosgrams, and (8) establishing a liaiscon with
the legislature. Tt is interesting to note that the {irst fcur special-
ized rcles are internal administrative roles, while the second feour ars
specialized axternal relationship roles.

Less than half of the states responding had a public relaticns
function designed “o mobilize program support, while a rmajority hod a
public relations function to disceminate information. The news media
received the greatest attention in the state director's atterpt to dis-
seminate informaticn 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 hbelieved he

should be a generalist as his agency's state administrator.

Conclusions and Implications

Assuming that the responding state directcrs and administrative
superiors were representative of the states rehabilitation agencics,

the following conclusions have been made:
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1. Scme state dircectors function as il they hcaded completely
autonomous agencies without any apparent control exercised by an ad-
ministrative superior. This woas true in states where the agency was
under the policy dircciicn of a stzte board whose prime interests and
knowledze are in educatiocnal issucs (state bozrds of education), ratiner
than rehabilitotion. Other states indiceting sutcnomy were states

wierc the administrative svrericr was the governor. Implicaticn: Some

{0

rehabilitetion apency directors believe they erc operating independent
of the executive hicrarchy of administrative supericrs.

2. There was a significant trend in the belicis of the state direc-
tors and their ediinistrative superiors that the directer's role should
be apolitical. Irmplicoticn: Trne apparent desire 10 be more influentiol
with legislative groups and teo devbte rore time to thnese functions which
have impact outside of the ageucy appears inconsisient to the apolitvical
role. The desire to be influential with groups czicrnal to the agency
appcars to be an illustration of role conflict.

3. The most important skills needed by state directors are conccp-
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.

L, The need cxists to provide training for state directors of
rehabilitation in administrative skills. Implication: More adminis-

trative training should be provided to middle and upper level rechabil-

itation management.



115
5. State directors and their administrative superiors would preler
to spend less time in performing internal agency administrative func-
tions. Implication: Treining programs should emphasize the delegatic:u
of authority to subcrdinate aduinistrative personnel and the training
of future direcctors to spend time in conceptual shills development.

G. The stote directer and his edministrative superior agreed that
more time should e spent in research and development. Imnlication:
The rehabilitation agencies should look at the research and develcunent
function within their agency to determine vhether or not they are uti-
lizing the resources (finuncial and programmatic), available to upgrade
the agencies' programs.

7. The rehzbilitation agency director believes he needs to increasc
the time he spends establishing a licison with the legislaturc.

Implicationt There appears to be a need to establish better relaticn-

’
¢ -

ships Tor the fﬂrpose 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 to0 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 cascwork terms, rather than describing the operational and ad=-
ministrative aspects and needs of rehabilitation agencies to appropricte

groups.
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9. State directors and their administrative superiors expressed
the opinion that more time should be spent in policy planning, procrom
and budget planning. Administrative superiors further Telt the direc-
tor should spend more time in procuring funds for the rehabilitation
agency and providing more management informaticon. Implication: Siuzte
rehabilitation agencies should ccnsider a thorough nancoement study to
determine Jjob evaluations and classifications consistent with optirum

managenent practice.

Recommendztions for Further Resecrch

1. Future research should e directed Lo an investisation of the

ar

complex elements of each funetion of an administrator's responsibility

in order to empirically determine the content of each function which

-

will more accurately define the job of thie administrater.

[N

2. ©Since the state directors and their sdministraiive supericrs
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 investizate
this apparent conflict.

3. FYurther research should consider the relationships of time spent
in each administrative function and the effective achievement of reha-
bilitation agency goals and objectives.

k. 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 foruming rclationships with state legislators, a
study should be designed to examine the most effective behavior and
presentation of program infcrration to the legislature.

6. Since the state director wished to remain apolitical, and yet
influence the legislaturc towards o more active and expanded support
of rehabilitation programs, a study shouid be designed to examine the
pfopriety and place, if any, of a public relations (mobilizing program
support and information disseminztion) function in state vocational

rehabilitation progranms.,



APPENDIX A

COVER LETTER TC STATE DIRECTCRS

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead)

Through the years the Rchawvilitation Center of the Udlvnrulhy of Arizonc
has maintoeincd wn abilding interest in the complex of cdministrative
problems which face State Dircctors of Rehabilitotion IrO'v;:g. Pecause
of the increusing size, corplexity wnd overlayprin- of Renpzbilitation
services and prcgrams @eross the country, we ﬂoald like to examine and
evaluate the role and functicns of today's Stule Director of Rehobilita-
tion. Your participation will rmeke a rajor and valued ceontribution to
our efforts

In order Lo define the role ard functions, we are asking all the State

Directors of Vecational Rghuollit i et and the Visuwlly Inyoired to
espend to cur cuestionnaire, The cucestionnaire contains five sections

and we would like your rcsponse to Sections I-V, Me a e also intending

to send Scetion II, III, and IV to your immedistic adninistrative
surerior for his response.

The purpose of defining the role snd functions of Stute Dircctors in
this study is to assist colleges und universitics in develcping thel
training and preparation programs for rchabilitation &dhinlutratIV“

personnel.

We are committed to maintuining the confidentiality of ocur respondentis
and will plen to furnish you a copy of our findings when the study is
cowpleced.

Your cooperation in this study would be greatly appreciated,
Sincerely yours,

Mr. Gery D. Hulshoff
Research Coordinator

Dr. David Wayne Smith
Research Director

Enclosures

P.S. Would you fill out the name, title and address of yocur immediate
administrative superior and drop the enclosed posteard in the
mail immediately? Please essure him that 2ll input will be kept
in strict confidence.
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119



State Dirceiers (uectionnnire

Please rcturn to: Kame:

(Aficr roscipt of tuc cucse
CGary D. Hulshoff tionneire your name will be
Rehabilitation Center reuoved. )
College of Educz:tion Address:

Universivy of Arizonn
Tucson, Arizona 5721

Role Councepts and Functions of Stute Adninistretors
of Rehabilitation Agencies

Explenction

A1l Stete Directors of Rehnbilitaticn (Vocaiionsl Rerubilitation
and Rehabilitation of Visually Irruired) end their immediate aduinise
tretive suveriors vill te asked to respend to this questionnuirz. The
State Director's idminissrative Sujerior will only te asked to respond
to the edministrator's role end funciion sections (II, III, IV). The

enecticnnaire ds divided into the Icllowing cociions:

Scetion 1 Background inforration. Every precauticn will dve
taken to treat ihis inforration in o professional
and confidentiul ranner. zither your nurme nor
the name of your wcgency will cppear in the written
report of this study.

Section II State Dircctors role: the cbjiective in this part
is to determine how you and your superiors view
the role of a stute director of a rchabiliiation
agency.

Sections I¥I & IV Ranking of enount of time spent on major activities
and functions: the objective in this part is to
determine in what ereas ihe State Director is
spending most ¢f his time and how he telicves his
time should te syent. Use estirates if you are
uncertain,

Section V Expansion of Sections IIT and IV: +thz ctjective
’ of this scotion is to determine in grecter detail
the involvement of State Dircctors with specific
activities,
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Socetion I - Buckiroird Infeorrution

Every precoution will bve tulon to treat this informution in a professional
end ccufidential ranner. lHedther your pame ner the agency you represent
will epyenr In the written repert of this study.

A. Goar2rel Inforration

l. Your present job title
@. State Director or Chief or Administroator
b. Other - plecse syecifly:

2. iz (cheek)

a. __ Under 25 a4, ___3G-ho S 51-55
b. —__26-30 e. ___hhs h. —_56-05
c. 31-35 £, T_hé-50 .
3. How many years have you been crployed in your wresant pesition?
a, __ Under 1 year d. ___5-0 yeors g. ___11-12 years
b, __ 1-2 years e, ___7-8 ycers h. ___13-1h years
¢o ___3=k years f. ___0=10 yeurs i. ___Cver 14 yeers
h, Houw many years have you worked in the ficld of rehzbilitation? .
a2, __ Under 1 yeer d.. ___ 56 years de ___1)=12 ycors
b, __ _1-2 ycars e, ___ [~ yeurs he __13-1h4 yeavs
c. __3-U years f. ___9-10 yuars i. ___Over 1 years

5. Please list the previous administrative positions you have held
in rechabilitation.
a.
bl
c.
d.
Ca

6. Pleasc list the adminisirative positions you held prior to your
entering the rield of rerabilitation.
1 Y
b.
c.
d.
Cse

7. Have you had previcus rehabilitetion counseling experience?

Yes Ho
8. 1If yes, Positicn Years/i‘onths in Service

9. Do you believe thnt state directors pensrslly shculd rave had
couns2ling expericnce in rehobilitation? Yes ho
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E.
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Fducution

1. Plecse check the hi

nest depsree you ncw hold end glve the year of
graduation wal your Y

Vajor

ol BA,BS —
d A,

e Ed3

f£.___#4D, PhD, ¥D

G.___Other

2. Are you now working towards a degree or taking courses?
a. Yes b. 0

—

3+ Do you believe ycu have necd for additional training at this tinme?
8, Yes b. o

4, If yes, please rank ihe study ereus which you believe would be
beneficial for a State Dircctor:
Irportent

ol
0
4]
[~ ]
=
fe
ot

[11E

a. Adalnistrative Ccurces
b. Rehabilitaticn Courses
¢. Social Science Ccurses

Merbershin in Prefzssicnn) Crranicaticns:  (Check)

l.___Ceurcil of Huuve / stretvers ¢of Veeotional Rehabilitation
2.___hatjonal Renabilitation Associvtion

3. Division of Administraticn, Suncrvision ~ NRA

k., Naticnal Rechabilitzticn Counsoling Associaticn
5. Arerican Rehabilitation Ccounseling Association
6. Ccuncil ¢f State A-cneies for the Blind
T hmerican Psycholcgical Association

e’ J o
8. Other, Plecase specify.

e ) P J

¥hat are the average nurdber of hours ywu spend rer vweeck in fulfilling
your duties as the State Dircctor?

What are the State's mini:mum gualifications for your pesiticn as State
Dircctior? ’
l. Vork Experience:

2. r©ducatvion ard Training:

3. Other:




Secticn 171 « Adrinistirateor Rolz

Listed below are scvernl deseriptions of role models for State Directors
of Rehablliitation. The yjurpcse of this sectien is to determine hew you
view your role.  In answoering the guestions below please seleel the
model which mont noarly doseribes yeur situations

Model A: The Stute Dircctor's role is prinsrily political in nature.
It also includes iboe oxeoreise of discreticnury power and
the making of volue choices ws 2 characleristic of Rehubile
itation Admiristirciors., Lustly, it is the adrministrator's
responsibility to reflect, us & discretionary jower, the
desires of the voler ihroagh their elected legislature and
executive branch yersonnel,

Model B: The State Directer's role is prirarily apolitical in nature.
A deseription of {his rcle would include values whicr would
reflcet a dichotary btetween politics and administration and
that rehabilitution cdministration should be based cn
rationale which is not influerced by "pelitics", In this
role melzl, *lLo cldminisiriior 15 s noulral cercer scrvice
olllcer il displays vlmpoiruce, expervise and
a rationality vhich is politically value free.

WO P adi

Model C: This model is o combination of A and B sbove, The State
Director places equal crrhasis cn both the political and
apolitical role,

Chieck A B C
l. Which of the above roles most
nearly describes your present
role?
2. VWhich medel rmost nearly describes : .

the role you would rrefer if you
were free to choose?

3. Which model most nearly descrites
the role which ycu think your
supericrs would like ycu Lo
assume? ’ — e e

L. Any corments you wish to make:




1ch

Geetion JIT « Mrevicns of Ctove Directors

with 1 representing most vine and 12
rinz; an averaze veeks In cclumn A,

¢ listed nes 1ui 1eg. In ¢olumn B,

As s by the ancurv ef time which you believe
you should ry- . IT yeu spoent rmest of yeur iire on
edrinistrativ: adjlusteents, : ycu vould wive i4 a rank of 1. If
policy planuins vas the sccond lergest time consumer, it would receive

2 as its rank, cte.)

Please rank in crder of
representing least tipe
]ﬂmmurmﬂtJ
plenge ronk the

A B
low Sheuld
Spend Spend
terxining the brozd objec-
pricrities, deciding
wse objectives and
wnlity lirdts of objectives.
includes agency wetivities
, ond transleting activities
ning

Policy Plaprnins: includes de
tives of tiw ; :

the gencral ru
establishing tinc,
Proorem a3 Pud ot
ant prioriticas 1or
into provle:

by forecusting vcr* volune, deter
resources, idertiiying presram limitailions, ypregoring
program work plan, sctting schedules and deternmining
costs of pro rans.

¢ Includes examining agency's
structure for line ard steff

Orranize S -oncys Structure
MOYK process, devele;
process>s wrd ucivivitios,

Ts el ntan oF & saerr Prpasdieyan crd

staff and
Procure Fun » P2 ces: includes trans-
leting prosrot:e into va eguirarents, develering
budgeting recuirercnt of ojercy cuoraticns, esuinate
revenues and approgriztions and noke allccaticns.
Starfin includes providing by recruiiment and training,
by jcb specificuticns end stalfing pricrities, the steff
for carryint cut asoncy prosrams.
Morurenent Infcrmaticn: ineludes evaluating performance of
wori, standurds of cost, quality and production, setting
up operationzl zudits and controls and prosrams, effect
meragenent rlanning, etc., also includes analysis of pro-
graw. operciions in relationship wilh prosre: icevives,
Adminictretivy sirents: includes improving prosram
Crerations &nd Gy oo <5, and nroczdures Lhrougch
handling of telejnonz, correspendunce, diau1nu staff
conflicis, hundling ecaplainis, owid oiner aduinisirative
work, cic. It alse includes rotivuiing steff wnd irprov-
ing communications and ihl,i"*iVC cf staff, etc.
Previde Toei? includes establishing,
reintaing «nd tieir surpliecs
ard equi
Puplic Rolnticnz: includes mainte
ships witn tne clate legislature,
federal agency n;ruonncl, releted
and the general pullic.
Travel: includes all {ravel on officiul business of the
asencies,
Ciher:

LRI
o

15 externul relation-
.« executive superiers,
.cie 5, apency clicntele

—- s

mn—n——
ot ——



Sceticn IV « Poreent ©f Tire Sent on Mejor Functions

Dirccticns: In column A plewuse esticote, as well as you can, the

H b
percentece of 4ime which rcu neow «rd during an average wees on each
of these rajor edministresive zunevicns. In cclunn B8, plesse indicate

) T

the percentuse of time yoa believe ycu rhe2ld cponds These activities
to only include that pert of the Job which requires meeting with other
peoplec.

A B
How Spend Should Syend

Lerislative Functions: includes formel and
informal weevings, newring, visiis and con-

tacts with legislators 1o discuss prograus. % %

Aduinistrelive Muneticrs: includes formal
and imw ormnal moetings ond contacts with
superiors of rechabilitaticn in the executive

branch. ] %
Federel Functicns: includes rmeeiings with

federal coiiicizls wno nave Tinaucial ard

regulatery pewer of your agency's- progi..mS. < %
Rusearch ana Develorenu: incluaes meeting

with ageney personnei who under the State

Directer's guidance develer nzu programs and .

assist in upzreding present services, % %
fana~erment. Covneil: ireludes m2etings with

your stale level adminisirative nerscnnel to

decide on zgency wpredlems in prograwming and

services (top administirators of your agency). % %

Other Relciionshirps: includes meeting with
privete individuals, clients, citizens groups,
and special interest groups, etc. % %




5.

Section Vo« Plenss Chech tho Avyrorricte Ansvers

Do you apjeer before your stute legislatures as the agency's state
director in regards to program and fundin ;?

Q. Yeos b. Lo

If not, what povernmentiul officizl appuecers before the stzle legise
laturc in your behalf?

Official's Title: Devartirent

In preparing your bud-et, rank these who determine the yrosrams to

be developed and finarnced in your opency (lzrest imperient, 2zless

important, ete., rank thum equal 1f you wish).

. State Director e, Oupariors in ycur agency

b. Federal Law f, Jesisleture
—— e

C. Governor e trer

d. Governor's Pudset Office

Do you meet with other dirccters of Hunen Resources agencles on
progroem and administrative rmatters in your state?

a.___ Yes b._ lio

If yes, how often: (check)

1, Daily 5. Quarterly

2. Ueckly 6. Semi-innunlly
3. Ri-uvanikly Te Armually

4, Monthly 8. Other

Do you meet with your administrative superiors on a regular basis?
a. _ Yes b, No

If yes, how often:
If no, when:
—————
¥hat topics ure usually discussed vith eduinistrative superiors and
with legislative conmitices (if you do rci appear before the legise
lature please write DA for does not amrly). Plezse rank crder by

time spent, l=most tinme, etc.
With Ldministrative With Ierislintive Cormittecs
8., Administrotive proulens
b. Progran Preblens
c. Badjeting ltatiers
d. New Proccrarming
e. Federal laws and
Guidelines
f. Reporting, Reviewing
& Evaluatiion Prcblens
g+ Enployee & Perscarel
Problens
h. Other

INREI



7.

8.

1o0.

1l.

12.

13.

127

Do ycu have an intra-cgency uanasement (degartresntal or divisicnal
empleyees) council whom you d:}czd uion for assistance in maxing

decisions on cgency preoeo: provlems?

a.__ Yes b.____uo

How often do you mect with ycar intra-agency munzgement council?

What do you sce as your rost impertent role es an aduirnistretor?
Plcese rank crier frem 1 to 10, l=rmost importunt.

f.___Adrinisirative Planning f.__ State Exccutive Liaisen

L.___ Staff Dirscting @.___Bulzet Preyeration

c.,___Policy Initiation h. Prcurhm Levelcuent

d, 1 wterpreting Lewe & Regulations 1.___pncur1rﬂ Yreoram Support
" (Federal and State) ke__ fssisting Clients

e, __State Legislative Liaisotn 1. Other

.I

Do you have e puklic relaticns function within your agency to:
(i.e., one percon or staff)

a. mcbilize yrogram support Yes o
b. disseminute iuformation Yes io

If ycs or no (c & 1) in cuestion 10, does this funcitlicn include worr-
inz witn: (If pesition or rersons do not exist in your sizte, please
indicate by DIA Tcr dees not sixly or Y feor ves, I for ro

lovilive Dissenminate
Prosraun Surrort Infcrrmation
a. Lepislative Cormrmitiees
b. Lesislaters
¢. Legislature Ccurcil Steff
d, ch1 clative Cermitiee Research Staff
e, ale Executive Eudzet Staff
f. Governor's Of{fice
g. Federal Congreasmen
h. Federal Agency Personnel
i. Lobby Grours
Js Special Inlerest Groups
k. Pressure Grouyps
). News Media
m. Business end Industry
n. Advisory Ccunittees

0. Others, specily

Plcase check what you believe erc the skills needed by State Directors

{do not hesitate to give equal rank, according tc imporisuce).

kest Mere Yorertnnt Less Not
a. Conceptual (fereseeing azency needs) _ o
b. Technical (kncwing how te do each Job)__ — -
¢. Human Relations —_— — — —

To best serve &s & State Dirccior of Rah301liu\tioq, thie Director
should be: a. Generalist (cne who has crgenizing & yutliec reletions
skills) or b. Specialist (ene who is well founded in rehwbilitaticn.



APPENDIX C

LETTER CF ENDORSEMENT

(State of Flerida Division of Veoecational Rehabilitation Letterhead)

Mr. Gary Hulshcff
The Rehabilit=zticn Center
Collepe of kducciion
University of Arizona
Tucsen, Arizena  £5721

>

Dear Gary:

Your questionnaire lias been checked carefully and reviewed with merbers
of my staff whc have worked on similor efforts. With the comzents
given to you in my letter of June 1, 1971, I believe ycu have a )rau
tical document thot will be easy to cemplete in a short time and will
preduce the results you want.

All State Dircetors of Vococtional Rehebilitetion pet a rother subston-
tial rumber of cuesticnnaires to coamplete, bul they den't get wmany
that refer to the role and functicn ¢f the administrator. ¥For this
rcecason, I think ycu will find them to be responzive and cooperative
conpleting the form and returning it to you.

=

n

I believe that all of us in the Council of State Administrators of
Vocational Rehabilitation would be interested in sceing the resulis of
ycur study, and we shall apopreclate your sharing this with us when you
have it completed.

Best wishes for success in your vcrk.

Sincerely yours,

Craig Mills, Director
Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation



APPENDIX D

FIRST FOLLQOJ-UP LETTER TO STATE DIRECTORS

(The University of Arizcne Rehabilitation Center Letterhead)

Dear

Recently vwe mailed you a guestionnaire entitled Role Cornecerts and
Functions cf State Adminisiraters of Rerahilitaticn foeneies. 4s

N

yet we have ncot received your rocponse,

In order for this study 1o be vali

impoertant that we receive respenses frem as many Stete Directors

as possitle. May we agoin ask vhat you ccmplete the cuestionnaire
as soon as possible and returr it in the stomped-addressed envelope
provided. '

d and meaningful, it is very

As menticned in our initial communication 1o you your contribvution

5
is vital to future and prosressive changes in your special Tield.
Ycur cocperation is urgently needed and will be greatly eppreciated.

Sincerely ycurs,

Mr. Gary D. Hulshoff
Research Coordinator

Dr. David Wayne Smith
Research Director
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APPENDIX E

SECOND FCLICW-UP LETTER TQ STATE DIRZCTORS

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitaticn Ceuter Letterhead)

Recently we sent ycu a guestionnaire entitled Rele Concepts and FPunce
tions of State Administrators of Rehabilitaticn 2oz2ncies gnd have not
yel received o respouse,

We are enclosing another cucsticnnaire in case you are not able to
locate the previous questionneire.

Would you complcte the questionnaire as soon as neocsible and return
it in the stamped-addressed envelcope provided?

We will appreciate your help and cooperation.
Sincerely yours,

Mr. Gary D. Hulshoff
Research Coordinetor

Dr. David Wayne Smith

Research Director

Enclosure

P.S. Please be assured that this will not be a perfunctcry survey.
Instead, with your help, we hops to convert our findings into

more meaningful and productive suggestions for ycu and your
assoclates.
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APPENDIX F

COVER LETTER TO ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERIORS

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead)

Dcar

Threugh the years ite Rebabilitation Center of ihe Universi y cf Ari ¢nz has
raintazined an cbiding ivteresy in the conplex ef ed Sir

which face State Dirceters of Pernecpilitaticon pregrans.  Bee
creasing size, cemploxity and overlarring of Renabilitatio
grams wcress the couniry, we waeld to oxunine and evaluate tre rcle and
functions of today's Siate Direcior cf Rchubilit“ticn. .Your participaiicn
will wmake o majcer and vialuced coniritulion to cur efforis,

int

Sl

In order to definc the role and functicns, we erce asking all the State Direce
tors of Vocational Relmbilitation and Rehabilitation fov the Visually Impaired
to respend to cur guesiicnnaire.

As the irnediate wdnminisirvative supericr to the State Directors, we would like
you to res;ond te e questienrazire by what you thinl ihe State Direcior's

role and functions ere now and wh.t you believe they should be.s Indeed ycur
input will contrivute to a future “"sense of direction.”

Sections 1 and IV arc not included with your questionmaire because these two
secticns are syccific ¢ the State Dircctor's personzl hackground and experience.

The purrose of defining the rclc and Tunctions of State Directors in this study

4

is to QOSLQL cclleges and universities in developing thoir training ard prepa-
ration yrograns for renabilita icn adninistrative personnel.

We are coumitted to maintaining the confidentiality of our respondents and will
plan to furnish you & copy of ocur findirgs when the study is completed,

Your cooperstlon in this study would be greatly epjreciuted,

Sincerely yours, oo

Mr. Gary D. Hulshcff
Research Coordinator

Dr. Devid Viyne Snith
Rescarch Director

Enclosure
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APPERDIX G

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERICORS QUESTIOWMAIRE
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Aduinistrative Sovericrs Juesticnnaip:

Plecase return to: Hames

(After recelpt of cucsticnnaire
gary D. Yulsheff your rame will e regoved.)
Rehubilitaticn Center Address:

Collepe of Education
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona L5721

Role Concepts and Furctions of State Administratcers
of Rehabiliiction Arancies.

Explunuticn

All State Directors of Rehabilitotion (Vecaticnzl Rehabilitaticn and
Rehuvilitation cf Visually Tmpuired) and tnel wedinte ddérinistrative
surcriors will be ncxed to resyond to this cuecticnnoire. The State
Director's questionnuire includes two ciher secticens (I end V). These
secticns are relaied to the Dirccter'sc bucok: arnd sormge specifics
relaled to Lhose uohiwd ia Secilcas I, 101, and IV, Lul in greuter
detail. This quesiionnaire is divisea invo tne foliceing seciiuns:

=

Section IT State Directers role: The chjectiive in this
part is to determine how yeu vicw the role of
& state dircctor of a rehebilitation agency.

Sections III and IV Ranking of smcunt of tire spent on major active
ities &nd functions: The ot jective in this
rart is to determine in what uzreas the State
Director is srending mest cf bhis time and how
ycu believe his time snculd be spent. Use
estimates if ycu are uncertain,
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Seeticn 1T - Adeinietretor Rele

Lisied beleow are scveral descerizticns of role noldels for State Directors
of Rehatilitnilicne e purpese ¢f this scelien is to deteriine how you
view the state dircetor's role.  In enavering the guestious below please
select the r.odel whilch mest nowrls deseribed ycur situaticn.

Model A: The State Director's role is prirorily political im nzture.
It &also includes the excreise of discereticrnry jo«cr and
the naking of value choices 18 & charucterictic ¢ Behabile
itation Administraters, Lostly, it is the adninisirater's
responsibility to roflect, ey u discreticnary pouer, the
desires of the voter through their elected legislaelure and
executive branch personncl.

Model B: Tha State Dircctor's role is privarily espoliticzl in nature.
A deseripticn of ihis role would include valucs wnich would
reflect a dichotomy belveen politics and adiinisiration and
that rehebilituiion adiministrotion sheuld te tnoed on
rationale which is nol influenced by "politics". In this
role nodel, the adminisircior is a neoutral cerecr service
officer vho yrinarily displeys ccrpetence, expertise and
a rationality which is politically value free.

Model C: This medel i35 a corhinntion of A ard B above. The State
Director ploees equul errhasis on boih Lhe rolitiecnl and
apolitical rcle.

Check A B C
1. ¥hich cf the gbove reles mest
nearly describes your prosent
role? — e

2. Which mrodel most nearly describes
the role you would prefer if you
were free to chocce?

3. Which model most nearly deseribes
the role which you think your
superiors would like you to
assuric? — e

L. Any coamenis you wish 4o make:




Scetion 11T - Iunciiors of Stsnt. Directers

Please ran¥ in orler of
representing leosst tins
plecse ranh tirn? now sro
please ronk the 1i5ted s
sheuld Ye spent.  (For
on administrative edjusiroents
pclicy plenning was seccrnd
its rank, ete.)

;resenting most ti
veeke In ccl:
ities. In ccle
X ¢t time which you believe
7 othe direetlor sypont rmest of his time
hen you weuld give it a roanx of 1. I
tine consuner, it weuld reccive 2 as

A B
i Should
Spend  Spend
ineludes determining the broed objec-
tives of 1ue ncy and sot Viug pricovitics, deciding
the general rethad cf re Li.cse ot Jectives and
establishing tire, coqt, =13ty lirits of cbjectives

Poalicy Plonnin

; Dut s st
Pro<rnm avd Tuld it Flann 12ludes apency wetivities
ard prioritivo r1or neld nd translnt1n; activities
into problers by feorccasting A volure, devcrcining
resources, ideatifying progrew linitaticons, yprepuering a
pregrem work rLlan, setting schednles crd deterrining
costs of precrams.

o 4 A . ") 0 3 3 3 3 1
Orcanize A-~ncw gtraﬁth > includes examining ogency's
VOrs rrotess, dev ~ structure for line ond steff
Irocesses and uc\4v~ti‘

et —— e——

ir.cludes

Jnstallation cf 3
i'er crerating,

develo)ing ro

0d-s 0L . LY e e
Buiili &l 5

0200 )

vinesal includes transe
irements, develering

Trocure runddn . ;
leting pregrans into Luu-;n
budgeting recquir arenc, cperaticns, esilinate
revemies and apurop riations Lnl mane ellocaticns.
Staffins: includes rrovidicg vy recruitrment and training,
by Jjob specificestions and staffing pricrities, the staff
for carrying out agency prosrans.

Manacemant Inferration: includes eveluating parforvance of
work, stuandarus ¢ cosi, guality ard producticn, setting
up oreraticnal zudits and conircls and prosrams, effect
anagerent planning, ete,, zlsc includes anclysis of pro-
gram crerations in relatlo iship with prozram objectives.
Ldrinistrative 2- Lo jnclules improvin-g program
opceravions «nd onjectives, “ni rrocedures throush
hundling of telephone, oorr’sbcnae e, rediating staff
conflicts, hundling camplaints, and other adninistirative
work, etc. It also includes petiveating staff end Lrprove
ing commuricaticns and initictives of starf, cbh
Provide Fac‘lj"ﬁﬁ ard Su-:lion: includes est 5
raintuining end using facilizies end thelr supplic
end equipment.

Pul:ilic Reletions: includes wmainteining externnl rclation-

ships with itne suale legiclsiure, sinte execulive cuperiors, .
federal azency Lc.uonnel, reluted avencies, L'fnc; clicentele
end the general putlic,

Travel: includes &ll travel on official busircss of the
apcncies,

Other:

————
rt— S—
et — o————



~ Sceticn TV - Percent of Tiwe Srvent cn Mnloer Funciions

Directions: In cclwn A pleuse estimule, as well as you can, the
pereentage ¢f iine whileh ihe dirceter new sponds during an average
week cn cach ¢f thaose majer alninisirdlive funsticns. In coluun B,
ylease indicaiz the rercentate of time yeu belicve he ghevdd crend,
These activitizs to only include that pert of the job whicn requires
meeting with otner ypecple,

. A B
v Now Spend  Snould Sperd

Lemislative Tun ng: inzludes feormal ard
inforral neeiidn;s, rcasring, visits end con-
tacts with legislators to discuss programs

L

Administretive Misotiens: includes forumsl
end iniormal ooctings and ecintacts with
superdiors of rehcbilitation in the exceutive
branch.

Federal Functicas: includes meetincgs with
lederal oliicicls wno have finsmncial and
regulatory power of your ajency's jrosrams.

[ R - - $ sl Y - v .- 33 .
LCALCLLGLLL anfalaes mtellug

Rascearen and s
with ageney povsennzl who under the State
Directer's puidznce develon new prosrams end
assist in upgreding present services.

Lol
oLl

Vanarement Council: includes reetings with

your stete level administrciive personnel to
decidz on agency yprovlems in L“O'T&m.inﬁ and
services (tcp adminisiratcrs cf your agency).

Other Relaticnshiva: includes meeting with
yrivete indivicusis, clienvs, citizens groups,
and specicl interest groups, etc.

L
L
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APPENDIX H

FOLLOW-UP LEITER TO ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERICRS

(The University of Arizonz Rehabilitation Center Letterhead)

Dear

Recently we sent you a cucestionnaire entitled Rele Cencemts and

Functuions of Ztote Aduinistretors of Rehabilitetlicn decncios and
have nob yet received a resronse.

We are cnclosing anovher questicnnaire in case you are not able
to locate the previcus gquesticnnaire.

Would you canplete the guestionneire as scon s possible and
return it in the stanped-addressed envelope provided?

7e will appreciate your help and cooperation.

Sincerely ycurs,

Mr. Gary D. Hulshoff
Researc™ Ccordinator

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 ocur findings into

more meaningful and productive suggestions for you and your
associates.,
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APPEIDIX T

FOLLOVW-UP LZTTIR TO UNINAMED ADMINISIRATIVE SUPERICRS

(The University of Arizona Rehabilitation Center Letterhead)

Recently we sent you a letter and cuestionnaoire to have the Adminise
trative Surerior to the State Directeor of Vocationzl Rerabilitation
or of the Blind fill out. Unfertunately, we do not kncw the name of
the immediate superior to the Stote Directer. Consequoently, the
cuestionnaire, in scme instances, has been forwvarded to the State
Director. This defeats ocur purpose as the State Directors have al-
ready filled cul a guestionnaire,

I the enclosed aquastionnaire could be filled out by the State
Director's administrative supericr, we could then evalnute the Statz
Director's role and functions frcm the point of view of the State
Director and his administrative superior.

Please forgive us for this confusion znd 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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APPERDIX J

BACKGROUND INFCRMATION ON STATE DIRZECTORS

OF REAJABILITATION AGENCIES
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Table 25. Ape of State Directors

1

4

0

Age N %
Under 25 O 0]
26-30 ¢ ¢
31-35 3 L
36-k0 5 T
b1-k45 11 16
h6~50 9 13
51-55 12 18
56-65 27 4o
Over €5 1 1
No response 0 0

Total 68 99

Mean Lge - 51.9

Median Age - 53



Table 26G. Experience as State Director

b1

Length of Time

=

Urder 1 year

1
]
O

9 - 10

11 - 12

13 - 14
Over 14

No response

Total

15

67

A3

(&

23

Median length of experience = 5.58
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Table 27. Years State Directors Have Werked in Field of Rehabilitation

Years ¥ 9
Under 1 1 )
l1-2 5 8
3 -4 2 3
5 -6 2 3
7-8 3 5
9 - 10 I 6
11 - 12 G 9
13 - 1k b 6
Over 1h 39 59
No response 1 )
Total 66

Median years - 1h.,

N L SR
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Table 2E. Highest Desree Held

Derree N o
None 1 1
AA 1 1
BA, BS 17 o
M4, MS %0 56
FdS 2 3
E4D, FhD, MD 7 10
Other L 6
No response | 0 Y

Total T2 101




Table 29. Courses State Directors Preferred for Further Training

Irportance

Courses Most More Averare Less

N % N % I % N %
Administraticn 34+ 82.92 6 14,63 0 0 0 o} G2.29
Rehabilitation 5  13.51 12 32.43 15  LO.5k 2 5.4h1 3 27 100.C0
Social Science 1 2.94 o 2645 12 35.29 ¢ 265 3 3L 99.95

et



Table 30. Membership in Frofessional Organizaticns

145

Crpanization Total
o—
N N i)
Council of State Administrators

of Vocational Rehabilitaticn 63 68 93
National Rehabilitation

Asscciation 65 53 a6
Division of Adm.

Supervision - RS 18 3] 26
Nat. Reh. Couns. ASs0C. 26 68 38
American Reh. Couns. Assoc. 5 G8 7
Council of State Agencies

for the Blind oL 68 35
Auerican Psych. Assoc. 6 68 9
Others 29 68 43




Table 31. State Minirws Bducational Gualification for Pesition

as State Directer

Category N %
No Specific Qualifications 14 21
Buchelor's Dagree 18 26
Master's Degree 30 LY
No Response 6 9

Total 68 100




Table 32. State “inimum Administrative Experience to Qualify

for Position as 3tate Director

17

Recuired Administrative

State Minirn Reculremznts

Experience (in years) N &
Unspecified 19 28
2 1 1l
3 1 1
K 5 7
5 13 19
6 6 9
1 2 3
& 5 7
9 0 0
10 8 12
10+ 1l 1
No response 9 13
Total 68 101
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