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AHHomauusi. Cez200HSI  agpapHasi  nonumuka  pas3sumbix  cmpaH
aKueHmupoesaHa Ha rnodoep)xKe pa3eumusi CefibCKO20 Xxo3dlcmea U CesibCKou
MecmHocmu, rMno3momy 8 topUCOUKUUU CelbCKOX03AUCMEEeHHbIX cosewamersibHbIX
cnyx6 exooum ece bonbwe 80rpoco8 ycmolyueo20 pal3suUMuUsi CefIbCKUX
patioHos.

B nocmcosemckux cmpaHax, Komopble ceu4yac sfenstomcsi drneHamu EC,
KOHCyrnbmamueHble ycriyau nodoepxusaromes Kak eocydapcmeoM, maK U
pasnu4YHbIMU epaHmMosbIMuU rpospammamu. s YKkpauHbl, Kak agpapHOU cmpaHsbl,
usbpaswel esporiedckul nMyme pa3sumus, ocobbili uHmMepec rnpeodcmassgem
ornbim Jlameulicko2o ueHmpa cesibCKUX KOHCyrnbmauuti u obpasosaHus. B cmambe
paccMompeHsbl ocobeHHocmu opeaaHusayuu Ces1IbCKOX035UCmeeHHOU
KOHcasimuHaoeoU (cosewamerbHoU) criyxbbl 8 azpapHoM cekmope Jlamesuu.

Knro4yeebie cnioea: ycmou4dusoe paseumue, coeseuwjamersibHble CryX06bl,
agpapHbIl KOHcalimuHa, pa3sumue CeslbCKUX meppumopul, ceribCKul 3erieHbll
mypu3sm
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Abstract. It reveals the history of development and the role of extension
service in the USA and other countries of the world. The innovative directions of the
modern extension system in the USA and its possibilities in Ukraine are shown.

Introduction. The US Agricultural Cooperative Extension System has had 100
years history assisting agricultural producers and rural communities. The
Agricultural Cooperative Extension System was titled as such because the Federal,
state and county governments cooperatively support the funding for the Extension
Service. The contributions of the Federal and the state governments have declined
in recent years due to many factors but importantly the change in emphasis to
private versus public education in the university system as a whole. This has
causes the Cooperative Extension System to look elsewhere for funding. There is
still a strong demand for the extension services but increasingly an evolution to a
different funding model.
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Where can the Cooperative Extension Service go for funds to support its
services? The answer is to a set of funders than is interestingly, consistent with the
historical system support. One obvious possibility is to charge for the services of the
extension. Charges have become common in many states, largely in response to
the shift in educational expenditures from public to private. This has gone along
with the changes, if formal education funding shifts from public to private. But
charges must be agreed upon by state constituents and be developed
systematically to assure that they are perceived as “fair” to all constituents that
come for support to the extension offices for service. This set of charges has been
a difficult obstacle for many of the state land grant Cooperative Extesnion Systems
and many have not completely adopted it as a way to prepare for the current and
future funding challenges.

Another possibility is the increase in grants and contracts coming to the
Cooperative Extension System. In many land grant universities the extension
faculty and staff are forbidden from applying for grants and contracts--simply put
they are not regarded as resident faculty and therefore forbidden. This is loosening
up at most universities where it is recognized that extension faculty and staff are in
fact, eligible for many grants and contracts either cooperative with the resident
faculty or obtained on their own. In the latter case extension faculty and staff can
often apply for smaller grants and contracts available to local private sand public
institutions.

These grants and contracts are available, but the proceeds must be
apportioned between the county offices and the office at the land grant university.
In the case of larger grants and contracts, extension faculty and staff can cooperate
with resident faculty to attract the funds. In fact many of the USDA national grants
and contracts and grants and contracts from state governments can benefit from
local faculty and staff working with the resident land grant faculty on a hand in hand
basis.

A third possibility is for the attraction of philanthropic gifts to local extension
offices. This takes participation from the administrators at the land grant
universities. In short, the administrators must permit the philanthropic gifts to count
as gifts to the university. This has been a difficulty problem in many states where
the administrators for attracting gifts to the university has not allowed for credit of
gifts to local extension offices. In our view this is a very short sighted decision for
the administrators at the main university to take. This is because many gift giving
private and public sector individuals and institutions prefer to donate to local offices
of extension offices rather than to the land grant university in general. And, most of
these gifts are not competitive with the initiatives of the administrators at the main
campus of the land grant university.

A fourth possibility is the counties themselves. Many counties are coming
forward to offer support for extension services. Why is action the case? Simply put
it is related to the fact that the support for extension services is being drawn closer
to the place where the services are delivered. That is the counties are a point at
which the local citizens are empowered to provide support for services received.
This is in a way related to the shift between private and public support for education
local supporters are driven to support the delivery of services that are for their own
benefit. This has been a major source of funds for extension services and is likely
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to grow in proportion to Federal and state support sources. The local funders are
reacting to the idea that education services must be paid for closer to home.

Thus if Cooperative Extension is to survive and be vigorous it must look to
other sources of funding for its existence. Keeping to the historical funding model of
the Cooperative Extension System will not keep the extension system developing in
the states. A new funding model is needed and one that is more abreast of the
different times in the nation, where a major sift has occurred between private and
public funding of the “education” system which if seen in its broadest sense
involves education of practitioners and citizens as well as students.

Description of the U S Cooperative Extension System. The Cooperative
Extension System in the US has a number of specific features. If is funded by the
Federal government which allocates available funds that are contributed to the
base of the states as formula funds (guaranteed under the USDA budget) and
competitive funds which are for extension teaching and research and again
administered by the USDA. In recent years the balance of these funds has shifted
from formula to competitive.

The USDA also maintains a staff of professionals to assist with the
development of extension programs. These professionals work with the state
faculty and staff to develop and deliver the services of these programs which are in
turn implemented by the state staff and faculty. This is one effort consistent with the
idea of Cooperative Extension System where the Federal government funds
extension and it as well assists in the development and delivery of specific state
and multi state programs.

State funding is appropriated to the land grant universities on an annual basis.
Generally, there are for state faculty and staff to assist with the development and
delivery of extension programs or services. The state appropriations are to the
university which manages the faculty and staff of extension. Still the state is a part
of the Cooperative Extension System. The state often contributes more that the
federal government to the extension system. Unfortunately, state and federal
contributions have not kept up with inflation in the US, and have fallen in terms of
actual appropriations. It is expected that these funds will continue to decrease
either adjusted for inflation or in non-inflationary allocations. In short, if the
Cooperative Extension System is to survive and grow it must look to other sources
of support.

The third participants in support of the Cooperative Extension System are the
county governments. This is in fact where the rubber hits the road. The counties (or
multi counties) contribute funds to the Cooperative Extension System which are
used by the land grant universities and the local county offices. How these funds
are shared between the counties and the state land grant universities is different
across different states. In general, most of the funds raised at the county level go to
maintaining the county offices and their extension faculty and staff. And as
mentioned above, the counties are increasingly important sources of funding for
extension services. County extension staff and faculty .in rural counties range from
between 2—3 persons with larger cadres of faculty and staff in urban counties.

The funds for the state extension systems are different for different states
depending on how much effort that the state extension faculty staff and
administration devote to pursuit of sources of funds that are outside the four
historical Cooperative Extension System sources. In the State of lowa for example,
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the extension funding is approximately $100 thousand per year with more than 50
percent coming from the four sources identified in the introduction. This is a
Cooperative Extension System that has been at the forefront of the raising of funds
from the four sources suggested in the introduction; grants and contracts, charges
for extension services, gifts to local extension offices and raising the funding at the
county level.

In each state as already mentioned, the Cooperative Extension System is
operated by the land grant institution (in a few cases several land grant institutions).
These institutions have a certain portion of the faculty and staff allocated to
extension service that are funded at the county or multi county level. The county
faculty and staff are located in the counties or multi counties and have primarily
responsible for delivery of extension services to their county constituents. They call
on the university based extension faculty and staff to develop and deliver special
programs that are primarily for several counties and often developed by county
faculty and staff and university bases faculty and staff together.

The Cooperative Extension System simply cannot operate without feedback
and in fact direction from local extension client. There are several ways to generate
this feedback and direction from the clients and in fact, non-clients who could be
served by extension. One of the ways that is followed by all state systems is an
annual review of the extension programs. This review can be conducted starting at
the local level and moving to state level.

This review can be by mail or by in person meetings, but whatever the custom
the review should let the clients and non-clients respond with their preferences for
extension services. The review should provide a report on the current uses of
extension services and future or anticipated uses of new extension services. These
reviews take some time but are quite worthwhile for the local faculty and staff and
for the campmates us faculty and staff and administrators. In many states other. If
the reviews are conducted by county often there are similar new and adapted
programs across counties.

There are a number of other reviews that might be conducted. For example,
some states have representatives from local counties come to the state center for
meetings to discuss new and existing directions of extension programing. These
are often groups that meet several times per year and at times in response to new
directions from the administration. They usually come for one day and are tasked
with opportunities to respond to specific issues suggested by the administration. It
is as well important to give the clients an opportunity to have discussions of their
own suggested initiatives. Many of the suggestions for extension come from these
open discussions.

Whatever the general approach is very important to gain responses from
clients and non-clients. Extension should be aware of the wishes of their clients and
non-clients as a basis for careful planning for their services, and importantly using
the assembled extension clients to discuss basic charges for extension services.
Charges for extension services as was already mentioned are important area to
discuss with clients. They must be seen by all as fair for all extension clients and
this takes several meetings and discussions to settle on the structure of charges of
fees.
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Extension services are generally organized into 5 areas: Agricultural services,
Youth services, Family or family resources services, Community services and,
Natural resources services.

These categories of services are pretty much self-explanatory. Most extension
services concentrate on agriculture, youth and family services. Natural resources
services are likely the last category with community services coming in at a distant
fourth. The bundle of services are different among the states, with some devoting a
large amount of budgeted services to youth and agriculture, the traditional
categories of extension services.

There is another service that is for lowa and perhaps other states called
“industrial services”. The emphasis on industrial services came about as a function
of the fact that industries in this state were in need of services for training and
improvements in technology. Training was a natural aspect of extension services
and improvements in technology brought into the extension mix by the Engineering
and Business colleges on campus. In lowa we felt that extension should be for all of
the state population, not just the rural population. This trend is currently being
followed by other extension services in other states. And, Business is a major
player in extension providing curriculum | advanced computers and marketing,
finance and management for example.

By bringing into the Cooperative Extension System to the urban populations
we expanded the extension service and made them more a service for all of the
population in the state. In addition to industrial services urban populations
embraced youth, community and family programs. And as these services expanded
the county funding of extension in urban areas and increased and the urban
populations who became major supporters of the extension services. Currently in
lowa, there is in extension and an increased responsibility of private and public
institutions and persons to fund extension in terms of direct contributions to the
extension system. Grants and contracts are as well, are easily obtained from
engagement of the urban population.

There is unfortunately a real serious division among the states about whether
or not to take on urban services. Some continue to serve mainly the rural
population and others are expanding into the urban areas — usually started by youth
programs. This is a source of major differences between Cooperative Extension
Systems and one that causes them to depart from the historical cooperative
movement. The difference is between the services to all of the populations of the
states against just the rural populations.

Trends and Problems. One of the major differences between the states is the
presence in terms of the “entrepreneurial” spirit or character of the Cooperative
Extension System faculty and staff. Many states do not currently have the
opportunity to encourage the entrepreneurial spirit in their faculty and staff. This is
often because the leaders of extension at the university level have not thought of
possibilities for encouraging these incentives or behaviors.

Actually, the difference in actual incentives can be quite small. For example,
revenue for faculty and staff to attend national or regional meeting is one avenues
for altering the incentive structure. Still another is improved funding of the offices of
the field faculty and staff and the campus faculty and staff. And still another is the
improvement of computers or other facilities that are of particular benefit to
individuals on the faculty and staff. The upshot if that there do not have to be
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differences in salary for faculty and staff to begin to implement incentives in the
extension system.

Even these “soft” types of incentives are often sufficient to instill
entrepreneurial characteristics in the Cooperative Extension System. Other
incentives that are developed for “teams” may come together for addressing
particular problems related to incentives. Very often there are teams of extension
faculty and staff that work with campus faculty and staff to develop major grants
and contracts. These teams must be rewarded as well if the system is to work. This
Is not always transparent and may take a few iterations to get it correctly
established, but it is very useful for the future of the Cooperative Extension System.
Without this system of incentives the whole Cooperative Extension System may falil
or at least limp along with mingier funding.

Still another incentive that can be introduced is related to giving leaders of the
various extension service groups more direct incentives. These groups are as
mentioned above agricultural, youth and other services. The idea here is to get the
leaders of these groups to agree on “indicators” of performance that cut across the
5 divisions. For example the indicators could be clients served, new programs, and
importantly, grants, contracts and gifts taken by their faculty and staff. There is as
well various the possibilities of negotiations with counties for increased funding.
This is still another way to infuse the extension system with incentives. Here pay
raises can be used to add to the incentive system. After a few years leaders which
accept these indicators and can be allocated additional funds or in fact pay raises
based on these criterion.

Incentives also work for attracting gifts to local offices. If no one works on
these efforts they will not materialize. But before the work is introduced to the
Cooperative Extension System there must be a clearance with the higher
administration of the state land grant university. The higher level administration
must agree that the gifts that come to extension for support of county programs are
to stay at the county or multi county offices. Unless this is somehow agreed upon
the system will not work and extension faculty and staff will not seek these
sometimes major gifts.

Lessons for Ukraine. Lessons for Ukraine are simply to observe these major
changes that are occurring in the funding of the US Cooperative Extension System
and to try to emulate toes that appear attractive. These are not all specific
suggestions for Ukraine but merely a review of the changes that are occurring in
the US System Still these changes in the Cooperative Extension System are in
some ways typical of changes going on throughout the world. It is likely that
budgets are limited for extension services and need to be enhanced. How will they
be enhances as students are finding it necessary to pay more for their education. It
is important to recognize that education of practitioners is following the same trend,
and that sooner or later there will have to be a program to increase the incentives
for extension faculty and staff.

How these incentives are developed and implemented is of course your
business. We simply brought the information from the US about trends and
developments. Among the major tasks will be the problem of settling on a Ukrainian
extension system. We recall that there is still a bit of confusion about how the
system will be organized. This university should take the initiative in organizing the
system, bring stake holders together and developing the system for all of the
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people. There is ample need for this extension system — rural populations as
apparently at a disadvantage compared to urban populations and falling back
compared to their urban counterparts. And there is not a real program for youth
who will take the reins of the country soon.

Conclusions. The conclusion is rather simple; First it is important to get a
system organized if there is still an issue in Ukraine. Without a “system” there can
be no systematic development of the national extension system. Various factions
need to come together and make this system. Once the system is organized it can
begin to function — not with federal funds or at least only a part of the funds coming
from the federal and state or provincial government. It is likely that as in the US the
extension system will have to be entrepreneurial and depend on incentives instilled
in the faculty and staff that are in the field and on campus. The organizers should
start with this plan.

There are may sorts of incentives to install. The difficulty comes with the
strategy for integrating them into the faculty and staff. This is where clever
administrators must prevail, and have the courage to install the incentives in ways
that are fair to the clients and faculty and staff. This takes consultation with each
group and perhaps some tries to get the system correct. This must take place in a
rapidly changing economy and one that will continue to change and make
incentives that are appropriate now be different tomorrow. In our days as an
administrator the process was like riding a tiger-afraid to fall off and insecure about
hanging on.
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PO3POBKA TA IHHOBALII CACTEMU OOPAOHULITBA
B CLUA TA YKPAIHI

C. [XoHCOH, T. KanbHa-[y6iHIOK

AHomauin. Po3kpusaembcsi icmopis po3eumky ma posib dopadHuuymea —
ekcmeHwH cepsicy 8 CLUA i iHwux kpaiHax ceimy. [NokazaHO IHHO8aUilHI Harpsamu
cy4acHoi cucmemu OopadHuumea 8 CLLUA ma ii moxrueocmi 8 YkpaiHu.

PA3PABOTKA U UHHOBALIMA CUCTEMbI KOHCYJNIbTUPOBAHUA
B CWWA U YKPAUHE

C. [IXXoHCOH, T. KanbHa-[JyouHok

AHomauyus. Packpbieaemcsi ucmopusi passumusi u poJsib
KOHCYrnbmupogaHusi — 3KcmeHWH cepesuca 8 CLUA u Opyaux cmpaHax Mupa.
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lNoka3aHo UHHOBAUUOHHbIE HarpaeseHusi cospeMeHHoU cucmemel
KoHcyrnbmupoegaHusi 8 CLLIA u ee 803MOXHOCMU 8 YKpauHe.

YOK 657.1
PEECTPALIA rOCMOJAPCbKUX OMEPALIU B OBJIKY

M. J1. CYK, 0OKTOp eKOHOMIYHMX HayK, Npodrecop,
npodpecop kadeapn obniky Ta 3aranbHOEKOHOMIYHUX ANCLUNITIH
IHcmumym ekoHOMiKu ma MeHeO)XXMeHmy,
Bidkpumui mi>kHapoOHuUll yHieepcumem po3eumky JIl0o0UHU “YkpaiHa”

AHomauis. [JocnidxeHO ropssO0K BUKOpUCMAaHHS XXypHary peecmpauil
e2ocriodapcbKux onepauyiti 8 pi3HUX ¢hopmax byxearimepcbko2o  Ob6JIiKy:
MeMopianbHO-OpPOEPHIli,  XypHar-20/108Hil,  XypHarbHO-O0POEPHIl,  npocmid,
CripoweHid, asmomamu308aHuUxX ¢hopmax.

PosansiHymo ocobniueocmi 8UKOpUCMaHHA  XypHany  peecmpauii
2ocrnodapcbKux orepauit 8 YkpaiHi i 205108HO20 XypHany 6 KpaiHax 3 aHeno-
aMepuKaHCbKOK cucmemoro byxaanmepcbKoao 0bJIiKy.

IHopmauiss 3 nep8uHHUX OOKyMeHMmIg crioyamky 3arucyembcsi 8 XypHarl
peecmpaujii 2ocriodapcbKux onepauyiti (abo 20/108HUL XypHar), a makox y
crieujanizoeaHi XypHarnu, a rnomimMm rnepeHocumscsi 8 20/108Hy KHuey. Ha ocHosi
0brikosux pezaicmpig i 20/108HOI KHU2U cKradaembcsi byxaarmepcbKa 38imHicmab.

Cymb sukopucmaHHsi 080X XXypHariie oOHaKoea, rpome 8OHU Maromb Pi3HY
bydosy. ®opma XypHany peecmpauii 2ocriodapcbKux orepauil 8i0pi3HIeEMbCS 8i0
20J7108HO20 XXYpHariy.

Y XypHarni peecmpauii 2ocriodapcbKux oriepauit 3amicm 3arucy 3asHadarome y
KOMOHUI “3micm 2ocrnodapcbKux orepauil’”, a 8 OKpeMili KOroHUi rnpocmasssiroma
cymy orepauii, KOpecroHOeHUiw paxyHKie 3 kKodamMu | Ha3eaMu paxyHKie
rnpocmasessaroms 8 0ebemosi i Kpedumosi KOrTOHKU.

Y 2o05108HOMY XypHarni 6 3micmi 2ocrofapcbKux ornepauil 3asHadyaroms Ha3su
paxyHkie i 3micm 3ariucie 8 okpemux psiokax, a 8 debemosi i Kpedumosi KOJTOHKU
PO3HOCSMb CyMU, @ KOOU paxyHKi8 rpocmassisitoms 8 OKPeMil KOJTOHU.

BcmaHoerneHo, wio nid 4ac peecmpauii 2ocrodapcbKux onepauiti nompibHo
3a3HadYamu HeobxiOHy IHgopmauito, a came: Oama, HoOMep orepauii, 3micm
ornepauii 3 nocunaHHsM Ha OOKyMeHmu, cyma.

Knro4doei cnoea: xypHan peecmpauii 2ocrio0apcbKux orepauit, 205108HUU
XypHar, byxseanmepcbkul 067K, 2o0crnodapchbki ornepauii, obrikosi peaicmpu,
paxyHKuU

AxtyanbHicTb. [ocnogapceki  onepadii  opopMnIOKTE  NEPBUHHUMY
AOKyMeHTaMu i pikcytoTb B 0BnikoBUX perictpax, Wwo 3abesnedye pauioHanbHy
opraHisauito Oyxrantepcbkoro o6niky i 34iNCHEHHA KOHTPOSIO.
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