
REPORT ON THE 
INTER-UNIVERSITY SEMINAR ON 

1111 II 

I 
I 

I 
UHBHn fXT£ns1on 

MAY. 1966 

___. r r- r r ~ 
rr-r-

rrrrrrrr ~ ~i- -
.------... r-

,........,.....--.....1 r - -

I 

PUBLISHED BY 
IVERSITY OF MISSOURI 

EXTENSION DIVISION 

MP-22 1V6o/1M 

Arch
ive

 ve
rsi

on - 

ch
eck

 fo
r u

pdate
s





P/l,ejtotl on Ute 

Inter-University Seminar 

on URBAN EXTENSION 

On May 2 and 3, 1966, representatives from 
eight universities and the Pittsburgh ACTION
Housing project met in Newark, N.J. to evaluate a 
five-year experimental program in urban extension 
in which they had participated. The overall pro
gram was financed by the Ford Foundation through 
grants ranging from $1,000,000 for the University of 
Wisconsin to $70,000 for the University of Missouri. 

The experimental program had three basic goals: 
first, to see what lessons the universities had gained 
from their long experience with cooperative exten
sion which could be applied to the urban environ
ment ; second, to develop certain institutional ar
rangements whereby the resources of the university 
could be channeled into urban problem solving activ
ity; and third, to seek ways of stimulating and en
couraging substantial faculty involvement in urban 
extension activity . 

In the pursuit of these goals each of the exten
sion groups developed its own programs and its 
own specific goals. (See Appendix A). In general 
these programs involved: (1) Instructional activities, 
including development of short courses, workshops 
and off campus credit courses and the stimulation of 
on campus credit courses in the urban related disci
plines; (2) research, including applied research pro
jects conducted by regular faculty members and re
search projects conducted by the staff of the urban 
development. 

As might be expected from the great variety in 
design and execution of the programs, there was con
siderable variety in the results. Some programs ap
pear to have been rather unsuccessful and have been 
terminated. Others enjoyed only limited success and 
some have proven so successful that they have not 
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only been continued but expanded, and in some 
cases, by local non-university agencies. 

The purpose of the Seminar was to review these 
varied experiences and determine to what extent the 
participants could agree on the lessons they had 
learned. To further test the validity of these observa
tions, representatives from two other urban exten
sion programs, not financed by Ford grants, were 
also invited to participate. 

The Nature of Urban Extension 

After a brief review of the various programs, 
the participants attempted to reach agreement on the 
meaning of the concept "urban extension." It soon 
became apparent that it was impossible to devise any 
single definition that would be satisfactory to every
one. Attempts to define the concept ranged from 
"engineering the university to provide a new set of 
services to a new set of clients-the cities," offered 
by Lou Winnick, to "any extension conducted with
in an urban environment," offered by Ed Schten. 

John Bebout attempted to summarize the prob
lem of defining urban extension by saying that it 
can mean just about anything you want it to mean. 
It is impossible to pin it down and say everyone has 
to mean the same thing. Even so, he contended that 
"urban extension" is a useful expression which can 
be used to refer to "the extension of any university
based knowledge or expertise to any urban based 
problem." It can include individuals as well as 
groups and among other things it involves the 
"training and retraining of people who are involved 
in the urban environment" to help them "relate 
their experience and expertise more meaningfully 
to the urban environment." 



The members of the seminar decided that an at
tempt to illustrate the nature of urban extension 
by describing some of its goals might be more fruit
ful than attempts to agree on a definition. The fol
lowing functions were agreed on as illustrative of 
the basic goals of urban extension. 

1. To back up urban agencies and institutions by 
providing assistance in such problem areas as city 
planning, urban transportation, housing, land use, 
and recreation to groups such as OEO branches, hu

man relations councils, and Urban Leagues. 

2. To contribute to the solution of urban problems 
through education. This means primarily off-campus, 
noncredit educational programs, but one by-product 
of urban extension has been an increase in urban
related courses offered as part of the regular academic 
program of the related universities. Thus the impact 
of change has affected universities as well as other 
institutions. 

3. To serve as an agent of change in the urban scene. 
This can come either through working with those 
outside the power structure to assist them to organ
ize and to identify their goals or from working with 
the leadership of the communities to help them antic
ipate problems and take action before it is forced 
upon them. 

4. To serve as an impartial forum for bringing con
flicting ideas together. The university not only pro
vides a neutral ground on which opposing groups 
can meet and discuss their conflicts but it can also 
serve as a catalytic agent to bring these groups to
gether. 

S. To train and retrain urban policy makers, admin
istrators and technical personnel. This can be done 
through credit courses, noncredit short courses and 
seminars, fellowship programs for people already in 
the field and internship programs for students. 

Lou Winnick asked whether universities were 
in some way uniquely qualified to develop urban 
extension programs. After considerable discussion 
Seymour Mann suggested the following features of 
the university which make it uniquely qualified to 
carry out such a program. 

The university possesses: 

1. Anticipatory awareness-the ability to foresee what 
may result from action or inaction. 

2. Beautification by Reputation-the university is an 
institution which enjoys the confidence of the com
mumty. 
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3. Creativity-creativity is encouraged and promoted 
by the university atmosphere. 

4. Disinterested posture-the university has no axe 
to grind and its interests are so diverse that it is not 
subordinate to any one group or ideology. 

Requirements for a Successful 
Urban Extension Program 

In the papers prepared for this seminar, the les
sons learned were summarized in two sections: a 
positive section giving conditions necessary for suc
cessful extension work in urban areas and a negative 
section stating situations that must be avoided for 
successful extension work in urban areas. But at the 
conference it appeared that a more fruitful way to 
summarize the lessons was to combine the positive 
and negative lessons and determine how they applied 
to the two major problem areas for urban extension 
units. These are ( 1) how to get along with col
leagues within the university and (2) how to get 
along with client groups outside the university. 

The members of the seminar developed the fol
lowing list of recommendations for a successful ur
ban extension program. 

Within the university itself there must be: 

1. A basic commitment to urban extension by the 
top administrator. The absence of this commitment 
should not preclude the possibility of attempting to 
develop a program but it will certainly make such 
an attempt very difficult . 

2. A willingness to support the program financially. 
The major support (at least 60 percent) must come 
from public funds or foundation grants. Too much 
reliance on fees as the financial base of the program 
is likely to retard experimentation. 

3. At least some staff members who are assigned to 
urban extension work on a full or part time basis 
rather than operating on an overload basis. In most 
cases it also appears desirable for at least some of 
these part time personnel to have joint appointments 
with their regular academic department. 

4. Rewards in terms of salary, promotion, and, at 
least in the case of joint appointees, tenure which are 
comparable to those received by the regular academic 
staff. The problems created by the use of personnel 
without a Ph.D. and whose publications are primar
ily of an extension type may be relieved at least in 
part by using a field staff category. 



5. An attempt to involve students in urban exten
sion programs. Students can be a major factor for 
change within the university. Urban extension pro
grams can make it possible for students to put their 
skills in the service of their values. 

6. Some individual or agency to serve as a stimula
tor of faculty interest in extension. An urban studies 
center such as the one at Rutgers may serve this 
function. 

7. An effective research component. This may be 
achieved in part by stimulating the research interests 
of the general faculty and, in part, through the re
search programs of urban studies centers or other 
similar urban extension units. 

With outside client groups, those responsible 
for urban extension programs must: 

1. Seek the advice and involvement of client groups 
while at the same time being careful to avoid becom
ing the captive of any particuar group. 

2. Avoid being captured by money, being lured into 
accepting a project simply because the money to un
dertake it is available. But, at the same time, the 
urban extension program must be flexible enough to 

permit it to take advantage of the financial oppor
tunities which are available and which are appropri
ate. 

3. Prevent conflict and waste of limited resources by 
avoiding duplication of existing efforts either within 
the university or in the community. 

4. Establish priorities and expend enough effort to 
make an impact. Attention, especially in training 
programs, should be aimed as high in the policy 
making structure as possible. 

5. Develop programs which are continuous and com
prehensive; not sporadic, hit or miss operations. 

6. Employ a variety of methods. A multifiunctional 
approach is usually better than a one-dimensional 
program. The approach must also normally be in
terdisciplinary as no single discipline is likely to be 
adequate. 

7. Have adequate personnel. Under the constant 
pressures to perform many functions with scarce re
sources, the temptation will often be great to take 
on too much responsibility and to end up sending 
"a boy to do a man's job." In part, staff can be re
cruited to fit a program but in part the program 
must be made to fit the staff. If the program is to 
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have long range validity, it must have resources com
mensurate with the size of the job. 

8. Develop and use publications selectively and ad
visedly. They should be used only where appropriate 

and then only appropriate publications should be 
used . At the same time, however, urban extension 
agencies should have the courage to publish their 
findings even if there is a possibility that this infor
mation may be misused. 

9. Verbalize and make public the university's con
ception of its role in the urban area. An important 
part of urban extension is helping to develop com
munity awareness of the resources available to the 
community and the university is a major repository 
of these resources . 

10. Be aware of the political benefits and risks of 
programs and seek to carry out these programs as 
carefully and responsibly as possible. 

While these recommendations were being de
veloped several basic questions were raised. The most 
significant of these was the problem of defining the 
role of urban extension in promoting direct action 
and assessing the impact of such action programs 
on the university's relationship with the community. 

Seymour Mann stated that "extension cannot 
be neutral, it inevitably involves a selection among 
conflicting values ." Jack Mezirow replied that even 
so it is foolish to put the university in a compromis
ing position by "too rash an identification" with di
rect action programs. And when the university does 
find it necessary to work with action groups, it should, 
perhaps, use "front groups" to avoid direct university 
identification. 

Brice Ratchford contended that "the university 
is not an action agency. If it is effective as an educa
tor it doesn't have to be in the forefront of the 
march." 

Bernard Loshbaugh was asked to comment on 
this problem from the point of view of his experi
ence in Pittsburgh. He replied that "urban univer
sities must be part of the urban community. They 
cannot hide from conflict." ACTION-Housing, he 
pointed out, is working to revitalize existing urban 
neighborhoods, seeking to coordinate and utilize 
existing services and upgrade them-not to provide 
the services themselves. Urban extension agencies 
must be able to work at various levels of society. 
They must be able to reach the neighborhood people 
on their own terms. And they must realize that 



when "you put food in a man's belly and teach him 
how to read and write, you have problems." These 
people are not going to be satisfied with the old con
ditions. It is important to reach those who have 
problems and want to protest. Urban extension pro
grams should help them decide what they want so 
that if they do protest they can do so intelligently. 
But it is not the role of urban extension to tell them 
to protest or not to protest. And if an explosion is 
to be prevented, urban extension must also be able 
to reach the community leadership in order to bring 
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them and the people -from the neighborhoods into 
a common effort to resolve the problems of the com
munity. 

John Bebout then concluded the meeting by ob
serving that "we must educate government, especial
ly U. S. government, to the fact that if universities 
are to play the role that is being expected of them 
they must receive the necessary financial support. 
So far, the support is too piecemeal and continues 
previous patterns, such as the requirement for match
ing funds, which are overly restrictive." 



APPENDIX A 

Appendix A 
Brief Survey of Urban Extension Programs 
Conducted Under Ford Foundation Grants 

School Amount of Grant 

Wisconsin $1,000,000 

General Comments: 

Goal and Type of Projects 

Research, instruction, and extension 

l) Research proposals from faculty 

2) Instructional programs 

a) Madison - expanded existing 
programs .. 

b) Milwaukee - new Urban Graduate 
program. 

c) Fox Valley Program - team 
concept. Use team of social 
scientists to work with a 
highly fragmented govern
menta I system. 

d} Metropolitan Milwaukee -
team concept. 

Team approach failed but some individual programs have continued. 
Grants had more impact on newer and smaller program in Milwaukee 
than on established program in Madison. Program did more to bring 
administrators (extension and others) together than faculty members. 

Purdue $100,000 

General Comments: 

Fam i I y Service Program - operated 
by a home economist to provide a 
social counterpart to urban renewal. 

Urban Development Institute estab-
1 ished to promote faculty interest 

and participation. 

In May, 1966, the Ford Foundation made 
a continuation grant of $80,000. 
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Result 

Never successfully related to extension. 

Negligible. 

Good. Program would probably never have 
started without grant. 

Team concept failed to take hold and 
team has been disbanded. 

Very spotty interest on the part of 
resident faculty. 

Problems developed as efforts to 
refer cases to social welfare agencies 
revealed the inadequacy of these 
agencies. 
The experience did lead to efforts to 
upgrade these agencies which resulted 
in some improvement but left a long 

way to go. 

Some increase in faculty interest and 
involvement. 



School Amount of Grant 

University of 
California 

$99,000 

Part of $2, 000 
Ford Grant to 
Oakland. 

General Comment: 

Goal and Type of Projects 

Develop linkages between the Univer
sity and the Flatlands poor in. 
Oakland. 

He I ped start a newspaper. 

Held convention of the poor. 

Speed racial integration in Oakland, 
especially in employment. 

Four facets of program: 
l) Work with official groups. 

2) Work with industry and 
business. 

3) Direct action with the poor. 

4) Involvement of students. 

Extension serves as kind of Ombuds
man with local political structure. 

Where Extension has been supported by fees 
there isn't much money for innovation. 

Oklahoma 

Rutgers 

$130,000 

$750,000 
+210,000 

Supplementary grant 

Primary emphasis on education and 
research rather than extension. 

Focused on Tulsa, Oklahoma City, 
and Lawton although some work in 
smaller centers like Purcell. Aim 
was to study a particular city, and 
Learn all about it. 

Reached smaller cities, like Purcell, 
through intership program which 
brought local chamber of commerce 
directors in for special training. 

Urban Studies Center similar to 
that at Delaware. Most staff 
on joint appointments with some 
teaching Fellowships. 

Research. 
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Result 

Developed some I inkages between faculty 
and extension. 

Faculty involvement. 

Primarily advisory. 

Some participation by local industry. 

Relations with Department of Human 
Resources (local OEO) variable. 

Good personal relations with Univer
sity administration. 

Tulsa office now has a staff of 9 and 
has had some impact on Tulsa. 

Resulted in development of more 
urban related courses at Norman. 

Has stimulated some additional 
interest on part of faculty. 

Most support comes from governmental 
grants rather than foundations. 



School Amount of Grant Goal and Type of Projects 

ACTION-Housing $475,000 

Delaware $500,000 

Sought to develop a sense of 
community and a sense of responsi
bility to the community in 
specific neighborhoods; first, 3, 
later, 5. 

Emphasized community service, 
employment, and home improvement 
programs. 

Sought to involve all 5 colleges 
and universities in Pittsburgh 
and serve as their extension arm. 

Orientation training program 
for OEO. 

Action oriented, only research 
with immediate application 1s 
used. 

Works with power structure, part 
of" the establishment". 

Division of Urban Affairs. Recruited 
interdisciplinary staff of joint 
appointments. 

Fellowship program for MA students. 

Urban Extension work with local 
governments. 

Special note: Only one major city 
in Delaware and only one significant 
university. 
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Result 

Al I five neighborhoods organized and 
operating. Four of them are offici
ally part of Pittsburgh's eight
neighborhood Anti-Poverty Program. 
Process established used as a proto
type for entire Pittsburgh Anti
Poverty CAP Program. 

Effective programs in operation in 
each of these fields. 

All five colleges and universities 
have been involved in specific pro
jects in one or more neighborhoods. 

So successfu I it was taken over 
by city. 

Effective. 

Effective. 

Stimulated development of new urban 
type courses. 

Developed a league of local 
governments. 

Ford gave an additional $300,000 
grant to renew project. 



School Amount of Grant 

Illinois $125,000 

Missouri $70,000 

Goal and Type of Projects 

Office of Community Development 
created to promote research on com
munity decision-making and downtown 
problems; mass transportation 
demonstration projects. 

Sought to develop proposal for pay
ment, university-based urban affairs 
program. 

Experimentation with three approaches 
to urban extension: 

Urban extension home economist 
program in Kansas City. 

Urban Community Development 
Agent. 

Advisory and training programs 
for organized I abor. 

Non-Ford Programs Goal and Type of Projects 

Michigan State Applied research and consulation 
$500; 000 - Kellogg Foundation programs . 

Southern Illinois University 

Joint appointments. Urban Regional 
Research Institute is an outgrowth 
of this institute of Community 
Development Program. 

Public Administration and Metro
politan Affairs Program. Basic 
and applied research; area 
services through training, 
advisory, consultative and 
conference activities. Used 
joint or mixed appointments in 
most cases. 
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Result 

Published research studies; confer
ences for public officials and 
community leaders. 

Very I ittle impact on Urbana campus. 
An urban studies program has been 
created at the Chicago Circle 
campus. The Office of Community 
Development no longer exists. 

Successful. Greatly eased later prog
ress of OEO. Work has been continued 
by the county. 

Not successful. Discontinued. 
Personality of agent may have hurt. 

Very successful. Has grown from one to 
three persons. 

Result 

Generally successful 

Generally successful at this stage 
of development. Program has been 
recognized and is called on for 
services by communities and 
agencies in the principal area of 
operation. 

The place of an "urban oriented but 
multi-purpose" agency not yet 
fully integrated in the University 
structure. Coordination with 
related activities remains 
fortuitous in many respects. 
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Director John E. Bebout 
The Urban Studies Center 
Rutgers-The State University 
137 Church Street 
New Brunswick, New Jersey 

Director James G. Coke 
Center for Urban Regionalism 
Kent State University 
811 East Main 
Kent, Ohio 44240 

Mr. John Denton 
Head of Business Administration Extension 
University of California Extension 
2223 Fulton Street 
Berkeley, California 94720 

Dr. D. L. Gibson 
Research Methods 
Department of Sociology 
Michigan State University 
East Lansing, Michigan 48823 

Dr. Kenneth Haygood, Staff Associate 

Area Code 201 
846-1969 

Area Code 206 
672-2232 

Area Code 51 7 
355-2308 

Center for the Study of Liberal Education for Adults 
Boston University 
138 Mountfort Street 
Brookline, Massachusetts 02146 

Mr. John V. Johnson 
Urban Agent 
University of Delaware 
Raub Hall 
Newark, Delaware 19711 

Mr. Bernard Loshbough, Executive Director 
Action-Housing, Inc. 
Number One Gateway Center 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222 

Dr. Seymour B. Mann, Director 

Area Code 617 
734-7830 

Area Code 302 
368-0611 
X 489 

Area Code 302 
368-0611 
Grant 1-1014 

Public Administration and Metropolitan Affairs Program 
Southern Illinois University 
Edwardsville, Illinois 

Mr. Jack Mezirow, Associate Dean 
Statewide Programs of University Extension 
University of California 
10966 Le Conte Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

Area Code 213 
272-8911 or 
478-9711 X 4152 
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Dr. Ernest E. McMahon, Dean 
University Extension Division and 

Director, Institute of Management and 
Labor Relations 

Rutgers-The State University 
77 Hamilton Street, Room 101 
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903 

Mr. Frederick I. Olson 
Associate Dean, Extension 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
600 West Kilbourn Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 63203 

Director Edward S. Overmann 
Department of Political Science 

and Public Administration 
University of Delaware 
Newark, Delaware 19711 

Dr. C. B. Ratchford 
Vice-President of the University of Missouri 

for Extension 
111 Whitten Hall 
Columbia, Missouri 65201 

Dr. Earl J. Reeves, Acting Director 
Center of Community and Metropolitan 

Studies 
The University of Missouri at St. Louis 
8001 Natural Bridge Road 
St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

Mr. Virgil N. Sapp 
Dean of Extension 
The University of Missouri at St. Louis 
8001 Natural Bridge Road 
Room 218 Country Club Building 
St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

Mr. Meyer Schmartz, Consultant 
Action-Housing, Inc. 
Number One Gateway Center 
Pittsburgh , Pennsylvania 15222 

Mr. Edward V. Schten, Director 
Research and Development 
University Extension Division 
University of Wisconsin 
Madison , Wisconsin 63706 

Area Code 201 
Charter 7- l 7 66 

X 6233 

Area Code 302 
368-0611 

Area Code 314 
449-9171 

Area Code 314 
Evergreen 9-2000 

Area Code 314 
Evergreen 9-2000 

Grant 1-1014 

262-1261 



Dr. Thomas D. Sherrard, Director 
Urban Development Institute 
Calumet Campus 
Purdue University 
Hammond, Indiana 46323 

Mr. Marshall Stalley, Assistant Director 
Urban Studies Center 
Rutgers-The State University 
13 7 Church Street 
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903 

Mr. George Tapper, Director 
Bureau of Community Services 
Rutgers-The State University 
13 7 Church Street 
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903 

TI 4-0525 

Area Code 201 
Charter 7-1766 
X 6544 

Area Code 201 
Charter 7-1766 
X 6059 
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Mrs. Virginia P. Whitney, Librarian 
Urban Studies Center 
Rutgers-The State University 
137 Church Street 
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903 

Mr. Lou Winnick 
Public Affairs Program 
The Ford Foundation 
477 Madison Avenue 
New York, New York 10022 

Area Code 201 
Charter 7-1766 
X 6021 
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Issued in furtherance of cooperative extension work, acts of May 8 and June 30, 1914, in cooperation with 
the United States Department of Agriculture. C. B. Ratchford, Vice-President for Extension, Cooperative 
Extension Service, University of Missouri, Columbia, Mo. 65201. 
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