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© Scientific problem. Increasing of scientific 
and educational level of economic disciplines 
according to international standards of educa-
tion is an important prerequisite for the success-
ful development of national universities in con-
ditions of globalization. 

The necessity to improve the traditional aca-
demic approaches for creating demand for 
qualitative educational services is actively dis-
cussed in scientific publications of national and 
foreign scholars. Today we deal with new in-
teractive mission philosophy, where teaching 
becomes learning, research – discovery, and 
outreach – engagement. In turn, the system of 
Land Grant Universities in the USA provides 
the next three branches in interaction: educa-
tion, research and extension. Exactly extension 
as an engagement took one of the main roles in 
this new paradigm of outlook. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. Problems of the development of extension 
services in Ukraine are considered in scientific 
and research publications by M. Bezkrovnyy [1], 
O. Borodina [2], O. Hudzynskyy, T. Kalna-
Dubinyuk [3,4], M. Kropyvko, I. Kudinova [5] 
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and others. Thus, M. Bezkrovnyy emphasizes 
that the dynamic formation of the national advi-
sory service should be based on the basis of co-
operation between universities and advisory ser-
vices [1]. 

Such cooperation is beneficial to both sides 
– teachers feel the trends and problems of agri-
business, business gains experience and ad-
vanced knowledge of scientists. In mutual 
learning, the processed knowledge of the expert 
is joined with the deeply personal, experiential 
knowledge of his client in the join exploration 
of problems and possible solutions. All this 
contributes to the authority of the university 
and strengthen confidence in the consultants. 

The objective of this article is to clarify the 
role and directions of extension activity as a 
necessary component of the scientific work of 
professors and future specialists in agricultural 
business. Materials of this article are the result 
of training experience in Colorado State Uni-
versity due to the Faculty Exchange Program 
created by the United States Department of Ag-
riculture. 

Statement of the main results of the study. 
Colorado State University (CSU) is a land-
grant institution was founded as the Colorado 
Agricultural College in 1870, six years before 
the Colorado Territory gained statehood. It was 


