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Institutions, their employees, managers, and benefactors
are facing a serious, if not catastrophic, identity crisis. Institu-
tional “future shock” is taking an enormous toll in wasted
energy, programs immobilized by frustration, and by directional
paralysis and indecision. Universities are particularly vulnerable
to these. This is due to the university and to the nature of the
pressures that extend the limits of this diffusion to a maximum
stress.

These stresses affect all aspects of institutional life. And,
to the extent that the extension function is a significant part
of the total institution, the stresses will show in the Extension
program. Some of these stresses are indigenous to the extension
function; others are a part of the stresses on the larger institution.

The way these major stresses are faced will be extremely
important, not only for Extension and for universities, but for
higher education in particular and society in general.

Mission Stress The first and most overriding stress concerns the mission—

or missions—of the university. It’s assumed that University
Extension is a part of the total institution, and that its mission
isn’t independent of the institution.

Many references in literature indicate the importance of
coming to grips with the notion of mission. Stiles says that
“if the involved university is to be preserved, its mission must
be made clear to all—attackers and defenders alike.””!
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A University of Illinois study on Extension and public
service indicates that

... anybody, and any group, may make university demands,
and probably will, if special competence is thought to reside
in the university. But the university, with limitations in both
personnel and finance, cannot be all things to all people. It
has to decide, therefore, on what things it wants to be to
what people. It cannot escape making a selecting response.
The difficult task is to make such a response so as to be
publicly understood and publicly defensible. . . 2

A comprehensive evaluation team on Extension indicates
that ““there is always danger of trying to be all things to all
people.”3 And so it goes.

But, these kinds of statements are easy to make. The
nitty gritty of it is more difficult. For example, what things
are universities going to be to what people? How will the total
university respond to this question? What will be the implica-
tions of this response for that function called Extension? What
are the consequences for day-to-day and year-to-year priorities
with a more clearly delineated mission?

Then, look at the implications of the answers to these
questions as they deal with the allocation and re-allocation
of funds to carry out activities related to these missions.

Institutional ““future shock’’ is taking an enormous toll in
wasted energy, programs immobilized by frustration, and by
directional paralysis and indecision.

Several significant factors must be taken into account in
dealing with the phenomenon of mission in 1975 and beyond.
First, the vantage point is major university extension, not
extension from other kinds of institutions.

Secondly, new questions are being raised about the unique
missions of a university in juxtaposition to the missions of other
educational institutions, not to mention various social institutions.

No longer can a justification for an activity rest on being
a land-grant college. This is begging the question. Too much
water has gone under the bridge since 1862 to ignore it.

In fact, an evaluation team for Extension pointed this
out when it said that

. .. to be effective, the university should relate its resources
to those in other institutions and in the community to pro-
vide a wide range of knowledge base services and educational
opportunities for lifelong learning.4 _

The issue, however, is more fundamental. “Those
resources’’ in other institutions won’t be appropriately
deployed unless they also serve the identified missions and
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the institutional interest of those other institutions. Certain
educational facts must be faced.

Stresses can be minimized and progress made. However,
progress depends on how well universities are able to define—
or redefine—their mission to complement those missions of
other institutions of higher education, particularly higher
public education. Progress also depends on the ability of
Extension, as a function of the university, to tie its goals
directly to overall institutional missions.

The obvious conclusion is that University Extension
must increasingly be more elite in its mission and move toward
continuing education of the already educated, with training
and consultation for other institutions of education. This
isn’t to minimize the importance of other missions, but it’s
to question whether they’re appropriate to a university in the
1970s and beyond.

Virtually every state has community or junior college
districts. There are also public school and vocational districts,
as well as state colleges. These institutions are concerned with
“community service,” “adult education,” or “field services.”
Each will likely be more aggressive in providing extension-type
services.

As difficult as the stresses are within the university as
they relate to program development, those stresses are minimal
compared to the total stresses created by the entire higher
education system in any one state.

Intra- This stress relates to where continuing education
Institutional (Extension) should be housed: (1) under respective academic
Cooptation units, operating independent of the university’s extension
Stress network or (2) under the control the Extension division,
separate and apart from university academic units.

Federal agencies with federal dollars have consistently
bypassed the extension mechanism. Universities themselves
have been largely responsible for this.

Will such factors as hard times, leveling off and declining
campus enrollments, and a growing popularity for extension
and continuing education (particularly with the availability
of federal funds for problem solving) cause different academic
units of the university to coopt Extension and carry out in-
dependent extension activities?

So what else is new!

This has always been the case. The only thing new about
it is the relative degree, not the kind. However, care must be
exercised to avoid an either/or situation. Rather, a scheme
must be developed that has the maximum benefits from both
points of view—an integrated system with a carefully protected
functional integrity. Evidence indicates that an increase in
participation by academic divisions and departments will
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enhance both affinity and acceptance. Hale found a significant
difference in perceptions about continuing education between
high and low participating departments.5

This creates certain substresses. There is a need to define,
on an operational basis, what an extension or continuing
education function is. Certainly, it can’t be defined in terms
of sources of funds. If such an operational definition isn’t
forthcoming, then there’s no way to identify, promote, or
protect the integrity of the extension and continuing educa-
tion function.

No one will be able to accurately identify and report
a particular activity in terms of its inherent nature. The result
will be the subsuming or bootlegging of activities that really
are extension activities under other labels, or other activities
under extension labels that will effectively misrepresent both -
the costs and the benefits of all activities.

An adequate faculty and institutional reporting system
can do much to enhance the integrity of the function.

The development of an adequate operational definition
of the extension and continuing education function for faculty
reporting would make it possible to identify the costs and
outputs of all faculty activities whether or not a faculty member
was being paid a part of his salary from extension funds. This
would also help identify the portion of the faculty member’s
time devoted to extension activities and that portion of his
salary could be reallocated through the extension mechanism
back to the department. That same staff member would carry
out the same activities, but now accountability for the function
performed would be built-in.

These protective devices would help ensure the integrity
of the function as related to the funds made available to carry
it out.

The third stress is that of the basis unit of authority and
responsibility for programming. The fundamental concern here
is the question of whether the responsibility for the programming
functions will be based primarily on a clientele base, a subject-
matter base, or a methodological base and the relationship of
responsibility and authority to the organization of the university’s
knowledge base—divisions and departments. Each of these is
further compounded by the question as to whether they’d be
a client-geography base, a subject matter-geography base, or
a methodological-geography base.

These questions are of paramount concern, in the short
run, to the organizational structure of the university and, in
the long run, to the development of the best quality programs
of which the university is capable.

Much time, effort, and expertise is wasted in well-intentioned
efforts to find a new clientele for whom a method, subject, or
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solution can be delivered. For the most part, this comes from
a burning desire to enlighten a presumably unenlightened group,
but sometimes it comes from a power complex or an empire
extension syndrome. Whatever the motivation, the net result
is often too many cooks in the broth. Confusion, wasteful dup-
lication, and/or client overkill occurs.

For example, the problems city councilmen deal with
are complex, and their need for information may range widely—
planning, zoning, water pollution, sewage treatment, transpor-
tation, ordinances, law, fire protection, police protection, and
so on. However, if every university unit that has information
to disseminate tried to provide programs for this clientele at
the same time, councilmen would be bombarded with literature
encouraging them to attend programs nine evenings a week—
confusion and overkill.

While this example admittedly overstates the point a bit,
the principle is valid. The same thing could be said of other
groups, with other topics. The basic question is where the
responsibility is to be put.

Perhaps the fairly successful experience of the pre-service
divisions on the campus could be used to deal with this stress.
For example, a college of engineering assumes the responsibility
for its students, but at the same time, certain educational ex-
periences are provided to its students by other divisions on the
campus. These, however, are for the most part those kind of
experiences that the faculty of the college of engineering deemed
necessary or desirable in the education of an engineer (both
professional and general education). Thus, the arts and sciences
divisions may provide educational services to engineering. The
same is true with other divisions.

Extension and continuing education may be coming of age
in higher education. However, the next 15 years will probably
determine whether this maturity will be sensible.

To the extent that clientele groups are identifiable as
appropriate clientele to be served within the institutional
mission, and to the extent that the clients being served fit
reasonably well into an existing academic division, the major
program development responsibilities and authority could be
placed in the appropriate units by clientele categories.

This doesn’t mean that all of the education would be
provided by that division. It does mean that the division would
have the responsibility for developing it, and for calling on other
divisional expertise to help provide those educational experiences.

However, specific provisions (another stress) would have
to be made in the reward system for providing educational
services to other divisions. There’s nothing particularly new
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in this, since this stress is going to have to be faced forthrightly
anyway if interdisciplinary work is going to be substantial in
the institution.

This fourth set of stresses relates to cooperative program
development in a setting with multiple loyalties. Among these
are loyalty to the citizens of the state; to the profession or
occupation in which the faculty member is engaged; to his
own campus, division, and department; and to the university.
Very often these loyalties make conflicting demands, and the
relative priorities of which loyalty to serve in the face of con-
flict becomes a very traumatic one. It also results in building
all kinds of defense mechanisms.

For example, when an institution has somewhat autonomous
campuses in more than one location, or when two or more
institutions have similar programs, such as education, it would
seem to be a very simple matter to try to develop programs,
attend to legitimate educational needs, and do other worthwhile
things on some kind of a cooperative basis using the best resources
available in each location. However, the matter isn’t so simple.

First, there’s the matter of campus identity to be dealt
with. Secondly, there’s the matter of program ownership and
control. Thirdly, there’s the matter of the allocation of rela-
tively scarce resources for carrying out needs assessment, program
development and execution, supervision of the activity, and the -
relative acceptance or rejection of responsibility for it on the
basis of the respective academic departments on each of the
campuses, each of which is somewhat independent of the other.

Identity and “‘credit” or “blame” also play their roles.

This also creates serious stress for the faculty members who
may be asked to provide inputs in one framework but know

at the same time that their rewards are coming through another,
not only in short-term rewards such as salary considerations,
but also long-term awards in the career ladder of the individual.

Academic departments are not enthusiastic, not even content,
to be told that they have the final say on the technical subject
matter related to something. There will be full involvement only
when the respective departments and divisions are given substantial
total responsibility not only for technical subject matter, but also
for program development, execution, and evaluation albeit with
full accountability for the stewardship of resources on a functional
basis.

Would it be unthinkable to assume that it might be possible
for cooperative efforts to be developed between campuses based
on a new kind of organizational thinking, developed from the
grass roots, and without guidelines from the top but with various
levels of review?

10
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For example, in the field of education, would it be possible
to bring together the science education people from campuses,
confront them with an agenda related to the development of
ways to function together concerning residential instruction,
research, and extension and to have them develop a set of
recommendations related to these agenda items? This could be
duplicated with other academic endeavors of a college of educa-
tion and ultimately, perhaps, various inter-campus operational
councils could be established in each of the subdivisional areas.

These units could function as policy and administrative
councils under the jurisdiction of a council of deans of educa-
tion, for cooperative endeavors, including cooperative endeavors
in Extension! It might even then be possible for them to agree
on the apportionment of some percentage of a person’s time
to administer, let’s say, the extension efforts in educational
administration on a statewide basis under the jurisdiction of
the intercampus council. This would mean a program of co-
operative program development, execution, and evaluation,
divorced from any close system of university-wide administration.

Campus-Field Another dimension of this stress involves the campus-field
Staff Relationships  staff relationship. It’s very important for the relative roles to be
delineated and clarified. It’s also important that they be monitored.
From the campus viewpoint, and from the overall long-run view-
point of the welfare of the university and the people; the expertise
to engage in educational endeavors comes from the research and
teaching base on the campus.

This expertise is further nurtured by the close colleague
relationships among the faculty members in the respective
departments and divisions. This nurture is absolutely essential
to maintain the kind of university level quality befitting a
university program. Whenever program development, execution,
and evaluation take place, independent or aside from the
control of the appropriate academic units on the campuses,
the educational project is viewed by campus faculty (and
perhaps by others) with a good bit of skepticism about
whether it’s really a university activity.

Then, the question is raised again about whether Extension
is primarily the extension of the nurtured academic resources-
of the institution on a functional basis or whether it’s an organ-
ization looking for something to do.

There is another very important consideration for a central
responsibility for campus divisions and staffs in program develop-
ment, execution, and evaluations. This is the contribution that
this kind of responsibility makes, particularly in professional
schools, to keeping faculty in touch with reality and the cor-
responding influence on the direction of research.

An anonymous education dean indicated that one of his
major concerns was trying to devise ways to keep his staff in
touch with practice.
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Soft Money
Stress

And, in the health field, Duth recognized this when he
indicated that

. . . in securing or maintaining a status of health and
competence, man is partly dependent on the knowledge
available to him through his universities. University
research programs traditionally have not been closely
related to the community and the posture of aloofness
is not a realistic one for universities today.

Field staff can play very important roles in the extension
function. Being closer and in frequent touch with clientele,
they can help measurably in program execution. However,
these roles must be supportive tc the campus programs,
catalytic in nature, and advisory and expeditive. In no way
should they serve to separate or provide buffers for professors
to insulate them from the people.

For as indicated by Sponberg,

The professors are not limited to a cloistered life far
from the crowd in the market place. They are constantly
renewing their strength by returning to the springs from
which the sources of strength flow. They are constantly
measuring themselves by the extent to which the life of
the people whom they are serving has boen ckanged and
improved.

To be meaningful measurements, they must be direct—to
be visceral, they must be substantial.

A fifth stress, and a very practical one, relates to soft
money and its short- and long-run impact on the institution.

For example, the question can be raised about the relative
benefit to the institution and society where the availability of
soft money for temporary purposes results in hiring staff mem-
bers in undue proportions in some areas. Then, when the soft
money dries up, the allocation of funds from vacant positions
in other areas (no matter how badly needed) becomes redirected
to cover the salaries of faculty members whose soft money has
been depleted. Again, this gets back to mission of the institution
in some ways, but it becomes a real stress in an era of level
budgeting.

Two primary questions should be raised with respect to
the acceptance of soft money. The first is whether the project
is of sufficient importance and interest within the mission of
the institution to warrant reallocating existing resources (staff)
to it and dropping the present activities of the staff to be re-
allocated. The second is whether the activities can be appro-
priately carried out by a temporary staff recruited for a clearly .
understood short-term assignment.

If the answer to both of these questions is “no,” the soft
money should be passed by.

12
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Resource The matter of equity of resources with respect to the

Equity Stress extension function is a sixth major stress, particularly for
faculty who perform the extension function. This stress evidences
itself in several ways. First is the question of the parity of re-
sources made available for the extension function. The question
isn’t only what’s the percentage of the total university resources
allocated for executing the extension function, but also the relative
percentage of the various divisional budgets devoted to that
function. This tells something about the relative importance of
function in the department, the division, and, more particularly,
in the university.

In that same vein, there’s considerable question about
the relative equity of salaries for people who engage in extension
functions compared to those who engage in residential instruction
and/or research functions.

Justified by the facts or not, the feeling exists that salaries
are generally lower for people engaged in the extension function,
that promotions are more difficult to achieve, and that tenure
isn’t as readily available.

Furthermore, some consternation exists over what’s
viewed to be salary inequities between 9-month and 12-month
academic appointments. (Staff engaging in extension functions
are more likely to be 12-month appointees.) It’s felt that the
salary inequities do exist on these bases and that they’re com-
pounded each year by guidelines on salary increment ceilings
that don’t properly differentiate between 9- and 12-month
appointees.

This is a stress that exists and will continue to affect the
development of the extension function of the institution. It’s very
possible that this stress could be eliminated by a contrary finding
of facts. Or, if the facts substantiate the perceived status, the
stress will continue to persist until the matter of equity is dealt
with. In any case, the facts pertaining to this would be very de-
sirable for any institution that’s serious about its extension program.

Financing A seventh stress relating to Extension is that of financing.
Stress Historically, there has been some notion that continuing educa-

tion and extension activities—other than Cooperative Extension—
should somehow be financially self-supporting, but other activities
of the institution should be heavily subsidized by the state.
These arguments are made on many bases, none of which with-
stand critical inquiry. Nevertheless, they do persist and this is
a stress that must be faced.

Societal Missions will determine, in part, the critical nature of these
Interests  problems. However, the wealth of the clients for whom education
is provided isn’t a criterion the institution should use to determine
the charges made for educating them. A physician’s child isn’t
charged any more or less in fees when he comes to the campus
of the university than the child of a custodian.
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Involved
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If the mission is valid educationally, then a part of this
validity must be the ultimate societal interests it promotes. The
whole principle of public education is based on this premise.
Therefore, the Robin Hood approach to the financing of
Extension isn’t a valid one and ways must be found to commun-
icate this fact to the citizenry.

The matter of financing for extension and continuing
education is going to be further compounded by the number
of institutions getting involved. Some states will be providing
state funds for off-campus activities for credit under certain
conditions by all public institutions.

This is a valid approach. However, the practical results of
the extension and development of this resolution is going to
result in increased competition among the institutions for
students enrolling in these kinds of activities. Ultimately, the
pressure will increase for some kind of equivalency reimburse-
ment for noncredit activities that are held both on and off the
campuses of the various institutions.

As desirable as all of these things may be, it must be
recognized that these directions will create continual stresses
among and between the institutions for the revenue generated
from these activities and a resultant pressure for an increased
pyramid type of coordination and control.

Along with the stress of financing comes the stresses
brought about by the age of accountability. This is a total
societal phenomenon, affecting all social institutions—including
universities—in all of their functions. Basically, it’s the result
of two general factors. These are the increasing costs of operating
the institutions on the one hand and a sort of general lack of
credibility on the other.

In any case, pressure is exerted from several quarters to
document more explicitly the inputs, outputs, and costs. This
creates dilemmas with numerous horns. However, the major
institutional stress is the pull on the one hand for the faculty
member to be an “employee” and, on the other hand, to be a
“professional.” In some respects, the demands of the public
and others make the institutions of higher education act as
though faculty members were pieceworkers. Yet, some faculty
members consider themselves completely self-directed professionalg

If, on the one hand, this piecework mode becomes too
prevalent, as evidenced by legislated teaching loads and other
recent developments, then minimum load will become the
maximum load and faculty members will rebel against doing
anything on account of professional obligation.

On the other hand, the university is an organization and
faculty members aren’t completely free individuals when em-
ployed by the organization. Therefore, activities must be insti-
tutionalized to the extent that the institution can exercise

14
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accountability and stewardship of the resources made available
to it.

It seems that the trick is to strike the appropriate balance
between the two. But, it’s important to leave the maximum
latitude for the exercise of professional judgment in decision
making at every level where decisions are made, with account-
ability attached. Some evidence shows that the latter objective
isn’t being emphasized enough. This evidence is found in leg-
islation of teaching loads, low-level decisions made in high places,
and the general tendency to treat management information in
a way as to remove indigenous situational variables—not to
discriminate discriminately.

This stress isn’t new, but its resolution is more urgent
than ever before. Not many years ago institutions were facing
this stress in funded research endeavors. Vestiges of it remain
where an individual (not the institution) is funded by an agency,
even though the base of the individual’s operation is the institution.

Conducting activities of an extension nature by resident
teaching faculty as individual entrepreneurships is rampant.
These take the form of “consultant” arrangements, speeches
at conferences, in-service education activities, other ways.

Institutions that plan to conduct extension activities
on a systematic basis will find that this entrepreneurship will
offer competition to the institution itself and will interfere
materially with the institution’s goals. It will also weaken the
ability of the institution to deploy its total resources to attend
to total needs.

Perhaps an equally serious consequence is that organiza-
tions and groups external to the institution can easily tap ex-
pensively developed human resources without either appropriate
institutional recognition or remuneration.

This stress has long roots in institutional history and will
be very trying to resolve. However, the directions for its resolu-
tion lie in two areas. The first is external—close communication
with the agencies that normally call on staff members. It may
be possible to encourage them to use institutional procedures
to request help.

The second is internal—structuring the reward and/or
recognition system to heavily weigh them toward activities
that are institutional in nature. Is there any more reason to
reward “‘free agent” activities of an extension nature than to
reward the teaching of classes on campuses that aren’t officially
approved, scheduled, and ‘““‘assigned’’?

Extension and continuing education may be coming of
age in higher education. However, the next 15 years will
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Footnotes

probably determine whether this maturity will be a sensible
maturation providing for an evolutionary metamorphosis
reaching into the bowels of the institution or a chaotic,
opportunistic scrambling for temporary advantage—the
playing of games.

Above all, to be worthy of its name and a place in higher

education, it must be education and it must be higher.
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