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Examining What Should Be the Role of an
“Internationalized” Land Grant Extension System

Barbara G. Ludwig
Ohio State University Extension

R. Kirby Barrick
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

Abstract

The purpose of the study was to identify the characteristics that will describe an internationalized state
extension system. The study used a modified Delphi technique to explore and describe the character-
istics of an internationalized state extension system. By consensus of the Delphi Panel, five critical
elements were identified. Extension systems can use these as criteria to make initial assessments on

the level of internationalization present.

“America’s future rests on its ability to understand and com-
pete in a world which year by year moves rapidly toward
economic, political and social interdependence.”

Ping (1990, p. 27)

Introduction

Extension has existed in the U.S. as part of the Land-Grant
College system since 1914. Over time the mission and focus of
Extension has changed from outreach education from the uni-
versity targeted toward agricultural producers to include a
broader social orientation. An increased interest in interna-
tionalization of Extension has occurred (Henson, Noel, Gillrad-
Byers & Ingle, 1990; Ingle & Gage, 1990; Somersan, 1992).
This interest appeared to be a result of many factors and influ-
ences, both within and outside Extension and the university.
America 2000 targeted the need for an educated citizenry who
have the knowledge and skills to compete in a global economy.
The report stated “all our people, not just a few, must be able to
think for a living, adapt to changing environments, and to un-
derstand the world around them”. (U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, 1990, p. 35).

A review of literature indicated that internationalization is
frequently viewed in general, rather amorphous terms that are
difficult for some to understand and comprehend (Henson, Noel,
Gillrad-Byers & Ingle, 1990). Arum and Van de Water (1992),
in their book Bridges to the Future: Strategies for Internation-
alizing Higher Education, supported this view. In article after
article, report after report, and at conference after conference the
terms used to characterize the international dimension of educa-
tion vary tremendously.

Purpose

The purpose of the study was to identify the characteristics
of an internationalized state university Extension system.

Broad, but often ambiguous, goal statements are frequently
used related to internationalization of Extension (ES-USDA,
1989; Ingle, 1990; King & Martin, 1991). Some ideas have

been formulated for internationalizing (ES-USDA, 1989;
Henson, Noel Gillrad-Byers & Ingle, 1991; Knox, 1987; Patton,
1984; Somersan, 1992; York, 1984), but there has been little
emphasis on implementation by Extension systems across the
country (Andrew & Lambur, 1986; Poston & O’Rourke, 1991;
Rosson & Sanders, 1991). Few studies have been conducted
related to internationalization of the Extension component of
the land-grant university system. None defined international-
izing in terms of objectively verifiable indicators of success. A
need to examine and improve the understanding of internation-
alizing of a state university Extension system became apparent
through a review of literature. Ifthe characteristics of an inter-
nationalized Extension system could be identified, then an or-
ganization might focus available resources to create changes
needed to achieve internationalization.

Kaufman (1982, 1992) suggested putting problems into
the context of what is and what should be when dealing with
organizations. The Organizational Elements Model (OEM)
developed by Kaufman (1982, 1992) provided a framework
for the study. Kaufman’s model used a holistic framework in
looking at organizations and what those organizations use, do
and deliver as well as the impact on clients and society in gen-
eral. The current study was limited to examining organiza-
tional efforts and organizational results.

Methodology

The study used a three-round, modified Delphi technique
to explore and describe the characteristics of an international-
ized state Extension system. Delphi, a group process, utilized
individual written responses to three researcher developed in-
struments as opposed to bringing individuals together for oral
discussion. The process was further characterized by multiple
iterations or feedback designed to accomplish convergence of
opinion. Participants’ anonymity was maintained during the
three rounds of the study.

Linstone and Turoff (1975) outlined situations where the
use of the Delphi was indicated. Situations included: (1) pre-
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cise analytical methods were not suitable for studying the prob-
lem, but subjective judgment on a collective basis could pro-
vide beneficial information relative to the problem; (2) time

and cost limited the ability to convene group meetings involv-
ing the individuals needed to address the problem; (3) the indi-
viduals needed to contribute to examination of a broad and

complex problem represented different backgrounds with re-
spect to experience or expertise; (4) anonymity assured that

disagreements among individuals which might result in a face-
to-face interaction could be referred; and (5) domination by a
group or individual was avoided. All of these situations were

evident in the problem to be addressed.

Panel Selection

The Delphi Panel members were purposefully selected
following a nomination process. An accessible population was
identified following a review of authors of significant publica-
tions, solicitations of nominations during consultations with
professional leaders in the field, and personal knowledge of
outstanding contributions made. A review panel consisting of
three faculty members with extensive knowledge of the topic
was used to assist the researcher in the selection process. A
total of 15 individuals, well known and respected for their con-
tributions to Extension or land-grant colleges or universities in
the area of internationalization, was identified. The partici-
pants selected by the review panel met at least three of the cri-
teria established for selection. The criteria were: (1) national/
international reputation; (2) familiarity with the topic; (3) has
conducted research, written or lectured on the topic; (4) was
considered to have a deep interest in the problem and impor-
tant knowledge or experience to share.

Instrument Development and Data Collection

Specialized instruments were developed following a re-
view of the literature to clarify the concepts being studied and
suitability of the modified Delphi research technique to assess
these concepts. In the modified Delphi, position statements
were used in place of an unstructured questionnaire on the first
round. Three rounds were planned and three instruments were
developed. The development and administration of question-
naires is interconnected in the Delphi technique.

Instrument Development

The initial instrument contained 39 position statements
derived from the literature and structured interviews with inter-
national experts. Face and content validity of the initial instru-
ment were assured through the use of a content validity panel.
The reviewers, six faculty from universities in the U.S., Europe
and Africa who were familiar with the U.S. Extension system
were advised of the objectives of the study and the purpose of
the instrument. Each was asked to review and refine the alter-
natives stated and identify additional important positions per-
taining to the study. Comments and suggestions related to clarity
and content were solicited. Given the nature of the Delphi tech-
nique, additional types of validity and reliability estimates were

not appropriate for the instrument (Dalkey, Rourke, Lewis and
Snyder, 1972; Hughes, 1993).

The Delphi Panel was asked to identify the degree to which
they believed each item on the instrument contributed to the
internationalization of a state university Extension system. A
seven-point Likert-type scale was used with 0 indicating “no
importance” and 6 indicating “critical importance”. Delphi
Panel members were asked to support their opinion with a ra-
tionale. Space was also provided for panel members to add
new statements. Delphi Panel responses were incorporated in
successive instruments.

Instrument II was developed based on responses to the
first instrument and suggestions for new statements made by
the Delphi Panel. During Round I, consensus was not achieved
on any statement based on the criteria established. Consensus
on a statement was considered to have been reached when 80%
of the ratings (12 panel members) fell within two rating catego-
ries on a seven-point scale (Ulschak, 1983). The instrument
used in Round II repeated the 39 items from Round I. Based
on suggestions from the Delphi Panel, 12 new items were added
and 9 items were reworded so that a total of 51 items were
considered.

Two types of feedback were provided the Delphi Panel in
Instrument II. The first was statistical feedback in the form of
group response using a frequency table for each statement and
the individual’s own response on each statement. Neither the
mean nor median was reported as a descriptive statistic. The
dispersion of scores indicated these statistics could be mislead-
ing to the Delphi Panel. In addition to statistical feedback, all
comments by the Delphi Panel for each statement in Round I
were anonymously reported. The instruments used in the sec-
ond and third rounds contained items on which a predetermined
level of consensus was not achieved during the previous round.
Consensus was achieved on nine items during the second round.

Instrument 1T was developed based on responses to the
Round Il instrument and suggestions made by the Delphi Panel.
The round III instrument contained 42 items on which consen-
sus was not achieved in Round II. Two types of feedback were
used in Round I1I. The first was statistical feedback in the form
of group response using a frequency table for each statement
and the individual’s own response on each statement. The mode
was identified as well. In addition to statistical feedback, all
comments by the Delphi Panel for each statement in Round 1T
were anonymously reported. In Round III, the Delphi Panel
was asked to review each statement, re-evaluate their position
and rerate using the same seven point Likert-type scale. Dur-
ing Round III, consensus was reached on 29 items.

Data Collection

The Delphi instruments were mailed to the Delphi Panel
using regular U.S. mail or air mail to international locations.
The mailed packet consisted of the instrument, an individually
addressed cover letter and a self-addressed stamped return en-
velope. A variety of techniques was used to ensure mainte-
nance of interest and participation in the study.
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Table1

Characteristics Having Importance to Extension Internationalization

ltem Mean  SD Category ltem Mean SD Category
Clientele develop afundamental understanding 585 .38 R Professionalimprovementactivitiesincrease 493 47 E
of global and national interdependence. activities increase knowledge of globalissues.
Extension educational programs withinin the 560 86 R Extensionisinvolved withinternationaldevelopment 493 .92 E
U.S. stress the impact of international economic activities.
forces onagricultural markets. . . L
Localbusiness persons are trainedforparticipation 493 62 R
Extension educatorsincorporate international 554 6 R ininternational markets.
perspectives into on-going educational activities. » ) )
Specific groups (i.e. commodity groups) are 486 66 R
Extensionfaculty/agentsrecognizetherelationships 554 66  E targeted for public policy education on global
between basicinternationalissues (e.g. knowledge of decision-making.
international agriculture, commitmentto human N o
development, significance of privatization)and the The organization’s bestjuniorfaculty/agents 486 36 E
Extension mission. areidentified to participate in overseas assignments.
Personnel evaluation systems recognizeintemational 550 .76 E Administrators engage in experience which will 486 .33 E
efforts. internationalize their own professional lives.
Key leaders participate in interdisciplinary 53 74 R Regularencouragement/accommodationof 486 66 E
interational experiences. visitation by scholars from other countries occurs.
Sensitivity to diversity issues by Extension clienteleis 536 .63 R Proposals forinternational work are developed 477 A4 E
enhanced. andfunded.
Reward structure recognizesintemationalizationin 531 63  E Theorganization's bestsenior faculty/agents are 464 63 E
its system of rewards. These include meritadjust- identifiedto participate in overseas assignments.
ments, tenure, promotion, and peer recognition. . . oo
Exchange programs with extension organizations 464 74 E
Financial supportforinternationalizing activitiesis ~ 521 43  E inother countries are institutionalized.
available. _ )
Ruralclientele are targeted for educational 464 74 R
Administrators clearly communicate support for 514 66 E programming relatedtothe current
internationalization. international marketplace.
Aperson(s) isidentified to provide leadership to 514 5 E Educationalprogramsplannedby Extensionhelp 457 .76 R
intemnationalizing efforts. clientele secure a better understanding of complex
worldwideissues.
Interational experiences are provided for county 508 64 E ) )
agents whodo nothavefaculty status. Extension educational programs offered to 4-H 457 76 R
members help developinternationalawareness.
Policy and operating procedures facilitate 507 62 E . ) »
international program efforts. Educational programs increase participant’s 457 76 R
understanding of other cultures.
The organization culture expects international 507 82 E ) . _ )
activity. Acommittee(s) is established to guide 457 65 E
internationalization efforts.
Extension educators assistcommunitiesinbuilding 507 62 R . . o
asense of responsibility for wise use of natural _Exchange programs with extension organizations 450 65 E
resourcesin the context of global trends. inother countries are planned and conducted onan
on-goingbasis.
Faculty increase their expertise by interacting 507 47 E . . .
with faculty and scholars from other cultures. Training programs are provided for foreign 450 .52 R
immigrants living in the United States.
Human and physical resources are allocated to 507 47 E . .
supportthe integration of international activities Urban clientele are targeted for educational 450 65 R
inthe overallinstitution effort. programming related to the currentinternational
marketplace.
Opportunities forinternational experiences are 500 55 E ) ) ) L
provided for administrators. Extension clientele interact with visiting scholars 431 75 R
and students tobecome more globally aware.
The central mission ofthe Extension systemincludes 500 .55 E

acommitmenttointernational education.

Scale:

4 =Moderately High Importance; 5 = High Importance; 6 = Critical Importance

Categories:
Note:

E = Organizational Effort; R = Organizational Result
Round 1: N=14; Round2: N=13; Round 3: N=14

0=No Importance; 1 = Slight Importance; 2 = Limited Importance; 3 =Moderate Importance;
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Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics were calculated for each round.
The computer program SPSS was used for data analysis.
For each round, items on which consensus was reached were
identified. Consensus on an item was considered to have
been reached when 80% of the ratings fell within two cat-
egories on a seven-point scale.

Frequency counts and percentages, along with the mode
and median were reviewed in determining consensus. For
each round, those items not meeting the criteria for consen-
sus were included in the following round as well as new
items generated from suggestions. Suggested items were
compiled and content analysis was conducted following pro-
cedures outlined by Altschuld (1993) and Delbecq, Van de
Ven & Gustafson (1975). Following Round II1, statistics of
central tendency and variability were calculated for all items
on which consensus had been reached. The mean was used
to describe the level of importance of the item to an interna-
tionalized state Extension system as determined by consen-
sus of the Delphi Panel and variability was described through
standard deviations.

Results

The results of the study represent the collective opinion
of the experts participating in the Delphi Panel at a single
point in time and cannot be construed to be representative
of any other population or situation. Fourteen of the 15 par-
ticipants responded to each round, a 93% response rate.
Fifty-one items were considered during the three rounds of
the Delphi. Consensus was achieved on 38 items which were
identified as having moderately high importance to critical
importance for the internationalization of a state university
Extension system. Table 1 reports the items where consen-
sus was reached. Consensus was not achieved on thirteen
items after three rounds. Comments made by the Delphi
Panel during each round and reported anonymously provided
additional information to describe the ratings and clarify is-
sues. Three hundred and sixteen comments were received.

Following Kaufman’s model (1982, 1992), the results
were categorized as Organizational Efforts and Organiza-
tional Results. Organizational efforts were comprised of
inputs and processes. Inputs were identified as the existing
starting conditions affecting organizational activities and
processes as the means, methods and procedures necessary
for managing inputs. Organizational results were comprised
of products and outputs. Products were defined as the inter-
nal results accomplished through the application of inputs
and processes; outputs were the products the organization
delivered to external clients.

By consensus of the Delphi Panel, the most critical char-
acteristic of a state university extension system which had
internationalized was the output or end product of clientele
who developed a fundamental understanding of global and
national interdependence. Educational programming efforts

having high importance to internationalization included pro-
grams that help clientele understand complex worldwide is-
sues, programs that train local business persons for

participation in international markets and interdisciplinary
international experiences for key leaders. The Delphi Panel
placed high importance on targeting commodity groups for
public policy education on global decision making and ru-
ral clientele for education on the international marketplace.

Critical Elements

Five critical elements were identified by the Delphi
Panel as being present in an internationalized state univer-
sity Extension system:

*  Clientele develop a fundamental understanding of global
and national interdependence.

¢ Extension educational programs within the U.S. stress the
impact of international economic forces on agricultural
markets.

¢ Extension educators incorporate international perspectives
into on-going activities.

¢ Extension faculty/agents recognize the relationship between
basic international issues and the Extension mission.

¢ Personnel evaluation systems recognize international efforts.

The absence of any one of these critical elements would
mean that the Extension system could not be considered to
be internationalized. An internationalized state university
Extension system would exhibit other important character-
istics as described in Table 1. Not all the important charac-
teristics identified by the Delphi Panel need to be present
for the Extension system to be considered to be internation-
alized, but many are likely to be evident. Each important
characteristic provides a building block, process or program-
ming goal which will enable the Extension system to de-
velop and maintain the five critical elements identified.

Conclusions and Implications

The study brought greater clarity and focus to the defi-
nition of internationalization of an Extension system. Inter-
nationalization was not seen as a fourth dimension: teaching,
research, service and international efforts. Instead, successful
internationalization efforts were identified as integrating
global perspectives into the basic mission and mandate of
Extension. Using the definition of university international-
ization developed by Henson and Noel (1989) as a starting
point, a three-part definition is proposed for discussion and
debate. The definition is based on results of the current
study and reflects the five critical elements identified.

Internationalization of Extension is the incorpora-
tion of international dimensions, content and con-
siderations into Extension teaching, research, and
service to enhance their relevance in an increas-
ingly interdependent world.
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Participation in Extension educational activities
assist clientele to develop a fundamental under-
standing of global interdependence and interna-
tional economic forces as they relate to the issue
areas within Extension’s mission.

Institutional commitment is evidenced by the de-
velopment of a structure and capacity to support
staff development and reward accomplishments.

Poston and O’Rourke (1991) reported 80% of Extension
directors indicated their state had achieved either a low level or
had not achieved any level of globalization. For these Exten-
sion systems, internationalization will represent a significant
organizational change. Identification of characteristics essen-
tial to an internationalized Extension system can assist Exten-
sion leaders and university administrators to identify and focus
available resources where the greatest impact or change can be
realized. A clear sense of direction, strong leadership in inter-
nationalizing and enthusiasm from leaders of the organization
will help to ensure concerted and sustained action. Policy and
resource decisions such as the incorporation of fiscal support
into the ongoing Extension budget and placing a person “in
charge” of internationalization to support and coordinate Ex-
tension program and activities are necessary implementation
strategies. Assessment must focus on the outcomes achieved.
Organizational change is a slow and often discontinuous pro-
cess in a complex organization. Ongoing assessment of the
progress being made will be necessary.

One outcome of the current study was the generation of
additional questions and avenues for research. Research in the
area of internationalization of Extension has been limited and
itis hoped that the results of the current study have raised addi-
tional questions. Suggestions for further study are illustrative
of'the types of problems yet to be addressed. Replication of the
current study is suggested. Other issues to be explored include:
Can the factor(s) which stimulated an uninvolved Extension
system to change and begin the process of becoming interna-
tionalized be identified? What are the societal impacts of an
internationalized state Extension system? What characteristics
do state Extension systems have which by reputation are con-
sidered internationalized exhibit? How do these characteris-
tics compare with the five identified by the current study?

In closing, a comment made by one of the Delphi Panel
members is appropriate. The panel member indicated “Inter-
nationalization should not be viewed as a fourth dimension:
teaching, research, service and international. Instead success-
ful internationalization efforts will integrate global perspectives
into the basic mission and mandate of Extension”.
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