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1ce's mission, the Department of Agriculture's role in adminis-
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ating and accounting for 1its program activities. The report also
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sion Service's mission, including the appropriate Federal role.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, Office
of Managyement and Budget, and to the Secretary of Agriculture.

ot D). Aol —

Acting Comptroller General
of the United States






COMPIROLLER GENVRAL'S COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE'S
P o i CONGRESS MISSION AND FEDERAL ROLE NEED
CONGRESSIONAL CLARIFICATION

GRS T

I contrast to its original focus on agriculture
and home economics programs in primarily rural
At cas, the Cooperative Extension Service has
cxpanded and 1s now active in rural, urban, and
suburban communities and offers programs in

cocial and economic problems and cultural, rec-
reational, and leisure-time activities. Pro-
qram changes, many of which have come about in

the last 20 years, have resulted in differing
opinions among the Extension Service's clien-
teele, and even within the Extension Service
itself, about the scope of the Extension Serv-
lce's misstion. GAO believes the Cooperative
xtension Service's mission needs to be re-
viewed and clarified, particularly in the cur-
rent  atmosphere of budget tightening. (See

. 90

The Cooperative Extension Service, the largest
cducation system of its kind in the world, 1is
made up of a Federal office (the Federal Exten-
s10on Service) in the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture and the State extension services located
within the land-grant colleges and universities.
The lxtension Service operates an office in vir-
tually every county in the 50 States, and offices
in the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, and Guam. The Federal Government
funds about 40 percent of the Extension Service's
budget while States fund about 42 percent and

|8 percent 1s provided locally. In fiscal year
1980 total support for Extension Service activi-
tics was about $700 million, with the Federal
Government contributing about $275 million.

GAO undertook this review to look at the way
'xtension Service programs were meeting their
basic missions, the Federal role in administer-
ing the programs, and the Extension Service's
methods of evaluating and accounting for its
program activities.

The Pxtension Service was established in 1914
primarily to provide farmers with information
rom agricultural research and to encourage them
to adopt improved farming methods. Tt has been
credited with contributing to the growth in
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productivity and efficiency of U.S. agriculture.
Recently, its programs have expanded to include
instruction in arts and crafts, recreation, crea-
tive and performing arts, and mental and emotional
health. (See p. 11l.) The Extension Service has
justified these newer programs as falling within
1ts broad legislative mandate. (See p. 9.)

As more programs vie for the Extension Service's
resources, disagreements have occurred over what
its mission should be. Some groups feel it is
ignoring their needs; others say it is trying

to be all things to all people. (See p. 13.)

Because the demands for the Extension Service's
programs are great and its resources are limited,
1ts available resources need to be used as effi-
ciently as possible. GAO recognizes the desire
for local programing flexibility but believes
that it should be tempered with more Federal
guidance on the overall parameters within which
federally supported extension programs should
operate.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE'S
ROLE™SHOULD " BE CLARTFIED

The role that the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture's Federal Extension Service should play

is also not clear. At one extreme are those
who say it should only administer Federal

funds for State extension programs and help

the States do what they want to do. At the
other extreme are those who say it should pro-
vide specific national program direction. (See
p. 25.)

Although the Federal Service must approve State
program work plans, it has little involvement in
the total extension program development process,
including determining national program priorities
and interacting with the States in developing
work plans. A recent Extension Service study
expresses concern, however, that if the exten-
sion partnership is to be maintained, the Federal
Service must assume a more active leadership role
so that a balanced partnership will exist to sat-
isfy national as well as State and local needs.
(See p. 26.)

EXTENSION PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY
AND EVALUATION SHOULD BE TMPROVED

Improved performance and impact measurement is
needed to determine whether extension programs
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are coffective. Although the extension community
recognizes the need to improve program accounta-
bility and evaluation and some States have
mmplemented thelr own evaluation programs, no
comprehensive Service-wide evaluation require-
ments have been developed. GAO believes the
major obstacle to achieving this goal is the
absence of a responsible central office to
clearly define evaluation standards. (See

p. 29.)

GAO believes the U.S. Department of Agriculture
15 the natural place within the organization
from which to provide leadership and direction
1n cevaluation.

GAO recommends that the appropriate congressional
conmittees cexamine the Cooperative Extension
Service's mission. As part of this process, the
committees could:

--Direct the Secretary of Agriculture to prepare,
In cooperation with the State Extension Serv-
ices, an updated statement of the Extension
Service's mission. The committees could re-
quire that statement to contain explicit
mission objectives and priorities and to be
submitted to them for their information and re-
view. The committees could also require the
Extension Service to provide periodic progress
reports on meeting its goals and objectives.

--Hold oversight hearings on the Cooperative
Extension Service to review current extension
programing and to consider and focus on the
mission that the committees want the Extension
Service to carry out. The hearings could pro-
vide the basis to develop legislation, if
ncecessary, to more clearly define the Coop-
crative bxtension Service's mission. (See p.
21.)

GAO also highlights programing/clientele and
funding/organizational issues that it believes
the congressional committees should consider.
(See pe 21.)

GAO also recommends that the appropriate con-
gressional committees, as part of their exam-
ination, consider the role that they want the
.5, Department of Agriculture's Federal Exten-
ston Scervice to play in providing extension
program leadership and guidance.  (See p. 27.)
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

GAO recommends that the Secretary of Agriculture
become more involved and assume leadership with
the States in developing programs and implement-
1ng a uniform accountability and evaluation
system for the Cooperative Extension Service.
(See pp. 27 and 34.)

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS

GAO asked the U.S. Department of Agriculture
and the director of extension of each of the six
States in which it made its review--California,
Kansas, Missouri, Nevada, North Carolina, and
Virginia--to comment on a draft of this report.
GAO received comments from the Department and
from California, Missouri, North Caroclina, and
Virginia. These comments indicated general
agreement with most of the issues discussed but
pointed out some areas which the respondents
felt were unclear or misleading. (See apps.
IIT through VII.) GAO made appropriate changes
1n the report.

The Department pointed out that it and the
State extension services had recently under-
taken joint studies that deal with several

of the 1ssues discussed in this report, includ-
ing the need to clarify the Extension Service's
mission (see ch. 2) and the need to improve ex-
tension program evaluation (see ch. 4). Con-
cerning the issue of the appropriate Federal
role in extension (see ch. 3), the Department,
as well as the States, generally agreed that
while the Federal office should provide national
program leadership, this should be in the form
of guidance and not Federal program direction.

iv
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Cooperative Extension Service, the largest education
system of its kind in the world, is made up of a Federal office 1/
in the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the State exten-
sion services located within the land-grant colleges and univer-
sities. 2/ The Extension Service operates an office in virtually
every county in the 50 States, and offices in the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam. The Federal
Government supplies about 40 percent of the total funding while
States supply about 42 percent and 18 percent is provided locally.
In fiscal year 1980 total support for extension activities was
about $700 million, with the Federal Government contributing
about $275 million.

ROOTS OF THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE

The Cooperative Extension Service developed from the adult
edycation program for farmers that began almost at the birth of
this Nation. By the mid-19th century, agricultural societies
had formed in many of the States to encourage short, noncredit
courses where farmers could hear about the most advanced agricul-
tural practices. 1In some States, State boards of agriculture
sponsored farmers' institutes; in other States, colleges and
universities conducted short sessions for working farmers. 1In
187% the first agricultural experiment station was founded at
Wesleyan University in Connecticut.

Meanwhile, the Federal Government was also actively contrib-
uting to the advancement of practical agriculture. The 1862 and
1890 Morrill Acts provided for at least one college in each State
"to teach such branches of learning as are related to agriculture
and the mechanic arts." USDA was created in 1862. 1In the 1887
Hatch Act (7 U.S.C. 36la et seq.)., the Congress established agri-
cultural experiment stations to conduct agricultural research
at the land-grant colleges in each State.

1/The Federal office is referred to in this report as the Federal
Extension Service or Science and Education Administration
(SKEA)-Extension.

2/Land-grant colleges were created under the Morrill Act (7
U.5.C. 301 et seq.) passed by the Congress in 1862. The act
provided for the sale of public lands to support a college in
each State that would, among other things, teach such branches
of learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanic
arts. In 1890 the Congress passed the so-called second Morrill
Act (7 U.S.C. 321 et seq.) which established the 1890 land-
grant colleges primarily to serve blacks.



County agent work developed as a natural result of the
widespread interest in agricultural education. The demonstration
method of teaching through agents in the field was introduced by
Dr. Secaman A. Knapp of USDA's Bureau of Plant Industry in the
early 1900's. Dr. Knapp believed that diversified agriculture
and other desirable changes would come only through demonstra=-
tions conducted by farmers on their own farms under ordinary
conditions. In 1904 Dr. Knapp employed 24 Federal agents to
demonstrate improved cotton-growing methods for farmers in the
weevil-infested areas of Texas and two adjoining States. Encour-
aged by this demonstration, Smith County, Texas, became the
Nation's first county to hire a full-time county agent in 1906.

The Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 341 et seq.), passed in 1914,
formalized and increased Federal support for a cooperative ar-
rangement among the Federal Government, the land-grant colleges,
and county governing boards for agricultural extension work. The
act created the Cooperative Extension Service and set forth its
mission or major function: "To aid in diffusing among the people
of the United States useful and practical information on subjects
relating to agriculture and home economics and to encourage the
application of the same." The act specified that the Extension
Service's clientele would be persons not attending or resident in
land-grant colleges and its methodology would consist of "field
demonstrations, publications, and otherwise."

The Smith-Lever Act placed extension work on a stable finan-
cial basis and provided for Federal-State cooperation and more
uniform administration of the States' work. The act directed
the land-grant colleges to administer extension programs. How-
ever, the work still varied from county to county, depending
on the county agent's personality and the local farmers' initi-
ative, and county agents were still chiefly concerned with
demonstrating methods and practices on individual farms.

THE EXTENSION SERVICE TODAY

Today the Extension Service is organized at the Federal,
State, and county levels to deliver a diverse program of instruc-
tion to local communities. Extension work is carried out through
cooperative agreements between USDA and the land-grant institu-
tions 1n each State. The relationship of Federal to State units
is not hicrarchical but is more like a partnership. State cooper-
ative extension services are integral parts of State land-grant
institutions; they work with USDA and they are in touch with
both private and public interests at local, State, and national
levels.  EBach State extension service has considerable autonomy
in determining policies at State and local levels, yet each
participates in multi-State, regional, and national policymaking
activities.



Bxtoension Service organization at the State
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The Extension Service's organizational network is complex
and diflers siightly from State to State. Because extension is
an cdocational system, 1t may be best understood as a relation-
Shitp awong (1) the land-grant institutions, which generate in-
formation, (2) county agents and their helpers, who disseminate
information, and (3) community groups, which help determine the
types of programs they want, with the aid of local and State
leadoers.,

Formal relationships exist between the Extension Service
and the State land-grant institutions. The Extension Service,
the major offcampus educational arm of the land-grant institu-
tion, dinscminates information from the institution to State
resldents.  Fxtension 1s usually administered within a universi-
ty's college of agriculture. 1In some States, extension is admin-
istered by an office outside the college of agriculture that is
dirvectly responsible to the university president's office.

Fxtenston's baslic unit is the county extension office, which
delivers programs. The State office and the county offices work
out agreements for conducting extension work in the county.
County advisory boards or groups work with the State extension
scrvice to determine budgets, provide local funds to finance the
program, hire personnel, and carry out plans. The primary func-
tion of the county office staff is to bring new knowledge to
peoplce, groups, and communities located away from campuses and
to transmit the local communities' research and information needs
back to the campus—based staff and faculty for use in planning
their rescarch and education programs. Much of the information
the county staffs distribute comes from the campus-based teaching-
research faculties.

Extension methods

- v ot v o s i e

Within the counties, extension personnel disseminate infor-
mation by various methods. These include

--personal contacts, including telephone calls, often related
to problem solving;

—-—contact with 4-01 and homemaker clubs;
~-—gponsoring information meetings;
-~speaking at meetings sponsored by other groups;

--using the mass media (TV, radio, newspapers, public no-
tices);



--sending out newsletters, brochures, and pamphlets;
--preparing recorded telephone messages; and
~--offering workshops and training sessions.

Program determlnatlon

Formal or informal citizens' advisory committees or groups,
whose organization and responsibilities can vary from State to
State, assist local county extension agents in identifying needs.
For example, in Kansas, the State legislature mandates that each
county's extension program is the cooperative responsibility of
the county agricultural extension council and Kansas State Univer-
sity. Each county extension council is composed of 27 elected
members--9 agricultural representatives, 9 home economics repre-

sentatives, and 9 4-H representatives. The State county exten-
sion council law provides that each extension council's duty is
to plan the county s education extension programs. On the other
hand, California does not use a system of formally established
advisory committees. Instead, county personnel form various in-
formal local advisory committees. 1In yet a third pattern, Nevada
has formally established State, regional, and, in some counties,
local citizen advisory committees. The county personnel also
form local advisory groups. In addition, most counties in both
Nevada and California have various formally established 4-H advi-
sory committees. In North Carolina, in addition to a State
Advisory Council, each county extension office has a local advi-

sSory group.

Federal office

USDA's Federal Extension Service has a staff of about 100
employees. The staff is responsible for approving State Coopera-
tive Extension Service work plans and for determining that Fed-
eral funds are used properly to meet congressional intent and
USDA requirements. The Federal Extension Service also provides
administrative and technical program assistance to the States
and serves as a link among the States, other USDA agencies, and
other parts of the Federal Government. The Administrator of Ex-
tension reports to the Director of Science and Education who in
turn reports to the Secretary of Agriculture.

Extension Commlttee on Organlzatlon
and”Policy

The Extension Committee on Organization and Policy (ECOP), a
national-level standing committee of the National Association of
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, is a kind of "board

of directors" for the Extension Service. ECOP has 14 voting
members--3 State directors from each of 4 Extension Service re-
gions, | from the 1890 colleges, and the Federal Administrator



of Fwiconsion.  BECOP, which meets three times a year, serves as
a planning and policy development arm of the Extension Service.

FATENGSTON SERVICE PROGRAMS

Although programs are developed at the local level, they
must o conform to four broad subject categories delineated by the
State and Foderal staffs, These four categories are agriculture
and natural resources, home economics, 4-H youth, and community
and rural development. Nationwide, the percentage of profes-
s1onal Bxtension Service staff-years planned in each category in
fiscal year 1980 was estimated by USDA as follows: agriculture
and natural resources--42; home economics--24; 4-H--26; and
comnan ity and rural development--8. Programs are further cate-—
gorized into 21 program components. Appendix I shows Extension
Serviee staff-years devoted to each of the program components
during fiscal year 1980.

In «addition to about 17,500 professional staff, paraprofes-
stonals and volunteers also devote time to program areas. Para-—
profoessionals are particularly active in the federally funded
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program, 1 of the 21 pro-
gram components. In that program, about 4,400 paraprofessionals
arce cuiployed to work in the rural communities or urban areas
where they live. They work with families primarily on a one-to-
once basis, under the supervision and training of an Extension
Service professional. 1/

Interaction with other organizations

and qgovernment “agencies

The kExtension Service cooperates with other groups and or-
ganizations within the community to carry out programs. County
agents may refer clients to services outside the Extension Serv-
lce's scope of activity or may share information or resources
with community and private groups. The Extension Service also
has cooperative agreements with other USDA agencies and with
other Federal departments, such as Energy, Commerce, Transporta-
tion, and Health and Human Services. Under these agreements, the
Extension Scervice may agree to serve as an educational outreach
arm {or programg originating in other departments or to coopera-
tively finance an interdepartmental project. For example, the
Fxtension Service disseminates transportation educational material
tor the Department of Transportation.

L/ Oy wonessment. of this program was reported in "Areas Needing
ST awent oin the Adult Expanded Food and Nutrition Education
Py an ™ (CRD-80~-138, Sept. 4. 1980).




EXTENSION SERVICE FPUNDING

The i1dea of cooperative funding is an integral part of the

cooperative nature of the Extension Service. Funding consists of
Federal, State, and local (including private) contributions.
Although funding percentages vary by State and year, the Federal

Government provides about 40 percent overall; the States,
42 percent; and local sources, 18 percent.

lrederal ﬁunds

The majority of the Federal funds are allocated to the
States by a formula based on sections 3(b) and (c) of the Smith-
Lever Act.  The majority of formula funds are allocated according
to the States' farm and rural populations, as follows:

--4 percent to the Federal Extension Service.
--19.2 percent to the States in equal proportions.

~--38.4 percent to the States on the basis of rural popula-
tion.

--38.4 percent to the States on the basis of farm popula-
tion.

In addition to formula funding, the Congress makes special
appropriations for particular extension projects under section
3(d) of the Smith-Lever Act. The first such appropriations were
made 1n fiscal year 1965 for a pesticide education program and
specific extension work in the Appalachian region. Planned fis-
cal year 1980 section 3(d) funding accounted for about one-fourth
of the PFederal funds provided to the States for extension activ-
lties. The largest program funded under section 3(d)--about
$52 million budgeted for fiscal year 1980--is the Expanded Food
and Nutrition Education Program.

State and local funds

The sources of funds from within the States further demon-
strate the cooperative principle of extension work. States and
counties have traditionally furnished over half the funds. State
legislative appropriations are in most cases made to the land-
grant institutions for cooperative extension work. These funds
are handled by the fiscal departments of the land-grant institu-
tions at the direction of the State extension director. Funds
appropriated by a county are generally administered by a county
cooperating board or the county government. Funds from private
organizations and other nontax contributions, which account for
about 2 percent of the total funds, are considered to be a part
of the State or local extension budget in the same manner as



funds from taxes.  The bulk of private funds 1s used to support
local G-H prograins.

OopJEcrIveES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

(hirowa jor objective was to review the current range of
cooperat tviee cxtension activities in terms of the Extension Serv-
ice's overall mission and program priorities. A second objective
was bo o assess the Extension Service's system of evaluating and
acceount g for its programs. A third objective was to assess the
federal Extension Service's role within the cooperative framework
and Lo determine whether a clearer definition of its responsibili-
Lles 1o necessary.

Woeo made our review at the Federal Extension Service's head-
quarters in Washington, D.C.; at land-grant institutions in Cali-
fornia, Kansas, Missouri, Nevada, North Carolina, and Virginia;
and at three scelected counties in each of these six States. In
those States which had both 1862 and 1890 land-grant institutions
(Missouri, North Carolina, and Virginia), we visited both. We
Interviewed current and former extension officials at the Federal,
State, and county levels to get their perspectives on the proper
mission for the Extension Service as well as to determine the
current sicope of Extension Service activities. We also asked
these otficials about the Federal Extension Service's role and
the adequacy of Extension Service evaluation activities at the
various qgovernmental levels.

We chose the above States to get a representative sampling
of cxtension activities i1n different geographical areas, in
States with large and small programs, and in urban and rural coun-
tics. We discussed and received input on our State choices from
the Foederal Administrator of Extension and on our county choices
from the respective State directors to assure that the States and
counties we visited were representative of geographical areas,
programs, and clientele mix.

Likewise, we received input from the Federal Extension Serv-—
ice on which farm and farm—-related groups we should talk with to
get a sample of opinions on the proper mission of the Cooperative
Fxtencion Service. We chose groups that would reflect a variety
ol Interestss large farms, small farms, ranching, rural develop-
ment, 4-t, and home economics. We also interviewed groups that
have not traditionally supported the Cooperative Extension Serv-
ice to tind out which activities they thought the Service should
be poerforming.  (App. II contains a list of the various national
OrganiZzat tons where we spoke with organization representatives.)

wWoe reviewed reports on the scope of extension programs and
cvaluatton studies prepared by ECOP, the Federal Extension Serv-
pee, and State extension services. We also reviewed evaluations



of some State programs prepared by State oversight agencies such
as Virginia's Joint Legislative and Audit Review Commission and
Missouri's Extension Study Commission.



QHAPTER>?

71 MISS5ION OF THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE

SHOULD BE BETTER DEFINED

The Cooperative Extension Service's mission needs to be
examined and clarified. Originally, the Extension Service
focused on agriculture and home economics subjects in primarily
rural arecas. The range of programs offered and audiences served
by the bExtension Service has broadened substantially, especially
during the past two decades. The Extension Service is now active
in rural, urban, and suburban communities and includes programs
in social and economic problems and cultural, recreational, and
lersure=time activities.

The Extension Service's enabling and supplementing legisla-
tion refers to agriculture and home economics and related
subjects.  Thus, it is general enough to allow for different in-
terproetations of what the Extension Service ought to be doing
and tor whom. Accordingly, the Extension Service has justified
cxpanded programs as falling within the Service's broad legisla-
tive mandate. This mandate, however, when combined with local
program initiative, often results in local extension programs
that =cem to lack either program purpose or target groups to be
scrved.  Instcad, local programs sometimes appear to resemble
a general curriculum of diverse courses, worthy in themselves
but perhaps not utilizing the unique extension delivery system
in the most prudent ways.

l.ack of perceived focus has caused considerable frustration
among the Extension Service's clientele, and even within the Ex-
tension Scrvice itself. Because the Extension Service's mandate
1s broad, many groups believe that they are entitled to i1ts serv-
ices, while Extension Service personnel feel pressured to be all
things to all people.

Increased demands for Extension Service resources have in-
creased disagreements about what the Extension Service's mission
should be, particularly in the current atmosphere of fiscal con-
straints.  Although some groups believe the Extension Service is
lgnoring their needs, others feel it is covering too broad an
arca. Becausce the demands for Extension Service programs are
great and its resources are limited, its available resources
should be used as efficiently as possible.

SCOPE AND GROWTH OF THE EXTENSION SERVICE

Originally, the Extension Service focused on agriculture and
assistance to farm families. Information was transferred from
the land-grant institutions to the farm through a network of
trained county agents.  The agricultural agent worked with the
farmer , Lhe home economics agent worked with the farmer's wife,
and the 4= agent worked with the farmer's children. 1Individual



instruction and douonstration were heavily emphasized. By en-
couraging the adoption of new technology and knowledge generated
by rescarch, the Pxronsion Service has been credited with an im-
portant rolc 1n ¢rontributing to the growth in productivity and
efficiency of .49, agriculture.

During the 1920's the Extension Service's emphasis was to
help farmers produce efliciently and profitably. The Extension
Service's emphasis changed during the farm depression from pro-
duction to econcomic efficiency in farm operations and improving
the quality of vura: life. By World War II, the Extension Serv-
lce had becomce the single Federal agency having a direct educa-
tional link with rural America. Because of this relationship,
the Extension Service was able to play a special role in the war
effort. It investigated requests for draft deferments, helped
with price control and rationing programs, managed the emergency
farm labor program, and promoted increased food and fiber produc-
tion and conservation.

Since the 19%0's the range of programs offered and audiences
served by the Extension Service has broadened substantially. 1In
1953 the Smith-Lever Act was amended to define extension work as
"the giving of instructions and practical demonstrations in agri-
culture and hone cconomics and subjects relating thereto." The
phrase "and subjects relating thereto" has been used to justify
expansion into new program areas. Other authorizing or appropri-
ations legislation, especially during the 1960's and 1970's, has
also expanded program areas. For exanmnple, in 1968 the Congress
created an Extension Service-managed nutrition education program--
the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program--for low-income
families. Thls program brought the Extension Service into a num-
ber of urban areas for the first time. Other programs emphasized
aid to disadvantaged farm families, pesticide education, rural
community development, urban 4-H, urban gardening, community re-
source development, farm safety, pesticide impact assessment,
natural resources, and aqricultural energy conservation.

The Extension Service is now active in urban and suburban
communities, as well as rural areas, and offers a wide variety
of informational programs. Whereas programs once focused almost
exclusively on the practical application of new research results,
program topics now include cultural, recreational, and leisure-
time activities. Program changes have largely mirrored national
trends or have reflected changes in the demographic, econonic,
and social characteristics of the population. The Extension
Service has atteupted to satisfy a wide range of new demands in
recent vyears without losing touch with agriculture and rural
communities. Whilce agriculture remains a major part of the Ex-
tension Scrvice's Drograning, many programs are now directed at
developing individual leadership and self-confidence, inducing
behavioral changes, amdl increasing awareness of and ability to
cope with social probiomns.

A look at sone of the programs the BExtension Service has
offerced will hoelp 1o understanding the crossroads of programing
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and mission definition at which the Extension Service now finds
itself.

EXTENSION SERVICE PROGRAMING

Examples of some of the traditional agriculture and home
economics programs follow.

--Agriculture programs: These include pesticide application
training, tractor safety training, information on new vari-
eties of soybeans, lamb and wool school (discusses recent
research and managing predator losses), pest management
training, financial planning for farmers, direct market-
ing, feminine farrowing school (a course designed to teach
farm wives to assist with operations related to the birth
of pigs), and special small-farm programs. For example,
small-farm programs operate in 33 of Missouri's 114 coun-
ties. These programs use paraprofessionals to help farm
families with gross incomes below $20,000 to reduce their
costs, increase their incomes, and improve productivity
and management of their resources. Although 21 States
had special small-farm programs in 1980, the programs
served only a small portion of the estimated 1 million
small farmers in the United States.

~--Home economics programs: These include homemaker clubs,
nutrition workshops, food preservation newsletters, and
sewing and tailoring presentations.

--4-H programs: These include livestock projects, leader-
ship training sessions, cooking projects, and summer
recreational programs.

The following examples illustrate extension activities that
have been expanded. The list is not exhaustive, and the appropri-
ateness of individual examples might be debatable; it is merely
intended to highlight kinds of activities.

--Instructions in arts and crafts: The rationale generally
given for arts and crafts instruction is to help homemakers
save money through developing self-help skills. However,
in many cases the instruction appears to be primarily ori-
ented to hobby or leisure-~time activities. Program examples
include photography, dried flower arranging, oil painting,
antique renovation, rock gardens, book binding, silver-
smithing, macrame, crochet, and pine cone crafts. For ex-
ample, a program on photography teaches participants about
cameras and films for home photography, elements of a good
photograph, and decorating with photos.

--Recreational and creative and performing arts: Offerings
include programs in the creative arts. For example, a
program called "Art of Clowning" deals with makeup, cos-
tumes, clowning history, and pantomine/skit development.
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Business assistance: The Extension Service has helped
dovelop management training programs for industry and
fpovermnent,

L APPRATSALS ON ROLE OF
TH MKTMNSIHN'SERVTCH i

S oseries ot self-appraisals, which called for expanding
the Lxlension Service's program focus, have contributed to the
contnsaion about the Extension Service's mission.

o 1 94% o cross sectional group of Federal Extension staff
mewber s prepared the "Kepner Report," which noted that the basic
satn-lLever legislation emphasized the vocational aspects of the
Bxtonsion Service's education functions. In the early days of
coopcrative extension work, education efforts were directed large-
Jv ot specific farm and home operational problems. The Kepner

oo bheliteved that the Extension Service's educational ve-
Sponsibiiiticos should be expanded to emphasize development of
clivnl el ta enable them to recognize problems and do something
alsourt U hom.

ol bt

The 1958 "Scope Report," prepared by the Subcommittee on
Scope and Responsibility of ECOP, called for programing in scy-
crol uean: efficiency 1n agricultural production; marketing,
distr oot ion, and utilization of farm products; conservation
and development of natural resources; farm and home management;

famiiy Living; youth development; leadership development; commu-~
nity lwmprovement and resource development; and public affairs.

n 1968 "A People and a Spirit," a report of the Joint USDA-
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Col-
leges Extension Study Committee, updated the "Scope Report" and
supported the importance of work on social and economic problems.

The IPood and Agriculture Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3301) direc-
ted the Secretary of Agriculture to provide "an evaluation of
the coonomic and social consequences of the programs of the Ex-
tension Service and the cooperative extension services * * * .
The cvaluaat1ton was begun during 1978 as a joint effort of USDA
and the Slate cooperative extension services, the latter through
feopb . The evaluation report, published in January 1980, raiscd
but did not attempt to resolve a number of issues of concern to
the Lxtonsion Service. Issues highlighted dealt with policy
dicection and funding, program and clientele determination, link-
ades with rescarch, program delivery methods, and the Federal
vole an the partnership.

DIFFERIHG OPINTONS ABOUT SCOPE OF THE
PRI s Or SprvTorYs MISSTIONT T T T T T

Vartous persons and groups both inside and outside the

cxtonson o aystem have increasingly expressed differing views aboat
b o or direction the Extension Service should be taking.
Var o pocitions on the Extension Service's mission are discussod
breo i Db bl g secbllons.
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Views of the former Federal
Administrator of fxtension

The previous Federal Administrator of Extension, who served
in that position from July 1977 to Decembeyr 1979, before becoming
a Speclal Assistant to the Secretary of Agriculture for Consumer
Affairs, commented on the need to redefine or articulate the
Extension Service's mission from a policy perspoctive. In an
April 1980 response to an Office of Technology Assessment draft
report. on "Technology in Local Development," he commented on the
obijectives and clientele of the Extension Service:

"Fxtension 1s in a transition. While some feel that it
1s lgnoring thelr needs, others say it 1s trying to be
all things to all people. We see more and more author-
izing legislation for Extension--the Rural Development
Act, the 2-year Direct Farmer-to-~Consumer Marketing Act
of 1976, the Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978,
and so on. More and more agencies are discovering Exten-
sion. Those that don't want to, or can't set up a du-
plicate delivery system naturally want Extension to help
them. Yet, important gquestions go unanswered, such as
What 1s the Federal role 1n Extension? Should it be
doing more or less 1in urban areas? and Whom should it
serve?

"One reason for this situation is that Extension's basic
authorizing legislation is very general * * *, Thus,
there 1s a lot of room for different interpretations

of what Extension ought to be doing, and for whom."

The former Administrator concluded that a new policy dialog

was needed on the future of the Extension Service. He pointed
out that the recent evaluation study (see p. 13) was designed to
answer cvaluation questions, not policy guestions, and the next
logical step would be to explore policy alternatives and conse-
quences. He said that a dialog should come about naturally as

a sequel to the January 1980 national evaluation report.

Views of the current Federal
Administrator of Extension ~

According to the current Administrator, the extension system
has changed over time to respond to changing national, State, and
local concerns. She said that one of the system's strengths 1s
that it can change. Change has involved extending both programs
and clientele served, and these changes have caused some frustra-
tion over the past several years.

The Administrator agreed that the direction the Extension
Service should be taking needs to be defined. She said fhat
about every 10 yvears the Extension Service has come out with a
statement of future direction. The last one was done 1o 1968
with the publication of the report "A People and a Spirit.”
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The Admmnistrator believes it is time to lock again at what the
Extension Service 1s and where it should be going. She said that
issues to consider include the proper mix of Extension Service's
programing; the proper mix of funding, especially the issue of
formula versus carmarked funds; and the proper mix of Extension
Service staffing.

We obtained the views of various interest groups (see app.
11) on what they thought the proper mission of the Extension
Service should be.  Although some organizational and national
leaders have called on the Extension Service to broaden its prog-
rams, various traditional support groups and clientele have cri-
ticized 1t ftor doing exactly that. FEven organizations that seem
to represent similar interests sometimes disagree on the proper
mission for the Extension Service.

Amony the organizations we talked with that represent farm-
ers and cattlemen, the general consensus was that the Extension
Scrvice was straylng too far from its traditional role as "teacher
to the countryside.” These groups think that the Extension Serv-
1ee should disseninate information on food, fiber, and agricul-
ture.

Beyond this, little agreement existed among farm groups.
The more tradicional thought that the Extension Service should be
technologically and production oriented, disseminating the latest
information from the research stations. Other farm organizations
believed that it should be serving the small farmer, acting pri-
marily as tarm management consultants and market organizers.
These groups sald that the large farmer has many other avenues
of information--such as farm implement manufacturers, fertilizer
and sced processors, and the research station itself. They be-
lieve that the Extension Service should be helping marginal farm-
crs goet organized and improve their position in the marketplace.

Other groups representing rural development believed that
the kExtension Service's network of land-grant institutions, re-
scarch stations, and county agents could be effective in helping
to alleviate ecconomic and social problems in rural communities.
They sald that many rural communities are currently overburdened
by new regulations covering the environment, highways, and air
and water pollution. Furthermore, many urban residents are mov-
ing to townships, expecting levels of service that rural communi-
ties traditionally may not have delivered. Elected offiicials in
these townships often do not have the expertise to deal with new
demands.  The rural development groups saild that in these cases
the extension agency could act as a base of sound information by
helping the community formulate rational goals and then serving
as a link between the community and "expert" outsiders who might
resolve specific problems.

These groups said that they would like to see more funding
for the Extension Service under title vV of the Rural Development
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At oor 1972 (7 1.s.0. 2661 et seq.) and more of a formal emphasis
o orural development from the Extension Service itself. They

are hoping that the Extension Service will focus more on its
riral development mission, including hiring staff experienced

1y the rural development field.

Many ¢ f the newer, more socially oriented extension programs
are in the home economics field. The home economics field has
changed from the traditional activities of sewing, canning, and
quilting to family planning, psychological counseling, and
home management subjects. In September 1980 a national steering
committee on home economics made up of representatives from the
land-grant system, other institutions, and a professional society
published "A Comprehensive National Plan for New Initiatives in
Home Fconomics Research, Extension and Higher Education." The
publication lists the following as four main thrusts of home
coonomics--family economic stability and security; energy and
cnvironment; food, nutrition, and health; and family strengths
and social environment,

Groups that want the Extension Service to continue to serve
a farm constituency do not believe that it should be involved
in social programs because such programs come under the province
of social workers. Other groups question some of the home eco-
nomics subjects because they may duplicate courses given by other
local educational or governmental agencies. Some home economics
programs, such as the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Pro-
gram, are focused on urban areas. Likewise, 4-H club activities
have recently expanded into nontraditional urban areas. These
urban programs have caused conflict with more traditional rural
clientele, particularly if they are viewed as taking funds from
agricultural programs.

Spokespersons for home economics agents expressed concern
for their own role in extension. They said that land-grant in-
stitutions do not fully support home economics because it is
consumer, rather than production, oriented. They are hopeful
that the FExtension Service will place equal emphasis on both
producing and consuming food.

Views of National Agricultural Research
and kKxtension Users Advisory Board

The Congress established the National Agricultural Research
and kxtension Users Advisory Board under section 1408 of the Food
and Agriculture Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3123) to provide independ-
ent advisory opinions on the food and agricultural sciences. The
Board is made up of 21 members representing diverse food and agri-
cultural views and producer and consumer interests. In its first
report to the Secretary ol Agriculture in October 1979, the Board
comment ed on concerns regarding new and traditional expectations
of the extension system. The Board pointed out that historically
the research and extension systems focused chiefly on agriculture
and rural c¢onstituents and rural needs. According to the Board,
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that cltoatlon had conanged stbstantially. 1o Suid Lhat ceszarch
and UXLUHJLQH systems were much more involved with urban and
suburban constituents and their needs. The Board concluded that
the result is that the research and extension systems were facing
a more widely varied range of expectations than in the past.

It added that the cxtension system had increasingly found it-
self dealing with lssues that many other organizations are

also addressing.

The Board expanded on this theme in its second annual report
to the Secretary of Agriculture in October 1980:

"It is our opinion that USDA and its cooperating
partners should recognize that extension work is
now being performed effectively by an increasingly
pluralistic set of performers, public and private,
in order to serve the increasingly plural audiences
involved. We support this growing tendency of a
plurality of performers to match plurality of need
and audience.

"Acknowledging the growing plurality of extension
audiences and performers, we recommend that the
concept of one extension service serving all needs,
as currently practiced, be abandoned. The decentral-
ized county office system clearly has continuing
utility. However, certain needs must be given
priority and improved recipient (user) linkage (for
two-way information flow) 1s necessary in many re-
scarch areas. Also extension programs, to serve
thelr purpose, must have a direct linkage to on-
going resecarch units. We suggest serious consider-
ation of a reorganization of the cooperative exten-
slon system. We believe an alternative network of
smaller, multiple, highly specialized extension
programs might better serve modern needs than a
single 'jack~of-all-trades' system."

Views of National Advisory Council on

Extension and Continuing Education™
The Congress avthorized the National Advisory Council on
Ixtension and Continuing Education under title I of the Higher
ducation Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-329) to report to the
President, the Congress, and the Secretary of Education on the
administration and effectiveness of federally funded extension
and continuing education programs. The Council is made up of
2 public members knowledgeable and experienced in the field of
continuing education and 9 representatives from Federal agencies
(1tncluding 1 from USDA) having postsecondary continuing education
and training responsibilities. In a January 1980 statement to
the Scoretary of Agriculture, the Council commented on issues of
common interest to it and the Extension Service. The Council
sald that 1t believed the Extension Service should broaden its
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constiltuency by 1dentifying those groups that might particularly
beneti1t from the unigque resources of the agency, including urban
residents, the poor, the disadvantaged, and minorities.

Clearly, substantial disagreement exists among interested
groups on the Extension Service's mission. In fact, the only
issue that all the groups seem to agree on is the validity of
the cxtension idea; that is, the county agency's serving as a
personal link between the university and the individual citizen.

The type of agent needed to do extension work is also in
dispute.  According to farm organizations, if agents are to serve
the larger farmer, then they will presumably have to specialize
in the latest agricultural technology. On the other hand, if
agents are to be more involved in rural development; then a
background in such subjects as sociology, communications, and
public affairs might be more appropriate.

The differences among these groups point up the need to
clarify the Extension Service's mission. If extension programs
are clearly defined and priorities are established, training of
ex1sting personnel and hiring of new personnel can be geared to
nmect program needs and priorities and expectations about the
kinds of services the Extension Service provides could become
more realistic.

ST@TE MISSIQN REVIEWS

Within the past few years, independent mission reviews of
extension programs were introduced by the Governor of Missouri
and Virginia's State Legislature.

Miggouril

In July 1977 the Governor of Missouri established an ex-
tension study commission to "review and recommend changes that
may be necessary in the scope, organization, management and
funding of extension activities." In a March 1978 report, the
commission said that while the public strongly supported many
of the extension programs, the University of Missouri and all
other colleges and universities must be continually aware of the
State's limited resources and every effort must be made to pro-
vide high-quality programs efficiently. The commission recom-—
mended that the several State universities operating extension
programs should have quality as their primary goal and should
b involved only 1n programs for which they are best equipped.

The commission made some specific suggestions for several
programs.  For example, 1t suggested that community development
programs be limited to areas where local government officials
hove no access to similar services. Tt said that unnecessary
duplication of services exists in this area, with similar serv-
lees being provided by other State and local agencies, including
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the Division of Commerce and Industrial Development, the Division
of Community Development, the association of counties, and local
governmental departments in large cities and counties. The
commission also pointed out that spending tax funds to assist in
recreational activities and "quality of life" programs, while
commendable, becomes difficult to justify when the funds are
badly needed in other areas. It suggested requiring full self-
support for general interest and leisure noncredit courses.

In response to the commission's report, a comprehensive
review team for extension was appointed to review extension pro-
grams. In an April 1979 report, the review team, while not
recommending elimination of program areas, called for adjustments
and modifications to be made to reflect more adequately the needs
of all the people of Missouri. As a result, some program adjust-
ments have been made.

Virginia

Virginia's Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
initiated a program review of Virginia's extension program in
1978 at the request of a Virginia General Assembly member. The
commission published a report on September 10, 1979, which, among
other things, deals with the need to clarify the mission of the
Virginia Extension Service. The commission pointed out that both
the Government and public have been concerned about the proper
mission of the Virginia Extension Service. It said that although
most of the Service's resources continued to be focused on the
more traditional areas of agriculture, home economics, and 4-H,
the scope of its programs had broadened substantially in recent
years to include cultural, recreational, and leisure-time activi-
ties 1n urban and suburban as well as rural communities. The
commission cited examples of extension activities that had been
expanded.

The commission concluded that review of the Virginia Exten-
sion Service's mission was needed to establish workable guide-
lines within the context of State and local government programs.,
It recommended that the Service in coniunction with State edu-
cation agencies prepare an updated statement of its role and
mission, with explicit objectives for growth and priority set-
ting, and submit it to the Virginia General Assembly for review
and approval.

In response to the commission's report, the Virginia Exten-
sion Service drafted a new mission statement, which articulates
1ts primary mission and establishes specific program priorities.
The statement says that extension programs will emphasize pri-
marily agriculture and rural areas but also continue to give
strong emphaslis to 4-H and home economics programs. The state-—
ment calls for increases in agricultural management, economics,
and marketing programs; decreases in leisure and cultural educa-
tion; and increases 1n family life, child development, and human
relations programs.
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MISSTION STUDY

PROPOSED USDA/RCOP

USDA and BECOP have developed plans to study the role,
wission, scope, and priorities for the Extension Service in the
1980's.  The study will deal with the Extension Service's current
programing and the role it may be expected to play in the decade
ahead.  The study will also review relationships (the partnership
among JSDA, State land-grant institutions, and counties) and pro-
ject future scope, direction, and redirection of the Extension
Service's program so that it will make a maximum contribution to
local, State, and national goals.

trederal Extension Service officials said that a land-grant
college president and the Secretary of Agriculture or his desig-
nee (at a minimum, the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture) should co-
chalr the policy committee to lead and direct this study. In
December 1980 Federal Extension Service officials told us that
the outgoing administration had agreed to such a study and that
the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture would co-chalr it. However,
the project was deferred pending approval by the new administra-
tion. In May 1981 Federal Extension Service officials advised us
that the project, to be cochaired by a land-grant college presi-
dent and an Assistant to the Secretary of Agriculture, had been
approved.

CONCLUSTIONS

The Extension Service's mission, including program parameters
and c¢lientele, needs to be examined and clarified. The Extension
Service has expanded into new and more soclally oriented program
arecas from 1ts original focus on agriculture and home economics
programs in primarily rural areas. As the Extension Service's
programing has changed and demands for its services have in-
creased, disagreements have arisen about what its mission should
be.  Disagreements have become especially acute 1n the current
artmosphere of fiscal constraints.

The Extension Service's enabling and supplementing legisla-
tion refers to agriculture and home economics and related sub-
jects.  Thus, 1t 1s general enough to allow for different
interpretations of what the Extension Service ought to be doing
and for whom. Accordingly, the Extension Service has justified
cxpanded programs as falling within its broad legislative mandate.
This broad legislative mandate, however, when combined with local
program initiative, often results in local extension programs
that seem to lack focus in terms of either program purpose or
target groups to be served. Instead, local programs appear to
resemb,le a general curriculum of diverse courses, worthy in them—
selves, but perhaps not utilizing the extension delivery system
i the most prudent ways.

The resources avallable for extension programs should be

dsed as efficiently as possible.  Although we recognize the
desire for local programing flexibility, flexibility should
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Lo tenpered with more Federal guildance on the overall parameters
within winich tederally supported extension programs should
Gperato.

L1 the Bxtension Service 1s to be a socially oriented organ-
124t 1on with broad educational and behavior modification objec—
ti1ves, then changes may have to be made to its basic funding
formulas and organizational structure. On the other hand, if
Its wmission 1s to be limited to more traditional focuses, then
the sicope of its programing may have to be reduced.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS

we recommend that the appropriate congressional committees
examine the Cooperative Extension Service's mission. As part cf
thia process, the committess could:

--Direct the Secretary of Agriculture to prepare, in cooper-
ation with ECOP, an updated statement of the Extension
Service's migssion. The committees could require that
statement to contain explicit mission objectives and
priorities and to be submitted to them for their informa-
tion and review. The committees could also require the
Extension Service to provide periodic progress reports on
meeting its goals and objectives. 1/

-~Hold oversight hearings on the Cooperative Extension
Service to review current extension programing and to con-
sider and focus on the mission that the committees want
the Bxtension Service to carry out. The hearings could
provide the basis to develop legislation, if necessary,
to more clearly define the Cooperative Extension Service's
MmisEs1On.

The congressional examination should address, but not be limited
to, the following issues.

Program/clientele issues

~Should the Extension Service concentrate on traditional
agricultural, home economics, and community development
programs in primarily rural areas?

--5hould the Extension Service concentrate on traditional
agricultural and home economics programs but strive to
serve urban and suburban, as well as rural, clientele?

--Should the Extenston Service stay with what it now has in
toerms of programing and target audiences?

l/Ch. 4 discusses the need for the Extension Service to improve
program accountability and evaluation.



S oon serylce expunnd oL 1ts progeaming

IR

atid Largut auadlencesd?  To what extent?

Sl

Funding/organizational i1ssues

~~4Should the basic funding formula and/or organizational
structure be modified 1f the Extension Service 1s to con-
tinue with and/or expand its broad program emphasis?

-Should a larger proportion of the Federal funds be r~ar-
nmarked (section 3(d)) for specific programs?

i

-What are availlable ways to assure that extension programs
do not duplicate other Federal, State, or local agency pro-
qrams’?

~-Ghould Federal funds be spent on extension programs that
tnvalve mainly cultural and recreational activities?

~=-Should user fees be iaplemented to partially or fully
cover the costs of certain extension programs?

USDA AND STATE COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

Heba and the States generally agreed with our recommenda-
tion concerning the need to clarify the Cooperative Extension
Service's mission. (See apps. IIT through VIT.)

UshA sald that the undergirding recommendation in the report
that "Extension's role and mission should be clarified" is one
with which there 1s already work underway. It pointed out that
the USDA/RECOP mission study (see p. 20), which 1s currently under-
way, will help satisty this recommendation because it will assist
1n articulating the Extension Service's appropriate goals and
clhicentele.s  USDA said that the study will receive input from the
Foederal, state, and local levels and will also request input from
approprilate congressional committees. USDA suggested that, pend-
iy completion of this study, congressional oversight hearings
should be defoerred.,

We specifically refer Lo the USDA/ECOP study, which began in
May 981, 1n our report and agree that the study should be bene-
flcial to the congressional committees in examining and clarify-
tng the kxtension Service's mission. We are pleased that 1n
supporting the study, USDA and ECOP recognize the need to clarify
the butencion Service's mission.  The study, however, is only one
o several tactors the conqressional committees may wish to con-
stder dnring Lhelr examination. If the committees wish to hold
oversigll hearings s part of that examination, it is up to the
comntt tecs to decide when they should be held.

Dshi also polnted out that extension programs have expanded
In part because of new congressional mandates and directives
caplicit o on Smith-Lever section 3(d) funding that has broadened



fi L et s, coapecially in uwrban areas.  UDSA suggested
that our report refer to these legislative mandates. USDA also
requested a review of the words "it is important that available
resonrces be used prudently.”

We specifically point out in our report that extension pro-
qroams have expanded through authorizing or funding legislation,
copecially during the 1960's and 1970's, and we refer to the
Bxpanded Food and Nutrition Education Program as bringing the
Fxtension Scervice into a number of urban areas for the first time.
(Scee p. 10.) We also point out in the report that section 3(d)
fanding now accounts for about one-fourth of Federal funding for
cxtension activities.  (See p. 6.) In calling for prudent use of
cxtoension resources, we are merely pointing out that because the
demands tor the Extension Service's resources are great and its
resources are limited, 1t is ilwmportant that available resources
be used wiscely and etficiently. The various legislative initia-
tives that have expanded extension programing have also fostered
greater demands for extension services and disagreements about
what the FExtension Service's mission should be, thus further
highlighting the need for the congressional committees to examine
the mission they want the Extension Service to fulfill.
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CHAPTER 3

THE FEDERAL EXTENSION SERVICE'S ROLE_SHOULD BE CLARIFIED

The role that USDA's Federal Extension Service should play
inoproviding extension program leadership and guidance 1is not
clear.  Although the Federal Extension Service must approve State
program work plans, it has little involvement in plan development
and seldom influences program and clientele priorities. A recent
extensgion study expressed concern, however, that if the extension
partnership is to be maintained, the Vederal Extension Service
must assume a leadership role in determining national program
priorities and provide a certain degree of national program Jdi-
rection so that a balanced partnership will exist to satisfy
national, as well as State and local, needs.

FEDERAL EXTENSION SERVICE RESPONSIBILITIES

Before Federal funds for extension activities are made avail-
able to the States, the Secretary of Agriculture or his designee
is required by law to approve the States' annual work plans for
extension activities. The Secretary also must approve each State
Extension Director. Digsagreement exists within the Extension
Service, however, as to whether the Federal Extension Service is
simply to administer Federal funds for State extension programs
and check to see that the States' programs fit within the broad
extension parameters or whether it should articulats and advo-
cate national programs and needs and encourage specific uses
of extension funds through i1ts plan approval process.

A memorandum of understanding between each land-grant insti-
tution and the Secretary of Agriculture is the principal basis
on which extension work has heen conducted since passage of the
Smith-Lever Act. According to the agreements, USDA is to maintain
a Federal FExtension Service that will administer the Smith-Lever
Act and other acts relating to cooperative extension work. The
land-qgrant institutions are to organize and maintain a distinct
administrative division for conducting extension work and adminis-
tering extension funds. The agreements call for joint program
planning for the use of Federal Extension Service funds between
the State extension services and USDA and for annual State work
plans to be approved by the Federal office. State and county
extension personnel are joint representatives of the land-grant
institutions and USDA.

In actuality, the Federal Extension Service has littie
involvement in developing State extension program plans. The
beputy Administrator for Program Development, Coordination, and
bvaluation said that even though agreements with the States call
for jJoint program planning for the use of Federal extension funds,
the Federal Extension Service usually accepts the program plans
the States submit. He said that under existing policies, the
definition of specific extension programs and target clientele
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15 left wmarnly to the States and counties. He stated that al-
though the Federal Extension Service could influence program and
clientele priorities through the planning process, it seldom does.
Instead, the Federal Bxtension Scrvice has generally been content
tor play o passive role in the Federal/State/county partnership.

VIEWS ON THE FEDERAL ROLIL

Views differ on the Federal Extension Service's role. At
one oxtreme are those who say its role 1s only to administer
Federal funds for State extension programs and essentially should
be one of helping the States do what they want. At the other ex-
trome are those who say the rFederal Extension Service's role is
to provide specific extension program direction.

The {former Administrator of Extension told us that within
the Federal Extension Service itself, the ambiguity of the Fed-
oral hxtension Service's mandate has left personnel unclear about
thetr own duties. They do not know whether they represent the
scecretary of Agriculture's views within the extension system or
whoether they are spokespersons for the State extension services
within USDA. He said that this problem becomes particularly
acute at times when Federal policymakers push for new orienta-
ti1ons within USDA and expect Federal Extension Service personnel
to incorporate these changes in State extension programs. Accord-
ing to him, State extension personnel see their role as educa-
tional rather than promotional and have, at times, viewed pressure
from FPederal Extension Service officials as an infringement on
their cducational mission. He said that because the Federal role
is ambiquous, Federal Extension Service officials are able to
satisfy neither the Secretary of Agriculture nor the people
active in State extension organizations.

State views

The extension service directors in California and Nevada
said that they would welcome a more aggressive Federal role in
providing broad, overall, long-term extension goals or priorities.
The California Extension Director said that he would like to see
long—term yoals and priorities established and more specific pro-
gram direction, guidance, and priorities promulgated as opposed
to restricted or earmarked funds. The Nevada Director believes a
more active Federal role i1is needed to establish broad, long-term
qoals, needs, and priorities.

The Virginia Director said that the Federal role should be
to 1dentify national priorities and communicate them to the
States, where they would be incorporated with State and local
needs.  The North Carolina Director said that the Federal office
could contribute to a more definitive extension mission statement.
The Worth Carolina Director also saild that the Federal contribu-
tion should be in the form of guidance and leadership rather
than dircetion.  The Kansas and Missouri State Extension Directors
saw no neoed for changes to the current Federal role.



UL Ol P PRDERAL LUTENSTON SERVICETS ROLE

Because of increasing gquestions about the Federal Extension
Service's role in the Federal-State partnership, the Federal Serv-
ice sponsored a study to address the issues. The study was made
tor DSDA by the Director of the New Hampshire Cooperative Exten-—
si1on Service during April and May 1980. The study concluded that
the Federal role needs to be strengthened within the context of a
bbalanced partnership.  The study said that a basic assumption is
that the Federal, State, and county extension partnership must be
preserved and strengthened because it represents a unique relation-
ship that helps assure that publicly supported education programs
respond to local, as well as State and national, needs. The study
also pointed out, however, that a balanced partnership must exist

i1 the extension system 1s to satisfy needs at all three levels.

The =study stated:

"The ever lncreasing emphasis on earmarked funding
suggests that Congress, as well as the Department,
would like to see more Extension programs being
systematically carried out nationwide. In order to
respond to this trend, Extension across the country
may have to shift to more collective decisions and
action in response to certain national efforts.”

The study concluded:

"It is cevident that 1f the Federal/State/County
partnership is to prosper in the future, there 1is
going to need to be more evidence of the part that
SA-Extension statf plays, not only in supporting
the State Cooperative Extension Services, but in
providing a certailn degrcece of national program
direction.

“he SEA-EXxtension staff must respond to Federal in-
terests as well as State interests, and must assume

a leadership role in the process of determining

any national priorities that might result in national
thrusts for Extension. 1t appears that the SEA-
Extension staff could do much with other agencies in
the Department, with the Office of the Secretary,
with 1COP, with BECOP subcommittees to help assure
that joint decisions are made and that all partners
can cTearIy support joint efforts when appropriate.”

The: report recomrended that the Federal Extension Service
become more involved with the States in the total program devel-
opment process.  This includecs development and review of work
plans as well as assistance 1n establishing certain national
priovities Lo be glven attention on an annual basis.
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The role that the Federal Extension Service should play in
providing extension program leadership and guidance 1is not clear.
Although the Federal Extension Service 1s responsible for approv-
1ng State program work plans, it has little involvement in plan
development and seldom influences program and clientele priori-
ties. This 1s the case even though agreements with the State
extension services call for joint program planning for the use
of tederal cextension funds. A recent Federal Extension Service
study pointed out the need for greater Federal Extension Service
involvement with the States in the total program development proc-
5o oincluding establishing national program priorities, so that
a balanced partnership will exist to satisfy national, as well
as State and local, neceds.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS
AND THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

We recommend that the appropriate congressional committees,
as part of their examination recommended in chapter 2, consider
the role that they want USDA's Federal Extension Service to play
In providing extension program leadership and guidance. We recom-
mend that in the interim the Secretary of Agriculture direct the
Administrator of the Federal Extension Service to become more in-
volved with the States in the total extension program development
process.  This includes

--determining, in cooperation with ECOP, national extension
program priorities and goals;

--providing leadership in getting States to implement ex-
tension programs which address national extension priori-
ties; and

~-interacting with the States in developing as well as re-
viewing work plans.

U%DA AND “TATL LOMMENTS AND OUR FVALUATION

While not disagreeing about the need for Federal role clari-
fication, USDA and the States commented on the strengths of the
three-way approach to extension program determination and
cautioned that the national office's role should be one of guid-
ance and not specific subject matter determination or program
direction, (Sce apps. TIT through VII.)

We agrec with the three-way approach to specific program
determination.  In calling for the Federal office to become a
partner with the States in the overall extension program devel-
opment process, we are not advocating Federal direction of
extension programs.  Rather, we are calling on the Federal
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office to assume an active leadership role in interacting with
the States in the total program development process, including
establishing national program priorities.
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CHAPTER 4

NEED 10O IMPROVE PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY AND EVALUATION

The current piecemeal approach to extension program accounta-
bility and evaluation 1s inadequate. Improved performance and
impact measurcements are needed to determine whether extension pro-
grams are having their desired effect. Although the extension
community recognizes the need to improve program accountability
and cvaluation and some States have implemented their own evalu-
ation programs, no comprehensive Service-wide evaluation re-
quircments have been developed.

The Extension Service suffers from an organizational problem
that hinders 1t from establishing a uniform and effective evalu-
ation system. The major obstacle to achieving this goal is the
relative autonomy of the organizations making up the extension
system; no member organization 1s responsible for clearly defin-
ing cvaluation standards throughout the system. USDA is the
natural place within the organization from which leadership and
dircction in cvaluation could be given. However, USDA is not
specifically charged with performing this function and 1s not
now providing leadership and direction.

PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY AND
EVALUATION IS INADEQUATE"

The need for improved program accountability and evaluation,
including improved performance and impact measurements, 1s espe-
cially important in view of the expanded scope of extension pro-
graming. It 1s impossible to determine whether extension pro-
grams are meeting their objectives unless program purposes and
objectives are meaningful and clearly defined, meaningful evalu-
ation criteria are designed for individual activities, activities
are monitored, and objective overall program effectiveness re-
views occur periodically. Several factors, including the nature
of extension programs and lack of well-defined program purposes
and objectives, contribute to the comparative underdevelopment of
extension evaluation. We believe the major obstacle, however, is
the absence of any member organization being specifically charged
to provide program accountability and evaluation leadership.

Evaluating extension programs is difficult

We recognize that the consequences of extension programs
are often difficult to assess for several reasons. The diversity
of extension programs among various units makes standardizing
evaluation criteria difficult. The difficulty in separating the
itmpact of extension programs from other factors influencing
client decisions also impedes evaluation, especially for social
programs where behavioral change 1is the objective. These diffi-
culties make 1t all the more important that Extension Service
decisionmakers make the best use of their evaluation resources
by working together to develop, agree upon, and implement
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e e sccountabl brty and evaluation reguirements.  This
wonld 1nclude establishing meaningful program objectives and
evaluation criteria as well as identifying programs which do not
lend thewmselves to evaluation.

Ml ngioul program Ohj(LtLV(> and

cvaluation criteria are necoqsary

T ——— et W o o g o i o o

Clearly stated and meaningful program objectives and evalua-
tion criteria are e¢ssential for extension programs before evalu-
atlon can realistically take place. For example, if the stated
objective of an exvension program on nutrition is merely to in-
form o certaln number of c¢lients about good nutritional practices,
then a participant count may e all that is needed to measure pro-
gram results. On the other hand, if the purpose 1s to change the
participants' behavior so that they employ better nutritional
practices in their daily lives, then an indepth evaluation of be-
havioral changes attributed to the program will be needed to
measure program effectiveness. 1/

The difficulties in establishing meaningful objectives and
cvaluation criteria, including lack of consistency between speci-
fied objectives and evaluation criteria, were visible in some of
the State and county work plans we reviewed. For example:

-The primary objective of a program on aging was to help
family and community members understand the aging process.
One evaluation criterion was to be an estimate of the num-
ber of individuals participating. The objective relates
t» a behavioral change while the evaluation criterion re-
lated to a participant count. While a second evaluation
qoal was to "survey impact in selected areas," no specific
criterlia for measuring impact were stated.

-I'he objective of a health program was for 200 individuals
to improve their mental and physical health through
application of the knowledge gained. Although no evalu-
ation ¢riteria were given, one can see that a carefully
designed long-term evaluation study would be necessary
Lo show whether the program accomplished this objective.

JJWw discussed the neced {for improvements in evaluation of the
prinded Food o and Nutrition Bducation Program in our Sept. 4,
DE0, report to the Secretary ol Agriculture. (5ee footnote
O e e

)
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ORGANIZATIONAL P ROBLEM=~
NO OFFICE RESPONGIBLE FOR EVALUATION

The cooperat ive extension system suffers from an organiza-
tional probloem which hinders establishing a uniform and effective
program acceountability and evaluation system. We believe the
major obstacle to achieving this goal Ls the absence of a re-
saponsibhl o central office to clearly define accountability and
evalunrt ion standards throughout the extension system.

Usha

Although the Secretary of Agriculture is charged with
approving State extension work plans and assuring that Federal
funds are used to carry out approved extension work, he is not
gpecifically charged with, and is not now, providing leadership
and direction in program accountabhility and evaluation. We be-
lieve USDHA 1s, however, the natural place within the organization
from which leadership and direction could be provided. In view
of his plan approval and oversight responsibilities, the Secre-
tary of Aqgriculture should be invelved in assuring that adequate
prograw evalont tons are carried out to determine that extension
programs gre mecting theilr objectives. This can include assuming
a leadorship role in working with the States to develop and
implement o uniforin and effective evaluation system.

State extension services

According to USDA data, 33, or about 60 percent, of the 54
State extension services do not assign specific evaluation re-
sponsibiliities to any particular staff. The other 21 have staff
positions that include some evaluation responsibility, but only
5 have established separate evaluation units.

Virginia cstablished a separate evaluation unit at the uni-
versity level in 1980, At the time of our review, the unit, con-
sisting of an associate dean and two staff members, was reviewing
extension program goals and attempting to establish meaningful,
measurable progran goals.  According to the staff, establishing
quant ifiable, attainable goals is the first step in program
evaluation. The staff had also bequn training district staffs
and county agents in evaluation technigues. Virginia State
extension officialys said that USDA could provide valuable agsist-
ance in improving extension program evaluation by developing
criteria to use an ndging program effectiveness and coordinating
State of fort s,

North Carolina conducts two types of evaluation activities.
The first type, called comprehensive program review, i1s designed
to assess 4 county extension unit's effectiveness in implementing
the extension programs.  The second, Jlmplemented within the past
2 years, s ddesigned o evaluate the effectiveness of programs
rather than anlts.  This evaluation 1s designed to let individual
extensinng agoent s select individual programs for assessment



and decide on criteria to be used for judging the programs'
el foectiveness.  North Carolina extension officials said that this

fresdgram Lo ostill o in its carly stage and results are not yet known.
Phosy el ceve, Lowever, that 1t 1s a qood start toward assessing
Drosgran ol fectiveness.  North Carolina officials said that USDA

could be very helpful in establishing a credible evaluation

syntem by providing leadership in establishing evaluation cri-
trrta, tdentifying programs which do not lend themselves to evalu-
ation, and coordinating efforts within the extension system to
avotd duplication.

Calitfornia and Nevada had not established systematic pro-
coedures to evaluate program effectiveness. Instead, programs
have occasionally been evaluated informally. This includes pro-
tessional judgment (or self-evaluation), opinions obtained from
the public/clientele, and general feedback from the public. We
believe these evaluations tend to measure the extension process
or public opinion and not the actual results of extension efforts.
ixtenstiton of ficials 1n both California and Nevada said that better
ways arce needed to evaluate program effectiveness. They said
that Lhe need to identify, and then eliminate or modify, the less
cifective programs is becoming especially critical in the current
period of budget cutbacks.

Missouri's primary means of evaluating programs had been to
have the State specialists work with the area agents and observe
them and their programs. The area agents also are required to
Wwrite tmpact statements discussing the objectives and accomplish-
ments of two of the programs they were involved in during the

Ydl .

The Kansas Extension Director said that Kansas had no formal
system for evaluating the effectiveness of extension programs but
that «fforts were being made to develop one. He said that county
agents had prepared annual reports of their activities, but those
reports do not address program impacts.

ACTIONS TAKEN TO DEVELOP A PROGRAM
ACCOUNTABTLITY ARD RVATOATION SYSTEM

The lack of sufficient data and an evaluation framework to
adequately measure consequences of extension programs became
apparent to the extension community during its evaluation study
in 1978 and 1979. (See p. 13.) The study report, issued in
January 1980, states:

"A major outcome of the national evaluation of social

and cconomic consequences of Cooperative Extension

Service programs is increased sensitivity among Ex-

tension leadership and professional staft about the

tmportance of evaluating program impacts. The

current comprehensive look at program impacts from

a national approach has raised an understanding

within Extension about the limited systematic

“
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et anlormation that is available and the need
to cvalunate more completely and effectively the im—
pacts of all bBExtension programs.”

Lo August 1979 BECOP established a task force to study infor-
mation reporting and evaluation needs jointly with the Federal
Fxtension Service.  The task force presented a preliminary re-
port to FEooPR o in February 1981, which outlined a concept for an
extension cccountability and evaluation system to supply
mtormation/data to meet national accountability needs. The con-
copt o also wonld allow the States to supplement the system to
meet additiena] needs at the State and county levels. The task
force's vroponal calls for developing a three-level approach
to progran occountability and evaluation. Level I would include
planncd and oyastematic national, national/State, or State/local
indepth cvaluation studies of selected high-priority extension
programs.  loevel IT would include planned systematic collection
of programn accountability and management information on selected
program accomnplishments and critical concerns. Level III would
ine lude information on participants~--race, sex, resource inputs,
and other data.  Level I evaluation studies would consist of
both national studies to answer questions about the national
impacts of 1dentified extension programs and State studies of the
tmpacts of specific local and State extension programs.

The task force's preliminary report proposed, among other
things, that the Federal Extension Service provide national lead-
crship in (1) identifying programs to be evaluated and specifying
data to be collected, (2) working with the State extension serv-
1ces to design and implement evaluation programs throughout the
extension system, and (3) developing a process to integrate and
convert program accountability and evaluation data into timely,
usable reports.  In addition, the task force suggested that the
Federal Fxtension Service and the State extension services
jointly establish a national accountability and evaluation policy
team to identity evaluation goals, policies, and plans.

The task force plans to present its final national report to
FCOP. However, as of July 1981 the preliminary report was still
underagning review and the Federal Extension Service was consider-
ing what role it should play in overall program accountability
and evaluation.

CONCLUSTONS

The Cooperative Extension Service needs to improve perform-
ance accountability and evaluation. The efforts of the ECOP/Fed-
cral o Pxtension Service Task Force on Extension Accountability and
Fvaluatcon could lTay the groundwork for establishing a uniform
and otlect jve Bxtonsion Service accountability and evaluation
system to monitor and evaluate program effectiveness. For this
to happon, Ywoweser, some group or organization in the extension
systen wilt boave to assume or be assigned the leadership role

r

foy developing and amplementing the system.
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Although not specifically charged with providing leadership
and direction 1n extension program evaluation, the Secretary of
Agriculture is charged with approving the States' extension work
vlans and assuring that Federal funds are used to carry out
approved extension programs. In view of his plan approval and
oversight responsibilities, the Secretary should be involved
In assuring that adequate program evaluations are carried out
to determine that extension programs are meeting their objectives.
The Secretary could assume a leadership role in working with the
States to develop and implement a uniform and effective evaluation
system.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE
SECRETARY OF AGRITCULTURE

We recommend that the Secretary of Agriculture assume leader-
ship, in cooperation with ECOP, for developing and implementing a
nniform accountability and evaluation system for the Cooperative
BExtension Service. The system should include provisions for
planning and coordinating accountability and evaluation activities
throughout the Extension Service.

USDA AND STATE COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

USDA and the States generally agreed that improved program
evaluation is needed and pointed out various activities that are
already underway to improve evaluation. (See apps. III through
VI1.) In particular, USDA commented that a major study in evalu-
ation, under the direction of ECOP and federally administered,
1s now underway. USDA and Missouri and Virginia cautioned that
establishing a centralized national system of evaluation is diffi-
cult when program objectives must be established at the local
level, where specificity is required if the program 1is to serve
local needs.

We agree that the USDA/ECOP task force study can provide the
basis for establishing an effective extension evaluation system,
and we discuss the task force's efforts in some detail. (See
pPR. 32 and 33.) Our discussion notes the task force's prelimi-
nary report, which proposes that the Federal Extension Service
provide national leadership in extension program evaluation.
This is in harmony with our recommendation that USDA assume
lecadership, 1n cooperation with ECOP, for developing and imple-
menting an evaluation system for the Extension Service. We are
not advocating that evaluation activities be centralized within
USDA, bhut rather that USDA provide the necessary leadership, in
cooperation with ECOP, for planning and coordinating evaluation
activities throughout the Extension Service.
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APPENDILX | APPENDIX I

@XTENSIONﬁgERVICE STAFF-YEARS DEVOTED TO EACH

i i s g i o 0

PROGRAM COMPONENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1980

Total professional

staff-years

(note a)

Crop production 3,548
Livestock production 2,059
Organization development and maintenance 1,563
Leadership development 1,435
Family life 1,142
Business management and economics 940
Food and nutrition 913
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program 830
Natural resources and environment 821
Housing and home environment 766
Personal and family resource management 625
Agricultural marketing and farm supplies 544
Textiles and clothing 496
Leisure and cultural education 343
Community services and facilities ; 285
Safety 252
Mechanical science, technology, and engineering 247
Economic development, manpower, and careers 243
Human health 239
Comprehensive community planning 219
Government operations and finance _ 133
Total 17,643

a/In addition to professional staff-years, paraprofessional years
~ were devoted as follows.

Expanded Food and Nutrition

Education Program 4,367
All other programs 2,192
Total §,559
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We discussed the Cooperative Extension Service's mission
with representatives of the following organizations.

American Association of Retired Persons

American Farm Bureau Federation

American Home Economics Association

American Institute of Cooperation

Future Farmers of America

National Advisory Council on Extension and Continuing
Education

National Association of Counties

National Association of Towns and Townships

National Cattlemen's Association

National Farmers Organization

National Farmers Union

National 4-H Council

National Governors' Association

National Grange

National Agricultural Research and Extension Users
Advisory Board

National Rural Center

National Vocational Agricultural Teachers Association
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o DEMARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
£
f“ A ’ OFFICE OF THE SFCRETARY
R 5 WASHINGTON. D. C 20250

Tulw 7, 1981

Mr. Henry bEschwege

bircetor, Community and
Fconomic Development Division
General Accounting Office

441 G Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

Attached are Science and Fducation's comments on your
proposed draft report entitled, "The Cooperative
Extension Service Needs Better Mission Definition and

Foderal Cuidance."

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment
on the proposed draft.

Sincerely,
/ f/ ¢ ~
(//A/f) /n.‘_)'l‘v"’\“"{)}?"
ANSON R, BERTRAND

Dircetor
Scicnce and Bducation

At tachment

APPENDIX III



APPENDIX 111 APPENDIX III

Comment s on GAD Draft Report Entitled
"e Cooperat ive Pxtension Service Needs Better

. . . . L "
Mission Dot inition and Federal Guidance

The Depar tment of Apriculture is pleased to have the opportunity to respond
to the GA0 Draft Report in the subject heading.,  We gencrally concur that
a4 need to review progpram ef forts to assure their efficiency
We are also appreciative of the spirit of cooperation
only here in the agency

theve i alwavs
and et fertiveness.,
crhibited by GAO staff as they made the review not

bout throuvchout the six States.

We o coneur with GAO findings that:

"Extension has gencrally been eredited with an important

°
in productivity and

role in contributing to the growth
cfficiency of U.S, agriculture.”

(RN . 1. : ! S Ot e e E A It e i Vo

[ ] Apriculture remalns a signiileant part orb pXtension s

proyramming., "

lven thoush there is no general disagreement with the substance of the re-
have noted, in conferences with State directors in the six States
reviewed, that there are questions concerning the style and format of the

The negative hypothesis appreoach to titling the report and the
3, 4) c¢ngenders some concern among those who

port, we

manuseript .
chapter headings (Chapters 2,
vialue apparent objectivity in report writing.

[GAO COMMENT: We also value objectivity in
report writing. Our objective is to provide
reports that are fair and not misleading and
that, at the same time, place primary emphasis
on matters needing attention. 1In preparing
titles we try to be as specific and informative
as possible, conveying the most significant
teature of our review or the constructive re-
sult to be achieved through appropriate action
on our findings. We believe that a title
should do more than merely identify the type
ol program or activity dealt with in the re-
port or in a report chapter. The report title
has been refocused to state that congressional
clarification is needed of the Extension Serv-
ice's mission and the Federal role in extension.]

The Extension Service influences the lives of most Americans and many people
in other countrics.  As socictal needs have chanpged, so have the types of
proprams oftered by the Extension Service through its tripartite approach

to propramming at both the Federal, State, and local ltevels.,  The report
calls tor o more active Federal role in program determination and there is
some teeling among our State cooperators that this may be inconsistent with

GAO note: The page numbers referred to in USDA's
comment s have been changed to reflect those in the
final report.
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v

the Federal government s contribution of |

s than 40 percent of the re-

e With Federal governme ribut i £ 5275 milli t d ¢
urces.  With a Pederal government contribution of 5275 million toward a
total cxpenditure of S700 million, there ds o  feeling, the Department
i advised, that State legislative bodies miay question the need for further
Federal dircetion although not questioning that now provided.

|GAO COMMENT: See our evaluation on p. 27.)
nded beyond its original focus
o' sbs s wi . original 1914

culture and home economnlos ats this ;:.m.:giz omwncﬂz.c i
ith-Lever Act The report mipht apprapl iately be revised to T 2TIC
1 | Rl L . ; . . . , . ‘ .

er detail other Congressic | mandates, including the language Leit
T ‘ ¢ . ] ) , . . A .
| orporated in Title X1V of the 1977 Farm Bill and the ;HWmH~_<nw.mxv i
e L crved, through Congressional fiscal
The latter has been partlcu-

The report also notes that "Exter

a1y ap .

o

in Smith-Lever 3d funding that has A
dirvetive, to broaden the base of Bxtension.

S i SO , s ¢ourban areas.
larly true of Ixtension propgran cfforts in th

(GAO COMMENT: Various legislative mandates and

Smith-Lever 3(d) funding are discussed in the

report. See pp. 6 and 10. Also, see our evalua-

tion on p. 22.]
Given the directives explicit in these mandates, the Department respectfully
requests a review of the words, "it is important that available resources be
used prudently’ (p. 1i). There is little hard data in the report support-
ing the conclusions reached (other than a reference to conferences with
selected individuals). However, siven the Jack of evidence to the contrary,
we would quest ion that resources are not used "prudently."

[GAO COMMENT: See our evaluation on p. 23.]

The report states that "elearly sitated and
and evaluation criteria are o
cvaluat ion can real ist

caningful program objectives
I for Extension programs before
icallv take place” (p. 30). The Department and
prec with th

;e L

the Agency do not dis i concept.  However, it is very
difficult to establish a centralized national svstem of evaluation when
program objectives must, by necessity, be cstablished at the local level
where speciticity is required it the propram is to serve local needs. A
tjor study in evaluation, under the dircetion of the Extension Committee
on Organization and Polid (BCok) and federally administered is now under-
Wiy . sultys of that study will Dhe
d o Tor completion in 1981,

made public when it iIs complete. It

{GAO COMMENT: See our evaluation on p. 34.]

Fven thouph bBxtension programs have cxpanded in arcas other than agricul-
turce (as noted on p. 10F the ot nt iy made that "emphasis and growth
has been in the other program arcas.” Several of our cooperators have
pointed vut that significant yrowlh Las occurred in agriculture program
areas and/or in other program unit s H o lor example) that conduct agri-
culturally-related programs.

dochinart
Prtension efforts from 197
aprvicultural aetivit]

HERETY

W redirection of

msLrat e Ctraditional

oo have

srowth areas,

Al L he ot

poast o oand has cont
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[(GAO COMMENT: Revised sentence on p. 10.]

The undergirding recommendation inherent in the report, that "Fxtension's
role and mission should be clarified,” is one with which there is already
work underway.  The study mandated by ECOP and currently underway will, it
is believed, help satisfy this recommendation., This fourth comprehr agive
study of the role and priorities of the Extension Service will assist in
the articulation of appropriate goals and clientele. The Department will
request input from the appropriate committees of Congress. In addition to
this comprehensive study that will reach into the Federal, State, and local
levels of the partnership, a manuscript was published in the Spring of 1981
that clarifies the role of the Extension Service at the Federal level. It
should also be noted that a Congressionally-mandated study to provide "an
cvaluation of the economic and social consequences of Extension...” was
prepared through a joint effort of USDA and the State Cooperative Extension
Services and published in January 1980. This evaluation was mandated by
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977.

(iiven the very comprehensive study of Extension now underway and co-chaired
by a4 member of the Secretary's immediate staff, we respectfully suggest

that Congressional oversight hearings be deferred. We further request that
conclusions related to a centralized evaluation system be delayed until

that particular study, previously referred to in this response, is completed.

[GAO COMMENT: See our evaluation on pp. 22 and 34.]

Again, the Department is pleased to have an opportunity to respond to this

report.,
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APPENDIX TV APPENDIX IV

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 2200 UNIVERSITY AVENUE
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

July 1, 1981

Mr. Oliver W. Krueger
Senior Group Director
Community and Economic

Deve lopment Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Krueger:

Re: Draft Sections of Proposed Report,
“The Cooperative Extension Service
Needs Better Mission Definition &
Federal Guidance' (6/3/81)

As my Executive Assistant, Doris Smith, discussed with you by telephone
we appreciate the opportunity to review the above-referenced draft. We
are generally supportive of efforts to clarify the mission of Cooperative
Extension and the role of the federal Extension staff.

We have no objections to the draft sections submitted for our review.
Simgerely, ~ \
‘ 2L -
— N &/) Ly
Jerome B. Siebert

Assistant Vice President
and Director

cc: Mary Nell Greenwood
James M. Meyers
Doris S. Smith

Cooparanoe batension work v Agoculives and Hame Eoonoancs United Stores Departinent of Agneulture ond University of Coalifornio cooperoting

41



APPENDIX Vv APPENDIX V

Missouri Cooperative Extension Service

Uriversity of Missoun & Lincoln University

July 2, 1981

e Heney Tochwege

Divector, Comnunity and toonomic Development
Prited “tates General Accounting 0ffjce
Washington, . 0 720844

Dicar My badhwege :

With regard to your draft of the proposed report entitled "The
Fooperative Ixtension Service Needs Better Mission Definition and Federal
funvdance™ several comments are in order from the perspective of Missouri
Cooperative Extension. irst of all, in Missouri's view the amount of
federal program divection is adequate and ample. The partnership which
vy report describes has worked and continues to work because none of the
it ties has attempted to "control™ the system. The fact that each of the
partice contributes so significantly to the financial support of the system
v 4 «lear indication that on the whole each party feels sufficient input
and control to make the application of public funds worthwhile.

In Missouri's view, the role of the national office includes Tiaison
with other agencies, coordination and communication among states, and
cerving asoan interpreter of national level policy. The national level
office role is not subject matter determination or program direction, as it
would he impossible to determine at the national level what programs should
be carvied out in any one of the 3600 counties in a given year. The Co-
operative txtension network was established by the Smith-Lever Act "to aid
in diftusing among the people of the United States usefu) and practical in-
formation” and not the dissemination of USDA policy directives.

[GAO COMMENT:  Sce our evaluation on p. 27.]

With regard to evaluation and accountability, there currently are
Gignificant efforts under way in Missouri, and I believe throughout the »
country, to identify the objectives of extension programs and eva]uatg progress
toward those objectives. This is not a straight forward process as y?rtual]y'
all professionsl educators would agrec, since we strive for changes in people's
Fnowledge, attitudes, skills and abilities, which will u!t1mate1y have a
pos itive impact on the quality of Tife. [f it is determined that the most
ipartant objectives are identified at the national Tevel qnd progress toward
thease objectives is what reatly matters, then the Cooperative [xten§1on system
will cxperience significant problems. In Missouri ohjcctives are h1ghly .
localized and meeting those objectives is a daily staff concern. While dealing
with concerns on a4 county or comnunity basis may appear disjointed, surely
these concerns in the agareqgate hecome national concerns.

[GAO COMMENT: Sce our evaluation on p. 34.]

Ao your report indicates, Cooperative Lxtension has a long and, I believe,
dictinquished history indicating that the <ystem does work. And while any
partnership involving three semiautonomnus partners can stand some fine tuning,
there appears to he lTittle evidence of the weed for significant change.

contd. .

o Uty b ety (o b e hee J



APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

Mr. Fschwege
Page 2
July 2, 198]

I would hope you would consider changi i
' v ging the title of your report to
something more positive as the title will Tikel i ici
than any of the details., ¢ly receive more publicity

[GAO COMMENT: See response on p. 38 to similar
comment by USDA.]

Missouri Cooperative Extension appreciated the opportunity to participate
in your study and the professional manner in which Mr. Don Ficklin of your
Kansas City office carried out his work in Missouri.

Very truly yours,
e A = O 77
Leonard C. Douglas

Director, Cooperative
Extension

LCD/Jm

cc:  Dr. Mary Nell Greenwood
Mr. James H. 0llar
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APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI

AGRICULTURAL ' o o
EXTENSION North Carolina State University

SERVICE School of Agriculture and Life Selences

Apriculturad Estenson Service June 25, 1981

e of thee Dneeero
Bow 007

Raceprh, N0 27600

Mr. Henry 5. kschwege, Dircctor

Community and Economic Development Division
inited States General Accounting Office
Washiagton, [, (. 20548

bear Mr, Eschwepe:

I appreciate an opportunity to comment on the draft of a
proposed report "The Cooperative Extension Service Needs
Better Mission Definition and Federal Guidance'” which

i+ based on some visits to our staff in North Carolina.

I believe the report is well done and 1T commend your
stall tor the manner in which the revue was carried
out and the draft document. I do have a few minor
points that | would like to raise with you for
consideration as you prepare the final report.

[t seems to me the title might be changed somewhat since
it has a tendency to create a "mind set'" in the reader.
I don't believe thig is the intention and certainly the
way Lthe report is written would not imply that was your

prearranged conclusion.

[GAO COMMENT: See response on p. 38 to similar
comment by USDA.]

On page four of the report there is no reflection of the
type of Extension Advisory Leadership system that we
have in North Carolina or even an acknowledgement that
we have one. As a matter of fact, we believe we have
ane of the mogt effective ones in the entire United
States, Fach of our local County Extension Offices
has a lay advisory group with the official appoint-
ment coming from my office upon the recommendation

of our local gtaff . These individuals serve in a
programmatic advisory capacity to our statf, We have
by actual head-count from names and addresses over
12,000 jndividauals serving on these local advisory
proups . In addition, we have a State Extension
Advisory Council consisting of ten public citizens who
pertorm the same function for us at the state level,

GAO note:  Page numbers in the University's comments
have been changaed to reflect those in the final report.

Cooperatiee Fouotenswe Work on Agricalture and Hove Feanamues A& T and N O State U niversitios, 1o Counties and {1S. Department of Agricalti,
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APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI
rooHenry L Eschiwege June 25, 1981

i L
RSN I oo D e ‘ SRR i g :
i i + rra ) by Yoscop iz d el and we are allowed to uge

Shate soppr o Dared Taands o ey b por il bem eoast The
memhiea by ds appoint el by omy ool i Bt b electr thedlr
CWIL ey

LOAG COMMENT:  Reterence Lo North Carolina Advisory
Croups added, sce p. 4.

Ou pape FLVe ot the report L oboeliver there needs to be
acknowledeenent that while the Yupeuded Foods and Nutrition
FEduocact s Propram does work primarily on o one to one basis,
there s alua some proup vidncaticnal work carried out by
the Nutrition Addes, [ivig Tu an wwenne we are attempting
Lo dnerese, bar revogndze that bheoanse of the educational
lewvel ot the clicatele the majoritsy of the contacts will

brawe 1t contdinue o be on a4 oane Lo oone hasis

|GAO COMMENT: Added "piimarily" to sentence.]

nopaye 61X s knowtodgemoent o shogtd bhe made of the fact that
thoere e alao mon-tax funds avaitable gt the state level
(I gt st s lovn oo rans .

|GAO COMMENT: Reference to avallability of non-tax
funds to States added on p. 6.]

‘rences the expansion of
cxample of areas in which

On pagye twelve the report ref
hhome lawn and parden carce as an
Extenslon has cupanded, fhis is certainly true. At the
same tlme 1 belicve there is a teed to polnt out the fact
that this expansion has occurred primarily as the result
ol demands from elientele rather than from promotion of
cxpansion by o the organization itoedt. The fact that there

is o other jaotitation or oapency available to provide this
Cype o leaderahip other than betenaiom I teel) needs to

boe avknowlodee:dl In the yeport.

[GAO COMMENT:  Paragraph revised to reflect that this
service has expanded as a result of public demand.]

Uther than these relatively minor polnts, | have no serious

concerns with the drafc copy. [ commend your staff for its
obhjcectivity and we were pleased o be able to cooperate
with woun in this stady.

sSincerely yours,

[ JSP Lade

U, . o Blalock
Ao bate bDean and birector

[ Loty e bl nr e e



APPENDT Yyt APPENDIX VIT

VIRGINIA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE

VIRGINIA
SIATE

Hlacbwborregy Vit 24

e Heen sy aschwege, Direcior

Hoos o General Accounting Office

Communily and Foonomic Development Division
Worvigton, DL CL 20648

e By Fsohiwes e

Voo ol Virginia Tech eppreciate the opportunity to review the draft of a proposed
report to the Congress entitied "The Cooperative Extension Service Needs Better
Mission Definition and Federal Guidance.”  We found the report to be an accurate
“tatement of the Coopurative Extension Service both in Virginia and nationwide
and commend the audit team for their thorough review.

In gyeneral, | agree with the three major recommendations of the report. In my
estimation it would be helpful to review and clarify the role and mission of
Fxtension at the nationa! level.  Of major importance would be the involvement of
state representatives to ensure that local and state roles are considered during
the process In terms of the role of the federal extension service, | would rein
force and reemphasize my comments to the audit team that the federal role should
be one of leadership.  And lastly, | would suggest one caution related to stand-
ardizing program accountability and evaluation. To be effective any standard form
of evaluation prescribed by USDA will have to recognize the inherent differences
of the states and localities .

[GAat COMMENT:  Sce our evaluations on pp. 22, 27,
gl 34. )

In addition to these general comments, | have the following comments related to

specific sections of the report.

1. The title of the report seems to be the major recommendation
of the report rather than a statement of the purpose of the
studly If the title is not a style preferred by GAO, we suggest
changing the title to:  The Rofe, Mission, and Impact of the

Cooperative Extension Service.
VA COMMET See rosponse on o p.e 38 to similar
comme it by DA L

i S TR R I T Vi b the o peeapile ey el B

I I A b oy bt o o e oo
oo con Vs e e e e Unveraaty Voo o Lo
, ! R L S T T T T R S E IR STRI DR R RRSUR|
GO hotes e nawbers 1o Virginia Tech's comments
coe dane b s ot vt 1ot those in the final
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APPENDIX VII APPENDIX VII

Mr. Henry Eschwege
Page 2
June 24, 1981

2. The Digest section may be strengthened if the recommendations
of the study are identified in an initial paragraph and followed
with a discussion of the findings that led to the recommendations.

[GAO COMMENT: No change considered necessary.]

3. We feel the background information in Chapter 1 is a concise
and accurate description of Cocperative Extension.

b, In Chapter 2 we recommend changing the title to: The Mission
of the Cooperative Extension Service. The first paragraph in
Chapter 2 (page 1) could begin by summarizing briefly the
ﬂnd'ings related to mission and end with the recommendation'
that "The role and mission of the Cooperative Extension Service
needs to be reviewed and clarified." The remainder of the chapter
provides a more detailed discussion of the findings.

[GAO COMMENT: See response on p. 38 to similar
comment by USDA.]

5. We have strong concerns regarding misconceptions related to
home economics programs that may arise from the report. On
page 16 of Chapter 2 the statement is made that the home
economics field has changed from "traditional activities" to
"sophisticated" subjects. As changes have occurred in society,
the field of home economics has changed to meet the technological,
social, economic, and environmental needs of the pecple. There-
fore, "sophisticated" is not an appropriate term to describe current
activities in home economics. For example, home management as
a content area has been a part of the total home economics field
since the early 1900's.

[GAO COMMENT: Paragraph revised. See p. 16.]

6. Also related to the home economics concern, we questioned on
page 11 of Chapter 2 the statement that "land-grant institutions
are hostile to home economics because it is consumer, rather
than production, oriented." We in Virginia have not had that
experience and from our knowledge of programs in other states
we do not think this is an accurate portrayal of the national
situation. The attitude may be isolated and, in our estimation,
is not typical. The family has moved from a producing unit to
a8 consuming unit, therefore one would expect Fxtension pro-
grams to shift accordingly. Also, it is somewhat misleading
to mention only the foods area in respect to the concern be-
cause foods is only one of several content areas in home
economics .

[GAO COMMENT:  Paraqraph revisced.  Sco p. 16.]
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APPENDIX VII APPENDIX VITI

Mr. Henry Pschwege
Page 3
June 24, 1981

7. Although the statements from the JLARC program review in
Virginia (page 19} are accurate, the following additional
comments may be helpful to put the statements in perspective.
First, the greatest concern about the proper mission of Virginia
Lxtension was expressed by members of the legislative and
executive branches of state government, not the public at large.
Secondly, although the scope of Extensicn programs in Virginia
broadened beyond agriculture and home economics, the JLARC
report made it clear that the "traditional" areas had not been
neglected.

[GAO COMMENT: We attribute statements on p. 19
to JLARC.]

8. To be consistent with an earlier recommendation, we would
change the titles of Chapters 3 and 4 to "The Federal Extension
Service's Role" and "Program Accountability and Evaluation,"
respectfully .

[GAO COMMENT:  Sco response on p. 38 to similar
comment by USDA.L ]

9. Within Chapter 3 it would be helpful if the individuals quoted
were named. For example, several statements (page 25) are
attributed to the former Administrator of Extension, but that
individual is nect named.

[GAO COMMENT: We normally refer to agency officials
by title. However, dates of service (July 1977 to
Dec. 1979) of the former Administrator are cited

on p. 14.]

10. The reference to the Virginia evaluation unit in Chapter 4
(page 3]1) contains two inaccuracies. One, an associate dean,
not assistant dean, gives leadership to the unit. Two, the
unit has begun training of county agents and district staffs,

not program managers.

[GAO COMMENT: Corrections made . ]

11.  The first paragraph starting on page 33 would be easier to
follow if all references tc Level 1 were placed together.

[GAO COMMENT: No change considered necessary.]
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APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VII

Mr. Henry Eschwege
Page 4
June 24, 1981

As documented in the GAO report, Extension is a complex system because the
principle of extending the resources of the state's land-grant institutions has

been applied differently in the various states and regions of the country. There-
fore, even though six states representing different regions were reviewed, the
conclusions may not be applicable to all states. | feel it is my responsibility as

a state director of Extension to again reiterate a caution related to drawing general
conclusions from specific instances. An example is the conclusion that land-grant
institutions are "hostile" toward home economic programs.

(GAO COMMENT: Deleted "hostile" on p. 16.]
| hope that my comments will be of value as you prepare the final report. |If
clarification or amplification is needed, call. Again, thank you for the opportunity
to review the report.
Sincerely,
Wlé Q/‘C/ - Al Dl A
W. R. Van Dresser, Dean

mh

cc: Dr. Mary Nell Greenwood

(024370)
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