Status of Extension’s Urban Programming

Belden Paulson, University of Wisconsin

To learn about Extension’s efforts in urban programming, Paulsen
sent a questionnaire to Extension directors throughout the U.S. In this
article, he reports the summary of responses to the questionnaire in terms
of what's currently being done, what's being planned or hopefully will
be done, and what's needed in the way of “urban Extension models.”

Are the findings what you'd expect?

Lastsummer a questionnaire was
ent to the top Extension adminis-
rrator at each land-grant university
‘n connection with this “urban
ssue.” We pointed out that while
considerable information is available
zbout ongoing Extension activities
=t the various universities, we know
elatively little about specifically ur-
ban-focused Extension programs.
The questionnaire data would serve
25 a beginning effort to fill the gap.
Each administrator was also invited
0 request up to two colleagues to
respond, if this would enhance the
zccuracy and comprehensiveness of
the information.

We're happy to report that 39
of the 50 institutions responded in
some way. Including multiple re-
sponses from particular universities,
we received 46 replies.

information Inaccessible
on Urban Extension

As the responses came in, a
number of problems quickly became
apparent. Four universities replied
that they wouldn’t or couldn’t com-
plete the questionnaire. Main reasons
given were that programs couldn’t
be delineated according to place of
residence—such as rural and urban
—or that much of the high priority
need is rural based not urban, or
that information on primarily urban
programs simply isn’t available.

In some instances the respond-
ent, usually a high to middle level
Extension administrator, mentioned
that a third or more of staff and
budget were allocated to urban
work, yet he also forthrightly stated
that “my comments are based strict-
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ly on a Cooperative Extension Serv-
ice oriented viewpoint.” The impli-
cations might be that there is another
viewpoint more directly urban fo-
cused that could best explain the
nature of the urban activities which
constitute a substantial part of total
programs, but for administrative
reasons this isn’t represented in the
replies.

Since there’s little or no defini-
tion of urban problem areas for pro-
gramming, assignment of respon-
sibility for task implementation, and
collection of information for evalua-
tion and reporting, we can conclude
that urban Extension is still too new
to have become effectively inte-
grated into the Extension apparatus.

Questionnaire Data
Types

In summarizing data in the
questionnaires, three sets of infor-
mation are discussed: the nature of
urban-focused Extension program-
ming, the status of urban Extension
programs, and models for urban Ex-
tension.

Information is revealed about
the nature of urban-focused pro-
gramming through questions on defi-
nition of needs, involvements that
relate to the identified needs, urban
activities—considered especially in-
novative, and urban Extension pro-
grams that would be wanted if more
funds were available.

The second body of data con-
cerns the status of University Exten-
sion programming. This is seen from
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questions on the number of staff
working at least half time on urban
problems as percentage of total Uni-
versity Extension staff, the propor-
tion of present faculty that’s consid-
ered to have ability and interest in
programming for the urban prob-
lems that have been identified, and
expectation about the future of ur-
ban Extension at the particular uni-
versity.

Finally, the third set of infor-
mation concerns relevant models for
urban Extension efforts. Three ques-
tions are used: (1) the essence of
the “agricultural Extension model,”
as traditionally interpreted; (2) the
limitations of that model in facing
urban needs; and (3) the degree to
which the agricultural model is con-
sidered useful in an urban setting.

Limitations

The data compiled from these
questionnaires have limitations.
First, some administrators went into
detail, while others were unable to
give complete answers in every in-
stance. At this time it's impossible
to know whether this variation is
due to the individual who filled out
the questionnaire or to the quality
and dimensions of the program
being described or to the question-
naire itself.

Also, a number of respondents
noted that their information sources
weren’t structured to provide specific
data on urban-type programs, but
that they'd searched for material
through less regularized channels.
This point is made by the following
administrator:
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I attempted to get the basic
factual information asked for and
to develop the percentages. . . .
These are almost impossible tasks
even though any one of us would
be very interested in this specific
information. The reason I say
they are difficult tasks is because
our budget is not broken down
this way and neither is our staff
ume allocated in the same man-
ner. We know we have numerous
urban programs and many differ-
ent staff members devoting a
great deal of time to these pro-
grams, We also know that a great
deal of financial support is de-
voted to these programs in addi-
tion to the staff resources. About
the only way I know we could
more accurately get this is to con-
duct a survey. I considered this
alternative but decided it would
not be fast enough. The estimates
. . . have been developed after
several discussions with staff
members who are working in ur-
ban centers.

Thirdly, because the form of the
replies varies greatly and most of the
guestions are open-ended making
coding difficult, the material from this
survey isn’t easily subject to statistical
znalysis. The purpose in summariz-
mg the findings that follow isn’t to
ofer precise answers to the ques-
Zons that were addressed to the Ex-
znsion administrators, but to sug-
z=st trends of thinking. Some rather
significant points can be made, with-
out pretending that they’re based on
scientific procedure. On certain
ooints that challenge current think-
=z or suggest useful directions for
foture analysis and policy, perhaps
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hypotheses could be generated for
future probing.

Nature of Urban-Focused
University Extension Programs

In response to the question,
“What are the two or three most
critical urban needs facing your
state?” 50 different need areas were
mentioned. Some questionnaires
listed as many as six items, others
only one. Some answers were vague,
such as “social problems” or “quali-
ty of living” or “planning,” while
others were quite specific—*“con-
structive use of leisure time,” “fiscal
reform,” or “dealing with population
pressures.” Six urban areas stand
out compared to all others. They
are:

—Inadequate housing.

—Youth, especially the disadvan-
taged.

—Consumer education.

—Employment-economic base.

—Land-use planning in and
around cities.

—Food buying and nutrition, es-
pecially for low-income people.

To the question, “How is your
Extension program involved, if at
all, to meet the mentioned or related
urban needs?” there was again a
wide array of replies—40 different
types of involvement. Some pro-
grams whetted your appetite for
more information. They included:
serving as consultants to city man-
agers and elected officials; develop-
ing a comprehensive model for ser-
vice to the aged; training for petrole-



um technicians, trade union leaders,
working wives; assisting multiagency
urban planning groups; demonstra-
tion apartments; educational pro-
gram to point up the need for com-
prehensive urban planning; urban
horticulture; organizing a statewide
housing task force. The major vol-
ume of urban Extension activity,
however, clustered in three kinds of
involvement:

—Expanded food and nutrition
educational programs.

—Consumer education.

—Youth work, especially through
4-H.

To the question, “What particu-
larly innovative urban programs in
your Extension outreach, if any,
would you care to cite?”’ the range
again was wide.

Responses included: counsel-
ing low- to moderate-income resi-
dents regarding home ownership;
paraprofessional staff in vans giv-
ing block-by-block help in an area
struck by the Agnes disaster; a
“Dishes 'n Dictaphones for Secre-
taries” program; developing youth
aides to build racial harmony in
public schools; seminars in shop-
ping centers; working with business,
industry, and citizens to develop
procedures for using solid waste; ur-
ban pest control.

The main volume of innova-
tions that were cited took place in
the same three program areas listed
above: youth work, food and nutri-
tion, and consumer education. Much
of the innovating had something to
do with the hiring, training, and use

of paraprofessional staff, especially
in the nutrition programs.

Many new kinds of programs
were described that used the mass
media, especially in consumer edu-
cation. Frequently two of these
three program areas would interre-
late as in the development of youth
leaders for the nutrition program.
Much of this activity had something
to do with inner-city populations.
Ten of the 35 university administra-
tors who filled out the questionnaire
cited no innovative urban program.

In response to the question,
“What urban Extension programs
would you develop if you had more
funds?” again some 40 categories of
program were mentioned. These in-
cluded: career education, urban
landscaping clinics, educational pro-
gramming for women in second ca-
reers, labor management training
for public officials, urban recreation,
education in family planning, health
education, training of the handicap-
ped, land-use planning. There was
considerable interest in home eco-
nomics and management, urban
home economics and management,
urban home horticulture, and family
living. One administrator would like
to establish an applied research cen-
ter to deal with urban problems.

Specific programs that would be
given major emphasis were addition-
al funds available include:

—Youth work, especially for low-
income people and through
4-H.

—Housing, including educational
programs on alternative hous-
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ing, home maintenance, and
management.

—Food and nutrition, including
reaching such “stress groups”
as pregnant mothers, elderly.

—Consumer education, including
varied uses of the mass media.

—Employment of paraprofession-
als and aides to reach low-in-
come populations in program
areas other than food/nutri-
tion.

Present and Future
Dimensions of Urban Extension

There were several questions
d=signed to quantify the size of the
University Extension faculty and
badget that’s allocated to wurban
work, and their proportion of total
University Extension. Getting this
zaswer was virtually impossible.
Some administrators provided com-
pl=te or partial figures, others made
Sroad estimates and indicated that
2= estimates were little more than
zuesses, some said they were unable
2 answer.

In that most of the respond-
=ats are closely associated with Co-
~oerative Extension at their univer-
sties, they often lacked detailed
inowledge of the nonagricultural
somponents of Extension, especially
when there’s no consolidation of all
Extension services within the uni-
wersity.

Some administrators made ef-
“oris to grapple with the problem of
czlculating percentages of work time
of particular faculty whose work is
Soth urban and nonurban. This of
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course depends on the definition
given to “urban Extension.” That in-
formation in most instances was
simply unavailable—other than in
broad strokes—for an accurate as-
sessment of allocations of time and
budget to specifically urban thrusts.

For the reasons given, absolute
figures on the number of University
Extension faculty and staff working
at least 50 percent of their time on
urban problems and on the budget
allocated to urban work aren’t re-
ported here.

The percentage of total Exten-
sion faculty and staff dedicating at
least 50 percent of their time to ur-
ban programs is shown in Table 1.
These 41 respondents include 4 in-
stitutions that among them have 11
responses.

The only point that the figures
summarized in Table 1 might show
with some accuracy is that less than
one-third of Extension personnel at
most of the universities are consid-
ered primarily urban.

A question was asked about the
number of present Extension faculty
members who are considered “to be
able to and are interested in organ-
izing programs that have rele-
vance for the urban problems listed.”
This was to get some broad-gauge
estimate of the capability of present
staff in programming for the prob-
lems the administrator had identified.

Given the nebulous meaning of
“urban” and the likely lack of famil-
iarity of the respondent with all fac-
ulty capabilities, this question must
be considered an extremely general
estimate. The significant point to be
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Table 1. Urban Extension staff,

Percentage of total Extension staff
at least 50 percent urban

Number of respondents*

0-5%
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26 - 30
31-35
More than 35

*Represents 33 universities.

ﬁl W W W hthh b \OWO

concluded from these 42 respond-
ents listed in Table 2 might be their
stated belief that a substantial num-

ber of their present faculty have the
interest and ability to cope with ur-
ban problems.

Table 2. Faculty relevant to urban problem.

Number of faculty able to and interested in

programming for urban problems

Number of respondents*

Most faculty
Some

Few

Very few
None

*Represents 33 universities.

8
24
7
3
0

42

To determine respondents’ per-
ceptions about future dimensions of
urban Extension, this question was
asked: “What do you consider the
future of urban Extension program-
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ming at your university (check
one)?” The 43 respondents made
clear their expectation that urban-
focused activity will increase (see
Table 3).
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Table 3.

Future of urban Extension.

Choices

Number of respondents™®

Will increase drastically
Will increase some

Will remain at present levels
Will decrease

*Represents 33 universities.

7
33
3
0

43

Model for Urban Extension

Until urban Extension has a
Z=velopment period comparable to
zsricultural Extension, with signifi-
c=nt federal legislation and with a
sack record of universities extend-
=gz their resources into the urban
community, we can hardly expect
wrhan Extension to match agricul-
w=ral Extension’s current level of ef-
fectiveness.

The demographic data present-
=d in the table on page 12 of this
Journal points out that the United
S:ztes increasingly has become a na-
=on of cities, with 69 percent of the
country’s population in 1970 de-
Zned as metropolitan. But few ob-
servers could argue, be they in gov-
=mment or universities, that there’s
= model for urban Extension comp-
zrzble to the agricultural Extension
model that evolved during the last
100 years.

The respondents to this ques-
“onnaire made this very clear. Most
of them represent the dominant ori-
=atation of Extension in the univer-
sities. But many comments recorded
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in the questionnaires indicate a
growing interest in building an Ex-
tension capability and outreach that
effectively deals with urban needs.
This isn’t to be done by sacrificing
or substituting for ongoing services
that continue to meet real needs,
but by broadening Extension so uni-
versities can extend their resources
into communities in an increasingly
urban setting.

In the process, new alliances
undoubtedly will be forged between
urban and rural community inter-
ests. New administrative arrange-
ments can be expected to evolve
both in universities and government,
which may intermix the resources of
such federal departments as Housing
and Urban Development and Agri-
culture. New models will be created
that have as much appropriateness
to urban as rural problems.

What ‘“urban Extension mod-
els” will emerge on this new land-
scape? Can the agricultural Exten-
sion model be transplanted into the
cities without major modifications?
What are the limitations as well as
strengths of the traditional model in



the context of the new challenges
Extension faces? What follows are
some questionnaire findings.

Nature of Ag Model

In trying to assess the applica-
bility of agricultural Extension mod-
els to urban problems, it’s essential
that there be some agreement on the
nature of the agricultural model it-
self. The question therefore was
asked: “What are the essential
points you think of when you de-
scribe the organization of agricul-
tural Extension programs that have
evolved over the years at your uni-
versity?”

Some respondents made very
brief comments, such as “identify-
ing needs,” “developing local lead-
ership,” “learning by doing,” “de-
veloping a two-way working
relationship,” “involving local peo-
ple,” “helping people to help them-
selves,” “beginning where the people
are,” “programs tailored to needs.”
A number of administrators didn’t
respond to this question.

Essential points to be used in
describing the agricultural Extension
model that were regularly repeated
in different ways included:

—Problems of local people are
identified by an elected or oth-
er group from throughout the
county.

— Priorities are determined by
similar groups that understand
local needs.

—Extension educational pro-
grams deal with those needs
under leadership of profession-
al staff.
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—A core of subject-matter spe-
cialists provide program lead-
ership and technical support.

—One of the aims of programs is
to develop local leadership.

—Programs are initiated that can
be implemented with available
staff and budget.

—Programs must have local in-
put in their planning and de-
velopment.

—Local people have a voice in
hiring some Extension person-
nel and in financial commit-
ments made.

—University knowledge is an es-
sential backup for programs.
—Mass media are used to present

information when appropriate.

—Leadership that’s developed is
expected in turn to teach
others.

—Learning often is best done
through practice demonstra-
tions.

—The key to programs is that
the staff know the clientele and
are deeply committed to serve
the people.

—Iocal autonomy is important.

—FEducational methods have infi-
nite variety—university re-
sources must be adaptable and
sensitive to the needs.

—Practical education carried out
in informal settings is impor-
tant.

—The university constantly has
an obligation to extend the re-
sults of research through incor-
porating it into the programs.

—Developing the support of
strong groups in planning pro-
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grams is essential to anything
that lasts.

—Use of volunteers both in-
volves the people and multi-
plies resources.

—ILocal paraprofessionals can
keep the program close to the
needs.

—Problems of the local com-
munity are interrelated to the
problems of wider geographic
area (state and national) so re-
sources can be brought to bear
at different levels.

—Program results must be eval-
vated to determine their degree
of success and needed changes.

Limitations of Ag Model

To the question, “What are the
Imitations, if any, of the ‘agricul-
wural Extension model’ in facing ur-
ban needs?” there was a surprisingly
candid outpouring of comment. Re-
sponses fit into six general cate-
gories.

1. Personnel. Frequently the
need for a “different kind of
faculty in terms of competence
and orientation toward prob-
lems” was mentioned. “We are
not oriented to the real prob-
lems of urban families.” It was
mentioned that “agricultural
production and marketing ori-
ented agents and specialists
are not the answer.” Rigidity
in recruitment procedures that
could cause difficulties in se-
lecting needed personnel was
brought up. Several times this
type of comment was made:
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“Our professional staff do not
recognize the differences in
people resulting from various
environments, cultures, and
social conditions.” Suggestions
included appointing qualified
people who can function as
coordinators of complex activi-
ties as well as serve as techni-
cal consultants and para-
professionals who can relate
educational programs to the
needs.

. Organization and administra-

tion of delivery systems. The
point was made of a “possible
unwillingness to adapt organi-
zationally to meet urban
needs.” “Extension’s history is
in agriculture and even today
a majority of staff and clien-
tele are related to agricul-
ture. There is inertia to sud-
denly turn to urban.” “The
delivery system needs major
adjustments to reach the urban
audience.” Much comment
was related to “inflexible ad-
ministration.” It was pointed
out that “resources (personnel
and budget) are in subject-
matter departments which lim-
its the scope of programs pres-
ently undertaken.” “Needed
are multidisciplinary programs
where emphasis is on problem
solving, not on department or
profession.” One of the diffi-
culties in change is the “pos-
sessiveness of long-time co-
operators who want to keep
the Extension staff for help
they’'ve grown used to.” A
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need was expressed for “more
intergovernmental  coordina-
tion to relate to varied inter-
ests and problems.”

. Research base. Several admin-

istrators believed that “our re-
search base for building urban
models is very fragmented.” A
number mentioned that urban
research is altogether lacking
and priority must be given to
this part of the equation. Com-
ment was made for “more of
an interdisciplinary approach”
that brings together various
types of knowledge needed to
deal with the urban environ-
ment.

. The urban milieu. There was

much discussion of the differ-
ent types of situations Exten-
sion must face in the urban
setting. “Large numbers of
people create problems;” “our
geographic boundaries are not
realistic in terms of looking at
the urban area;” “leadership
is less defined—how do we
identify relevant key leaders
for a large population;” “the
clientele are more mobile;”
“an individualized approach
is not as possible with mass
audiences—a higher degree of
formality in educational pro-
grams may be desirable;” “so-
phistication of content and a
wide range of methods is need-
ed in this audience;” ‘““urban
people may expect more pro-
grams handed down, instead
of self-help.” The following
comment was alluded to in dif-

ferent ways: “The Extension
agricultural model was de-
signed for a rather scattered
population that has similar
values and cultural back-
grounds, and is highly produc-
tion-oriented.” Reference was
made to “its output of things
as against development of peo-
ple and behavioral change.”

. Public image. A number of ad-

ministrators took cognizance
of an “Extension image”—that
the public thinks is strictly
“agricultural.” Several state-
ments were made that people
assume that Extension has no
relevance to urban problems
because “it doesn’t apply.”

. Commitment. A number of

statements were made depict-
ing the awesome proportions
of urban problems: “the sheer
volume of the audience, and
the funding required to make
a measurable impact.” Several
administrators pointed out that
the main barrier to significant
urban work was money: “our
main deficiency is lack of fi-
nance.” However, others iden-
tified that the fundamental
limitation, while related to in-
adequate funding for massive
needs, was “no clearly stated
policy or commitment to move
aggressively into urban prob-
lems.”

Ag Model Valid and Relevant

Most respondents felt that the

Extension model has validity and
relevance to urban problems. “The
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problem is that some different per-
sonnel are needed, some different
zdministrative structures, not the
=odel itself.” “There are few limita-
zons in the model, but urban pro-
zrams are going to require a greater
open-mindedness by staff.” “We
me=d funding and administrative
| changes and expertise to deal with
subject areas other than agriculture
2=d home economics.”

This conclusion, that the agri-
cultural Extension model was valu-
zblz (see Table 4), either intact or
=th significant modifications, was
confirmed in responses to the ques-
=on: “Do you think the ‘agricultural
Extension model’ as you have de-
scribed it can also be used effec-
svely to deal with urban problems
(check one)?”

Conclusion

We must emphasize the limita-
sons of these questionnaire findings.
Not every land-grant university re-
sponded. The thoroughness of the
==sponses varied considerably among

the different people who answered
the questionnaire. The administra-
tors frequently pointed out that the
incompleteness of their data was due
to inaccessibility of hard information
on urban-focused programs. Many
of the questions were open-ended
and precision based on such replies
is impossible.

Notwithstanding these limita-
tions, this information offers us a
more or less systematic beginning
look at urban-focused Extension ac-
tivity at most of the land-grant uni-
versities.

Our country increasingly is be-
coming a nation of cities—especially
of metropolitan areas. The stark
demographic figures are pointed out
in the preceding article. Universities
are one of our country’s greatest as-
sets in generating the knowledge
and organizing educational programs
to confront the problems of our
changing society. Government and
Cooperative Extension Services con-
tributed significantly to the dramatic
improvements in agricultural tech-

Table 4. Urban Extension model.

Extension model effective
for urban problems

Number of respondents*

YES, with only minor modifications

It can be used but only with
very significant modifications
NO, urban problems require

fundamentally different approach

*Represents 33 universities.
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nology and rural life. Although there
are unsolved problems in rural
America, Extension will be chal-
lenged ever more urgently in the
years ahead to respond creatively
and effectively to urban needs.

Will Extension institutions be
adapted to face up to important
tasks of our urbanizing society? Will
our complex metropolitan areas as
well as our smaller urban communi-

ties accrue the benefits of significant
university outreach programs in any
proportion to the gains brought to
the rural communities by Coopera-
tive Extension? Were we to make
another study on urban Extension
activity a year from now, or in five
years, would we find that our out-
reach institutions have kept pace
with the underlying changes in our
society?
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