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Foreword

The W.K. Kellogg Foundation has longstanding commitments to higher edu
cation and to the food system. Since 1993, the Foundation has provided an 
opportunity for institutions of higher education to define their desired 
future, develop appropriate implementation plans, and work toward their 
visions of becoming twenty-first century learning organizations that are 
responsive to the needs and issues of the global food system. The Food Sys
tems Professions Educadon (FSPE) initiative is designed to stimulate long
term visions, innovative planning, and collaborative action among institu
tions of higher education and their community and business partners.

The FSPE initiative seeks to catalyze significant, positive changes in universi
ty-based education programs throughout the United States to better prepare 
food systems professionals to be responsive to the dynamic and complex food 
systems issues of the twenty-first century. It builds on the tremendous contri
bution the land-grant systems of higher education have made to food produc
tion and utilization and assumes the natural evolution of institutions to serve 
the needs of an increasingly diverse constituency in the next century.

The food we require is provided by a complex system with many dimensions - 
scientific, economic, social, and political. The system depends on the cooper
ation and partnerships of many people and organizations. It is a fragile sys
tem, often disrupted by the acts of nature and of humans. Food system issues 
such as globalization, technolog)', population, land use, production practices, 
natural resources, and rural and urban poverty will be of increasing concern 
in the future, making our system of food production and utilization more 
vulnerable. The decisions made today will affect the long-term sustainability 
of the food system. They must be made wisely.

In a time of dynamic change, organizations that resolutely cling to longstand
ing priorities and procedures often falter. Organizations that learn from their 
experiences and adapt are more likely to survive. Food systems education pro
grams recognize the need for change and the need to be responsive to their 
customer in the next century. Professionals in the food system itself have 
expressed concern about the future of higher education and the need to edu
cation food systems professionals differently. The W.K. Kellogg Foundation 
seeks to be responsive to these concerns and catalyze efforts that will lead to 
significant positive changes in the ways food systems professionals are pre
pared for the future.

Rick Foster
Vice President for Food Systems and Rural Development 
W.K. Kellogg Foundation
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Introduction

This book documents the creation of new visions of education for the twenty- 
first century. It describes the efforts of 13 project teams across the United 
States funded by the Kellogg Foundation to re-think the relationship 
between higher education and society. Their goal is to revitalize the public 
service missions of land-grant universities, and re-energize the connections 
those institutions have with new and traditional constituencies.

Since its founding, the W.K. Kellogg Foundation has focused on providing 
funds to stimulate community action projects to improve the quality of life 
in the United States and around the world. Coupled with this emphasis has 
been an ongoing concern with the role of higher education in human wel
fare. The Food Systems Professions Education (FSPE) initiative, announced 
in 1993, provides funds to stimulate community action to improve the effec
tiveness of higher education to help secure a safe, nutritious food supply for 
the future.

Although each of the 13 projects described was funded under the same FSPE 
initiative, no two are alike. The Kellogg Foundation urged each project team 
to define and develop its own objectives in light of citizen needs in its state 
or region. Some institutions defined their projects in terms of food systems, 
involving only the colleges of agriculture. Other projects defined the project 
in terms of post-secondary education in general and involved the entire uni
versity system. All projects were strengthened by emphasizing new partner
ships and collaborations, both internal and external.

Whatever the approach adopted by individual projects, the Foundation’s 
purpose was to revitalize the public service mission of education. The 
Foundations role was to encourage creativity and diversity through the use of 
visioning. Visioning is a process that creates an image of a preferred future 
that motivates individuals, organizations, or communities to implement 
strategic goals and objectives based on shared values.

This book describes the visioning process. The process is very flexible and 
employs numerous techniques that can be combined in many ways to form a 
valid vision. There are two criteria to establish the validity of a vision regard
less of the techniques employed: inclusiveness and diversity.

Valid visions listen to ail voices. They include all members of a community, 
regardless of rank or function. In the case of post-secondary education estab
lished to serve society, inclusiveness means reaching out to the entire society - 
employers, students, parents, the community in general.



Introduction

Special efforts were made by all projects to include disenfranchised members 
of society, including minority groups and other groups who do not see them
selves as being served by educational institutions. In the 13 projects, over 
13,000 people were included in the process.

Valid visions reflect the diversity of society. They reflect the demographic 
backgrounds and cultural identities of their creators. Valid visions do not 
attempt to homogenize: rather, they seek to capitalize on the strengths of 
diversity.

This book is made up of four chapters, each organized around key questions 
about stages of the visioning process:

Chapter 1, Visioning the Future, examines the need for change in education 
today, including what is wrong with the status quo, what is needed for 
improvement, and how various groups in society imagine the future. The 
concept of visioning is distinguished from past strategic planning approaches.

Chapter 2, Building Community, discusses identifying and recruiting diverse 
participants for the visioning process, leadership in the visioning effort, and 
the challenge of attaining institutional change.

Chapter 3, Creating a Valid Vision, introduces techniques to stimulate cre
ativity. It describes in detail specific visioning activities, and the need to 
maintain diverse viewpoints.

Chapter 4, Implementing the Vision, describes how FSPE projects will go 
about building their visions, assessing their strategies, and communicating 
their results. Implications for institutional change are highlighted.

The visioning process relied on thousands of individuals, who were willing to 
give freely of their time and energy. The voices of many of these people - 
some educators, some not — appear on the pages of this book. Some voices 
sound apprehensive; others are eager. All convey a deep conviction that edu
cational institutions can and must change to meet people’s needs, especially 
as we take on the complex problems of the new century.

Visions are the beginning of long-term change. The visioning process is in 
many ways the creation of new community - people committed to working 
together to create and then fulfill the vision. Visions are the means to bring 
about institutional transformation. This book documents the initial vision
ing step in the process of change and maps the many roads the FSPE projects 
plan to travel to reach their respective visions.

8 Visions of Change in Higher Education



Chapter 1

Visioning the Future

Since 1930, the Kellogg Foundation has had a vision of fostering knowledge 
that helps people help themselves. This vision guided the Foundations efforts in 
education, rural development, and community building throughout the world.

In 1993, the Kellogg Foundation asked the land-grant universities to create 
visions for restoring land-grant education to its original missions of doing 
research, outreach, and teaching to serve a broad society. Because the world 
has changed radically since the land-grant university system was founded in 
1862, the Foundation challenged those institutions to create a vision of food 
systems professional education that would meet head-on the technical and 
cultural transformations of today and tomorrow.

It challenged the land-grants to ask themselves: Are our current graduate and 
undergraduate teaching programs still relevant in the rapidly changing 
employment environment in the United States and throughout the world? 
Do our outreach offices effectively address newly emerging social issues?
Does our university research aim for practical results? In other words, are we 
as institutions of higher learning prepared to address the complex and 
volatile issues of the twenty-first century?

The Foundation solicited proposals from all the nation’s land-grant universi
ties, eventually choosing twelve proposals for funding though Kellogg’s Food 
Systems Professions Education (FSPE) initiative to create visions of what 
land-grant education should or could be in the year 2020. (A thirteenth pro
ject was added in 1997.) Under the FSPE initiative, active visioning of the 
future of land-grant education began in 1994.

The Foundation expected the FSPE projects to employ future-search tech
niques. Experiences among business and community organizations during 
the late 1980s and early 1990s indicated these techniques facilitated prob
lem-solving, promoted involvement by diverse individuals and groups, and 
fostered the development of collaborative relationships to get things done. 
Now the Foundation asked the land-grants to employ these same techniques

Visions “should provide a shock of recognition that has the power and inten
sity to command attention, evoking resonating images”... Visions should be 
“credible and easily understood, optimistic, and ennobling.” Visions should 
“remind people of the tough things that need doing and the reasons for 
them.” Visions should “elevate their aspirations” and “show them a brighter, 
more successful future for themselves if the organization achieves its vision.” 
And visions should “ignite their energies and empower them to move for
ward together... toward a shared purpose.” - Bert Nanus

Higher education is no 
longer the leader in society 
that most higher education 
personnel think it is.

— faculty member

The need for change in 
higher education is well 
understood by most exter
nal stakeholders, but thei'e 
is some concern about the 
faculty's understanding of 
that need.

— evaluator

W.K. Kellogg Foundation 9
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Systems of higher educa

tion across the United 
States... have recognized 
the need for changes and 
the need to be responsive 
to their customer in the 
next century.

— evaluator

to develop explicit visions of the future that would guide their organizational 
planning efforts.

In response to the Foundations expectations, local FSPE projects addressed 
the following questions:

• What does visioning have to do with change?
• Whats wrong with the way we do things now?
• How does visioning differ from what we’ve done in the past?
• How do different groups see the future?

What does visioning have to do with change?

Visions: Visions are images of the future that will result from change efforts. 
Visions of change have to be attractive and compelling before people are 
motivated to work toward the change itself. Therefore, effective visions por
tray organizations and their members as the best they can be and act as guid
ing lights during the turbulent storm of change. Visions are engines that drive 
strategies and give them their force. Visions create a “future-pull” scenario, 
allowing key decisions to be based on a preferred Riture, rather than a “past- 
push scenario, which simply extrapolates past trends into the future.

Visions are articulated as statements which try to express deeper images that 
people carry around with them. Statements exist on paper; images exist in the 
heart and mind. A vision statement is like a map that represents a territory. 
More importantly, a vision statement is also a contract that signifies the com
mitment of partners to proceed in concert toward a shared, preferred future.

Articulating a compelling vision takes work, primarily through self-reflection 
and dialogue. It takes asking: What do we want in the fixture? What can we 
become if we work hard and get some breaks? What future can we achieve in 
concert with our current and future partners and stakeholders?

People rarely ask themselves what they really want. People are usually over
whelmed with the problems of the moment. People listen to complaints 
about how things have gone wrong, how problems need to be fixed now.
They don’t look over a wall of complaints to see the other side. Rather, deci
sions which affect a university’s direction are often made in isolation, among 
internal groups of faculty and administrators. Rarely are those to be impacted 
asked to participate in the decisions that set direction.

Visioning can be fun, even exhilarating. Visioning can release the tensions of 
the moment and provide energy and direction for fundamental change. 
Vision-driven change is change with purpose.

10 Visions of Change in Higher Education
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This does not mean, however, that visioning processes guarantee change. 
Visioning is merely a way to stimulate open-minded dialogue among a 
diverse group about future scenarios. If this dialogue does not lead to a vision 
of a desirable change, then there is no point of continuing the process. If 
those promoting change cannot forge a consensus for change, they will cer
tainly fail in the change process itself. But beginning with visioning ensures 
that the institution will get in touch with its stakeholders and its environ
ment and will be more responsive to their needs in the process.

Visioning is of the heart - not the head.

The danger in crafting vision statements is that people can take them too lit
erally. Language is used in two ways, connotative and denotative. The deno
tative meaning of a word is what it stands for; the connotative meaning is 
what it implies.

For example, the law uses words in their denotative sense. What a contract 
says carries more weight than what the writer had in mind because it is less 
ambiguous.

Literature is at the other extreme. Whether Robert Frost actually stopped by a 
woods on a snowy evening is irrelevant to the meaning of his poem. Ffe used 
words to evoke images and feelings that cannot be described in strict denotative 
fashion. In fact, different readers get different meanings from the same poem. 
That is why poets and artists in general are reluctant to “explain” their intent in 
denotative language. It limits the range of experience that the poem can evoke.

Were trying to disconnect 
what were now doing and 
take a look into the futurey 
open up our minds, and 
see what we would like to 
have happen.

— project director

The Land-Grant University on the Eve of the Twenty-First Century
Within land-grant institutions, major changes are being contemplated 
that are potentially as fundamental as the great transformation that swept 
higher education more than a century ago. State legislators, governors, 
and the federal government are calling for increased efficiency and 
accountability, and continued budget reductions.

Concurrently, universities are being challenged to improve undergraduate 
education, to achieve a better balance between research and teaching, to 
globalize student-learning experiences, to create a more diverse student 
population, to re-examine fundamental values, and to affirm, by action 
instead of rhetoric, that education is their primary mission.

“Sustainable universities,” declared U.S. Rep. Rick Boucher (R-Va.), “will 
be those that examine their focus and missions in light of the challenges 
created by changing conditions and respond in ways that clearly demon
strate that they provide value to our society.”

W.K Kellogg Foundation 11
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In Native American 
communities, we have 
people who do visioning as 
a full-time job. You need 
visions and visionaries to 
survive and continue to 
evolve, generation after 
generation.

— project coordinator

The faculty was too busy 
looking at today to think 
about the future.

- farmer/steering 
committee member

A vision statement is more connotative than denotative. It suggests and 
implies the vision rather than specifying it in the way that a mission statement 
specifies exactly how an enterprise is to be conducted. A vision statement 
leaves room for individual interpretation. The connotations are more impor
tant than what the words literally say. A characteristic of a good vision state
ment is that all stakeholders see themselves as part of the vision. One FSPE 
project coordinator sees the visions as “spiritually based,” facilitating among 
diverse people common “understanding of the land, the meaning of food, 
transcendental aspect of what this [FSPE] project is about... the relationship 
between ourselves and the land.”

What’s wrong with the way we do things now?

The case for change: The Morrill Act of 1862 created the land-grant colleges 
as institutions of higher education for everyone. The colleges were commis
sioned to use scientific principles in advancing the practical arts and prepar
ing people to make a living. They fulfilled their nineteenth-century mission 
admirably, creating agricultural and manufacturing industries that led the 
world economy throughout the twentieth century.

Since the end of World War II, society has relied increasingly on the research 
expertise of the land-grants and other major universities to sustain economic 
growth and improve standards of living. In response, universities equipped 
themselves to compete more effectively in the research arena. Research faculty,

Change Indicators
Indicators are divided here into two categories, external and process. The 
external indicators are the more common, more objective indicators that 
something is amiss, such as:

• loss of resources

• isolation from and loss of legitimacy with external stakeholders

• widespread dissatisfaction with the status quo 

Process indicators are less objective and include:

• a number of opinion leaders convinced that change should take 
place

• a number of people willing to contribute to change

• a partnership of previously isolated individuals and groups willing to 
work together for change

• a consensus among colleagues on the general direction change 
should take

• resources to support the change process
• the appearance of alternative visions for the future

12 Visions of Change in Higher Education
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particularly those with large government-supported grants and many graduate 
students, were courted, recruited, and ultimately granted an enviable autonomy.

By the 1980s, criticism emerged that research dollars had begun to dominate 
academic thinking to the detriment of the teaching and service missions of 
the university. The system had become out of balance. In at least some states, 
public reactions toward higher education ranged from apathy to open hostili
ty and criticism. One FSPE project stakeholder said, “I met with one of the 
deans of these Midwest colleges and I said to him, ‘Every chair is turned 
inward. You are like a beehive with all the bees never leaving the hive, and 
somebody is supposed to pour in honey or money and then, you all relate to 
each other, but nobody relates to us.’”

FSPE cluster evaluators report that many faculty members expressed feelings 
that “the purpose of the land-grant universities [had] strayed from training 
the children of the common people and helping society’s non-elite sectors, 
and [instead] embraced the research and scholarly goals and elitist value 
structures typical of today’s top public and private research institutions.”

The universities faced other challenges as well. Many state legislatures reduced 
support for land-grant university teaching, research, and outreach programs, 
perhaps a reflection of increasing dissatisfaction of their constituencies with 
higher education. Federal agencies also cut back on research spending.

Declining public support for the traditional land-grant university created the 
potential energy for change in the minds of a few in the university system, 
yet that realization had not reached critical proportions in any one institu
tion. Some academic leaders and a small minority of faculty wanted to 
change, but the majority either saw no need for it or didn’t see themselves as 
having any power to influence change in the system. It is as if they were say
ing: “We’re tradition-bound... there’s not a willingness of the faculty for tak
ing risks to do new and different things. There is some degree of fear that 
this is more evident now: I’m not going to change unless there is something 
really driving me toward it.”

This attitude tends to prevail at large, mature organizations. Comfortable in 
their success, they avoid risk. They have a lot to lose, and they are not pre
pared for even the slightest dip in performance that restructuring might entail.

Catalysts for change: Prior to issuing its request for proposals (RFP), the 
Kellogg Foundation interviewed approximately 25 land-grant university pres
idents and about half of the deans at colleges of agriculture across the nation. 
Most expressed the need for change. Up to that point, however, all strategic 
planning for changes at these institutions had been written internally, by 
administrators and faculty.

[This was] an opportunity 
to step back and take a 
look at the university and 
college and see where it 
was in 7'elation to the 
community.

— project director

In the initial pitch to the 
faculty, just the word 
“visioning’ became a 
stumbling block.

- farmer/steering 
committee member

W.K. Kellogg Foundation 13



The bigger the ship, the 
tougher it is to turn it 
around.

- external stakeholder
Students played key roles in several FSPE visioning projects. This Northwest Iowa 
Community College student is taking part in a Vision 2020facidty/student 
workshop on the Iowa State campus in Ames.

The Foundation saw its role as facilitating the beginning of change processes 
that, while designed and conducted by the land-grants themselves, would 
involve the current and future audiences they serve in the planning process 
from the outset.

The Kellogg Foundation viewed two ingredients as essential to change within 
the land-grant system. The first was an energy source, a force with the poten
tial to transform the status quo. The second ingredient was a trigger to ignite 
that energy.

The source of energy is dissatisfaction with the status quo and a sense of 
impending crisis, coupled with the growing feeling of disconnection people 
feel with “their university.” The trigger is the event or incident that mobilizes 
that energy for change. If there is no trigger, the crisis will grow until it 
ignites by spontaneous combustion, wiping out the good with the bad.

Types of Change Internal
(Human Driven)

External 
(Event Driven)

Improvement Improvement 
(Administration, Manage

ment)
Regulation 

(Politics, authorities)

Transformation Transformation 
(Visionary Leaders) Catastrophe 

(Environmental Forces)
A typology of change employed by FSPE project participants in preparation for visioning.

14 Visions of Change in Higher Education



A Formula for Change
Change = dissatisfaction + vision + first step + support 
Change is the result of:

• dissatisfaction with the way things are

• a vision of what could be
• a plan for a significant first step

• appropriate support, monetary, and non-monetary support

This formula for change was introduced to FSPE participants by the Kellogg Foundation 
at the outset of the initiative in 1994.

But among FSPE institutions, according to cluster evaluators, no explicit 
force or event was as motivating as the sharp awareness the Foundation' 
brought to them that if change efforts were not begun now, then the institu
tions would lose opportunities to be the driving force behind future change 
that would be inevitable. The Foundation wanted action before crisis became 
catastrophic, to precipitate change while there were choices and resources, 
and while there remained good will to use for the transition.

The Foundation challenged the land-grant universities to transform at the 
height of their success rather than wait for impending days of decline.

They re very happy with 
what they re doing now, 
things arent very bad. The 
need for change isn’t as 
urgent as it might be.

— project director

The FSPE initiative was conceived as a trigger for change in 12 land-grant 
universities and consortia in 1994 and 1995. Those that applied for funds 
had to be willing to examine the need for change felt by their local stake
holders and construct a vision of an alternative best-case scenario.

The Foundation wanted to put the institutional leaders in touch with their 
external constituencies, and thereby tap the needed reservoir of energy. Cou
pled with the change-seekers from within the grantee institutions, the Foun
dation created a critical mass of energy and provided the trigger to ignite the 
energy throughout the country.

The Kellogg Foundation now had a trigger and an energy source. Instead of 
having a crisis in land-grant education, there were opportunities for meeting 
the future head-on, being ahead of the learning curve, becoming a learning, 
changing organization.

Change indicators: Is it worth risking an institution’s current power and 
autonomy to set a new and untried course? While the future will most cer
tainly be different, does that mean that change must start now? Reasonable 
people disagree over these questions. But the more indicators appear, the 
more likely it is that the time for significant change has come. According to a

W.K Kellogg Foundation 15



Kellogg Foundation official, “At its heart, the FSPE initiative is a change 
model aimed at bringing about long-overdue changes in how higher educa
tion goes about its business, changes that are essential if higher education is 
to survive.”

The amount of inertia 
built into the system is 
enormous.

— external stakeholder

Vm optimistic but also 
realistic, especially about 
long-term institutional 
change. If we don't do it, the 
legislature will do it for us.

- evaluator

How does visioning differ from what we've done in the past?

Request for proposals: The W.K. Kellogg Foundation’s Request for Proposals 
(RFPs) for the FSPE initiative project set out two basic guidelines: First, pro
posals must identify new educational partners for collaboration; and second, 
the visioning process must involve numerous and diverse stakeholders. 
Funding from the Kellogg Foundation was originally provided to 12 clusters 
of higher education institutions, each cluster with its own identity. Examples 
are:

• a land-grant university and its statewide branch campuses and/or com
munity colleges

• land-grant universities from several adjoining states

• a multistate mix of land-grant universities, community colleges, and 
other higher education institutions

These projects allow the higher education institutions to demonstrate they 
are working to eliminate duplication, enhance efficiency, reorganize appropri
ately, and reach beyond “ivory tower walls” to work cooperatively with the 
public they serve.

The visioning process involved stakeholders, both internal and external. The 
RFP stated, “Priority for funding will go to innovative and creative proposals 
which bring together diverse constituencies to focus on the role, mission, and 
structure of food systems education programs for the future. Traditional 
audiences that represent current stakeholders, as well as groups which represent

Mid-Atlantic Consortium (MAC) steering committee members visit a Rutgers 
University research center. The MAC project is a collaborative effort involving 10 
post-secondaiy institutions in five states.
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new and emerging audiences co which the university of the future should be 
responsive, should be included in proposal planning and in the visioning 
process itself.”

The Foundations money is 
only a trigger, but ids still 
essential.

It was not the Foundations intention to direct this project. Each institution, — university provost
together with its educational partners, was to create a vision of its future in
the year 2020 in cooperation with its diverse stakeholders. The funding to be
awarded got people talking about the future - professors and students across
the disciplines, university and community representatives, and community
leaders across the economic and political spectrum. The opportunity for
funding opened up the dialogue and the structure for input.

Mid-Atlantic Consortium Food Systems Education Model

Producers Consumer Groups
Aquaculture/Marine Advocational
Equine Consumer Advocates
Farmers, Animal Products Food Distribution
Farmers, Plant Products Grocery Chains
Farmers, Other Health-Care Providers
Educational Sector

Hunger
Senior Citizen

Administrators Urban/Community
Advisory Groups Gardeners
Colleges, Universities 
Continuing Education Legislative Groups
Elementary, Secondary or Representatives
Education Community

Policy Makers, Boards County

Advisory Councils,
Federal/State
International

Groups
Community College Food & Ag
K-12 Businesses
Undergraduate Chemical
Food & Agriculture

Consultants
Consumer Groups

Orgs/Groups Equine Industries
Advocacy, e.g.. Finance & Credit
Agriculture Societies Industries
Commodity Food Distribution
Cty Boards of Agriculture Golf Courses
Environmental Grocery Chains
Federal Landscape Contractors
FFA Pharmaceutical Industries
Grange Research Industries
Political Organizations, Research & Development
Resource Conservation, Veterinary
e.g., Farm Bureau Waste By-Products

State Brds of Agriculture 
State Depts. of Agriculture 
UN/FAQ
1995

Modes
Books: Printed Materials 
Computer: CD/ROMS 
Lecture 
Multimedia 
Overheads & Slides; 
Graphics

Point-to-Point, Multipoint
Radio
Satellite
Self-Directed
Correspondence
TV (Inc. Informercials)
Video

Delivery
Programs

i
Public Sector
1862,1890, & 1994 Land-Grant 
Community Colleges 
Cont. Professional Education 
Coop. University Extension 
Elementary & Secondary Ed. 
Federal, State, Local 

International Governments 
Research Institutions 
State Colleges
Private
Business, Industry 
Colleges & Universities 
Professional Groups &
Societies

Nonprofit
Orgs/Groups
Advocacy 
Consumer 
Ecological/Nature 
Environmental 
Foundations 
Parallel Education, e.g., 
Museums, Zoos, Arboretums, 
EPCOT, etc.

Urban/Rural Organizations

The Mid-Atlantic Consortiums food systems edu
cation model details stakeholders ("customers").
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Institutions would have resisted any attempt by outsiders to tell them what 
to do, so the Kellogg Foundation left the direction of change up to the indi
vidual institution. University personnel who saw the need for change solicit
ed perceptions from inside and outside the university. The creative tension 
set up by these groups coming together over the future of their institution 
became an effective force for change.

From the outset, the Foundation stressed the importance of vision in estab
lishing change efforts. The distinction between strategic plans and visions 
remains key to the FSPE visioning projects. Both are important, but they are 
not the same.

Im not sure all aspects of 
the entire university take 
this seriously at this point.

— external stakeholder

Once a vision is formulated, strategies are needed to achieve the vision. A 
strategy is a high-level, integrated course of action needed to achieve a vision. 
From strategies, tactical or operational plans are developed that explicitly 
identify a specific scheme of action. No matter how desirable and useful it 
may be, a vision isolated from strategic plans will wither. The current 
strengths and weaknesses of the organization, its resources, and the external 
environment must be considered in the design of strategic plans.

A compelling vision enables the strategic planning process to tap fully the 
resources of an organization. Such integration of vision and strategy is best 
accomplished if the vision creators and stakeholders include the strategic 
planners. Knowing and believing in the vision, the planners later will be bet
ter able to use it as a check of potential strategies. The planners continually 
will ask: Is this strategy the best choice for bringing us closer to our vision?

External stakeholders feel 
the project gives them the 
ability to influence the 
future in a way that could 
make a very positive 
difference.

- evaluator

Visioning and Strategic Planning
Michael Doyle distinguishes strategic plans and visions along several 
dimensions:
Strategic Plans
Direction-oriented
Linear
Reaction to trends and 
competitions
Work forward to the future 
Must know how to get there 
Completed plan
Plan language is cool, rational, 
mind-focused, bureaucratic
Secret

Visions
End-state
Flolistic view; snapshot 
Desire to create in the world

Work backward from the future 
Unclear how to get there 
Dynamically incomplete
Vision language is hot, related to the 
heart and the spirit, intuitive, poetic
Public
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How do different groups see the future?

The future is unpredictable: Because the future is difficult or impossible to 
predict does not reduce the requirement that we act as knew the future.

Actually there are not one but three types of future. The first type is the 
“probable future,” what is to be expected if life and the surrounding world 
maintains its present course. Understood through scientific extrapolation 
from past and present conditions, this probable future has a solid, scientific 
feel to it. Unfortunately, past experience shows that “probable” futures rarely 
unfold as predicted because this approach doesn’t consider the adaptive 
nature of people and stakeholders.

The second type solves the problem of prediction by introducing the “possi
ble future.” The possible future contains the possibilities that may happen in 
a given time period. While it is not possible to know all possibilities, one can 
explore that territory much as an explorer would map a new land. Simply 
changing the verb from “will” to “might” allows creativity and innovation 
into future thinking and allows a range of possibilities to be considered. The 
future can be described in general without charting the exact path.

The tradeoff between the probable and possible future is the difference 
between precision and utility. Probable futures are precise, even if they are 
often wrong. Possible futures are not precise at all, but they are more useful. 
Future decisions should be based on the range of possibilities rather than on 
a single, precise prediction that is often wrong.

Many of the institutions 
involved have had several 
strategic plans, but no real 
visions, according to many 
interviewees that say there 
is a world of differences in 
the two, and they prefer 
the latter.

— evaluator

This is the first real 
effort Tve seen where 
the university people are 
looking outside in an 
organized way saying, 
“What is going on out 
there and how do we 
relate to it?”

— external stakeholder
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The Kellogg Foundation 
did give a lot of process 
and direction, they have 
been giving resources, 
they’ve given us some tools 
to look at, but it’s up to 
the projects to determine 
our map and our final 
destination. This is 
apparent in the diversity 
of the projects.

- extension director

The vision is the goal; 
strategic planning is the 
process to get to the goal.

— project director

Three ways of thinking about the future complement these three types of 
futures:

• Probable futures are usually informed by scientific thinking: “What 
we know today enables us to predict...”

• Possible futures are generated by speculative and imaginative think
ing: “Imagine a future in which...”

• Preferred futures are infused with vision and a sense of empower
ment: “The world I would choose to live in would...”

This brings us to the third type, the “preferred future.” Of all possible 
futures, this is the one that people most want to see happen. A preferred 
future is how tomorrow would be if only we could make it so: a healthy 
economy, a just society, a healthier lifestyle. Preferred futures exist as a set of 
possibilities, no less so than any other scenario. A preferred future implies, 
“This is the way we want it to be and we can work toward it.”

Many project participants were delighted that the FSPE initiative moved 
them into a proactive, futuristic mode. They see this as far preferable to the 
typical higher education crisis mode of putting out fires after the fact. The 
FSPE projects have continued to encourage participants to think in terms of 
preferred futures. The shackles of trends, probabilities, and barriers have been 
put aside so visions could come from the heart and not the head. Thinking 
of preferred futures has given people the freedom to state their own thoughts 
without judgments by others.

More open than the forecasting approach of probable futures, possible 
futures invite imagining alternatives. Preferred futures thinking goes a step 
further by inviting choices among alternatives. It encourages imagining the 
future of our dreams. And therein lies the first step in managing the process 
of change.
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Building Community

Visioning requires a firm foundation built on a community of individuals 
and organizations with a stake in the educational process. It is critical that 
this community be a diverse mixture, including stakeholders not actively 
involved with higher education, for the process to create a truly shared vision 
for education of the future.

In selecting stakeholders and participants for the visioning process, three 
questions should be addressed:

• Who will be involved in the change process?

• Who will lead the change process?
• How do we build commitment to institutional change?

Who will be involved in the change process?

First, identify stakeholders who, either directly or indirectly, will be involved 
in the change process. For the FSPE projects, stakeholders were the institu
tions themselves, government, people living in surrounding communities, 
and businesses and industries involved in the food system, which includes 
producers, processors, distributors - and consumers. Everyone eats; everyone 
is part of the food system; all people are therefore stakeholders in food sys
tems professions education.

Oregon's InterACTION project involved students as well as faculty and adminis
trators. Students also took part in visioning activities in projects in California, 
Iowa, and elsewhere.

Deep trust must exist 
among partners to have the 
high level of commitment 
and cooperation that will 
result in people wanting to 
work together to maintain 
the collaborative 
relationship.

— evaluator
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Building New Foundations: A Collective Vision
Food Systems Education for the 21st Century

People/Families
Business and Industry (What it’s all for!)

Entrepreneurship 
Profitability Products

- - Social - _ Consumers 
Food Safety

College of 
Agriculture

Veterinary
Medicine Business

Evaluation/ 
Development ✓

Information
Physical Telecommunications

i Systems
Food 

Systems
Curriculum /^ro^an).s

/ Internships', 
\ Coops /Global Biological 3 & 5 Year

Liberal Arts 
& Sciences

EducationGraduate 
Post Graduate 

Training
Family & 
Consumer 
.Services.

Engineering
Community
Colleges

Government Agencies 
Policy Needs

" ' - Humanities' "
Mass to Niche Markets

Environmental Social Nutrition/ Economic Global
Quality Equity Health Justice

Food
Sufficiency

Mapping the food system: This is the Iowa projects ?nap, developed in response to the 1993 RFP.

Identifying stakeholder groups requires careful thought and consideration. 
Many FSPE projects started with stakeholder lists as a selection tool for 
membership. Steering committee members represented numerous facets of 
the food system, as well as the higher education system. Later, when vision
ing groups were formed, these same stakeholder lists helped guide the selec
tion of participants in the visioning process.

The FSPE projects sought change agents among individuals or organizations 
that had only marginal or tangential connections to the institution or to food 
systems. This was met with both skepticism and appreciation. Those 
approached were really glad somebody was finally asking them what they 
thought, but many remembered they had been asked before and hadn’t seen 
any results.
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It takes effort to engage under-served populations who hold perspectives and 
world views that differ from those held in the higher education community. 
Failure to recognize this may lose important stakeholders who are the heart 
and soul of the projects’ diversity. When institutions have had a long history 
of not involving a specific group, it is difficult to get that group involved 
because of lingering suspicions of tokenism, but in virtually every case we 
observed, minority representatives and external stakeholders eventually con
cluded that they were genuinely valued.

Marginal groups have less invested in the present structure and are more 
open to consider alternatives. They are in closer touch with an organizations 
environment, where real change will ultimately come. Marginal groups gen
erally perceive greater need for change in the institutions environment than 
do those at the center.

The paradox is that those on the margins are least able to do anything. This 
includes students. Their influence cannot match the influence of the success
ful people at the core. But the message of change from students or other 
marginal members, weak though it may be, can and must infuse the vision
ing process. Ultimately, the messages from the margins pierce the heart of the 
institution, urging change, relevance, and flexibility.

Most of [the external 
stakeholders] said that 
this is the first time the 
university has ever asked 
them for any opinion.
— steering committee

member/group facilitator

When those who will join the change process are found, partnerships are 
established. But in education, as in other spheres of activity, partnerships do 
not arise easily. Often they have to push their way up through a history of 
neglect, mistrust, and disappointment. “Why are you coming to us now?“ is 
a frequent question asked of FSPE project coordinators when approaching 
external stakeholders. “Haven’t we done this before, and gotten nowhere?"

Visions for Change (Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota) steering com
mittee members Archie Holmes (lefi) and Jim Cook.
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Participation from Stakeholder Groups

Gender Ethnic Group Partner Group

Event To
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l
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Faculty Land-Grant
Discussion Groups**

88 70 18 84 1 1 — 2 88 1 —

Project Reinvent
Steering Committee***

36 27 9 30 4 1 — 1 11 6 10 8

Project Reinvent
Operations Committee***

9 7 2 9 — — 4 3 2

University Kickoff
Symposium*

96 71 25 84 5 3 2 2 62 22 8 4

Faculty Undiscussables** 16 14 2 16 — — — — 16 — —
Student Group Discussions* 28 16 12 26 2 — — — — — — —
Cooperating Deans 5 3 2 5 — — — — — 5 — —
Regional Campus Deans** 4 3 1 3 — — 1 — — 4 — : / —
Focus Group Facilitators 19 9 10 17 1 — 1 — 19 — K9 —

Focus Groups** 175 124 51 166 4 1 4 — 60 7 46 62
Future Search Conference*** 66 46 20 62 2 1 1 — 30 6 17 13
College Town Meetings**
(faculty, staff, students)

81 55 26 78 1 1 — 1 81 — ^||||: —

Project Presentations*
(to stakeholders groups)

203 139 64 191 7 1 4 — 95 43 65

College Conferences** 310 159 151 183 18 2 5 2 310 — — —

Levels of Participation
* Project information shared, limited discussion.
** Opinions solicited, recorded by project staff, and incorporated into project information 
*** Participated in active review of data received and development of documents.

The Ohio project developed this matrix to monitor the involvement of representatives of key stakeholder 
groups in Project Reinvent's activities.
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A faculty breakout session during a visioning and futuring workshop conducted by 
the Southern Food Systems Education Consortium (SOFSEC). SOFSEC is a col
laborative project involving Alabama A&M University, Alcorn State University, 
Fort Valley State University, North Carolina A&T University, and Tuskegee 
University.

Students love jumping out 
of the box.

— farmer/steering
committee member

Likewise, many business and community leaders felt isolated from their uni
versities and didn’t believe they could influence the universities in ways that 
would make them more relevant to their real-world, day-to-day needs. 
Outside facilitators can help bridge the gap between internal and external 
stakeholders. Their job is to ensure expression of diverse perspectives, which 
is central to the success of the visioning process. Others’ perspectives act as 
mirrors, revealing new aspects with brutal honesty.

Companies in transition often find such honesty from outsiders when they 
ask their customers what has gone wrong. No doubt they get an earful about 
how they don’t care, think they know what’s best, and how unresponsive they 
have become. That blast is usually the beginning of a partnership, unpleasant 
but necessary for genuine dialogue to proceed. In time, carefully nurtured 
partnerships will result from common interests and values and from agree
ments about future possibilities.

Get students involved, 
because they will be the 
leaders in 30 years.

— project coordinator

For the FSPE project coordinators, the customers or clients of land-grant 
educational institutions were not easily identified. Even harder was identify
ing the customers who had been neglected or who were no longer doing 
business with the land-grant university. This was not a time to debate 
whether the customers were the students, or the businesses, or the parents, or 
government, or the alumni, or the state legislators. All were invited. The 
more diverse the stakeholder participation, the more ownership created for 
the vision and implementing the vision.
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Ohio Stakeholder Groups
(Each group represented one focus group)

College faculty and staff 
Non-college university leaders 
Students
Agricultural commodity groups 
Retail food organizations 
Food processing organizations 
Non-traditional corporate groups 
Groups serving low-income needs 
Extension user groups 
Community colleges 
Educational technology

Natural resources groups 
Sustainable agriculture groups 
Government agencies 
Employers of our graduates 
Public schools
Bio-technology organizations
Rural economic development 
groups
OSU extended campuses 
Agri-business suppliers 
Parents of students

How do we get the 
university to listen, and 
how do we get people fi'om 
the outside to know how 
to ask the questions?

- evaluator

Environmental groups

When such a diverse spectrum of stakeholders is invited to participate in 
visioning, the initial reaction ranges from suspicion to hostility. FSPE project 
coordinators spent hours talking with people and preparing them for the 
visioning sessions. Clearly communicating the projects purpose and process 
significantly increased its chance for success. Convincing the leaders of an 
organization of the sincerity of the land-grant and the project proved to be 
worthwhile. Once that leadership was convinced that participating in the 
process could ultimately change higher education, the leaders recruited mem
bers for the visioning group. This was especially true for minority and disen
franchised stakeholder groups.

Throughout the 13 FSPE projects, the external stakeholders were more 
inclined to dialogue than those within the university. In fact, the hardest 
stakeholders to involve were the university faculty. They had the most to 
lose, but they also had the most to gain. When open dialogue took place, the 
faculty members were pleased to hear about the ongoing commitment and 
loyalty to the land-grants and had to admit that improvements could and 
should be made.

Decisions for change cannot be made by any one person or group. Rather it 
must be a collective decision of the people involved in the change. The 
visioning process puts people together, listening and exploring options with 
one another. “We had the president of the Farm Bureau and the chief lobby
ist of the Sierra Club at the same table to break bread and make common 
cause rather than be at opposite ends of the legislative debate,” reported one 
project coordinator.

How do we get the 
university to listen, and 
how do we get people fi'om 
the outside to know how 
to ask the questions?

- evaluator
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The case for change must succeed against the case for stability. It is not a 
competition. One side does not emerge victorious. More often, a modified, 
measured response that satisfies neither the firebrands nor the traditionalists 
results, but the consensus that emerges is the best guidance the institution 
has. It is better than the recommendations of any one group, better than the 
advice of even the most insightful. Said one participant, “We were able to 
learn how to come together from very different perspectives, and I think that 
at the end everyone felt very good.”

Consensus takes time. Universities, like most organizations, do not question 
their fundamental assumptions every day. And individuals outside the aca
demic world view universities, and education in general, from a variety of 
perspectives. Extensive communication is necessary to establish trust and 
communality among such diversity. “Obvious” assumptions need to be chal
lenged and “silly” questions need to be asked. Differences are inevitable and 
should be welcomed. There is no substitute for open-minded dialogue. -

Genuine inclusion means a 
great deal more than <(lack 
of exclusion'; it means that 
your involvement is really 
counted, that you are really 
listened to, and that your 
input is valued.

- external stakeholder

Education

Emergency
FoodCommunity

Organizations
Agricultural
Production
Processing
Distribution
Infrastructure

Banking & 
FinanceMedia

Water
Management

Health
Input

Resources
EducationEducation

Pennsylvania's stakeholder schematic shows the relationship of various groups in 
the state's food system.
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2020 Vision

Lubbock

Prarie- 
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^Station, SynthesisDallasTAMUS Proposal
DevelopmentOutcomes

Visioning
Workshops
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The Texas project involved a broad range ofpost-secondaiy institutions in a carefiilly organized sequence of visioning 
activities.
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Moving From
Individualistic: Each individual is alone. I win or I lose.
Competitive: We are against each other. I win/you lose or I lose/you win.

Moving Toward
Cooperative: We work together. We both can win.

Who will lead the change process?

In the Kellogg Foundation’s projects, participating institutions were specified 
in the original proposals, and there were few changes in participant lists 
during Phase 1. Institutional alignment with projects created three kinds of 
partnership structures:

1. Instate collaborations (nine): These are partnerships of higher education 
institutions in the same state led by the states land-grant university. 
Iowa, Nebraska, Wisconsin, Texas, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Oregon, South 
Carolina, and California organized this way.

2. Interstate collaborations (two): These are partnerships of higher education 
institutions in different states led by one of the states land-grant univer
sities. Minnesota and Washington were lead institutions in this type of 
project.

3. Multistate consortia (two): These are partnerships of higher education 
institutions in different states, including more than one land-grant uni
versity. The Mid-Atlantic Consortium and the Southern Food Systems 
Education Consortium organized projects across four and five states 
respectively.

The structure of the FSPE projects had little affect on the type of visioning 
process, except on one dimension. The multistate consortia were more com
plex than the other varieties and took more time to pull together. As a result, 
the consortia spent more time on internal dialogue and proportionately less 
time on dialogue with external constituents. The danger in that approach is 
that academics continue to talk with academics and not explore the views of 
the external stakeholders. The participants of the multistate consortia, how
ever, were very pleased with their results since the synergy arising from col
laboration across institutions stimulated the change they were looking for. 
Project administration differed in a number of ways, including the selection 
of project director, the reporting structure, staff, steering group, and organi
zation outside the steering group.

The process by which we 
bring people together to 
think about these issues is 
an accomplishment in 
and of itself, but that’s 
not enough. We need to 
extend ourselves into the 
community.

— project director
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Participants at an Oregon InterACTION! event gather around project director 
Civil Evans (far right), a faculty member at Oregon State University.

Project director: Most projects recruited a faculty member from the school 
of agriculture as the project director. A few gave the responsibility to an asso
ciate dean or someone in the deans office. One director was a dean, and one 
an acting dean for the first year.

Project leadership must have considerable openness and flexibility in think
ing if the project is to succeed. Leaders cannot have a fixed vision in mind, 
or they risk selling that vision rather than seeing the vision of the participat
ing stakeholders.

Often a visionary leader is a poor administrator, and a good administrator is 
often not very visionary. Leadership may, therefore, not reside in one person 
but in a leadership team, with a project director who provides conceptual 
leadership, and a full-time project administrator. Those which hired a coordi
nator to carry out the day-to-day tasks seemed to work best, while those with 
management/steering committees of more than six or seven people generally 
found it more difficult to manage the project.

The project directors professional position did not matter as much as their 
stature and experience within the institution. Respected senior faculty mem
bers or administrators with experience in change management seemed to do 
the best. One institution even recruited two such faculty members as co
directors.

Reporting structure: In most cases, the project director reported to the dean 
of the school of agriculture. Visibility and knowledge of the project above the 
dean, however, varied. At one institution, the provost and dean co-chaired

When we listen to all the 
stakeholders, we sometimes 
get messages we dont want 
to hear, so we may want to 
stop listening, or even 
talking.

— faculty member
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the steering group. In another case, the project was housed in just one 
department with little visibility beyond the school of agriculture. Projects 
with the active involvement of central administrators appeared to be more 
successful than those conducted primarily within the school of agriculture.

Project staff: The Kellogg Foundation grant made it possible for all institu
tions to set up an office for the project director, but institutions varied in the 
degree to which they supplemented the director’s effort with additional staff. 
All offices had a secretary and some graduate assistants. Some institutions 
also hired professional staff to run the project. While a lot depended on the 
quality of people hired, institutions with professional staff seemed to make 
more progress than institutions that depended on faculty leaders to manage 
the projects directly.

The Foundation funds alone, however, were not sufficient to provide both 
faculty release and full-time staff. Institutions that hired full-time staff sup
plemented the Foundation funds with funds of their own, sometimes even 
tripling the budget with their own money Needless to say, these institutions 
made more progress than did the ones that operated on the Foundation’s 
funds alone. Overall, institutions matched the grant approximately six-to-one.

Steering group: All institutions formed a steering group, usually chaired by 
the project director. The steering group consisted mostly of faculty, and 
included some administrators and occasionally external stakeholders. In most 
cases, the steering group met at least monthly. Some steering groups tried to 
involve distant members, but travel proved troublesome. A few groups 
attempted to involve distant members using telecommunications technology, 
but its effectiveness and consistency was questionable.

Communication was there 
and that’s the key thing; 
communicate with us, 
don’t be a university island.

— project director

Faculty, administrators and other stakeholders gather for a photograph during 
SOFSECs visioning and futuring workshop in Baton Rouge in September 1994.
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Response from external 
stakeholders has been 
much more favorable than 
response from faculty in 
our own institution.
— project core team member

The professional positions of steering group members were not as imponant 
as their desire to be part of a change project. Sufficient attention had to be 
paid to diversity - both institutional and cultural. The groups that drew 
from a broad constituency base took longer to organize, but were more suc
cessful because they had worked through more assumptions about diversity 
and had more contacts with the rest of society.

Vision 2020 Steering Committee

Community College Representatives 
Community College President’s Association 
Community College Chief Academic Officers 
Community' College Arts & Sciences Deans 
Community College Agriculture Administrators

Iowa State University Representatives
ISU College of Agriculture
ISU College of Business
ISU College of Design
ISU College of Education
ISU College of Engineering
ISU Cooperative Extension
ISU College of Family & Consumer Sciences
ISU College of Liberal Arts & Sciences
ISU College of Veterinary Medicine
Student Representatives 
Community College Students — 2 
ISU Undergraduate Student 
ISU Graduate Student

Community Representatives 
Storm Lake 
Wallace Foundation

Business/Industry/Government 
Iowa Food Bank 
Practical Farmers of Iowa 
Fairco Foods, Inc.
Becker Underwood
Iowa Bureau of Nutrition (WIC)
Pioneer Hi-Bred International 
Latino Service Providers Coalition 
Private Business
Greater Des Moines Chamber of Commerce 
Mercy Hospital Dietetics 
Iowa Soybean Association
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Faculty/student interaction has energized many FSPE events. Southeastern (IA) 
Community College instructor Roxy Riessen and Iowa State University graduate 
student Ching-Chun Shih participate in a weekend workshop.

Organization beyond the steering group: A vast number of participants was 
possible, because everyone eats and is therefore part of the food system. Project 
coordinators experimented with different ways of addressing such a large popu
lation, since few had ever run projects with a potential “cast of thousands.”

Projects formed their own organizational structure. Some took the geograph
ical approach, where states divided their territory into major economic 
regions and set up subgroups in central cities. The result was a two-tiered 
structure with a project steering group and a set of regional steering groups. 
Each regional group sent a representative to the project group.

The other approach was to look at the state as a set of stakeholders or inter
est groups. These projects tended not to develop the two-tier structure but 
rather met with stakeholder groups individually.

Team preparation: Education of the project teams was another important 
part of the preparation period. The Kellogg Foundation hosted six national 
symposia attended by seven to ten members from each project. Some pro
jects sent different people to each of the symposia to increase exposure 
among their members; other projects sent the same people most of the time 
to give them a depth experience in the transformational process. Symposia 
participants reported that attending the national symposia was crucial to 
their understanding of the mission and scope of the FSPE initiative. They 
reported that attending even one symposium meeting increased their confi
dence that what they were doing was realistic, important, and attainable.

It was a shock to hear a 
bunch of professors stop 
talking long enough for 
others to speak up! At 
first, I thought it was just 
a gimmick. But, it wasn’t. 
They really listened and 
even asked follow-up ques
tions. What a refreshing 
change!

— evaluator
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National FSPE Networking Symposia

June 6-9, 1994: Olive Branch, Mississippi
• Communicate the Foundations motivation and role in the FSPE
• Introduce evaluation, communication , marketing, and policy strategies
• Develop skills and approaches for conducting a valid visioning process
• Create a network for FSPE to share information and resources
• Discuss creating a network of FSPE projects to address common issues
• Start building partnerships among FSPE institutions

The leader's style, 
philosophy, and openness 
to change are all crucial 
to an effective visioning 
process.

- university dean

October 24—26, 1994: St. Louis, Missouri
• Discuss alternative programs conducted by non-university providers
• Develop skills in building coalitions and collaboration between 

institutions and alternative education providers
• Further discuss the visioning process, Finalize the visioning statement
• Identify process to build partnerships

January 23-25, 1995: Orlando, Florida
• Discuss innovative higher educational programs
• Discuss faculty roles and reward structures
• Discuss the Academy of Sciences/Board on Agriculture Land-Grant 
University study and its implications

• Continue networking across projects, sharing success and challenges

February 28-March 1, 1995: Dallas, Texas
• Become familiar with distance education and its impact on learning
• Gain hands-on experiences in distance education technologies
• Identify barriers to institutional change and how to address barriers
• Share expertise and experiences
• Continue networking across projects, sharing success and challenges

July 11-13, 1994: Denver, Colorado
• Share information regarding visioning activities
• Continue to build a network to share information and resources
• Share lessons learned and identify barriers encountered
• Continue discussion of common concerns and issues
• Continue building partnerships among FSPE institutions

September 26—28, 1994: Minneapolis, Minnesota
• Learn about activities and designing visioning workshops
• Identify and share resources needed to conduct valid visioning
• Continue to build a network to share information and resources
• Share lessons learned and identify barriers encountered
• Continue building partnerships among FSPE institutions

34 Visions of Change in Higher Education

The Kellogg Foundation sponsored six symposia to help projects develop their 
visioning plans.



Sr

Visions for Change (Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota) steering com
mittee members met regularly throughout the visioning process.

Leadership roles also varied from project to project. In some FSPE projects, 
the need for change had penetrated the university structure to the point that 
the FSPE projects were led by deans and provosts. In others, faculty members 
assumed responsibility for leading the project. In most cases, the greater the 
prestige of the institutional leaders, the greater the success at making the case 
for change. Institutions that delegated the Foundation project to faculty mem
bers or administrators who were not in the mainstream had more difficulty.

In the Phase 1 final reports, project directors and Foundation representatives 
were asked, “What leadership roles are most important for success?" Their 
answers follow:

0 a core of leaders “laying their necks on the line for the duration”

• department head buy-in
• faculty buy-in, because of the continuity they provide

• continuity of supportive leadership at the lead institution(s)

• ability of the project to share leadership and continue past turnovers of 
leadership

How do we build commitment to institutional change?

A final and crucial objective of the preparation phase was to secure institu
tional commitment. Individuals do not change until they are committed.
The same is true for institutions. Institutional commitment does not ensure 
success, but without it, the project is almost certainly doomed. Institutional 
leaders by and large are products of their existing system. They are good at it, 
they were promoted under it, and they are understandably attached to it.

The symposia were 
extremely useful for 
external stakeholders to 
come and learn about the 
visioning effort, which 
greatly increased their 
feelings that their input 
was valued in their 
projects.

— evaluator
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There will be lots 
of obstacles. In my 
experience, the obstacles 
may be related more to 
i nstitu tional o rga n iza tio n 
than anything else.

— evaluator

Vd like to see institutions 
put up some hard dollars 
and really get those 
chancellors and deans 
involved...

- evaluator

Only those who see beyond that system and use a visioning project to trans
form and prepare the institution for the future will lead successful projects.

All projects enjoyed some degree of institutional commitment because the 
Foundation made it one of the selection criteria. Even then, institutional 
commitment varied from permission — to support — to involvement.

Permissive commitment allowed the project to proceed but did not support 
it actively. Involvement of the administrators was minimal. While such an 
attitude may be acceptable for grants involving independent research or ser
vice, it is too little for a grant aimed at transforming the way the institution 
does business. Project leaders without strong and visible institutional com
mitment were less aggressive in pursuing internal and external partners and 
received less notice by other important players in the institution. 
Unfortunately, these projects were perceived as the private missions of the 
project leaders and not an institution-driven commitment to change. Those 
outside the project could ignore or discount it.

A step above was supportive commitment. Institutional leaders promoted the 
project, attended meetings, and introduced workshops. However, months 
could go by without the institutional leaders mentioning the project of their 
own accord or using it as an example of collaboration and partnership by the 
university. If the institutions top leaders are not directly built into the project 
in a significant way, and are unwilling to give adequate time to demonstrate 
their leadership, the project’s effectiveness will be seriously undermined.

The highest level of institutional involvement comes when there is active 
commitment by its leaders. These leaders were not only supportive, they 
were the executive version of project leaders. Those outside the project were 
aware that this was the dean’s, or the provost’s, or the president’s personal 
project. That made a great difference!

Institutional leaders demonstrate their level of commitment to a project in 
three ways: talk, time, and money. First, there is dieir verbal support in con
versations, meetings, speeches, and videos. Frequent and spontaneous talk is 
more effective than infrequent and staged talk. Expressing verbal commit
ment when one doesn’t have to, working it into other issues, using it as a 
rationale for decisions and actions is powerful talk over the life of a project.

A second form of commitment is time. Some institutional leaders attended 
project steering meetings. Some even attended FSPE symposia to learn more 
about the project and its mission. The leaders who were committed felt that 
it was a good, even a necessary, use of their time if the project was to succeed 
and the institution changed for the better.
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The chird form of commitment is, of course, money. The Kellogg Foundation 
contributed $100,000 to each project plus symposia expenses. They warned, 
however, that the institutions were expected to leverage the Foundation 
funds with their own. Some institutions did, and handsomely, and some con
tributed as needed. Institutional budgets for Phase 1 ranged from the base 
grant of $100,000 to more than $800,000. The projects that received addi
tional funds from their institutions used the money to hire staff and consul
tants, conduct workshops, and develop brochures and videos.

More important than the amount of money, however, was the institutional 
stake in the outcome. One project was even clever enough to get a contribu
tion of funds from ever)' college on campus. These individual contributions 
were not large ($5,000 each) but each dean then was interested in the pro
ject’s progress. Because of the success of Phase 1, that same institution was 
able to secure a larger contribution ($24,000) from each college for Phase 2 
implementation.

During Phase 1, “institutional stake” meant more than sustaining adminis
trative interest in the outcome of the visioning process. Equally important, 
and in many ways more difficult to secure, was faculty commitment to the 
effort. Once the institution made the commitment to the visioning process, 
identified and contacted the stakeholders, and formed the project organiza
tional structure, the visioning process was ready to begin.

The visioning process continues the work of building community and 
encourages spontaneous relationships and ideas for partnerships among the 
educational institutions and the external stakeholders.

The lack of clearly stated 
commitment by the top 
administrators of our 
university has added to 
some faculty members 
wariness of venturing into 
this Kellogg Foundation 
project.
- university department head
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Creating a Valid Vision

The core of a visioning project is having participants creatively think about 
the future - not about problems of today or even tomorrow — and fashion a 
shared vision of what that future should look like.

Project staffs and their administrators and colleagues generally had very lim
ited knowledge about how to produce, or skills to produce, a vision of where 
their institution wished to be a quarter century from now. Thinking that far 
into the future proved challenging for most. The FSPE initiatives used a vari
ety of activities to stimulate a vision of food systems professions education.

How is visioning done? There are three questions to consider:
• How can creative visioning be stimulated?
• What are some of the visioning activities?

• How can the final vision be created?

The key to good visioning 
process is to bring in the 
public and have them be 
very active leaders and 
supporters in the process.

— FSPE consultant

How can creative visioning be stimulated?

Visioning is not widely practiced in our society. While few do it well, everyone 
can do it successfully. Since many have not done it at all, it seems unfamiliar at 
first. But by following a clear process with good facilitation, visioning can be 
enjoyable and successful. Time and again, respondents to our survey said they 
didn’t think they could vision, but guided by the process they accomplished a 
vision before realizing it.

Creating a valid vision: The process starts with participant selection. 
Diversity among participants is key to a valid visioning process. If the project 
has already created a list of stakeholders to participate, this list can be 
referred to and expanded on.

The intended outcomes of the process should be made plain during the 
recruitment phase. Is the desired outcome a revitalized educational institu
tion? Stronger ties between the institution and the community? New curricu
lum to reflect changing societal needs? Be as specific as possible, but make it 
clear that stakeholder participation is vital to achieving the outcome. There 
are no preconceived conclusions in a valid visioning process. The participants 
alone determine the outcome.

Planning a visioning session: The visioning sessions themselves lie at the 
core of the process. That is where the actual visioning occurs. In order to 
have a valid visioning process, numerous sessions must be planned and con
ducted in order to include a diverse population.
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Each session must create an atmosphere conducive to visioning. The following 
help create the necessary feeling of trust and openness:

• large name tags

• an agenda that is easy to follow and encourages active participation

• ground rules that encourage creativity and risk-taking

• cooperative learning techniques

• facilitators trained in group dynamics

• food or refreshments, because people network better on full stomachs!

Above all, there must be a clear understanding of what the final product 
should be. For the FSPE initiatives, the goal was a shared vision of what food 
systems professions education would be in the year 2020.

The Foundation made 
concerted efforts to help 
grantees understand that 
their task was to develop 
a valid vision process that 
was appropriate and 
pertinent in their project 
setting.

- project participant

Cooperative Skills for Facilitators and Participants
Cooperation the Classroom (Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec, 1991) 
stresses the importance of cooperative skills and how to teach those skills. 
Not only are cooperative skills important in the classroom, but the vision
ing sessions’ success hinges on the participants showing respect for the 
diversity of the group.

While it is not necessary (nor does one have the time) to review the co
operative skills, it is imperative that the facilitators review these skills and 
actively promote these skills:

• the use of names

• active listening

• shared leadership

• encouraging everyone to participate

• paraphrasing

• avoid put-downs and assumptions

Among the FSPE projects, the structure of the visioning sessions varied wide
ly. Some were carefully managed focus groups involving homogeneous 
groups of constituents and carefully worded scripts. Others were more infor
mal community or town hall meetings of people who had never talked to 
one another before, much less talked about the future. Still other sessions 
employed open-ended future-search techniques to encourage unbounded cre
ative thinking.
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Whatever their structure, each session included a broad range of institutional 
stakeholders and free expression of ideas. Of particular importance to most 
FSPE project staffs was how to engage the faculty. Said one staffer, “Faculty 
need to see it as a practical, meaningful exercise that could affect their work 
as a researcher or teacher.”

Engaging students in the process proved easier. “Students were able to think 
out beyond the borders,” reported one project participant. “They were able 
to write back to family, they thought about the campus in the future, and 
they were insightful in that they wanted the personal contact to continue. 
They took it seriously.”

There were no hard-and-fast rules about numbers of participants, so long as 
each individual could speak freely and contribute to the visioning process. 
FSPE visioning sessions ranged in size from as few as a half-dozen partici
pants to as many as several hundred. The larger groups were broken into 
sub-groups to facilitate interaction among participants.

In the beginning, there was 
a feeling that only certain 
people could vision, only 
creative people. The process 
we used helped everyone 
see that everyone could 
participate, that there are 
some people who are very 
concrete and some people 
very abstract, but they can 
all participate.

— FSPE consultant

Whatever their size, effective sessions included predetermined questions to 
initiate or guide dialogue among participants. A number of common themes 
were articulated in most of the visioning sessions: food systems, the ecosys
tem or environment, land-grant universities and professional education, and 
the visioning process itself.

Time available determines if one, two, or even up to six different activities 
can be used, since enough time must be allowed to complete the activities. It 
is better to do one activity and give all participants the time to express their 
vision than to rush through two or three activities and not allow everyone the 
time to develop and share their thoughts. (The visioning activities described 
at the end of this chapter are accompanied by approximate time required.) 
Focus on the choice and sequencing of exercises. For many of the FSPE pro
ject coordinators, planning a visioning process meant selecting a sequence of 
meeting formats and exercises. Some held focus groups, some convened town 
meetings, one held a future-search conference. Whatever the format, partici
pants engaged in one or more exercises or activities designed to break down 
preconceived barriers to discussion and help them elaborate their vision of 
the future.

The activities used by the FSPE initiatives are outlined in the appendixes, 
along with the groups final vision statement.
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What are some of the visioning activities?

Professionals in organizational development, human relations, and training 
and development have created scores of small and large group visioning activi
ties. What follows are activities that proved popular among FSPE projects. In 
addition, the literature in organizational development lists a variety of alterna
tive activities as well. (See suggested activities at the end of this chapter.)

For us to invite them to 
come to the table requires 
a great deal of time... to 
build that confidence level.

- project director

Focus groups: Focus group processes took from an hour and a half to three 
hours. According to Richard A. Krueger, “a focus group is a carefully planned 
discussion designed to obtain perceptions on a defined area of interests in a per
missive, nonthreatening environment.” The FSPE projects using focus groups 
carefully selected the number of participants - seven to ten people were optimal 
— and homogeneity, although some were heterogeneous. The groups represented 
a broad spectrum of stakeholders in food systems, such as farm commodity 
groups, students, low-income consumers, and nutritionists. The groups were 
asked identical questions so answers could be compared and evaluated.

Homogeneous groups provided greater depth in a particular area. 
Heterogeneous groups attained more shared meaning and respect among 
individuals.

Participants answered specific questions and provided rich images. However, the 
process did not give focus group members an overall sense of a projects mission.

Invitations to participate in a focus group were sent by the dean of the college 
of agriculture or perhaps a director of a regional land-grant center. The invita
tion described the purpose of the Kellogg Foundation vision project and the 
university’s role, the purpose of the focus group and the focus group process, 
why the individual was selected, and sample questions. Also included was 
some type of participant response or confirmation card. Record keeping and 
project management were crucial in making the process run smoothly.

The Penn State University project conducted 19 focus groups, with more 
than 300 people participating in two-hour sessions focusing on 12 key ques
tions and the criteria for assessing a successful college of agriculture. (See 
appendixes.) When used with small groups, the focus group method lets cru
cial vision elements emerge and develop.

Some states that held focus groups had one or two people facilitate all of 
them. Elsewhere, a cadre of facilitators was trained and the work was divided. 
In either case, it was important to have a person or small team assimilate all 
the findings and report on them. In one case, a summary of findings for each 
focus group was shared with people who participated in an integrating event. 
One criticism of focus groups is that they tend to generate a one-way flow of 
information, participants to leader, without actively involving or empowering 
the participants on the issues they are discussing. This was minimized when
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A facilitator assists a Wisconsin group with an affinity process used to collect and 
sort discussion points from various small groups.

the focus groups were followed by a future-search conference (see the discus
sion of future-search conferences later in the chapter). The focus groups 
generated ideas and concerns which were made available to future-search 
participants as one of many sources of information.

Focus groups succeeded in generating interest in the visioning project. A 
focus group organizer commented, “Many of the people involved in focus 
groups got back in touch to ask how the project was coming along and said 
that they’d like to be involved again.“

Brainstorming for the future: In the brainstorming processes, groups of 
stakeholders, either heterogeneous or homogeneous, met to “vision” or react 
to futuring information, such as the implication of demographic trends or 
other scenarios. The FSPE visioning group process brought internal land- 
grant audiences together with stakeholder groups. This proved a good way of 
combining traditional with new and diverse groups.

Potential stakeholder groups were drawn from the visioning projects’ advisory 
groups. (See stakeholder groups under focus groups.) The selection of brain
storming strategy determined the notification of the stakeholders, the materials 
enclosed, and the amount of “homework” to be completed before the event. If 
using a very informal structure, no “homework” may have been necessary.

However, some projects opted for a more formal structure, requiring partici
pants to read and evaluate information ahead of time. In this case, invitations 
were sent with confirmation cards. Once individuals confirmed their partici
pation, packets of futures-oriented materials, such as land-grant strategic plans 
and food systems articles, were mailed out. FSPE projects generally covered all 
participants’ expenses; travel, lodging and all meals were regularly reimbursed 
by the projects, and participants had few if any out-of-pocket costs.
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Visioning is a very 
democratic process. Ids 
not people sitting down, 
ids not just a few experts 
projecting... you’re getting 
a cross section from the 
community to bring with 
them all their values and 
ideas of what the future 
should be.

— project director

Some groups met at the host land-grant school. Some met at various loca
tions around a state, often in university research and extension facilities or a 
community college. In some of the large projects, much of the visioning was 
decentralized so cooperating institutions and groups took responsibility for 
overseeing individual sessions.

Such “institutional” locations may have prevented some of the more margin
al groups from feeling secure enough to participate in a “valid” manner. For 
this reason, some projects took sessions to sites in the community.

Many visioning processes used a combination of activities. Many specific 
activities were drawn from the handbook Reinventing Courts for the 21st 
Century: Designing a Vision Process (Schultz, Bezold, and Monahan, 1993). A 
copy was distributed to each project at the beginning of Phase I.

Participants often worked at tables in small groups of five to nine, with a sin
gle facilitator providing general directions to all tables. Sometimes a facilita
tor was at each table. A typical six-hour schedule might include:

a. Introduction: An overview of the days agenda, the overall objectives, 
and the charge from the Foundation and the institution.

b. I hinking in the future: Do the exercise “letter to the grandchild,” in 
which participants place themselves in the future and write about 
events and their personal impact on them. These letters or key ideas are 
then shared at the tables and central themes captured.

c. Current trends: Using nominal group techniques, list and prioritize key 
trends impacting food systems. These trends are some of the key driving 
forces for change.

d. Preferred futures: Write newspaper headlines for the year 2020. 
Combine this view of the future with participants’ hopes and aspira
tions identified in the letter to the grandchild and the trends listed 
through the nominal group techniques to develop an image of “pre
ferred futures.” This provides a future arena for change in which sce
narios could be developed.

e. Group vision development: In small groups, gather the hopes, aspira
tions, trends, and preferred futures, and develop common visions of 
future food systems, including communities, education, and individu
als. These group visions are then reported to the large group and com
mon themes and key images are noted. Later, the themes are developed 
into overarching visions for integrated futures for the food system pro
fessions education in the land-grant system. Images sometimes take the 
form of brochure covers, pictures, models, or word lists.
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Videoconferences: Several projects used videoconferences as a data-gathering 
activity. A couple of projects kicked off their visioning efforts with statewide 
videoconferences. The Iowa project connected 16 sites using fiber optics, 
allowing more than 160 stakeholders to participate in identifying issues likely 
to emerge in food systems in the next 25 years.

The Nebraska project used videoconferences to get statewide feedback on the 
draft vision statement. Sites at research and extension centers were central 
receiving spots, but local extension offices and home satellite viewers also 
joined in. Later that year, the project presented a follow-up videoconference 
reporting final results. Planners indicated that highly interactive, local ses
sions, facilitated by local people, got good statewide feedback.

The case study: The Iowa project used a town as a case study, functioning as 
a visioning workshop site and a reality check. The whole-town approach 
ensured that a broad spectrum of issues was addressed and not just those of 
the business or higher education communities. The case town had a diverse 
population, with approximately 30 percent of the public school students 
from minority groups. Food processing was an important industry in the 
project town.

Project coordinators felt that an in-depth look at one town could reveal the 
ways a changing community viewed itself and the future, and such a study 
could become a model for other communities.

The visioning project also helped organize a steering committee and local 
subcommittees of interest groups to address the future. The community par
ticipated in the same visioning activities as other stakeholder groups, except 
the community groups included individuals from many walks of life instead 
of homogeneous groups of just farmers or scientists or students. Six commu
nity groups and four groups of middle-school children participated in the 
visioning process.

/ think that it’s important 
to plan your activities 
well, to be flexible for 
changes that come up as 
you structure.

— project coordinator

The computer-assisted visioning session: The Washington/Idaho project used 
16 computers tied together in a local area network and outfitted with idea-gen
eration software to develop visions. The software guided participants through 
goal-setting, rating, listing (brainstorming), organizing and editing lists, assess
ing cross-impacts, developing action plans, and printing a final report.

Meeting planners ran some traditional, face-to-face sessions concurrently 
with the computer-facilitated session. At midday, the traditional groups had 
recorded more ideas, but by 4 p.m. the computer-assisted groups had gener
ated more. However, the computer-assisted group didn’t feel as good about 
the process. Based on this, planners added time for small-group discussions, 
away from the computer networks. Each small group then entered their 
results onto a computer. The computer-assisted sessions with the addition of 
this small-group feature, the verbal discussions, were rated very positively.
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Several faculty participants 
reported that they were 
somewhat restrained in 
recommending that other 
faculty be involved because 
they were uncomfortable 
with the very abstract 
nature of the visioning 
process.

— evaluator

A future-search conference: A future-search conference brings representatives 
from all key stakeholder groups together for a two- or three-day workshop. 
Facts and attitudes of the past, present, and future are explored. Common 
ground is identified so desirable action can be initiated. The conference also 
gathered support for a targeted action effort by the diverse stakeholder groups.

The Southern Food Systems Education Consortium held a series of five such 
workshops:

1. Social, economic, and demographic realities and trends — national and 
international perspectives

2. Challenges and opportunities in food and environmental systems
3. Parameters for excellence in higher education: scenarios for 2025

4. Creating the vision

5. The vision and beyond: adoption and implementation 

Key items addressed included:
• Common history: examining significant events, trends, and develop
ments in the world, the land-grant college, and the personal lives of the 
participants

• External present: describing external trends and their potential future 
impact

• Internal present: describing things participants are proud of, and lessons 
from the things about which they are “sorry”

• Ideal future scenarios: systematically designing scenarios in relation to a 
list of concerns. When completed, the scenarios are presented as a 
drama, or as a magazine or news report

• Common ground: identifying expectations and commitments for the 
future, still unresolved differences, common themes, and action plans in 
each theme area

Pennsylvania and Minnesota first used focus groups to develop ideas. They 
then brought together many of the focus-group participants in a future- 
search conference, which served as a “summit” (described at the end of this 
chapter) and refined and built on the focus-group data.

Community action team: In the Nebraska project, geographically deter
mined teams each created a vision. The Nebraska project decided to main
tain the integrity of each geographic team vision when community action 
teams got together for a summit, where they identified and refined the com
monalty they found among the team visions. This summit became a consen
sus-building activity for the state visioning process, giving voice to individu
als and teams. It was not designed to result in a “common vision” statement; 
nevertheless, several common themes did emerge and were disseminated.
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Vision 2020 Flow Chart
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From the 
visioning groups 
Feb-May 1995

At the
50/50 Conference 
May 15-16,1995

At the
50/50 Conference 
May 15-16,1995

To be submitted 
to WKKF with 

vision statement 
September 30,1995

Implementation phase 
to begin October 1995

The Iowa project from vision to action.

The summit meeting: Summits were used to synthesize information gained 
to that point, much of it regional in nature, and mold a shared vision from 
which the project writing group could prepare a vision statement. Typically 
held toward the end of the visioning effort, the summit meeting often 
brought stakeholders together from previous small-group or regional sessions. 
Participants at summit meetings were provided with the themes, common 
ideas, and visions of previous efforts — the town case studies, the focus 
groups, and the visioning activities.

A writing group then refined the work of the summit group. “[This] conver
gent process was time-consuming and sometimes very tender,” reported one 
writing-group member, “especially when it became necessary to select one 
vision that in effect rejected others with which some stakeholders with very 
different philosophical and cultural orientations had identified quite strongly.”
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How can the final vision be created?

The visioning task is open-ended and non-directed. Many participants find 
the process initially difficult to grasp and, to some, considerably frustrating. 
This is especially true for people trained in physical sciences, where concrete 
results are the typical outcomes of specific plans and actions. Yet in a majori
ty of the projects, despite a variety of themes and diversity of stakeholders, 
the process produced a vision to which they could all subscribe.

Whether the process is conducted over three days (a structured future-search 
conference) or over twelve months, the goal is to create vision that encom
passes the diverse viewpoints of the stakeholders. At a future-search confer
ence, the participants actually go home with the vision in hand.

Peter Bishop has identified the following features of an effective visioning 
statement: It is one which is attractive and appealing, motivating and ener
gizing, symbolic, ambitious yet plausible. It is articulated by leaders but 
owned by everyone.

Several FSPE initiatives sent the drafted vision statement back to the original 
participants and asked:

• Does the vision capture the essence of your personal vision of the future?

• Is anything missing?

• Is there anything that you totally disagree with?

A small-group discussion on the future of the food system, and the university's role in 
the food system, at a meeting sponsored by the Wisconsin Food System Partnership.
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After receiving feedback, revisions were made by the writing team. The Iowa 
project started with an image of a quilt with the pieces of the quilt being the 
various stakeholder groups and the thread connecting the pieces being the 
educational process. Even though 80 percent of the feedback was positive, 
the 20 percent that was negative was so vocal the writing team decided to 
change the image to an oak tree on the prairie. The burr oak is the state tree 
and the metaphor worked well when stretched to encompass food systems 
professional education.

The shared vision created a sense of ownership and pride in the stakeholders 
who participated in the visioning process. When the participants could point 
to a part of the vision and know that they were instrumental in the common 
ground expressed to create it, the vision became personally significant. More 
importantly, when the participants viewed the experience as worthwhile, felt 
that their ideas were considered, and realized that they were part of a larger 
process, the vision became secondary because the process became the product.

People usually leave successful visioning sessions with a sense of joy. They 
have met and seriously interacted with people from many parts of their com
munity. They have considered a future that is many times better than the 
present. They have hope and anticipation.

We were very pleased with 
the process. It was very 
open, very accepting in 
that everybody could have 
a part in it.

- participant

Said one project participant, “Trust the process. We designed a process and 
if we trusted it, it really worked.... You can trust the people. Given the right 
sort of environment, if you ask people to stretch, they can stretch. They can 
work together... there is a common good: People can come together over 
the vision... the paths may be very different and very argumentative, but 
there’s a lot of agreement as to where they want to go.”

Why Are You Visioning?
The following questions might help you solidify why you are visioning: 
What is the goal of visioning?
For the FSPE initiatives, we wanted to create a vision for food systems 
education.
Why are we visioning?
Visioning allows us to create the best-case scenario, without worrying 
where we are now.
How long will it take?
The process takes approximately six hours and is FUN!
What will be the outcome?
This is an opportunity for you to help higher education identify a vision 
for education for 2020. Higher education is asking for your help to dis
cover what is important for the citizens of our state in redesigning educa
tion for the future.
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At the heart of the visioning process are questions that focus the partici
pants’ dialogue. Before planning the process, consider what questions are
the most productive to ask.

About the food system
• How will the food system be similar in 2020? How will it be different?

• Create a sketch or schematic diagram of the food system as you 
think it will be in 2020?

• Who are the stakeholders in the food system? What are the 
relationships among them?

• What are the fundamental beliefs, assumptions or rules that the food 
system operates under today? What would happen if one or more of 
them were reversed?

• What is happening in the world today that might significantly affect 
the food system in the next 25 years? (trends)

• What are some possible (though not necessarily certain) events that 
would radically change the food system by the year 2020? ...for the 
better? ... for the worse?

About the “environment”
• What if... one or more major changes took place in the environment 
you’ve described?

About higher education for food system professionals
• Imagine a person who is preparing for a food systems profession in 
the year 2020. What would your hopes be for that person (regard
ing their educational opportunities? Regarding their career?)

• In your wildest dream, what is the one thing that higher education 
could change to better prepare food systems professionals for 2020?

About the visioning project
• What were your impressions of (Project Name) at this time?

• What do you understand its mission and objectives to be (in your 
own words)?

• What’s the nature of your own interest in the project?

Key Questions for Visioning Sessions
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Summary of Focus Group Process

Characteristics:
• typically about 10 people, one meeting, 1.5 - 2.5 hours,

• typically homogeneous
• typically facilitator poses questions; predominantly a one-way infor
mation flow from participants to facilitator

• typically tape-recorded for later transcription and/or content analysis 
of key points and themes

Derivation of the name: A focused interview - focused primarily by a care
fully chosen set of questions. This could be either an individual or a group 
interview (in other words, a focused group interview). The concept was 
developed by sociologist Robert K. Merton and presented in a 1956 book 
(Merton, Fiske, and Kendall, 1956; second edition, 1990). The name was 
shortened to focus group by others.

The focus group technique has seen considerable use in the fields of cor
porate market research, product development, advertising, and public 
relations. Recently, it has seen increasing use by the public and non-profit 
sectors. The FSPE project in Pennsylvania arranged for focus group spe
cialist Richard A. Krueger and a colleague to provide training for their 
focus group leaders. Krueger is the author of a book for focus group leaders 
(Focus Groups: A Practical Guide for Applied Research. Newbury Park, 
CA: Sage Publications, 1988).
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Sample Focus Group Questions

1. What are the greatest needs in your day-to-day work?
2. What is the biggest obstacle in getting where you want to be in the 

future?
3. What are changes you see emerging in society today that you think will 

significantly impact your work?
4. What is impossible to do today, but if you could do it, would 

drastically change or improve your work?
3. What images come to mind when you think of the college?
6. Thinking back, in what ways has the college had an impact on your life?
7. What would you like to see the college do to serve you and your com

munity in the future?
8. What criteria would you use to measure the success of a modern col

lege of agriculture?
9. What would you miss if the college ceased to exist?

Some items were skipped at many of the groups, depending the make-up
of the group and on time. Reports for each group included a bulleted list
of key points and two or three “notable quotes” for each question.

Letter to Your Grandchild

(Adapted from The Annotated Facilitators Guide Book, developed by 
the Institute for Alternative Future for the FSPE Symposium,
September 26-28, 1994)

Facilitators instructions:
lake 10 minutes to compose a letter to your grandchild. In your letter, 
express how much it meant to you to contribute to your grandchild’s 
world through the food systems initiative.

Think of this letter as a personal statement to the next generation 
(whether you have a grandchild or not). Imagine yourself near the end of 
a long, fulfilling life, leaving important words to a favorite grandchild, 
who seems almost to be a younger version of you. Think about your fam
ilies and how important this work will be to them in the future.

Then pair up. Each person takes four minutes to describe what the FSPE 
initiative means to her or him, sharing the “letter to your grandchild.”
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Hopes, Aspirations, and Recommendations for the Future

This exercise focuses specifically on Iowa and in particular on hopes, aspi
rations, and recommendations on how Iowa State University and Iowa’s 
community colleges can prepare their students for food-systems careers in 
the 21st century.

Here are the questions:
1. What is the single most important change that should be made in the 

next 25 years at Iowa State University and at Iowa’s community col
leges that would most help you do your job?

2. In your wildest dreams, what would be the best thing Iowa State 
University and/or the community colleges could do to serve the people 
of Iowa?

3. What will faculty and staff at Iowa State University and at the commu
nity colleges need to do to prepare their students for the year 2020?

The questions are asked, one at a time, and the answers are recorded on 
flip-charts. These answers can be used when developing strategies and 
action plans for the future.
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Exercises to Challenge Assumptions 
And Promote Innovative Thinking

Four in a Box

(Adapted from The Annotated Facilitator's Guide Book, developed by the 
Institute for Alternative Futures for the FSPE Symposium,
September 26-28, 1994.)

Each of these four exercises provides a way to challenge or go beyond 
existing assumptions about the future. At the FSPE symposium, facilita
tors were instructed to explain each exercise and let their small-group 
members select one of the four to carry out.

1. Assumption Reversal. Each person identifies one key assumption that 
underlies the food system and one key assumption that underlies food 
system professional education. Each person then hands the list of 
assumptions to the person on the right. Each person reverses the 
assumptions handed to them and describes how the changed assump
tions might lead to a preferred future.

2. Constraint Removal. Each person identifies one major constraint 
keeping the food system from being all it could be, and one major con
straint keeping food system professional education from being all it 
could be. Each person then hands the list of constraints to the person 
on the right. That person removes the constraints and describes where 
the food system and food system professional education might go.

3. Berlin Walls: What Could Never Happen. Each person identifies one 
positive change that we usually assume could never happen in the food 
system and one positive change that we assume could never happen in 
food system professional education (like the fall of the Berlin Wall in 
world politics). Each person hands the list of things that “could never 
happen” to the person on their right. That person imagines these things 
happening and describes what it could mean.

4. Best of All Worlds. Each person describes what it would look like if 
the food system and food system professional education were perfect.
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Small Group Visioning Exercise

Reporters in the Future: Newspaper Headlines and Stories

(Adapted from The Annotated Facilitators Guide Book, developed by the 
Institute for Alternative Futures for the FSPE Symposium,
September 26-28, 1994.)

Overview
The task of each small group taking part in this exercise is to produce the 
front page of a newspaper that might be published in the year 2020. The 
newspaper, titled Good News 2020, features stories about: the global food 
system (including production, processing, distribution, consumption, and 
quality of life); and food systems professions education

The exercise is designed to develop shared visions in small groups. The 
facilitators role is to help group members manage their time so they can 
move as quickly as possible toward the development of shared visions of 
the food system of the future, as well as visions of higher education for 
food-systems professionals of the future. The facilitator will also ask group 
members for specific ideas about what Iowa State University and Iowa’s 
community colleges could be doing now to prepare their students for 
careers in the food system of the future.

The first newspaper stories to be produced in the small groups will focus 
on the food system of 2020. The small groups will then proceed to work 
on a second set of stories, which will be about food-systems professions 
education.

Group members are to spend just five minutes generating headlines for 
their stories, so that there will be plenty of time (20 minutes or so) for 
group members to share headlines and story ideas with each other. The 
facilitator may decide to extend the time for generating headlines, but we 
recommend that after no more than 10 minutes, facilitators should begin 
sharing of headlines and story ideas among group members.

Facilitator’s Narrative
The task of each small group taking part in this exercise is to produce the 
front page of a newspaper that might be published in the year 2020. The 
newspaper, titled Good News 2020, features stories about food systems 
professions education

The exercise is designed to develop shared visions in small groups. The 
facilitator’s role is to help group members manage their time so they can 
move as quickly as possible toward the development of shared visions of 
the food system education of the future.
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Think of the educational system that has developed by the year 2020, 
particularly with regard to new degree programs; new methods of obtain
ing a degree; new partnerships between industry and education; new 
training for faculty and staff; new rewards for faculty and staff; new pro
grams by Extension; new breakthroughs by ISU researchers in solving 
economic or social problems.

You will have five minutes to jot down headlines that might appear under 
the heading “Education Update,” as indicated on your Good News 2020 
newspaper template.

Remember: the headlines should announce good news and be about best 
possible developments in global education.

Allow five minutes for this activity, then for the next 20 minutes:
Each member of the group is asked to share his/her headlines, which the 
facilitator lists on a flip-chart so that all in the group can see them.
Once everyone’s headlines are listed, each person is to indicate his/her 
choices of the three most important headlines on the entire list. At this 
point, smaller groups are to form, with each smaller group to begin devel
oping a story line for one of the headlines receiving the most votes.

For each headline chosen for development, the group member who gener
ated the headline is to describe or outline the story idea behind his/her 
headline. Then, other members of his/her smaller group can add to the 
story ideas as they are listed. (But no one should question or subtract 
from the story ideas presented, or judge or dismiss any story idea. As far 
as we are concerned, all story ideas are good ideas!)

Members of the smaller group are to write down the elements of the story 
ideas they generate (one story per flip-chart sheet) for presentation to the 
larger group.

Small Group Visioning (continued)

Trends That Will Influence The Future

Have each participant list three trends that they think will influence the 
future. The participants then pass the list to the person on their right. 
That person crosses off the least important trend. Then they pass the 
sheet to the person on their right (a second pass) and they cross off the 
least important trend. That means that each person will only have one 
trend left on their sheet. The table composes a composite list for all the 
group members. These trends should be incorporated when creating 
visions for the future.
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Scenarios
Scenarios are plausible futures of what might be, containing rich descriptions 
and stories of what is happening in these scenes. Schwartzs book, The Art of 
the Long View (1991), was often the primary reference for this activity.

Some FSPE groups used futures consultants to help develop robust sce
narios based on trends and possible developments in the food system. 
Other groups developed their own scenarios.

Process:
• Small groups (6 to 10 per table)
• Each person receives three scenarios, reads them, and answers the 
questions, selecting the scenarios that they think will best describe 
the future

• Discussion follows as to why the participants chose a particular 
scenario

• You may continue by grouping the people according to the scenario 
they selected and having them brainstorm how the university can 
address the needs as presented in their scenario

Scenario Questionaire:

• Which scenario do you think is most likely?
• If you were giving it a name, what would you call it?

• What aspects of this scenario statement are most meaningful to you?

A future-search conference conduct
ed by the Ohio State University 
Project Reinvent.
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Scenario 1
Ideas associated with alternative agriculture become increasingly important 
within the food system. Other areas of alternative thinking such as alter
native technologies for energy and alternative therapies for health care 
become increasingly important as well. These shifts provoke strong resis
tance from traditionalists, and fears that the nations economic potential 
will be undermined. But the shifts gather speed anyway, partly because 
the public is alarmed about worsening problems and increasingly distrust
ful of conventional wisdom in every area. Some plausible directions of 
change in this scenario include:

• A leveling off and then a slow decline in “output” in the U.S. 
economy in the overall flow of materials and energy

• Declining use of fossil fuels; Iowa corn-based fuel mixes lead the way

• Slowing economic growth

• Greater regional and local self-reliance, paralleled by a slowdown in 
economic “globalization;” rural communities show strength in Iowa

• A slow shift toward a less stratified economic structure and income 
distribution

• A lesser role for the federal government with extensive de-subsidiza- 
tion and deregulation of agriculture

• Shift away from “industrial” agriculture based on high inputs of 
fuels, irrigation water, chemical pesticides and fertilizers

• Substitution of sophisticated, low-input, labor-intensive, multi-culture 
methods depending largely on biological controls for pests

• Improvement in ecological problem areas related to agriculture, such 
as soil erosion, aquifer depletion, and water contamination

• Reduction in energy-intensive transportation, sharp decline in inter
national trade in food, increase in local agriculture including green
house growing

• Widespread shift toward diets lower in fats and sugar, higher in 
whole grains and complex carbohydrates; in particular, less red meat 
and high processed foods; Iowa develops community-base, alternative 
meat systems

• Higher food prices due to internalization of environmental costs into 
market prices

• Wariness toward genetic engineering of environmental dangers and 
negative social impacts (e.g., genetic resources controlled by a few 
multinationals too expensive for small farmers, driving them out of 
business)
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Scenario 1 (continued)

° Rural flight halts and reverses as the number of jobs in farming 
increases

• Family farms increase, desubsidized mega-farms decline

• University research increasingly supports alternative agriculture

0 Community colleges play a major role in educating farmers in alter
native food system approaches and consumers in food systems literacy

• Tradidonal forms of teaching and mentoring remain strong; information 
technology is adopted slowly in food system professions education
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Scenario 2
The U.S., and the world, become caught in a vicious downward cycle in 
which environmental problems begin to undermine the ecological founda
tions on which our economies are built. Weakening economies make it 
more difficult to deal with environmental problems. And worsening social 
problems create a more contentious “us vs. them” politics that makes coop
eration for solving problems harder to achieve. By 2020, this downward 
spiral is becoming clear to everyone, and there is a growing determination 
to reverse it. But things have degenerated to the point where a turnaround 
is very difficult. Directions of change in this scenarios are suggested by the 
developments listed below.

• Rapid population growth; urban counties now comprise four-fifths 
Iowa population

• Global warming becomes measurable and accelerates

• Growing water shortages are a common occurrence

• Major droughts and famines and breakdowns in food distribution

• Malnutrition exceeds 50 percent of the world population

• China becomes a major food importer, driving up prices, hurting the 
poor

• Pollution degrades health and reproduction

• Lack of clean water causes social disruption; several rural Iowa towns 
have unrest

• The food system is attacked for causing ecological damage, soil ero
sion, loss of biodiversity, contamination of underground and surface 
water, aquifer drawdown, pesticides residues in food, etc. “Silent 
Spring” happens

• Increasing regulation imposes rules to control disasters; over-regula
tion stifles innovation and creates chaos in the food system; very few 
young people move into farming

• Genetic engineering disasters lead to a moratorium on biotech 
research, failure to exploit biotech potentials; the midwest does have 
a storehouse of native grasses to exploit a marketing niche for grains

• Crime and violence worse, threatening the social order; Des Moines, 
Davenport, and Iowa City have crises

• Gaps between rich and poor widen sharply in the U.S. and most 
nations

• Rural to urban flight; urban poverty and slums

• Family farms are failing, mega-farms are becoming totally dominant
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Scenario 2 (continued)
• Rural areas are increasingly waste dump ghettoes, but making money

• Totally inadequate financial support for students pursuing food sys
tems professions education

• Universities resist innovation in food systems professions education
• Universities lose funding, decline in excellence

• Time Warner and Sony become increasingly competitive with 
universities

• Community colleges lose their focus and become more like four-year 
institutions
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Scenario 3
Dramatic advances in technology and deep changes in outlooks and values 
are transforming the food systems and many other areas of society as well. 
Traditional polarities, such as industrial vs. alternative agriculture and high 
tech vs. low tech, fade away as an emerging synthesis draws on the best of 
different approaches. A vast process of “ecological modernization” is under 
way, transforming all our major technologies for energy production, manu
facturing, transportation and construction as well as agriculture. An 
advanced “industrial ecosystem” is beginning to emerge in which energy 
and materials are used efficiently, one business’s waste is always another 
firm’s “food,” and pollution in considered a design failure. A greater sense 
of global identity is evolving with surprising speed as the world economy 
integrates and national media begin to become world media. It is becom
ing “unthinkable” to let large groups within the human family fall into 
famine or eco catastrophe. Directions of change in this scenario include:

• Rapid stabilization of population due to economic growth, improved 
contraception and family planning services, improved education and 
economic opportunities for women; rural women thrive

• Rapid economic growth, yet slowing rates of energy and materials 
throughput

• Dramatic progress occurs in energy efficiency, energy storage, renew
able energy capture, materials, recycling, manufacturing, catalysis and 
other areas of “environmentally superior technology”

• The spreading Information Superhighway, combined with artificial 
intelligence, has revolutionary impacts on education, health care, 
popular culture, and many other areas

• Taxes are increased heavily on energy and pollution to internalize 
environmental costs into market prices, but taxes on work, savings, 
and investment are lowered by an equal amount, so the end result is 
a revenue-neutral tax shift

• Vibrant rural communities based on “value-added” concepts develop 
and support strong local education

• Young people become food systems workers because of excellent edu
cation from the land-grant schools; community colleges become full 
partners in higher education

• Community-supported agriculture is widespread in Iowa
• U.S. cities revitalized, cleaned; Ames becomes the leading agribusi
ness center

• Counties work together to offer Iowa’s regional fairs, culminating in 
the Great Plains Food Systems Fair, held in Iowa City

• IBM and Apple sponsor scholarships for life-long learning
• All college students do internships in poverty areas of rural and urban 
Iowa
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Videoconferencing
With 16 different sites, it was imperative to have facilitators who were 
trained and knew the methodology, especially in case of a telecommunica
tions breakdown of the system. Two trained facilitators were assigned to 
each site - some sites being over 200 miles from Iowa State University - all 
linked through the Iowa Communication Network (ICN). The two and 
one-half hour videoconference was held on a cold January evening. Each 
site also had a copy of the video in case of a breakdown of the system.

Process:
• Welcome by project staff and project directors

• Showed the Iowa video on the FSPE project

• Individuals brainstormed the concerns for food systems for the twenty- 
first century, recording one idea per sticky note

• Then they shared their individual ideas by putting their sticky notes 
on a wall

• Without speaking, the participants group the sticky notes into general 
categories

• With speaking, the participants decide on titles for the categories

0 Each group was asked to share their categories with the groups at the 
site

• Each site selected three to five categories they thought were important

• Each site shared the list of three to five categories with the other 15 
sites via the ICN

The facilitators brought back all the categories and sticky notes. During a 
facilitator de-briefing, they were combined into 17 major areas of con
cern. These 17 areas were incorporated into a survey that was sent to 
over 1,000 people throughout the state and to every Iowa State University 
administrator/ faculty member/ staff member for response. Survey results 
were tabulated and used to identify common issues and themes.
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Community Teams
The Nebraska project initiated a process to discover what communities, 
educational institutions, and programs of study are needed to meet the 
challenges of the year 2020. Two visioning sessions were held in the fol
lowing communities with over 800 people participating:

• Scotts Bluff

• North Platte

• Grand Island

• Norfolk

• Omaha

• Lincoln

The visioning process, a six-hour meeting, included the letter to your 
grandchild, “Preferred Vision” illustrations, scenarios, and an exploration 
of these questions:

• What do you want your community to look like in the year 2020?

• How will your descendants - your grandchildren - earn their living?

• What will their educational needs be?

• What should the University of Nebraska be like if they are to help 
assure a continuing supply of safe, nutritious food and a safe envi
ronment for all in the year 2020?

• What impact will world events and needs have on Nebraska in 
the twenty-first century and how can we better develop a global 
perspective?

Each community selected a writing team and created a vision for their 
community.

The result of the visioning process for the Nebraska project was “A Vision 
for 2020: Communities of Learning for Food Systems Education in 
Nebraska”
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Computer-Assisted Visioning Sessions
The software the Washington/Idaho project selected was 
MeetingWorks™*, which guides participants through goal-setting, rating, 
listing (brainstorming), organizing and editing lists, assessing cross
impacts, developing action plans, and printing a final report.

The first challenge was an equipment problem: the computers were initial
ly set up as a wireless network, linked within the meeting room by infrared 
signals. Data transfers were too slow; the computers had to be linked by 
cables. The next challenge was software: MeetingWorks™ was not fully 
compatible with the networking software that linked the computers. Novell 
network software was installed, and this solved the compatibility problem.

The second challenge was integrating enough face-to-face interaction to 
satisfy the participants’ need for verbal communication. After the plan
ners added time for small group discussions, away from the computers, 
the groups were rated very positively.

‘MeetingWorks™ is a registered trademark of Enterprise Solutions, Inc.
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Implementing the Vision

Creating the vision is easy; implementation is the tough part. “It felt excit
ing, exhilarating, as we did our visioning process. It felt wonderful. Now it 
doesn’t feel so exciting; it’s not so exhilarating anymore,” complained one 
project participant.

Historically, educational institutions have a traditional covenant to preserve 
and disseminate accumulated knowledge. The land-grant universities also 
have a covenant with the people to provide education that meets the chang
ing needs of the workplace. Land-grant universities, therefore, must not only 
keep up with change, but keep ahead of change.

The dual roles of preserving and disseminating knowledge and of creating, 
applying, and synthesizing knowledge to address the problems of people in a 
changing world cause tension between the covenant with tradition and the 
covenant with the people to meet the changing workplace environment.

You can only get people 
together in a room for so 
long, before they say, “OK 
We’ve talked about this; 
now what are we going to 
do about this?”

— evaluator

“If we take seriously our charge to think on the curve, or ahead of the curve, 
about things that are likely to impact the well-being of people in our state 
and then communicate that to people so that they have that as input to con
sider when they make decisions today concerning their future, we’ll be mak
ing an important contribution.

- Professor Ricardo Salvador, Iowa State University

The visioning process “got us to a vision,” observed one FSPE project direc
tor. “Whether or not the vision is powerful enough to bring about change is 
another issue.”

The vision becomes a covenant between the stakeholders who helped create 
the vision and the institution. Ownership of the vision by the community 
that created it is a significant indication that these stakeholders will work 
toward implementation.

Several questions need to be addressed in developing and carrying out activi
ties which implement the vision:

• What principles guide the implementation phase?

• How is the community going to build its vision?

• How are the projects assessing their change strategies?
• How are the projects communicating with the public?
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South Carolina middle- and high-school students created a vision for the world in 
2020 as part of an Alliance 2020 implementation minigrant project. The project 
encourage students to integ-ate ideas about cultural diversity and the changing 
work environment.

The key is how you 
follow up, how you keep 
in contact with those 
people, keep everyone 
engaged in the process.

— project coordinator

What principles guide the implementation phase?

Even though the original FSPE projects did not collaborate on Phase 2 
implementation proposals, several common themes and principles emerged:

• culture of the community

• collaboration among the educational institutions

• partnerships with external stakeholders

• vision for implementation

• rampant experimentation

Culture of the community: Inherent in every FSPE vision was the need for the 
community to come together to create educational structures to achieve the 
vision. I here must be shared feelings by citizens and faculty to work together 
toward a university system that will listen carefully to the needs of the people it 
serves, respond with appropriate and timely educational programs to prepare 
young people for professions in the food and fiber industries, and meet the 
continuing education needs of consumers and industry professionals.
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“Over a five-month period,” reported one FSPE project leader, “we talked 
with each other, challenged each other, and learned from each other. In the 
process, we discovered a richness of diversity and built a common foundation
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An Invitation
The Vision Statement and its components have been synthesized from a 
multitude of personal and preferred visions for food systems education set 
forth by hundreds of Nebraska residents and educators. It serves as your 
invitation to join in forming Nebraska’s Communities of Learning and 
implementing processes to create our best possible living, working, and 
learning future.

Nebraska Network 21 
103 Ag Hall
University^ of Nebraska - Lincoln 
Telephone: (402) 472-0527 
FAX: (402) 472-7911

for a collective vision of the future. Participation connected individuals and 
helped them build a community to address future needs. The assumptions 
and the principles they subscribe to recognize not only their differences in 
history, missions, and traditions, but also their shared vision.”

When a community adopts a posture of inclusivity rather than exclusivity, it is 
committing itself to bring all the voices to the table rather than just the tradi
tionally influential. A community incorporates into its culture respect for, 
teamwork with, and productivity among the full range of its diverse clients. 
“Don’t get frustrated with the amount of time it takes to build a team,” one 
project director reminds us. “There will always be tension. You’re probably 
never going to have agreement on all issues.”

If you have that trusty 
then they are much more 
open and willing to go 
that extra mile.

- external stakeholder

Among the widely shared values identified at the summit meetings were a 
sense of community based on ethical behavior, cooperation, teamwork, inclu
siveness, and respect for diversity. Higher education provides unique oppor
tunities to explore, build, and express those values. As students, people need 
to feel that their opinions matter and that they actively are involved in the 
learning process. Later, as employees, they flourish in a culture where they 
feel they matter and that their work makes a difference.

Collaboration among the educational institutions: The implementation 
phase is a mechanism for strengthening communications with other education
al institutions in collaborative initiatives. In a shrinking world of telecommuni
cation and technology, educational institutions must work together to provide 
education tailored and packaged to meet the stakeholders’ needs.

Land-grant institutions share common goals of teaching, research, and outreach, 
but they must collaborate with state, national, and international partners to 
offer accessible and timely educational programs using novel approaches, includ
ing the latest technology; to communicate information about agriculture and
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natural resources effectively with the public; and enhance the leadership and 
human skills of students, faculty, industry professionals, and community leaders.

The stakeholders encouraged the educational institutions involved in Phase 1 
to continue working with community colleges, state colleges, private colleges, 
students, and citizens who have an interest in contributing to new and futur
istic approaches to education. Working together, these partners can co
develop teaching, research, and outreach activities such as:

1. expansion of interdisciplinary offerings at each partner institution

2. interinstitutional offering and staffing of interdisciplinary programs, 
emphasizing the effective use of modern information technology in the 
delivery system

3. development of statewide conferences on interdisciplinary issues or topics, 
such as risk management, nutrition, epidemics, or natural resource policy, 
that bring people together across institutions and disciplines.
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Nebraska Network 21 Phase II
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All Nebraska’s action teams are composed of faculty, students, and citizens to ensure that the university is serving 
society’s needs.

Partnerships with external stakeholders: A third theme running through the 
FSPE visions was the need for partnerships with external stakeholders. The 
success of implementation depends on the strength of partnerships that 
develop across businesses, industry, government, communities and cultural 
organizations.

All partners are committed to working together to seek innovative approaches 
that will result in sustainable systemic modifications in food systems education.
With this background in mind, the partners crafted a vision, a set of institu
tional change targets, and intervention strategies that will result in positive 
changes in food system professions education.

Several FSPE implementation plans elected citizen-university partnerships as 
a strategy. These allow opportunities for faculty as well as external partners 
to become actively involved in implementation. Many FSPE Phase 2 plans
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Keystone 21 Organizational Chart

Through the Keystone Council, stakeholders are brought together to collaborate to 
bring about institutional change.

reiterated the need to keep including more external stakeholders, involving 
partners in leadership activities, and designing minigrants and action projects 
tailored for external stakeholder needs.

As we approach the next century, we need to view the university not as the 
sole source of learning, but as an educational partner with a variety of public 
and private institutions. “A higher educational system that listens and 
responds to the society its supposed to be serving is part of a new culture,” 
one participant said.

Citizen-university partnerships can take a variety of forms, including the 
education of students, planning and conducting research, planning and 
implementing outreach, advising departments, providing better public infor
mation, and helping their institutions look to the future.
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Pattern for Moving Teams Toward the Vision

Mission

Goals 1iObjectives 
Strategies 
Tactics !

Vision

Current
Reality

The projects are 
largely with underserved 
communities, and the 
challenge is to keep them 
alive.

— project director

Time

The path wont be straight, but by keeping an eye on the vision, iveil have a target 
to aim toward.

Vision for implementation: A fourth underlying principle is the conviction 
that the visioning process will lead to institutional transformation, although 
the specific transformations are difficult to predict and may vary from insti
tution to institution.

Visioning provided us with a set of guidelines derived from extensive com
munity interaction. But creating a vision will not change the educational sys
tem. People must take the momentum from the visioning process and couple 
it with hard work and optimism to implement the vision. This implementa
tion phase starts by developing strategies for action plans.

How is the community going to build its vision?

Change strategies are effective only if they are rooted in a personal belief that 
they will alter traditions and institutions in ways that serve individual self- 
interest and the collective interests of the community. To tap into the basis of 
that belief, we need to reach the individuals who will carry out the real work 
of change within the university and in communities, by continually remind
ing them of the shared vision. Dialogue, workshops, and other interactions
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It’s still a challenge to see 
how far it’s going to go to 
have an institutional 
impact. I think the jury is 
still out. The potential is 
still there because there are 
a lot of good people, both 
internal and external, 
working on it.

- project director

about the future of FSPE will help energize and maintain the momentum for 
change. Our surveys show that 85 percent of the people, including students, 
faculty, and citizens, wanted further involvement. Beware, warns one observ
er of the FSPE initiative: “When you start to make the change, your cynics 
begin to ooze from the woodwork.”

Goals and objectives: Some projects selected goals and objectives, others 
selected targets or themes, and still others concentrated on purposes. The ter
minology is not as important as is the shared sense of the next step. The 
community must collectively decide on broad areas to start for the next step. 
Once those broad areas are identified, people and groups can develop collab
orative efforts that rise above professional roles and governmental jurisdic
tions and build on existing strengths to meet emerging needs. The Kellogg 
Foundation was not interested in the terminology used for the implementa
tion phase, but they were interested in identifying the next step.

Several FSPE projects identified goals or targets outside the original guide
lines of “food systems professions education.” The stakeholders were saying 
that they expected more from higher education institutions than education 
in the traditional sense. The stakeholders were requesting that education play 
a more direct role in meeting the social needs, economic needs, and global 
needs of todays citizens.

Iowa's family and consumer science curriculum development project typifies FSPEs 
emphasis on partnering with external stakeholders during the implementation 
phase. Bob Lohrenz, who directs this pilot project, explains how local schools, post- 
seconclaiy institutions, and businesses are collaborating to update an important 
component of food systems professions education in Iowa.
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Strategies: Communities face several challenges as they begin to build their 
vision, including the need to design creative activities for faculty and part
ners, to develop mechanisms for sharing the lessons learned across experi
ments or models, and to facilitate fundamental and constructive change in 
synergistic ways among the member institutions across the region.

For Phase 2 plans, FSPE projects independently selected similar strategies to 
help communities meet the challenges of building their visions. The three 
strategies that are shared by many of the FSPE projects are

• leadership activities

• minigrants
• teams/action projects

Leadership activities: Several FSPE projects created leadership development 
activities grounded in the principles of transformational leadership. 
Transformational leaders are future-oriented, visionary, and committed to 
initiatives larger than they know how to handle. This approach to leadership 
stresses the need for leaders at every organizational level to foster teamwork, 
partnership, and collaboration.

Leadership development is central to the success of the implementation phase. 
Implementation must be carried on not only by the project administration, 
but also by the communities that created the vision. Improving human capital 
among both internal and external stakeholders provides leadership for the 
communities created. All stakeholders must provide leadership to initiate and 
sustain fundamental changes in higher education.

Visionary leaders are needed to raise awareness of the needs of current and 
future stakeholders in the educational system. Through the involvement of 
faculty and stakeholder groups and participation of rural community leaders, 
agricultural leaders, business persons, and other nontraditional client groups, 
leadership development can strengthen and continue to build the community.

Minigrants: In Phase 2, a key strategy for implementing change is mini
grants. Several FSPE projects developed RFPs, submissions, and selection 
procedures. Proposals must explain how the activities are tied to the vision 
and will be weighed against goals, objectives, or targets. Minigrants create 
opportunities to expand the community of change and provide funds as 
incentives to implement change.

Communication among 
the stakeholders has been 
superb... but the faculty is 
getting impatient in that 
they would like to see 
more evidence of change.

- project director

Teams/Action Projects: Another strategy for implementing change is the for
mation of teams or groups around a specific goal or objective, unlike mini
grants where the team responded to a RFP. Teams are temporary entities 
focused on creating activities to address a specific need with measurable 
results. Often the intent is not to create a new administrative structure but 
to challenge the current structure “to do different things, involve different 
people, and have different objectives.”
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Vision 2020 steering committee member Gina McAndrews (left), an Iowa State 
University graduate student, discusses the student-operated permacidture farm at 
ISU, which was fiinded by a Vision 2020 minigrant. Fellow student Jeff Hall, 
who submitted the minigrant proposal, looks on.

You are going to fail at 
a lot of things before you 
hit on some good things. 
[You] sayy “Well, we 
learned from that one, 
and we went on. ” You 
support each other.

- evaluator

Teams of faculty, staff, students, and external partners offer the following 
advantages of moving toward a vision of the future:

• stimulating formation of new kinds of citizen-university partnerships in 
a diverse set of domains

• identifying and recommending alternatives to existing barriers which 
may stand in the way of achieving the full robustness of the vision

• providing leadership, encouragement, and momentum to implement 
change activities

Big change occurs through the accumulation of small changes. Teams can try 
out new ways of operating and initiate small projects on new topics.

Hoiv are the projects assessing the change strategies?

Progress is assessed in meeting objectives identified in the visioning phase, such 
as building community, collaborating with other educational institutions, part
nering with business and industry, and moving toward common goals.

A good assessment process will not only evaluate the activities, it will assess 
the change brought about by the activities and look at the sustainability of 
the change. If the change was adopted by the educational institution, then 
true institutional change resulted and will affect the educational model of the 
future.
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The Ohio project focuses on Ohio State University's College of Agriculture, but with wide-ranging implications for food systems 
stakeholders throughout the state.

of the future. Assessment focuses on extracting lessons, while communication 
disseminates those lessons both widely and to targeted audiences.

How are the projects communicating with the public?

Communicating the vision remains a challenge for many projects. Says one 
project team member, “Over time, the richness of [the vision statement] gets 
lost. We have tons of people who have something in their head, but to find 
the words to persuade, enlighten, and compel is enormously difficult.”

But this challenge must be met; communication is essential. A continuous, 
constructive dialog between the university and the change communities 
results in an ongoing visioning process with a past, present, and future, but 
no finite end. The community focuses on change and is sustained by the suc
cess of the implementation phase.

W.K Kellogg Foundation 77



Chapter 4

The biggest asset of 
visioning that has been 
uncovered, realized, and 
continues to develop is the 
strength of this group 
networking together and 
partnering to make things 
happen toward a future 
that you can actually plan.

— project director

Vision statements must be in people’s faces all the time. Through relation
ships, often enhanced by technology, a network of the people and the institu
tions will be strengthened. Open communication will enhance, create, and 
disseminate knowledge responsive to community needs.

Feedback loops must be created to communicate both the successes and the 
failures to the community. What worked and why and what didn’t work and 
why are critical questions and their answers need to be assessed and then 
communicated. Successes are generally communicated more readily than fail
ures, but both need to be assessed and communicated. If communities stop 
communicating, they will cease to be viable. When communities are commu
nicating, the will continues to share, discuss, reshape, and discover ideas.

To keep communities communicating, the Kellogg Foundation funded the 
original FSPE projects for five years of Phase 2 implementation plans. Phase 
1 created the vision of commitment to serving the people’s needs and started 
building communities for learning. Phase 2 will record the successes and the 
failures of the land-grant universities, and see to it that universities continue 
to listen to the stakeholders, to meet their changing needs and transform 
themselves for the twenty-first century.
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Success is not just a creation of a vision; success is change that comes 
through people working toward a vision of a preferred future. The power of 
visions is in their ability to sustain the process of change.

As the FSPE projects go forward in their five-year implementation phase, 
visions will provide images of the preferred future each project is seeking.
The commitment of partners to move together toward that future arises from 
dialogue begun in the visioning process. It is a commitment based on humil
ity and trust.

The visioning process has afforded the FSPE projects the opportunity to start 
community building, get to know their stakeholders, and form partnerships 
that will sustain their efforts. Such partnerships enable the institutions to 
change as their constituents change.

For this to work, the educational institutions themselves must commit to 
change. More than finances are involved. Commitment to change requires 
reevaluation of reward structures, hierarchies of authority, and priorities on 
research agendas. In short, it means the end of many traditions that charac
terized 20th century education.

But change of this kind is in keeping with another valued tradition of higher 
education: that of preparing responsible citizens for the world of tomorrow. 
Leadership is about articulating shared visions and motivating people to 
achieve them. Effective leaders know that valid visions are not created by 
one person. Todays true leaders listen more than they talk, collaborate more 
than compete, and ask questions more than answer them. They work to cre
ate an atmosphere in which people are valued for their differences and 
rewarded for being connected to society.

The FSPE initiative originally focused on the training of food systems profes
sionals for the twenty-first century. As the visioning process evolved, workforce 
preparation superseded, but did not displace, food systems professions educa
tion. Workforce preparation is more than technical skills — it is the develop
ment of a variety of cognitive and non-cognitive competencies that will serve as 
a foundation for the life-long learning that will be required for professionals in 
the twenty-first century. Workforce preparation will have an impact on educa
tional institutions, disciplinary boundaries, relationships between institutions, 
agencies, and corporations, site limitations, and distance technology.

The core competencies required by the workplace are fostered more effective
ly in cooperative education settings where the responsibility for learning is



placed more on the student than on the expert instructor. Teamwork, 
multi-disciplinary problem solving, and other generic competencies are facili
tated in these cooperative settings.

The Kellogg Foundation’s initiative is only a beginning, designed to set the 
change process in motion. Visioning activities generated a wealth of creative 
thinking and human energy. Now it’s time to focus on how to get to the 
vision. Time, good will, and some risk-taking must be allowed in order for 
the change process to evolve in each of the FSPE projects, leaving plenty of 
room for the Foundation’s initiative to fulfill its own vision in its own way.

of Change in Higher Education
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University of California — Davis

Barbara Schneeman, Project Director 
Ross MacDonald, Project Associate Director 
California Food and Fiber Futures (CF3)
University of California — Davis
CASE — Dean’s Office
278 Mrak Hall
Davis, CA 95616
530-754-9880 / fax 530-752-4789
rbmacdonald@ucdavis.edu

Phase 1: Partners

Institutional Partners: California Community College Chancellor’s Office; 
California State Polytechnic University, Pomona; California State Polytechnic 
University, San Luis Obispo; California State University, Chico; California 
State University, Fresno; College of the Sequoias; DQ University; Hartnell 
College; Kings River Community College; Los Medanos College; Santa Rosa 
Junior College; University of California, Berkeley; University of California, 
Davis (grantee); University of California, Division of Agricultural & Natural 
Resources; University of California, Riverside

Organizational Partners: Bank of America; California Canning Peaches 
Association; California Farm Bureau; California State Department of Food 
& Agriculture; Minority Agricultural Resource Center; National 
Farmworkers’ Service Center; Organic Farms; USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service

Purpose of Phase 1

Phase 1 of the California Food and Fiber Futures Project (CF3) began in 
January 1997. We made strong commitments to diversity in our steering 
committee and in our inclusion of visioning participants. We employed an 
outside evaluator charged with giving honest, accurate feedback throughout 
the process. Our visioning is guided by a conceptual framework centered 
around statements of purpose, principles, values, and issues. The steering 
committee identified six key overriding principles which inform and reflect 
our process: equity, opportunity and access for all, mutual respect, ethical 
behavior, integration of ideas and perspectives, and coordinated efforts that 
result in partnerships.

The purpose of the CF3 Project is to refine our vision and our visioning 
skills concerning the broadly defined food and fiber system in California, 
and use that visioning process to enhance mutually beneficial connections
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between postsecondary education, the food and fiber system, environmental 
issues, present and future professionals in the systems, and state residents.

Points that define our purpose include forming partnerships, understanding 
the issues that affect food and fiber futures, and relationships with the higher 
education system. Our purpose includes the expectations, accomplishments, 
learning and contributions expected of higher educational systems in 
California, our stakeholders, and community.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

We expect our vision of the future to evolve as we hear from and include 
new stakeholders, identify new challenges, develop productive habits of col
laboration, and shape innovative educational initiatives. We envision highly 
progressive models of interaction and communication which provide the 
flow of information and resources to those most in need of the benefits of 
our knowledge and advancements.

A pilot visioning activity was conducted with the steering committee as par
ticipants. Visioning is proceeding in three stages. Stage 1 is regional, focusing 
on institutions, either singly or in concert with their regional partners. Stage 
2 identifies and works with stakeholders from around the state who were not 
included in Stage 1. Finally, Stage 3 is a capstone conference bringing togeth
er input from Stages 1 and 2. It will also include outcomes and participants 
from other visioning activities which have recently been conducted in the 
state but which are not a part of the CF3 Project.

Visiony goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

By the completion of Phase 1, CF3 expects to have:
• formed, defined, and empowered a steering committee; constructed a 
vision for a shared future for California reflecting input from and review 
by educators, stakeholders, and constituencies

• constructed a vision for each participating school and fed those visions 
into a shared statewide vision

• enhanced working relationships (a) among institutions, (b) among food 
and fiber system members, (c) between food and fiber system members 
and the public, (d) between postsecondary education and food and fiber 
system students, stakeholders, and constituencies

• developed collaborative processes and professional expertise for ongoing 
visioning and change

• developed frameworks which can enable a vision to actually contribute 
to institutional change
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• increased opportunities for relevance and responsiveness of postsecondary 
education to constituencies and stakeholders; including inclusion of new 
educational and communication technologies

• strengthened postsecondary education’s ties to minority, traditionally 
excluded, and newly emerging constituencies and stakeholders

• enhanced understanding and inclusion of ethical concerns, new models 
of thinking, and broad social contexts into food and fiber professions 
education

• developed and maintained relationships with the W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation and other visioning consortia

• increased understanding of food and fiber systems among food and fiber 
system members, agricultural and environmental interest groups, and 
within institutions of postsecondary education

° increased expertise among a number of postsecondary education personnel 
in visioning processes, activities, applications

• completed evaluation reports
• created and submitted a successful Phase 2 proposal

Project organization for Phase 1

CF3 incorporates two important components: a steering committee that pro
vides direction for the project and a project management team that facilitates 
communication and coordination of project activities. As the lead institution, 
the University of California, Davis has provided office space, administrative 
support, and other resources essential to the project’s management.

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

The evaluator plays a critical role in shaping the project as it proceeds, and in 
assessing the project as it concludes Phase 1. The project has three areas for 
evaluation: The steering committee, visioning processes, and project out
comes. The evaluation processes are both formative — intended to enhance 
our activities as we are engaged in them - and summative - intended to pro
vide an objective, in-depth set of judgments about the quality of our activities, 
the degree to which our stated goals have been met, and analyses of unin
tended effects both positive and negative.

Evaluation reports address these important questions:
9 To what degree is the steering committee representative of the key part
ners and stakeholders?

9 What processes do institutional representatives use to gain input from 
faculty, stakeholders, and administrators?
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• To what degree is there an environment of trust, openness, and purpose?

• Who is involved in visioning activities, and how are they reached?

• Are goals of diversity, inclusiveness, and attentiveness being met?

• What changes and refinements occurred during the visioning process?

• Were the project objectives met?

• What structures and policies were identified as needing to change for 
long-term success?

• Do stakeholders and other participants feel that a sustained process has 
been initiated that will transcend the lifetime of this specific effort?

Contact Person

Ross MacDonald, Project Associate Director 
California Food and Fiber Futures (CF3)
University of California - Davis 
CASE — Dean’s Office 
278 Mrak Hall 
Davis, CA 95616 
530-754-1606
530-754-9880 / fax 530-752-4789 
rbmacdonald@ucdavis.edu

84 Visions of Change in Higher Education

mailto:rbmacdonald@ucdavis.edu


Appendix

Clemson University

Stassen Thompson 
Alliance 2020 
Clemson University 
263 Barre Hall 
PO Box 343201 
Clemson, SC 29634-5201 
864-656-1287 
srhmpsn@clemson.edu

Phase 1: Partners

Clemson University (grancee), South Carolina State University, and the South 
Carolina Technical College Systems (composed of 16 technical colleges across 
the state.)

Pui'pose of Phase 1

For Phase 1, Alliance 2020 developed Five primary objectives: 1) to develop 
ongoing opportunities for collaboration among the partner institutions and 
their constituencies; 2) to develop opportunities for greater educational ser
vices; (3) to design long-term strategic plans for needed changes: (4) to iden
tify community participants from diverse groups representing all sectors of 
South Carolina society; and (4) to engage in purposeful planning for the 
future of South Carolina.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

Alliance 2020 developed an organizational structure of 13 concept teams 
made up of community participants representing all counties of South 
Carolina. The concept teams, formed according to geographic regions to rep
resent the diverse communities of South Carolina, took their membership 
from business, industry, social agencies, local government, education, and 
community and civic organizations.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

Concept teams were charged with developing scenarios concerning the future 
of food systems education in the year 2020. Numerous future scenarios were 
presented at a state-wide summit in February 1995. Internal response teams 
from each of the three partner institutions were then asked to reflect on this 
work and provide feedback to the concept teams. The concept teams then 
entered the visioning phase. In September 1995, concept teams came togeth
er to share their visions about the future of South Carolina in 2020. Ten cen-
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tral themes, to be incorporated into a vision for Alliance 2020 and South 
Carolina, were identified. These themes stressed the need for continued col
laboration, greater access, equity, personal responsibility, environmental 
responsibility, empowerment of citizens, a humanistic approach, the necessity 
of a global perspective, the linkage of technology with communication and 
education, and the ability to deal with change.

From these central themes, the core team members formulated a draft of a 
formal vision statement based upon the directives provided by summit par
ticipants. The draft statement was then sent to all summit participants for 
review and comments. No major changes were recommended.

The vision statement was published in the November 1995 edition of the 
Alliance 2020 newsletter along with a vision reaction questionnaire. The 
newsletter was mailed to South Carolina citizens participating in the Alliance 
2020 initiative, asking for their reflections on the vision. Of those respond
ing, 94 percent agreed the vision created an image and not just an idea. 
Eighty-one percent agreed the vision portrays an attractive future state. 
Seventy-nine percent agreed the vision is an expression of shared values and 
allows for ownership by all citizens of South Carolina.

Eighty-seven percent of the respondents were committed to the vision. 
Eighty-five percent felt the vision could exist in the turmoil of a changing 
environment, while 67 percent felt the vision is attainable.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

With its team-based structure, Alliance 2020 put in place an effective mecha
nism to encourage collaboration among its partners as well as community-wide 
participation in purposeful planning for the future of South Carolina. Through 
the work of these teams and the input received from the evaluation process, the 
Alliance developed an inclusive vision for the project. The Alliance also devel
oped a series of assumptions as a starting point in forming long-term strategic 
plans for changes which will be necessary to achieve the vision. This vision not 
only redefines the role of the land-grant universities for the 21st century, but 
also establishes a cooperative statewide network which can bring tangible bene
fits to the state and its citizens.

The vision of S. C. Alliance 2020:
“The vision for Alliance 2020 is a network of bridges firmly anchored with 
strong supports to link the past and the future, the local communities of 
South Carolina with the global village, the rich and poor, the urban and rural, 
to empower all citizens of South Carolina to lead rewarding productive lives.”
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Other Alliance 2020 accomplishments for Phase 1 include:
• Diversity of stakeholders was strengthened and maintained

• Stakeholder involvement was recognized and appreciated
• A feeling of teamwork and cooperation developed among the partner 
institutions

• 1 he project became viewed as a change agent within and across instimtions

• Participants felt proactive in designing the future

• The retention of participants from Phase 1 to Phase 2 was strong

• I he vision expressed shared common values and strong futuristic thinking

• 1 he project demonstrated that institutions can work together across var
ied administrative structures

• A strong emphasis was placed on youth involvement

Project organization for Phase 1

The Alliance structure consisted of a core team, a leadership team, and con
cept teams. The Alliance was led by a core team of seven representatives from 
the three partner institutions and one principal evaluator. This served as a 
coordinating body and as a sponsor for facilitator training and other needed 
resources. The leadership team, composed of 39 members representing each of 
the partner institutions and each geographic region of the state, was responsi
ble for taking the project to the community and as conveners and facilitators 
to the concept teams. Each concept team was facilitated and coordinated by at 
least two higher education representatives from different partner institutions.

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

Alliance 2020 used survey questionnaires, focus groups, and interviews of 
project participants at every stage of the project as evaluation instruments. 
Evaluation findings were used to clarify goals and objectives, identify impor
tant questions, document project progress, identify strengths and weaknesses 
in implementation, and make informed changes.

Brief summary of Phase 2

The goals of Phase 2 of the project are:
1. to strengthen and expand the personal, institutional, and telecommuni

cations network of Alliance 2020;

2. involve a diverse array of external stakeholders in planning, designing, 
and carrying out teaching, research, and outreach activities that inte
grate theoretical and applied research with formal instruction and 
hands-on learning;
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3. develop and implement plans to make post-secondary education avail
able to all, utilizing distance education and lifelong learning;

4. encourage interdisciplinary and inter-institutional teaching, research, 
and outreach activities in all its partners and programs, with informa
tion technology as a delivery system.

The team-based structure continued to provide the organizational framework 
for the project. The structure consists of a loosely coupled network of com
munity action teams lead by leadership team members from at least two of 
the partner institutions with a small core team who sets the strategic direc
tion and provides the operational support necessary to sustain the network.
A project coordinator was added to the operation support staff for Phase 2.

Contact person

C. Stassen Thompson, Project Director
Alliance 2020
Clemson University
212 Barre Hall
Clemson, SC 29 634
sthmpsn@clemson.edu
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Iowa State University

Gerald Klonglan and Jerry DeWitt, Project Co-directors
Iowa State University
Vision 2020
1008 Agronomy
Ames, Iowa 50011-1010
515-294-4763, fax 515-294-5976
klonUan@iastate.eduO

Phase 1: Partners

Iowa State University (grantee), including the College of Agriculture, College 
of Business, College of Design, College of Education, College of Engineering, 
College of Family & Consumer Science, College of Liberal Arts & Sciences, 
College of Veterinary Medicine, and ISU Cooperative Extension Service:
Iowa’s 15 community colleges - Des Moines Area Community College, East
ern Iowa Community College District, Hawkeye Community College, Indian 
Hills Community College, Iowa Central Community College, Iowa Valley 
Community College District, Iowa Western Community College, Iowa Valley 
Community College District, Iowa Western Community College, Kirkwood 
Community College, North Iowa Are Community College, Northeast Iowa 
Community College, Southeastern Community College, Southwestern Com
munity College, Western Iowa Tech Community College

Purpose of Phase 1

The participants in Vision 2020 Phase 1 identified elements and themes, cre
ated a shared vision for the year 2020, validated the vision through consen
sus, and identified goals to help attain the vision. Vision 2020 Phase 2 activi
ties will identify faculty, administration, and students to prioritize and imple
ment strategies and tactics promoting the goals and vision.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

More than 850 people participated in the vision process, including people 
representing dietitians, the Practical Farmers of Iowa, the citizens of Storm 
Lake, ISU/CC administrators, grocers and food service industries, agribusi
ness, the Des Moines business community, ISU faculty and staff, the Latino 
service providers coalition, W.I.C. professionals and clients, community col
lege faculty, staff, and stakeholders, Chambers of Commerce, the Pork Pro
ducers, hospital administrators and staff, community leaders, Kiwanis, Exten
sion clients, ISU grad students, journalists, middle-school students, Farm 
Bureau members and administration, ISU undergraduate students, Schneider 
National Carriers, the Circle of First Nations - American-Indian group, 
Environmental Studies faculty — ISU, Des Moines African-American commu
nity, Waterloo African-American community, and Ames Pastors’ Forum.
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Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

The process used in Phase 1 to develop the vision provided for representation 
of all ethnic groups, age groups, education levels, income levels, and commu
nity size.

The Phase 1 process:

created a Steering Committee composed of 20 members - one representative 
from each of ISUs eight academic colleges, one member from Extension, 
one student, and 10 members from community, business, and government

• held a forum on the Iowa Communications Network (ICN) fiber-optic 
system at 16 sites throughout the state with over 160 participants identi
fying concerns and expectations for the food systems in 2020

• received over 750 responses to a survey sent to ISU and community col
lege faculty/staff, and community, business, and government personnel

• sent cover letters from the Deans, a Vision 2020 project summary, and a 
brochure to every faculty and staff member at Iowa State University and 
the 15 community colleges inviting participation in Vision Workshops

• involved 75 people in the Community College Vision Conference

• selected Storm Lake, Iowa, as the community case study and established 
the Storm Lake Steering Committee

• involved over 50 people in the Storm Lake Vision Workshop

• held over 25 additional vision workshops for business and government 
stakeholders

• held six vision workshops at Iowa State, including faculty/staff and 
undergraduate and graduate students

• hosted the 50/50 Conference on May 15-16, with 130 participants, half 
from Iowa State University and the other half from the community col
leges and external stakeholders

• sent out more than 200 draft visions and asking for input on the vision 
and goals

• published four editions of Good News 2020, a newspaper reporting on 
the activities of Vision 2020, with a circulation of over 20,000
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Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

Vision 2020 Statement:
In the year 2020, Iowa towers in the global economy - an oak tree on the 
prairie. Iowa’s food systems professions education nourishes the oak tree by 
preparing people for life in sustainable communities and in an ever-changing 
world.

Vision 2020 Goals and Objectives:
I. To promote responsive food systems education by

A. Increasing public and private partnerships with 
business/industry - for integrating teaching, research, and outreach - 
to generate a reciprocal flow of knowledge and information

B. Facilitating collaborative and seamless relationships among educational 
institutions in Iowa

C. Increasing affordability, accessibility, and flexibility, combining classroom 
instruction, practical experience, and distance-learning techniques

D. Integrating research and practice with individual, social, and environ
mental responsibility

II. To strengthen individuals and families as active participants in food systems 
by
A. Reinforcing values and ethics of democratic citizenship

B. Recognizing diversity and encouraging cooperation
C. Fostering the emotional and physical health of individuals and families

III. To support a strong diversified economy, especially related to food systems 
by
A. Increasing economic activity related to food systems — production, 

processing, distribution, and consumption
B. Promoting economic activity that preserves Iowa’s natural resource base

C. Promoting flourishing urban centers, towns, rural communities, and 
families

IV. To improve food systems globally to benefit humanity by
A. Increasing food production, processing, distribution, and consumption 

through research
B. Promoting international education and technology exchange in food 

systems
C. Better preparing people for participation in a changing global economy

W.K. Kellogg Foundation 91



Appendix

Project organization for Phase 1

Vision 2020 s staff included two Program Co-directors, two Program 
Coordinators, and an administrative secretary. A Steering Committee com
posed of 20 members - 10 ISU members including one student and 10 
food-systems professionals — acted as the advisory board and met monthly.

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

Dr. Janet Sweeney, co-director of the Research Institute for Studies in 
Education (RISE) at Iowa State University, evaluated all activities during 
Phase 1, and prepared a comprehensive report that documented and evaluat
ed the process.

The Final Evaluation Report said:
• The project effectively accomplished the identified activities

• 1 he process used in developing the vision was valid; stakeholder groups 
felt positive about their participation, felt that the process was effective, 
and felt that they understood the purpose of the project, although some 
were less sure about further steps

• Collaboration among stakeholder groups exists and is expanding, 
although more is needed if the vision is to be effectively implemented

• I hose who participated in the project are committed to it and to the 
need for change, but are somewhat skeptical that change will actually 
occur

• The project has been responsive to the need for making changes in 
structure and processes to improve the potential for change at the orga
nizational level

• 1 he project has tremendous potential for capacity building between and 
among stakeholder groups, but overcoming skepticism of these groups 
will likely be a continuing challenge

Brief summary of Phase 2

Phase 2 (1996—2000) is identifying and implementing strategies and tactics 
to achieve the vision. Changes brought about by the vision are expected to 
have significant implications for the future of Iowa’s land-grant university 
and community colleges. The W.K. Kellogg Foundation is funding $1.5 mil
lion and Iowa State University is contributing almost $1 million over the 
five-year period in order to create institutional change by:

• collaborating with the community colleges to provide seamless education

• partnering with business, industry, government, and communities

• creating learner-centered education
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Contact persons

Gerald Klonglan and Jerald DeWitt, Program Coordinators
Vision 2020
1008 Agronomy Hall
Iowa State University
Ames IA 5001 1
515-294-4763
515-294-5976 (fax)
amps@iastate,edu
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Mid-Atlantic Consortium

Richard Merritt and Ian Maw, Project Co-directors
Rutgers — The State University of New Jersey
262 Foran Hall, Cook College
Off Dudley Road
New Brunswick, NJ 08903-0231
732-932-9463 ext. 316
merritt@aesop.rutgers.edu

Phase 1: Partners

University of Delaware, Delaware State University College, University of 
Maryland Eastern Shore, Cumberland County College (NJ), Mercer County 
Community College (NJ), Sussex County Community College (NJ), Cook 
College at Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey, Delaware Valley 
College (PA), Cornell University (NY)

Purpose of Phase 1

The visioning process was conducted to meet several objectives: 1) to seek 
input from stakeholders as to what they hope the region would be like in 
2020, 2) to ensure chat the stakeholders providing input are representative of 
the food system and as diversified as possible, and 3) to build a foundation 
ol trust, respect, and collaboration among the 10 participating institutions 
and partners in five states, so that they can work together to address stake
holders’ needs. The visioning process was designed both to catalyze new, 
“hopeful” chinking and to provide direction for institutional changes in 
Phase 2.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

A broad range of food system stakeholders were contacted. Every institution 
in the consortium worked with producers, educators, university administra
tors, advisory groups, students, agricultural organizations, food system con
sumer groups, and agricultural businesses. Most made contact with legislative 
groups.

The consortium also made a strong commitment to target nontraditional 
groups, such as hunger advocates, urban gardeners, and urban residents. The 
stakeholders were also diverse by gender, ethnicity, and age.
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Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

The 15-month process consisted of a series of regional, subregional, and 
institutional activities. Much of the visioning process was “decentralized’
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with individual institutions and states, thus enabling them to take ownership 
in the process through their responsibility for conducting activities.

The regional steering committee met as a whole to: 1) establish goals, objec
tives, and criteria for the process with shared ownership by all participating 
institutions; 2) discuss subregional plans for activities; 3) share input gath
ered and assess progress toward a valid vision statement; and 4) plan for larg
er regional workshops on the vision and on food system/educational models. 
The three subregional steering committees planned and conducted their own 
visioning activities with their stakeholders. Input into a vision was synthe
sized at one larger regional workshop with stakeholders in April 1995 and 
moved into educational recommendations at a larger regional meeting with 
stakeholders in June 1995. Representatives and stakeholders also attended the 
six Kellogg Foundation national symposia.

Activities were varied. The activity that reached the largest number of stake1 
holders was the informational report presented to various groups with subse
quent question-and-answer periods. Next were surveys conducted to solicit a 
broad input of issues related to developing the vision statement. They took 
the form of questionnaires at such events as flower shows, phone surveys, 
and surveys distributed on the Internet. Another form of activity was the 
interviews. These were conducted with relatively small groups, but allowed 
for the development of key vision context concerns. Finally, the greatest 
interactions were with focus groups conducted at key points including prior 
to the first development of an educational mission, and after the last vision 
document was prepared. Focus groups were held with “repeat” individuals as 
well as with “newcomers” to continue to develop strong stakeholder partici
pation in the program, and search for new ideas about the 2020 food system 
and its educational needs. These focus groups were conducted with people 
with either very similar or very different backgrounds. In the first case, it was 
often possible to develop more depth in a particular area, while in the latter, 
important frameworks of understanding and mutual respect often developed.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

A Vision for the Mid-Atlantic Food System in 2020
We look to the future in this region with optimism. By the year 2020, mem
bers of the Mid-Atlantic Food System — consumers, farmers, food processors 
and distributors, environmentalist, educators, journalists and all in the region 
- will be aware of their interdependencies and will value all other people in 
the system. Moreover, members of the food system will have clear insights 
about the ethical, scientific, economic, social, cultural, technological, policy 
and legal issues they face. They will know how the food system can operate 
efficiently and equitably in an urbanizing region, and at the national and 
global levels.
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Food system members will:
• promote an improved quality of life, characterized by a safer and clean 
environment with sustainable ecosystems and a stewardship for land and 
our environment

• increase food quality, decrease chronic disease, and alleviate hunger

• improve economic competitiveness among the region’s food producers 
and businesses associated with the food system

Leadership will be provided by educators and researchers at land-grant uni
versities, private colleges and universities, and community colleges, acting 
individually and in concert to improve people’s decision-making capacity.

Brief summary of Phase 2

The partners in the consortium will design and implement a regional, collab
orative educational system that encompasses teaching, research, and outreach 
programming. There will be significant and sustained interaction between an 
expanded spectrum of stakeholders and educational institutions. The consor
tium will create and disseminate new knowledge for its stakeholders both to 
meet and shape the future. It will capitalize on the strengths of each of the 
consortium partners. The system’s educational model strives to be seamless 
across space, resources, and disciplines. Educational partners will share stu
dents, faculty, instructional programs, facilitators and research and outreach 
activities to address the collective responsibilities of the region.

Contact person

Ian Maw
Rutgers - The State University of New Jersey 
Martin Hall, Cook College 
Lipman Drive
New Brunswick, NJ 08903-0231 
732-932-9463 ext. 516
maw@aesop.rutgers.edu
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University of Minnesota

Phillip Larsen, Project Director 
MagU Adamek, Associate Director 
Universtiy of Minnesota 
Visions for Change
College of Agricultural, Food, and Environmental Sciences
277 Coffey Hall
1420 Eckles Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55108
tel: 612-625-1999, fax: 612-625-1260
project email: vision@beauty.agri.umn.edu 
http://www.umn.edu/-vision

Phase 1: Partners
University of Minnesota (grantee); North Dakota State University; South 
Dakota State University.

Purpose of Phase 1

To engage a diverse range of stakeholders in sharing their vision about what 
ideal communities, food systems, and land-grant universities should be like 
in the twenty-first century, and from that create a shared vision for food sys
tems education.

The process helped us listen to the concerns and hopes of many people. The 
connections we made, the information we gathered, and the lessons we 
learned are serving as the groundwork for substantive, systemic change in our 
land-grant systems.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

Our vision was developed by convening nearly 50 stakeholder sessions with 
diverse constituencies throughout Minnesota, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota. We heard from over 500 individuals. Our attitude was that everyone 
plays a role in the food system and therefore, everyone has a stake in ensur
ing that highly qualified professionals are prepared to deal with the chal
lenges of sustaining that system.
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Visioning Sessions were conducted with the following stakeholder groups 
during 1994 and 1995: U of MN Advisory Council; Rural Community 
Members; Health Care/Nutrition professionals; Southwest State University 
Faculty; U of MN Extension Service users; NDSU Student Teachers; Hmong 
Community Gardeners; North Dakota Tribal College Leadership; African 
American Women; Producers; Agribusiness; Faculty and Staff from U of 
MN, NDSU, and SDSU; students from all three states; K-12; Women 
Farmers; rural Hispanic Community members; Legislators; Sustainable 
Agriculture groups; and U of MN Alumni.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

Visioning Sessions
We took advantage of already scheduled College Advisory Council and 
Extension Citizens Advisory Council meetings throughout Minnesota to pilot 
the visioning process with stakeholders in November-December 1994. A tech
nique of moving session participants “cryogenically” from the best possible to 
the worst possible world of 2020 was used to assess peoples underlying values 
regarding community, the food system, and food systems education.

In December 1994, we held a retreat with the newly formed steering com
mittee. This retreat introduced members to each other, worked on team 
building, and initiated identification of stakeholders. Steering committee 
members also participated in a visioning process.

The staff developed a project plan in February 1995. This plan outlined 
groups of stakeholders and assigned steering committee members and others 
associated with the VFC project to initiate and plan visioning sessions for 
each group. A goal was to move from staff and consultant visioning session 
facilitation to steering committee facilitation. Consequently, we held a facili
tator training session for steering committee members in March and provid
ed a manual with options for leading visioning discussions. Using feedback 
from the earlier sessions, the content was revised slightly and key questions 
to be asked were developed. The “cryogenics” visioning technique was used 
in most of the VFC visioning sessions. An evaluation consultant was hired to 
summarize the sessions.

From March through July 1995, we held 40 visioning sessions throughout 
Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota. The sessions were from one to 
three hours in length and included two to 40 participants. After looking at 
our evaluation data, we found we had been talking to people very much like 
ourselves (male, white, and college educated). We recommitted ourselves to 
reaching out to new groups in visioning and expanding the diversity of our 
Steering Committee.
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Developing The Vision
Project Staff and an external consultant analyzed data and identified com
mon themes from the visioning sessions using notes and tapes. In August 
1995, we convened 150 stakeholders who had attended an earlier visioning 
session to work with these themes as a basis for developing the vision. Con
ference participants highlighted key elements of a vision from which the 
steering committee would later develop much of the shared vision statement.

After this conference, attempts again were made to develop new relationships 
and hear new voices. We heard from Native Americans, Mexican Americans, 
African Americans, and Hmong. We also purposefully listened to women 
farmers. Through these connections we were able to invite new people to 
join our steering committee.

The steering committee held a second retreat in October 1995. Objectives 
were to reflect on the project to date, develop the vision statement, decide - 
the future governance and make-up of the steering committee, and begin 
work on drafting our Phase 2 proposal. This was a pivotal meeting. The 
steering committee gave more leadership to people outside the universities, 
clarified a number of issues, and gave direction to the staff.

Validating The Vision
The first draft of the vision statement and assumptions were mailed to all 
individuals who had participated in visioning sessions as well as faculty mem
bers. This mailing included a survey form to assess stakeholder reaction. We 
had a 40 percent response. We used the feedback from this to finalize the 
vision and mailed the responses and revised vision out to stakeholders.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at the end of Phase 1
Visions for Change successfully reached its goal of creating and implement
ing a visioning process and developing an authentically shared vision. A set 
of shared assumptions underlying the vision was also developed. The project 
began forming relationships and building trust with communities, including 
communities of color.

Project organization for Phase 1

During Phase 1, Visions for Change was staffed by a tenured faculty member 
and former department head, Phil Larsen, as project director on a 40 percent 
appointment. A 40 percent FTE project coordinator and 40 percent FTE 
executive assistant also staffed the project. A 20-person Steering Committee 
served as an advisory board. Half of the committee members were internal to 
the University of Minnesota, South Dakota State University, or North Dako
ta State University, and half were external community members. The Steering 
Committee met monthly through most of Phase 1. A small advisory group 
consisting of project staff and U of MN Administration met weekly.
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Evaluatioyi plan for Phase 1

Steering committee members and the internal evaluator frequently raised 
questions which challenged the assumptions beneath our work, causing us to 
rethink our efforts in midstream. Occasionally, we took time to more pur
posefully reflect. At the close of Phase 1, the Steering Committee spent time 
discussing the most important outcomes of the project, critical factors deter
mining its success, and lessons learned. More formally, all visioning session 
participants were surveyed to monitor who we were reaching and how they 
were reacting to the visioning sessions.

Brief summary for Phase 2

Our goal for Phase 2 is to begin shaping the land-grant university pictured in 
the shared vision statement. Leadership moved to a larger Steering 
Committee with 30 members (two-thirds external) representing more diversity 
than the original committee. Phase 2 staffing consists of the project director 
(30 percent FTE), associate director (full FTE), program associate (full FTE), 
and principal secretary (50 percent FTE). Half-time staff positions have been 
created at NDSU and SDSU as well.

Visions for Change employs many innovative strategies to support institu
tional transformation. Areas of focus are: Accessibility, Curricula, Faculty 
Reward System, Regionalization of Resources, 1862/1994 Land-Grant 
Partnerships, and Regional Sustainable Community Development. Visions 
for Change supports change efforts across the region through grantmaking, 
institutional initiatives and staff priorities. An annual grants program sup
ports community and university projects that creatively address education 
and a healthy food system — from innovative participatory faculty research 
projects to Indian reservation gardening.

Other Phase 2 activities include a collaborative arts project that depict unique 
stories about food and the land; ongoing work examining and undoing 
racism; and support of the national Kellogg initiative on leadership. Visions 
for Change builds alliances, explores new ways to effect change, and provides 
access for stakeholders to their land-grant institution and the food system.
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Contact persons

Philip Larsen
Project Director
Visions for Change Project
College of Agricultural, Food, and Environmental Sciences 
University of Minnesota 
277 Coffey Hall 
1420 Eckles Ave.
St. Paul, MN 55108
tel: 612-625-1999
fax: 612-625-1260
email: phill@puccini.crl.umn.edu
http://agri.umn.edu/-vision

Maggi Adamek 
Associate Director 
Visions for Change
College of Agricultural, Food, and Environmental Sciences
277 Coffey Hall
1420 Eckles Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55108
tel: 612-624-7451
fax: 612-625-1260
project email: vision@beauty.agri.umn.edu 
http://www.umn.edu/-vision
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University of Nebraska - Lincoln

Glen Vollmar, Director
Ellen Russell, Associate Director
University of Nebraska-Lincoln (NN21)
110 Agricultural Hall 
Lincoln, NE 68583-0706 
402-472-1692 
erussell@unlinfo.unl.eciu

Phase 1: Partners

In addition to stakeholders within the university, educational institutions 
were represented by a community college representative, and by various com
munity and state college faculty included in the visioning process at the vari
ous sites. Some public school teachers were also included in one or more of 
the visioning sessions.

Purpose of Phase 1

Phase 1 focused on conducting a visioning process across the state of Nebras
ka and creating and expanding links with partners in other educational insti
tutions, businesses and agencies, with producers and citizens.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

Coordinators worked to include a diversity of stakeholders in the visioning 
sessions at each site, which included 24 potential categories ranging from 
producers to agribusiness persons to community and multicultural groups. 
Site coordinators were asked to include as broad a spectrum as possible both 
in their steering committees and invitation lists.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

Twenty-five visioning sessions were held with over 800 participants. These 
included business and industry representatives, large and small producers, 
citizens of all ages, faculty from the university and from state and communi
ty colleges, and public school and college students.

On the University of Nebraska — Lincoln (UNL) campus, a number of stu
dents participated in various stages of the visioning process. We were also 
able to reach a few classes of students in elementary grades. Members of the 
State Coordinating Commission for Higher Education attended one or more 
visioning sessions. The UNL Academic Senate initiated a process oi its own.

102 Visions of Change in Higher Education



Appendix

The 1ANR vice chancellor and a faculty member made a presentation to the 
University of Nebraska Board of Regents.

Visioning sessions were conducted at Scottsbluff, North Platte, Grand Island, 
Norfolk, Omaha, Lincoln, and on the UNL Campus. Each site had a coordi
nator and a steering committee. Site coordinators were responsible for invit
ing participants, scheduling meetings, and producing reports.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

Links were established by inviting three major external partners, by forming 
a Leader Team with partners from the university and community, and by 
working with the UNL and NU administration in the visioning process. 
Based on input from site reports, on the preferred visions of participants, the 
videoconferences, and feedback from Core and Leader Teams, a vision state
ment was produced.

A Vision for 2020
Communities of Lemming for Food Systems Education in Nebraska

• We see a network of Communities of Learning composed of a diversity 
of lifelong learners brought together by a desire to learn: in traditional 
educational settings; in the workplace; in the marketplace; and in the 
home

0 A network offering comprehensive and interactive educational opportu
nities that respond to specific needs among communities, business and 
industry, and educational institutions throughout the state

• A network energized by partnerships and linkages through distance edu
cation and educational technology to ensure wide accessibility and 
affordability of education

Project organization for Phase 1

Conducting a “visioning process” across Nebraska proved exciting, challeng
ing and energizing. Two faculty member facilitators lead the visioning 
process. These facilitators drafted the visioning process and shared it with the 
site coordinators and Core Team (the IANR vice chancellor, deans, associate 
dean, director of strategic planning, visioning facilitators, faculty leaders, and 
project coordinator and evaluator). The introduction to the visioning process 
at the Kellogg Foundation symposia helped provide structure, activities, 
training, and buy-in. The structure was refined, decisions and compromises 
were made, site dates were established, and a pilot visioning session was held 
in Grand Island, Nebraska.

Visioning sessions of five to six hours in length were held between December 
1994 and March 1995 at North Platte, Grand Island, Scottsbluff, Norfolk, 
UNL Campus, Omaha, and the Lincoln area. Additional visioning sessions
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were scheduled at Grand Island, Scottsbluff, UNL Campus, and Lincoln to 
increase diversity of participants and input. We recognized that criteria for 
the process of visioning and its outcomes would differ from other processes, 
such as strategic planning. The visioning facilitators undertook to provide 
demographic material and to incorporate scenarios reflecting trend analysis. 
Other criteria included:

• the process would be future-oriented, not rooted in the past

• stakeholders from a variety of backgrounds and ethnicity should be 
included

• visioning sessions should be process-oriented, allowing sufficient time to 
work through the steps

The process included the following agenda:

• Welcome: Thinking about the Future

• Setting the Stage for the Next Generation

• Probing the Future - Trends

• Designing Preferred Futures

• Considering Alternative Scenarios

• Redefining Our Visions

• Understanding Assumptions of the Vision

• Developing Strategies and Action Steps

• Moving Toward Implementation

Once the visioning ball started to roll, it was almost impossible to stop. 
Additional sessions were scheduled on campus with faculty and students, and 
follow-up sessions occurred in Grand Island and Scottsbluff. The need to 
come to closure, however, put a provisional end to this part of the process.

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

The internal evaluation plan focused on participant involvement, the vision
ing process, the vision statement, and the action plan. Assessment objectives 
included:

• Identify characteristics of participants and assess the meaningfulness of 
their participation

• Assess NN2 Ts system for visioning

• Assess how the vision developed and lay groundwork for action plans
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• Judge the quality of the vision and action plan contents

• Evaluate what outcomes resulted from the visioning process

Brief summary of Phase 2

Nebraska Network 21 brings together education, business, and communities 
to find creative ways to make education accessible and affordable throughout 
Nebraska. For example, we are sending faculty to a K-12 rural school to help 
teachers improve science education. We are also starting a 4-H Club for 
Hispanic youth.

Contact person

Ellen S. Russell 
NN21
University of Nebraska - Lincoln 
P.O. Box 830701 
Lincoln, NE 68588-0701 
402-772-1692 
erusselI@unlinto.unl.edu
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The Ohio State University

L.H. Newcomb, Project Director
Project Reinvent
The Ohio State University
100 Agricultural Administration Building
2120 Fyffe Road
Columbus, OH 43210-1006
614-292-5490
newcomb. 1 @osu.edu

Phase 1: Partners

Ohio State University College of Food, Agricultural, and Environmental Sci
ences (grantee); Ohio State University Regional Campuses at Lima, Mans
field, Marion, and Newark

Purpose of Phase 1

Project Reinvent was created by the College of Food, Agricultural, and Envi
ronmental Sciences at The Ohio State University to develop a vision for a 
land-grant university that: 1) can work with constituents to predict future 
trends and address future needs; 2) is responsive to the social, economic, and 
political environments of the twenty-first century; and 3) facilitates the 
development of leadership and capacity building to accomplish its plans.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

Participants represented students, faculty, staff and administration in the 
College of Food, Agricultural, and Environmental Sciences, faculty and 
administration from other areas of the University, and both traditional and 
non-traditional external stakeholder groups: environmental groups, food pro
cessing and retailing, medical nutrition, animal welfare agencies, agricultural 
production, agribusiness, consumer groups, news media, alternative agricul
ture groups, rural economic development interests, government agencies and 
officials, primary and secondary education, natural resources groups, emerg
ing competitors, health care, food advocacy, commodity groups, entrepre
neurs, leading edge technologies, and critics of the College and the 
land-grant system. More than 625 individuals devoted over 14,000 hours to 
Project Reinvent activities.
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Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

The visioning process created for Project Reinvent has three major stages:

Stage One: Gather and Assess Stakeholder Needs and Interests
Seventeen stakeholder focus groups were held to gather information on:
1) emerging trends and issues they felt would affect their profession/area of 
interest, 2) current perceptions of the College of Food, Agricultural, and 
Environmental Sciences and the impact it has on their lives through the ser
vices it provides; and 3) ways they would like to see the College work address 
future challenges.

Selected faculty members in the College were asked to identify issues and bar
riers that exist in the College but are viewed as sensitive or “undiscussable,” 
yet that are critical to address if Project Reinvent is to be truly successful.

Stage Two: Discover Common Ground
A future search conference was conducted to discuss the diversity of issues and 
ideas and identify common threads. The 70 participants included members of 
the Project Reinvent Steering and Operations Committee, representatives 
from each of the stakeholder focus groups, and project staff. Six strategy areas 
emerged which ultimately played major roles in the development of the vision 
statement, and served as foundations for Phase 2 implementation plans:

1. Focus of College Programmatic Efforts

2. Flexibility in Organizational Structure

3. Transformation of the Reward System

4. Development of an Effective Communication and Marketing Effort 

3. Development of Genuine Partnerships with Stakeholders

6. Improved Responsiveness to the Needs of Stakeholders

Soon after the Future Search Conference, a series of four town meetings were 
held to provide College faculty, staff, and students with an update on Project 
Reinvent and to gather feedback and additional ideas.

Stage Three: Develop Products of Visioning Process
The Project Reinvent Operations and Steering Committees worked to create 
the final vision statement.

As the statement was being developed, a task force was named for each of the 
six strategy areas that emerged from the Future Search Conference. Their 
purpose was to: 1) assess input provided from the focus groups and other 
sources, 2) identify major issues and ideas to be carried forward into Phase 2, 
and 3) begin to outline a process for addressing these strategy areas in Phase 2.
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These task forces reported to the Steering Committee, who, in turn, 
approved the submission of these reports to the College faculty and staff for 
their review and incorporation in to Phase 2 plans.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at the end of Phase 1

Our Vision for the Future
We aspire:

• To make Ohio a model in a global society for stewardship and responsi
ble use of natural and biological resources

• To achieve preeminence as a College while delivering the highest value 
to our customers

• To inspire human development within and outside the College 

We value:
• Organizational dynamics that respond to changing needs

• Mutual respect for diversity of thought and experience

• Unbiased information used to creatively solve problems

• Teamwork among ourselves and with our partners

• Accountability to current and future generations

• Life-long learning and discovery of knowledge

• Employees and their job satisfaction

• Excellence and integrity

Our mission
We discover and distribute knowledge which is used to wisely manage and 
add value to natural and biological resources. We strive to balance science 
and social concerns as well as rural and urban interests. We identify priority 
issues through free and open discussion among ourselves and our partners. 
We reward vibrant teaching, forward-thinking research, creative problem 
solving and nourishment of the human spirit.

Project organization for Phase 1

Two committees composed of a balance of internal and external stakeholders 
of the College guided the work of Project Reinvent. Care was taken to 
include a diversity of voices from the College, and University at large, and 
both traditional and non-traditional constituent groups. Members were also
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diverse m terms of interests, agenda, relationship to the food system, ethnici
ty, and gender. Thirty-five members participated in the Steering Committee; 
nine members comprised the Operations Committee.

Contact persons

L.H. Newcomb, Project Director 
Marilyn K. Trefz, Associate Director 
Project Reinvent
College of Food, Agricultural, and Environmental Sciences
The Ohio State University
100 Agricultural Administration Building
2120 Fyffe Road
Columbus, OH 43210-1006
614-292-3490
newcomb. 1 @osu.edu
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Oregon State University

Gwil Evans, Project Director
Janice McMurray, Associate Director
Oregon State University Project InterACTION!
126 Strand Agriculture Hall 
Corvallis, OR 97331-2212 
341-737-8000 
janice.mcmurray@orst.edu

Phase 1: Partners

Oregon State University (grantee); Oregon Community College System

Purpose for Phase l

The first phase of the InterACTION! Project engaged stakeholders from 
within and outside Oregon State University in creating — for each of the 
eight groups that were later named Community Action Teams - a vision of a 
desired future and a strategy for achieving it. The charge to each group was 
to create a vision for the year 2020:

• that will lead to systemic change in food systems, post-secondary educa
tion in Oregon, or both

• that is the product of creative contributions of all members of your 
group

• that can be embraced by diverse groups

• that members of your group are willing to work toward

Once a group had created its vision and agreed on a plan, InterACTION! 
was committed to providing resources to help the group take its first steps 
toward the vision.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

The InterACTION! Project defined stakeholder as anyone with an interest in 
food systems education or who would be affected by change in food systems 
or post-secondary education in Oregon.

In addition to Oregon State University students, faculty and staff, stakehold
ers included:

• Secondary students and parents

• Secondary school administrators and faculty

• Members of minority communities
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• Representatives of environmental groups; agricultural producers, proces
sors and distributors; state and local agencies such as the state 
Department of Agriculture, Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, and 
Executive Office of the Governor; and non-governmental agencies serv
ing individuals and families in Oregon

• Faculty, administrators and board members from community colleges 
and other four-year institutions

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

Each of the eight vision groups included faculty, staff, students and other 
stakeholders We sought diversity, involvement of community college partners, 
and geographic variety by establishing teams in scattered Oregon locations. A 
Commissioning Conference attended by all group members introduced 
InterACTION! and increased capacity to think about the future and to 
engage in creating a shared vision. Trained facilitators encouraged authentic 
communication, clear process and a collaborative way to imagine change as a 
sustainable ongoing effort. Authenticity and sustainability were design criteria 
added to the InterACTION! strategy as a result of the first year’s learning.

The eight vision groups worked for two months creating shared visions.
Their work extended from the Commissioning Conference in February 
1996, to the Common Ground Conference in May. As the Common 
Ground Conference drew to a close, each group began to develop specific 
action projects.

Project members did not articulate an overarching vision during the 
Common Ground Conference but chose to emphasize each of the eight 
group visions while seeking commonalities across those visions. Five major 
themes acknowledged by the groups emerged, and those represented our 
overarching vision for post-secondary education and food systems in the year 
2020. The five themes included:

• Education. Connecting educational institutions more closely with those 
they serve. Eliminating barriers between and within institutions. 
Creating learning opportunities beyond todays formal educational sys
tem. Assuring that learning is life-long. Integrating information about 
food systems into core curricula.

• Sustainability. A sustainable system replenishes and maintains itself, is 
malleable, respects human and natural resources, and acts out of consid
eration for future generations. Acknowledgment of our responsibility to 
make choices consistent with the long-term welfare of the ecosystem. 
Creating learning opportunities for young people that stimulate hope 
and excitement in the future. Recognition of balance among food, peo
ple and natural resources.
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• Community. Accepting shared responsibility for the future. Opening 
and sustaining communications across cultures and generations. 
Celebrating diversity in ideas and visions. Discovering and expressing 
shared values. Working together for community and global well-being.

• Integration. Acknowledging that human and natural systems are interre
lated and connected. Integrating all levels of education, and building 
bridges between producers, consumers and policy makers. Eliminating 
boundaries.

• Global view. Recognizing that we are a global community where indi
vidually there is a responsibility to make a positive difference in commu
nity and global well-being. Acknowledging that the global food system is 
direcdy related to local communities, economies and natural systems.

At the end of Phase 1, vision groups (Community Action Teams) were ready 
to create strategic plans for their projects. Strategies addressed systemic 
change in post-secondary education, food systems or both and created first 
steps toward a teams’ shared vision.

Project organization for Phase 1

The InterACTION! Project reflects a living system paradigm. In living sys
tems theory the organization is viewed as a dynamic, living entity that adapts 
and changes to the push and pull of various influences. In a living system, an 
institution maintains its integrity, but encourages experimentation and col
laboration among those who can find commonalties despite differing opin
ions. Learning from experimentation and collaboration informs decision
making that leads to systemic change.

During Phase 1 of the InterACTION! Project, staff members consisted of a 
project director, project assistant, project evaluator, and steering committee 
composed of University faculty and administration.

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

Evaluation and assessment during Phase 1 was based on a triangulated data 
collection procedure involving participant observation, a short open-ended 
assessment instrument, and one of the cluster evaluation multiple choice 
instruments. These items questioned respondents about project activities, 
suggestions for change, sustainability of individual participation, and sustain
ability of vision group participation.

InterACTION! viewed evaluation as integral to the process of building 
capacity both within the vision groups and in the overall project. Becoming 
an organization that learned was integral to becoming a responsive institu
tion. We learned about training and convening groups, the importance of 
nurturing volunteers, and that the resources most valuable to groups and

112 Visions of Change in Higher Education



Appendix

communities were non-monetary, although funding seeded the effort. We 
learned the value of skilled consultants, that patience and persistence were 
vital, and diat participants wanted to make a difference and could when 
offered opportunities and shared experiences.

This is how some Common Ground participants responded to the question, 
“What really worked for you in the InterACTION! process?”

• “The hard work by the group to create a vision that they are committed 
to work toward. The project’s commitment to move this forward and to 
work with the groups to assist them.”

• “Modeling individual and group respect, authenticity and commitment. 
Using a process that empowers community members.”

• “Our group evolved into a remarkably coherent and cooperative entity 
with a commitment to stay in this project for the long haul. Despite 
very different interests and perspectives, we were able to agree upon a 
fairly ambitious action plan.”

• “The small groups have come together very well. They have high energy 
and have come up with creative visions. The use of trained facilitators 
was critical. Staff support and assistance at the state level has done a 
great job of pulling it all together. I have been truly amazed at the com
mitment to the project by each of the members of the group.”

• “The ability to be heard, to negotiate, to discuss, to grow. Absolute 
greater appreciation for my community and the people who create it at 
all levels.”

Brief summary for Phase 2

In the fall of 1996, the InterACTION! Project challenged OSU leadership to 
support our collaborative change effort. Currently, through the contributions 
of several change strategists, increasing numbers of the University communi
ty, including faculty and administration, are involved in capacity-building 
opportunities focused on communication skills and organizational change.

In addition to the original Community Action Teams, we anticipate conven
ing learning groups around relevant issues in a process of experimentation 
and learning. These InterACTION! activities centered around meaningful 
issues where experimentation and learning occur that may inform and influ
ence decision-making in the university system. This builds capacity for 
change as it impacts institutional direction.

InterACTION! encourages active participation in Community Action Team 
activities and campus conversations as a way to leverage systemic responsive
ness. Working for a common purpose, we can make a difference in the future 
of post-secondary education and food systems.
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Contact persons

GwiI Evans, Project Director
Janice McMurray, Associate Director
Oregon State University Project InterACTION!
126 Strand Agriculture Hall
Corvallis, OR 97331-2212
341-737-8000
541-737-5817
janice.mcmurray@>orst.edu
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Pennsylvania State University

Theodore R. Alter
Keystone 21: PA Food System Food Professions Education Project
The Pennsylvania State University
217 Agricultural Admin. Building
University Park, PA 16802
814-865-0114
talter@psu.edu

Phase 1: Partners

Penn State College of Agricultural Sciences - The College brings the tradi
tional core of food systems education to the visioning process in undergradu* 
ate education, graduate training, and non-formai education of food systems 
professionals through cooperative extension.

Penn State Commonwealth Educational System - The 18 campuses of Penn 
State University provide access to food systems education for both traditional 
and non-traditional students throughout the Commonwealth. These cam
puses enroll over 23,000 students.

Cheyney University - This is a historically African-American, metropolitan 
university with a long tradition of both on-campus and off-campus food sys
tems education related specifically to food systems delivery institutions. 
Rodale Institute - This provides a nation-wide link to agricultural producers, 
processors, and consumers who are making a serious attempt to re-think the 
regenerative nature of our food system.

Purpose of Phase 1

The main purpose of Phase 1 was to create a vision of our food system for 
the twenty-first century that is environmentally and economically sustain
able. A crucial component of this vision involves developing a food systems 
education model that is responsive to the changing values and needs of an 
increasingly diverse Pennsylvania population.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

1. Agricultural producers, suppliers, processors and distributors. Particular 
emphasis was placed on bringing producers to the visioning process, 
including the Pennsylvania Farm Bureau, Farmers Union, Grange, the 
Pennsylvania Association of Sustainable Agriculture, the Agricultural 
Advisory Council, and the Pennsylvania Food Merchants Association.
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2. Environmental agencies and organizations such as the Nature 
Conservancy, the National Wildlife Federation, and the Pennsylvania 
Environmental Council.

3. Advocacy and food distribution groups such as the Pennsylvania 
Council for Food and Nutrition; Second Harvest; the Women, Infants 
and Children Program; and the Pennsylvania Department of Public 
Welfare. These organizations represent segments of the population that 
are not well served by the current food system, and provided valuable 
input about such issues as hunger, food access and distribution.

4. State legislators and State Executive Agencies.

3. Community officials, Chambers of Commerce, service organizations 
and local government officials, as well as voluntary health organiza
tions such as the American Heart Association and American Cancer 
Society were invited to participate as key stakeholders.

6. Mass media, such as science and agricultural editors and reporters from 
print media, television and radio, including representatives of the 
Rodale Press, Pennsylvania Farmer, Lancaster Farming, the Pittsburgh 
Press, the Harrisburg Patriot, and the Philadelphia Inquirer.

7. Internal stakeholders from each of the partner institutions.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

Internal and external stakeholders were invited to participate in discussion 
groups focused on the following questions:

• What is your vision of the food system in the year 2020?

• What changes are needed in higher education to better support food 
system professionals?

• Which groups are not currently involved in the decision-making process 
surrounding the food system?

• How can we engage these groups?

Each discussion group was preceded by an introduction letter, a brief project 
description, and an overview of the food system. Discussion reports were 
completed by individual facilitators and submitted to project staff. Each 
report included a brief project description, and an overview of the food sys
tem. Discussion reports were completed by individual facilitators and sub
mitted to project staff.

In addition, two large day-long visioning sessions were conducted. The first 
focused on developing a broadly shared vision of the food system in the 
twenty-first century, and involved approximately 30 individuals representing 
a wide variety of stakeholder groups. The second session, which included
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only internal stakeholders, focused exclusively on food systems education. It 
explored different approaches to education, and revealed a consensus about 
key issues that must be addressed as we move into the twenty-first century.

Following this visioning session, project staff summarized all of the data col
lected during Phase 1. The steering committee met for a day-long retreat to 
develop a general outline of the vision statement, which was then more com
pletely articulated by project staff.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

The following objectives were completed at the end of Phase 1:
1. Creation of a vision of a sustainable food system for Pennsylvania in 

the twenty-first century that is broadly shared by all partners and a 
wide array of food system stakeholders.

2. Identification of key educational needs of food system professionals 
who will serve the Pennsylvania food system in the twenty-first century.

3. Identification of institutional changes needed to achieve the project 
vision.

Project organization for Phase 1

During Phase 1, Keystone 21 was governed by a Futuring Partnership Team 
(FPT) and directed on a day-to-day basis by Dr. A1 Turgeon, Professor of 
Agronomy in the Penn State College of Agricultural Sciences. The FPT 
included representatives from each partner institution, key stakeholders, and 
representatives from faculty at Penn State and Cheyney Universities. 
Visioning activities were conducted by project staff and consultants expert in 
the visioning process.

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

The evaluation plan had two objectives. First was evaluation of the visioning 
process. This involved answering the following questions: Did the vision reflect 
stakeholder input? In what ways? After every discussion group and visioning 
session, the evaluation staff assessed key stakeholder groups to determine their 
view of the visioning process. The second objective was to build evaluation 
into the longer-term project schedule with regard to partnership development, 
curricular change, distance education, and information dissemination.



Appendix

Summary of Phase 2

Five targets of institutional change have been identified for achieving the 
project vision:

1. Creation of more permeable boundaries between institutions and 
disciplines.

2. Establishment of collaborative partnerships.

3. Creation of new definitions of scholarships and new reward systems.

4. Development of learner-centered educational programs.

5- Leadership development.

Four intervention strategies have been devised to affect institutional change:
1. Minigrants. Minigrants provide funding for relatively small, short-term 

projects. These grants, which are funded for a 12-month period, can
not exceed $7,500 and are not renewable.

2. Keystone Grants. Keystone Grants provide funding for larger and 
longer-run projects. Maximum funding for these grants is $30,000 per 
year, not to exceed $75,000 for three years.

5. Signature Project. Keystone 21 is in the process of developing a “signa
ture” project that will fully involve all partner institutions. Potential 
areas of interest include food systems education programs for youth, 
food access in urban areas, and urban gardening programs.

4. Learning Communities. This strategy is designed to provide a mecha
nism for exploring and reaching consensus on issues, initiatives, and 
actions relevant to food system education and institutional change. 
Learning communities will bring together diverse stakeholders for 
in-depth discussions of relevant topics.

Contact persons

Ted Alter, Project Director
Elise Gurgerich, Project Coordinator
Pennsylvania State University
101 Agricultural Administration Building
University Park, PA 16802
814-865-0114
talter@psu.edu
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Southern Food Systems Education 
Consortium

Walter Hill, Project Director
Southern Food Systems Education Consortium (SOFSEC)
Tuskegee University
100 Campbell Hall
Tuskegee, AL 36088
334-727-8157
hillwa@acd.tusk.edu

Phase 1: Partners

The Southern Food Systems Education Consortium (SOFSEC) is a partner
ship of six 1890 institutions located in the heart of the Black Belt Region of 
the United States. Members include Alabama Agricultural and Mechanical 
University, Alcorn State University, Fort Valley State University, North 
Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University, Southern University 
and Agricultural and Mechanical College and Tuskegee University. The con
sortium was established “to refine or redefine the vision, mission, and pro
grams of our instimtions, in a way that allows our institutions to engage a 
rapidly changing world, renew our pact with the people we serve, and enable 
us to become individually and collectively models of relevance and excel
lence.”

Pwpose of Phase 1

The objective of the 18-month Phase 1 Project was the development of a 
valid visioning process for the consortium. More than 300 faculty, staff, stu
dents, administrators and external partners, including a few trustees, alumni 
and international stakeholders, developed an awareness of visioning as well as 
their role in preparing for the future.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

The heart of SOFSEC’s visioning process was a series of Five Visioning and 
Futuring Workshops held between September 1994 and June 1995. A stake
holder approach was used to develop concepts, evaluate activities, establish 
time lines and indicators of success, and monitor changes in awareness and 
commitment to the visioning process. Objectives for each workshop included 
developing a strong inter-institutional network on the future of higher edu
cation, identifying and sharing resources for visioning and leadership devel
opment, and building strong partnerships within participating institutions 
and their constituents.
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Our strategy involved developing visioning and Rituring skills and resources 
for an interdisciplinary cross-section of administrators, faculty, staff, students 
and external stakeholders from each institution. Workshop activities involved 
collaboration among a broad range of academic, administrative, and commu
nity stakeholder groups, as well as individual analytical skill development. 
Jennifer Jarratt and Joseph Coates of Coates and Jarratt, Inc., and later 
Robert Olson of Alternative Futures, provided guidance to SOFSEC during 
the visioning and futuring processes.

Guest contributors from federal, state, and local government, private industry, 
community-based consumer advocacy, farm cooperative and environmental 
justice organizations as well as university administrators shared their viewpoints 
on the challenges and opportunities of the future. SOFSEC was fortunate to 
have international stakeholders — representatives from the developing world — 
present at two of our workshops. Their presence underscored the fact that we 
live in a global society - an essential perspective for the twenty-first century.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at the end of Phase 1

Workshop participants and stakeholders developed new insights, partnerships 
and a working knowledge of how to use visioning and futuring processes in 
planning for a preferred future. As a result, a collaboratively developed vision 
statement was drafted, validated, refined and adopted by the end of 
Workshop V. It is presented below.

The SOFSEC vision statement
SOFSEC is a strategic partnership of faculty, staff and administrators at six 
historically black land-grant institutions with community, regional, national 
and international partners. We are united by a commitment to serve the stu
dents at our schools and the people of our region and world in a manner 
that nurtures their development and well-being.

SOFSEC is a creator of effective models for the delivery of food and environ
mental systems education, research and outreach. SOFSEC catalyzes our 
educational teams to challenge our students intellectually and equip them 
with the knowledge and skills needed to advance in their professions, our 
research teams to conduct studies relevant to our region, nation and world, 
and our extension teams to develop practical programs that make a difference 
in communities and families. Our education programs are respected models 
for preparing men and women, many of them from underserved segments of 
society, for leadership and creative service in food and environmental systems 
professions.

SOFSEC’s partnership involves diverse faculty, staff, students, and adminis
trators with external stakeholders in the development of innovative programs 
that have a positive impact on the Black Belt region of the southern states. 
We envision a region and world with a safe and plentiful supply of food.
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fiber and water for all, where natural resources and businesses are managed in 
ways that sustain the environment and serve the common good. We see our
selves as integrally involved in creating a society where ail people have the 
opportunity for wholesome living and learning and the free and responsible 
pursuit of their goals.

Throughout Phase 1, our deliberations were weighed against our past experi
ence, world changes, our commitments, a deeply felt need for change, and 
available personnel and funding. In general, the original expectations for 
achieving Phase 1 goals were realistic. The enthusiasm, interest and support 
demonstrated by the workshop participants, as well as the Executive Council, 
increased as the visioning process unleashed new ideas and possibilities. The 
visioning and futuring workshops were well attended and creatively conduct
ed. The information, ideas and strategies presented and developed were 
subsequently shared at the individual institution campus level and used to 
influence strategy, policy making and legislative decisions in planning for the 
future of food systems and environmental professions, agribusiness develop
ment, and higher education.

Among the most important outcomes of SOFSEC’s efforts thus far are the 
changes in the ways our institutions view themselves and their futures. Other 
positive outcomes include the sense of good will and spirit of collaboration 
which the regional and national workshops have fostered, and the establish
ment and renewal of partnerships with collaborative strategy and shared 
power styles.

Project organization for Phase 1

• SOFSEC Presidents/ Chancellors’ Council
• SOFSEC Executive Council (Deans and Vice Presidents)

8 SOFSEC Project Director
• SOFSEC Project Coordinator

8 SOFSEC Contact Persons
8 Local Advisory Groups (External Partners/Constituency Groups at each 
institution)

8 Local Futuring Committees

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

The general evaluation of Phase 1 activities was led by Suzanne Randolph, 
SOFSEC Project Evaluator and her associates. It focused on two major activ
ities: SOFSEC-sponsored futuring workshops, and validation of the vision 
statement. Qualitative and quantitative methods were used to evaluate work
shops and appropriate mid-course adjustments were implemented. The 
evaluator was a participant observer of the process and documented lessons
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tion and individual session evaluations, general satisfaction, and 
pre-/post-workshop self assessments of knowledge, awareness, and buy-in. To 
document lessons learned for workshop IV, where the vision statement was 
drafted, the evaluator was a participant observer. The draft vision statement 
was validated using information from focus group interview sessions con
ducted at each institution and comments by Workshop V participants.

Brief summary of Phase 2

A perspective is emerging that says educational, research and outreach pro
grams on our campuses and in our communities can no longer be conducted 
in business-as-usual fashion. We must collaborate with all those holding a 
stake in our various undertakings. We were intellectually stretched by the 
Phase 1 experience as we developed, refined and adopted a vision statement 
to guide our efforts. Our next step is to do what is needed on our campuses 
and in our communities, realizing that we have support in one another and 
resources that can be shared.

By the end of Phase 1, we agreed to focus on three strategic areas as we build 
workable models for food systems education and regional initiatives in Phase 2:

1. To contribute significantly to general institutional change and 
capacity-building for food and environmental systems professional edu
cation through partnerships among SOFSEC institutions;

2. To develop and enhance K-12 partnerships that add value and scope to 
student learning in general and food and environmental systems con
cepts, goals and career opportunities in particular; and

3. To develop or refine at each institution one or two new or existing edu
cational, research and outreach programs having the potential for 
meaningful, sustainable achievements in Black Belt communities.

Contact persons

Walter Hill, Project Director 
Bobbetta Jones
Southern Food System Education Consortium (SOFSEC)
Tuskegee University
200c Campbell Hall
Tuskegee, A1 36088
334-727-8157
hillwa@acd.tusk.edu
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Texas A&M

Manuel Pina 
Texas A&M University 
Education CS Hall, Room 149 
College Station, Texas 77843-2116 
409-862-1978, 409-845-6296 (fax) 
m-pina@tamu.edu

Transforming Agricultural Education Programs of the Texas A&M University 
System to meet Food and Fiber Needs in the Twenty-first Century (Project 
2020 Vision)

Phase 1: Partners

Houston Community College System, Prairie View A&M University, Tar- 
leton State University, Texas A&M International University, Texas A&M 
University, Texas A&M University-Kingsville, Texas Agricultural Extension 
Service, Texas Tech University, and West Texas A&M University.

Purpose of Phase 1

To design a process for systemic transformation of formal and non-formal 
“agricultural” education programs offered by the 13 universities and 42 com
munity colleges in Texas to respond to the need of professionals in food and 
fiber production, processing, marketing, and utilization in the twenty-first 
century.

Agricultural education programs embrace development and application of 
new technologies in ways that sustain the availability of sufficient food and 
fiber. It includes relationships with forestry, rural development, the conserva
tion of natural resources and wildlife, food and water quality and human 
health and nutrition. It also includes public policy education to ensure food 
and fiber security while permitting a quality way of life for food producers.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

During the spring of 1995, The Agriculture Program (College of Agriculture 
and Life Sciences, Texas Agricultural Experiment Station, and Texas Agricul
tural Extension Service) of the Texas A&M University System, Texas Tech 
University, and the Houston Community College System conducted 10 
regional visioning workshops across the state. Participants at these workshops
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Faculty
Stake
holders Total Students Female Hispanic

African-
American

College Station 47 4 51 4 5 3 1
Houston 35 15 50 10 15 3 4
Kilgore 45 20 65 10 12 1 6
Kingsville 16 10 26 5 6 7 0
Laredo 12 15 27 2 3 10 0
Lubbock 30 40 70 15 20 3 0
Prairie View 19 19 38 13 6 2 46
Stephenville 13 0 13 75 30 10 0
Texas Tech 50 0 50 10 15 0 0
Weslaco 18 44 62 2 17 31 1
TOTALS 285 167 452 146 129 70 58
Percent 63 37 100 32 29 15 13

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

The partners named 58 individuals to form Regional Visioning Teams to 
conduct the 10 workshops, including 13 administrators, 31 faculty, 4 stake
holders, and 10 students. Team members received training in two workshops 
conducted by the University of Houston at Clear Lake, who also offered sup
port when the workshops were carried out.

The regional visioning workshops were conducted at 10 strategic sites across 
Texas. At the conclusion, 33 members of the Project Core Group (described 
later,) Regional Visioning Teams, consultants from the University of Houston 
at Clear Lake, and the project evaluator, created a vision statement in a syn
thesizing workshop. This led to a project proposal for “Creating a Model 
Food and Fiber System that Listens and Responds to Agriculture, Food and 
Environment Needs of Twenty-First Century Texas” (Project 2020 Vision).

Vision statement

In 2020 the Texas food and fiber educational system is composed of all insti
tutions of higher education in the state. It recognizes its strategic global posi
tion and collaborates with state, national, and international diverse partners 
to offer teaching, research, and continuing education programs. The system 
communicates information about agriculture and natural resources effectively 
with the general public and it enhances leadership and human skills of stu
dents, faculty, industry professionals, and community leaders.

The system encompasses academic, research, and service programs. Such pro
grams are highly dependent on collaboration and cooperation with higher 
education institutions and business, industry, and community partners to 
prepare professionals for ever-changing and dynamic global food and Fiber

124 Visions of Change in Higher Education



Appendix

industries. The Texas educational system recognizes its unique geographical 
location as a gateway to Latin America, and builds on this positive aspect to 
be a leader in international education, research, and development.

Programs are accessible to individuals around the world, and the system uses 
the latest communications technology to enhance its academic, research, and 
continuing education programs. It collects and communicates agricultural 
and natural resource information to the public, and develops programs to 
enhance leadership and human skills of university leaders and faculty, stu
dents, industry professionals, and community leaders.

The system listens carefully to the needs of the people it is charged to serve and 
responds with appropriate and timely educational programs to prepare young 
people for professions in the food and fiber industries and related fields, and 
meet the needs of consumers and food and fiber industry professionals.

Following are some of the characteristics of a system for food and fiber edu
cation that listens and responds.

It recognizes Texas’ geographical location to South America and the multicul
tural environment in which it must operate.

It involves advisory committees composed of a wide range of stakeholders in 
determining, evaluating, and accrediting teaching, research, and continuing 
education programs.

It is a seamless system from kindergarten through college into the profes
sions.

• It uses the latest communications technology
• It discovers, interprets, and disseminates new knowledge

• It communicates agriculture and natural resources information

• It recruits outstanding students, including females and minorities, as 
future leaders in the food and fiber industry

• It embraces and rewards interdisciplinary and inter-institutional 
approaches in teaching, research, and service

• It involves the private sector, government agencies, and other education
al, research, and outreach activities

9 It is flexible, dynamic, and responsive

• It gives as much attention to marketing, processing, safety, distributing, 
and consuming agricultural food and fiber products as it does to increas
ing sustainable production in an environmentally friendly atmosphere
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Project organization

The project director reported to the vice chancellor for Agriculture. A Project 
Core Group, representative of the current and potential stakeholders in the 
state, was formed to ensure that all points of view presented in visioning 
activities were ultimately reflected in the vision statement. Twenty-seven indi
viduals were in the group. Eight were permanent members, including four 
faculty, two stakeholders, the evaluator, and a consultant. The remaining, 
who participated in key events, included 13 faculty, five stakeholders, and a 
student. An 11-member Regional Visioning Council composed of senior 
administrators from each of the targeted regions provided administrative sup
port and assisted in interpreting the project’s short- and long-term objectives 
and process.

Evaluation

The evaluator participated in nearly all national Kellogg Foundation-sponsored 
symposia, visioning training, regional visioning workshops, deriving the mis
sion statement, and writing the proposal. The evaluator provided constant 
feedback to the project director and the Project Core Group throughout the 
process. Feedback was based on content analysis of outcomes from all events, 
anecdotal data, and personal observations, which was used to make adjust
ments as the project evolved and for writing a summative report.

Project 2020 Vision (Phase 2): Purpose

To create a model food and fiber education system that listens and responds 
to the agriculture, food, and environment needs of Twenty-first Century 
Texas.

Process

Ten action-oriented components comprise a five-year effort undertaken by 
nine partner institutions (Houston Community College System, New 
Mexico State University, Prairie View A&M University, Tarleton State 
University, Texas A&M International University, Texas A&M University, 
Texas A&M University-Kingsville, and Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
and Texas Tech University).

An Oversight and Advisory Council composed of the vice chancellor and 
deans of colleges of agriculture from the partner institutions provide guid
ance and support to the effort. Each component is different, yet all include 
(1) continuation of the visioning process, (2) implementation steps to 
achieve preferred visions, and (3) monitoring the process to make mid-course 
corrections as necessary. Activities are mutually-supporting.
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Contact person

Manuel Pina
Education CS Hall, Room 149 
Texas A&M University 
College Station, Texas 77843-2116 
409-862-1978, 409-843-6296 (fax) 
m-pina@tamu.edu
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Washington State University

Larry James, Project Director 
Partnership 2020 
Washington State University 
423 Hulbert Hall 
Pullman, WA 99164-6243 
509-333-4562 
jameslg@Hvsu.edu

Phase 1: Partners

Phase 1 of Partnership 2020 was entitled A Vision for Collaborative Food 
Systems Education. A partnership was established during Phase 1 between 
the following 12 colleges and universities, two industries, and two individual 
food system stakeholders.

Land-Grant Colleges and Universities
Washington State University 
University of Idaho 
Northwest Indian College

Other Baccalaureate Colleges and Universities
Central Washington University 
The Evergreen State College 
Heritage College

Community Colleges
Columbia Basin Community College 
Skagit Valley College 
Spokane Community College 
Walla Walla Community College 
Wenatchee Valley College 
Yakima Valley College

Industrial Partners
GTE Northwest 
Nalleys Fine Foods

Stakeholder Partners
Livestock Producer 
Diversified Crops Producer
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Pui'pose of Phase 1

The purpose of Phase 1 was to develop a vision for the food system in 2020, a 
vision for food systems education in 2020 and beyond, and sets of goals and 
actions for achieving each vision. The specific objectives of Phase 1 were to:

• Build mutual trust and respect among the partners

• Develop shared visions for the food system and food systems education 
in 2020 and beyond

• Identify potential actions (steps) for implementing the shared visions

Phase 1: Stakeholders

Over 400 producers, food processors and handlers, food service professionals, 
students, researchers, consumers, public servants, advocacy group representa
tives, and educators participated in Phase 1.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

Twenty-three visioning workshops were held at 19 locations throughout 
Washington and Idaho during the fall and winter of 1995-96. These work
shops gathered input from food system stakeholders on draft visions devel
oped by the Partnership 2020 Steering Committee. Workshop participants 
also identified actions for implementing the food system and food systems 
education visions. More than 400 of the over 2300 people who were invited 
to the workshops attended.

The partners organized into groups and took responsibility for a visioning 
workshop in their area. The partners at each location selected and invited 
workshop participants, made the arrangements, and customized the meeting 
agenda. As a result, each partner produced local visions and sets of actions 
for the food system and food systems education. Data from the individual 
workshops were integrated into a collaborative vision by the Partnership 
2020 Steering Committee.

Computer-assisted meeting technology was successfully used in the visioning 
process. This involved selecting appropriate hardware and software, designing 
and debugging a local area network with 16 laptop computers, and develop
ing appropriate group process strategies for visioning.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

Partnership 2020 accomplished its objectives. Shared visions for the food sys
tem and food systems education in 2020 and beyond were developed. The 
food system vision included a one-paragraph description of the preferred 
future for the food system in 2020 and a set of vision elements for each of 
the following areas: food sufficiency, people in the food system, natural 
resource base, politics and policy, and infrastructure. The food systems edu-
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cation vision also included a preferred future statement and a set of vision 
elements in the following areas: knowledge, people, resource base, politics 
and policy, and infrastructure. The following provides an overview of the 
complete visions:

Food Systems Vision: The Pacific Northwest is a World Leader in Food 
Production and Quality of Life

Foods Systems Education Vision: The Pacific Northwest Values an 
Education System that Constantly Expands the Food System Knowledge 
Base and Shares it Worldwide

Actions for implementing the visions were also developed. The food system 
actions were grouped into the following themes: economics of 
agriculture/long-term sustainability, population, research, and free trade/free 
markets. The themes for the food systems education actions were: food sys
tem education as lifelong learning for everyone, stakeholder partnerships, 
access (to food systems education), multi-disciplinary, systems-oriented 
approach, education institution change, and promotion and marketing.

The stronger relationships and increased trust that developed among partners 
is also responsible for several new collaborative efforts as well as a strong 
foundation on which future collaboration can be built.

Project organization for Phase 1

The main decision-making body for Partnership 2020 during Phase 1 was 
the Steering Committee. The Steering Committee included a blend of higher 
education faculty and administrators, industry representatives, and food sys
tem stakeholders. The size of the Steering Committee expanded as interest in 
the project grew.

A cabinet was formed and a project coordinator hired to handle the 
day-to-day activities of the project. The Cabinets responsibilities were to 
plan the Steering Committee meetings and implement strategies and policies 
determined by the Steering Committee. The project coordinators primary 
responsibility was to support the local visioning efforts.

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

A variety of approaches were used to gather evaluation data, using the ser
vices of the Western Institute for Research and Evaluation (WIRE), an out
side evaluation firm based in Logan, Utah. These included formal surveys, 
group and individual interviews, and a site visit by WIRE. In addition to the 
survey instrument developed by WIRE, several other surveys were used 
including end-of-meeting assessments handed out at steering committee 
meetings, surveys handed out at the end of each visioning session, surveys
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built into the computer-facilitated visioning sessions, and surveys of those 
who organized the visioning sessions. All surveys except the WIRE survey 
were designed to collect data which would be useful in planning subsequent 
activities and directions.

Interviews were conducted with steering committee members, visioning ses
sion participants and facilitators during and after the visioning sessions to 
obtain one-to-one feedback about the process strengths and weaknesses. No 
formal group interviews were conducted except by WIRE evaluators during 
their site visit.

Brief summary of Phase 2

Phase 2 of Partnership 2020 is a five-year effort toward achieving the collab
orative visions developed in Phase 1. The overall goal of Partnership 2020 
during Phase 2 is to create food systems education in Washington and Idaho 
that is:

• Superior in quality
• Accessible to all learners including those with diverse economic, occupa
tional, and educational backgrounds, ethnicity, and ages

• Responsive to the needs of food system learners and stakeholders

• Affordable to learners and cost effective to providers and the public

The specific objectives of Phase 2 are to:
• Develop and test collaborative, learner-centered models for food systems 
education

0 Increase the number and diversity of food system stakeholders involved 
in the development, delivery, and evaluation of food systems education

• Use promising food systems education models to create change in the 
education system infrastructure, policies, organizational structure, facul
ty reward systems, leadership styles, and resource utilization

Contact person

Larry G. James, Project Director
Associate Dean and Director of Academic Programs
College of Agriculture and Home Economics
Washington State University
Pullman, WA 99164-6243
509-335-4562 voice
509-335-1065 fax
jameslg@wsu.edu
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University of Wisconsin — Madison

Kenneth Shapiro
Wisconsin Food System Partnership 
University of Wisconsin — Madison 
240 Agriculture Hall 
1450 Linden Drive 
Madison, WI 53706-1562 
608-262-1271
kenneth.shapiro@ccmail.adp.wisc.edu

Phase 1: Partners

University of Wisconsin - Madison (grantee), UW - Platteville,
UW - River Falls, UW - Milwaukee, UW - Extension

Purpose of Phase 1

We requested funds for a visioning process and planning activities that would 
yield a shared, long-range vision to guide and motivate our efforts, and also 
yield pilot projects, administrative recommendations, and technology strate
gies to start to put the vision into action.

Phase 1: Stakeholders

The Planning Board that led the Phase 1 effort had 45 members, including 
people involved in traditional and alternative farming, environmental protec
tion and management, community development in poor rural and urban 
areas, immigrant and migrant assistance, business in agricultural inputs, pro
cessing, and biotechnology, health care and nutrition, international develop
ment, university education, K-12 education, and technical colleges. There 
were also UW students and faculty on the Board. Six different ethnic groups 
were represented.

Phase 1: Summary of visioning activities

Visioning efforts focused on the Planning Board and then, using the 
Planning Board as a multiplier, on a much broader audience of individuals 
and organizations in the general public and the university. During the sum
mer of 1994, the Planning Board began to look at the future. Judy Brown, 
who served as our consultant throughout Phase 1, facilitated a Board meet
ing in June and made several key presentations. Her presentations started our 
education about different approaches for considering the future and develop
ing a learning community. She drew heavily on the work of Peter Senge,
Peter Schwartz, and Meg Wheatley.
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Board members began to learn about each other through a series of exercises 
that Brown organized to identify members’ diverse backgrounds, how they 
viewed the project, and their hopes and concerns about Food Systems 
Professions Education (FSPE). Many of the comments and discussions cen
tered on university-society relations, the food system, the university, the 
underserved, education outside the university, the environment, and ethics.

In the fall of 1994, the Planning Board used scenarios as a first step in devel
oping a vision statement. Scenarios help people think about different ways 
the future might unfold without being constrained by statistical predictions. 
At the same time, they help people stay more “earthbound” than visioning 
exercises. We saw scenarios as an important developmental stage in our 
efforts to talk about the future.

Brown talked to Board members about different approaches to listening and 
communicating. She also talked about using the scenarios to:

• open up a variety of ways to think about how the future might unfold

• begin “experiencing” the future and look back from the year 2020
• think about how we can change the present to stimulate a more desir
able future

• listen to how others talk about scenarios and gain insights to their 
thinking

• identify common issues in our thinking

Using this information, the Steering Committee revised the scenarios, sent 
them back to the Board for review, and then finalized the scenarios. This 
effort had two payoffs. First, it stimulated an evolution in how Board mem
bers thought about the future. Second, it produced tools for Board members 
to take to small-group meetings to spark discussion and make it easier for 
participants to talk about the future.

During the winter of 1994 into 1995, Planning Board members convened 
small-group meetings across the state and organized a public radio call-in 
show. In preparation for the meeting, Board members were asked to review 
the material Brown had distributed about visioning and parts of Senge’s book.

Board members convened 33 meetings that included approximately 690 peo
ple. In addition, 348 questionnaires were distributed and returned, and sev
eral other contacts were made. Information from all these activities was col
lected and distributed to the Planning Board so members could see the full 
array of ideas and synthesize them into a single vision statement.

The noontime Larry Meiller Show, which reaches about 150,000 listeners, 
was broadcast live from the December 13, 1994, Planning Board meeting.
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The show began with presentations from Board members, three citizens and 
one university official, describing the FSPE initiative and its importance. 
Then listeners were able to call in questions and Board members responded. 
The Steering Committee assembled a set of materials for Board members to 
use at future meetings: the four scenarios; a set of critical questions; a generic 
agenda for a meeting; a mock newspaper article describing a successful meet
ing; and a ten-minute cassette with excerpts from the radio call-in show 
along with a transcript.

The Planning Board members developed a vision statement in the spring of 
1995. At the April 5 meeting, Board members brought information and 
insights they had collected from people around the state. Two broad ques
tions were used to help Board members synthesize all this information: 1) 
What should the food system look like in 2020, and 2) What is the universi
ty doing in 2010 to advance the food system? Members were asked to think 
about the most important things they heard during the small-group meetings 
or in other parts of the visioning process, and their personal vision of a suc
cessful food system.

Members wrote down three important items, and these were shared in small 
groups. Each group selected eight ideas, wrote them on cards, and gave them 
to the facilitator who worked with the entire Board to assemble the cards into 
related topics. At the break, some members volunteered to define headings for 
each topic area. These headings were refined and approved by the full Board.
A similar set of exercises took place for the second question. At this point, 
each member was asked to write a sentence that captured the entire vision.

Volunteers drafted a vision statement in the weeks that followed. This draft 
was sent to all the Planning Board members. At the May 5 meeting, Board 
members came to a consensus on its content. A final draft was produced and 
sent to the Board for review, and comments were returned by mail.

Vision, goals, objectives, targets completed at end of Phase 1

The Wisconsin Food System Partnership seeks a more food-secure world in 
2020 - a world with less poverty and a plentiful food supply that is varied, 
enjoyable, safe, and healthy. Food will be produced and distributed in prof
itable, equitable, and environmentally sound ways that:

• invigorate and regenerate the Earth and its people

• address local, regional, and global needs

• are consistent with community resources and objectives
• take advantage of the most useful information and technology

By 2010, the university will work with citizens to create, integrate, transfer, 
and apply knowledge that contributes to a more food-secure world. Citizens,
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faculty, staff, and students, learn from each other and work together to con
tinue to change the university so that it can anticipate and influence change 
in the food system and other parts of society. Scientists plan and conduct 
research with more citizen participation and interdisciplinary contributions, 
linking science with larger food system issues. University research continues 
to expand our understanding of the world, to benefit the food system, and to 
enrich the educational process. Students learn from university and communi
ty resources and gain an appreciation of the social responsibility associated 
with the opportunity for education. Citizens, faculty, and staff join together 
to provide knowledge from a variety of perspectives, helping people make 
informed choices.

Project organization for Phase 1

Director, Evaluator, Administrative Assistant

Evaluation plan for Phase 1

Based on the “Plan, Do, Check, Act” learning circle model

Brief summary of Phase 2

Phase 2 attempts to move toward the vision by spreading citizen-university 
partnerships throughout the institution, and increasing work on issues such 
as food security and poverty. This is done through: 1) six large projects man
dated by the planning Board; 2) small grants awarded in open competition; 
and 3) working inside the university to strengthen units and activities that 
contribute to achieving the vision.

Contact persons

Kenneth H. Shapiro, Project Director
John Ferrick, Project Coordinator and Evaluator
Wisconsin Food System Partnership
University of Wisconsin — Madison
240 Agricultural Hall
1450 Linden Drive
Madison, WI 53706-1562
608-262-1271
kenneth.shapiro@ccmail.adp.wisc.edu
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