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health practices." This very small difference in code descriptions makes it 

very easy for discrepancies in reporting. 
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Activity 2j--1 hour handling office and telephone calls on irrigation 

practices; irrigation company business and 4-H supplies for a weed club--is 

the type of activity that can be reported in many alternate ways and in fact was 

the most inconsistent activity reported by County Agents as sighted above. 

The two activities with 60 to 70 percent agreement were; "attending 

a monthly staff meeting and in-service training on public relations" and 

"attending a farm bureau board meeting at Centerfield." The staff meeting 

subject was given but still only 61 percent agreement was reached for the 

subject code for this activity. There were three different purposes reported; 

six different tasks reported; six different subjects reported; four different 

audience types reported; and five different methods reported. The Farm 

Bureau meeting was also reported with a high number of different codes for 

each category. It would appear that some in-service training on reporting of 

staff meetings may be needed by the County Agents. In-service training may 

also be of help to County Agents in reporting of farm meetings; however, the 

problem may also be that for meetings that are not of a routine nature a 

general consensus has not been established among County Agents for reporting 

them. 

On the average eight out of 10 Utah specialists agree on the code allo­

cations for the various activities coded. However, the agreement on each 

activity varied from a low of 64 percent to a high of 97 percent. 
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Table 4. Utah Agricultural Extension Specialists' perceptions of coding, 
common program activities reported January, 1974 

Percentage Agreement 
Audience Index of 

Activity a Purpose Task Subject Type Method Agreement 

3a 92 79 25 75 83 63 
3b 79 38 100 54 54 57 
3c 100 92 96 88 54 86 
3d 58 50 58 50 100 69 
3e 100 67 42 100 96 81 
3f 100 92 96 83 96 93 
3g 100 88 83 96 92 92 
3h 96 96 92 100 96 96 
3i 88 79 100 96 96 93 
3j 92 75 75 92 71 82 
3k 46 29 58 71 71 56 
31 100 54 79 100 100 87 
3m 88 88 71 62 88 79 
3n 75 29 92 42 92 67 
3o 92 92 71 88 83 86 

Average 85 67 76 80 85 79 

aDescription of activities are found in the Appendix. 

Looking at the categorial codes more closely it can be seen that task 

and subject code agreement is about 10 to 15 percent lower than those of 

"purpose," "audience type" and "method . " 

One task agreement for activity 3r "conducting a workshop for irriga-

!ion company officials on water conservation projects," was probably the lowest 

with only 29 pe r cent. The highest was 96 percent. 

It is also interesting to note that (our of the 15 purpose codes were 

agreed upon unanimously while none of the tasks were unanimously agreed 



upon. Two of each of the subject, audience type and method codes were 100 

percent in agreement. 
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It isinteresting to note that if we remove activities 3b, 3d, 3k, and 3n, 

the average purpose agreement jumps from 85 percent to over 93 percent. 

It is assumed that 85 percent (the average) is probably as good a 

purpose agreement as can be expected considering communi cations and inter­

pretation problems of the instrument, those below that level should indicate 

problems that could be dealt with in-service training. There were four activi­

ties that had less than 85 percent purpose code agreement. The first low 

purpose agreement activity (3b) "revising a 4-H beef production manual," was 

r eported with four different purpose codes, namely: "Improve production 

efficiency through utilization of animal management practices;" "develop the 

overall 4- H youth program;" "have youth acquire and practice ski lls in 

science;" a nd "increase farm decision-making and business operations skills 

for more effecti ve enterprise management." Here we have three levels of 

purposes and the decision has to be made as to the specific and immediate 

purpose or the more general or ultimate purpose, i.e., immediate level-­

animal management practices; intermediate level--4-H youth program; 

ultimate level--help the farmers of the future to be more effective. It would 

follow then that unless the purpose has been decided prior to the activity and 

this purpose is communicated to all those who will be performing this type of 

activity, consistent reporting is virtually impossible. 
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The second low purpose agreement activity was 3d "assisted the Home 

Economist with a meat cutting demonstration." The following code descriptions 

were given: "improve nutritional level (of the human diet);" "improve consumer 

understanding of agricultural products on the market and factors determining 

agricultural price;" "improve production efficiency through utilization of 

animal management practices;" "operation and maintenance of the Extension 

organization;" and "improve family resource utilization through management. " 

This type of activity did not appear to be a routine activity and reporters would 

need some in-service training or the activity should be tied to a state purpose, 

and be emphasized. Otherwise inconsistent reporting will result. 

The third low purpose agreement activity (3k) "Attending a state 

electronic staff meeting on public relations and dealing effectively with people"-­

was coded with six different purpose codes. Some of the code descriptions used 

were: " In-service training of a general nature;" "Operation and maintenance of 

the Extension organization;" "Extension program development and liaison work;" 

and "other training and professional improvement." Even though the subject of 

the staff meeting was given for this activity, the purposes reported were not 

consistent. These arc very common meetings and so either the coding alterna­

tives s hould be reduced or a specific purpose of instruction should be given to 

those attending a staff meeting. Otherwise, reliable data is aga in impossible 

to obtain. 

Three purpose codes were used by the 24 specialists in reporting the 

fourth low purpose agreement activity (3n) "Seven hours in Emery County 
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conducting a workshop for irrigation company officials on water conservation." 

The purpose code descriptions for them were: "provide information on the 

estab lishment and operation of watershed improvement, soil, and water con­

servation projects," "Improve production efficiency through utilization of field 

crop management practices;" and "Improve community action and community 

organization." This activity could he considered as not a routine type activity 

so some training would be needed in order that this type item could be combined 

to give accurate data. Since the agreement did reach the 75 percent level a 

little education may bring the agreement to a more desirable level. 

It would appear that it is much more difficult to obtain agreeme nt 

between reporters on the task than other categories for various activities. If 

we assume again that the average agreement level of 67 percent is all that we 

can expect, cons idering the diversity of task codes to choose from, the problem 

of communication, and human error, we find that six activities were reported 

with less than average agreement. Looking more closely it is found that three 

of these activit ies had task coding agreements of less than 40 percent. One of 

them was activity :lb "Revising a 4-11 beef production manual." It has a task 

code ag reement of only 38 percent a nd had seven different task codes given. 

Some of the task descriptions were: "Agricultural project related work (4-H);" 

"Inc rease public understanding and support of 4-H program s and strengthen 

relationsh ip with donors, sponsors, ligitimi zers and with other youth serving 

agencies and groups; " "Assist livestock a nd poultry producers to increase their 

undcrstandinr; of proper feeding and nutrition;" "Assist livestock produ cers to 


