Applying Audience Segmentation to Improve Communication and Marketing Strategies for Cooperative Extension
The purpose of our study was to explore applying audience segmentation to more effectively communicate with the public about UConn Extension and its programs. Cooperative Extension has well-documented challenges with public awareness that highlight the need for more strategic marketing and communication efforts tailored to target audiences. In 2025, we explored the application of audience segmentation by collecting perceptions of how much effort Connecticut residents wanted UConn Extension to apply to various community and personal issues. A convenience sample was obtained by distributing an online survey promoted through established communication channels, including newsletters and social media platforms. Three audience segments were identified as follows: Advocates for Food and the Environment, Advocates for All, and Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists. Significant differences between the groups were associated with views about personal issues, environmental issues, and education. Our results suggest audience segmentation can be a valuable tool for informing communication and marketing strategies for Extension, although future research should be conducted to validate the identified segments.

Introduction/Review of Literature

Cooperative Extension provides education to statewide residents, businesses, and communities through professionals and office locations geographically distributed in each state (Gould et al., 2014). Extension also leverages its national educational network to expand the reach of university research (Gould et al., 2014). Federal legislation created the Cooperative Extension System in 1914, and its role allows residents across the country to benefit from the teaching and research at land-grant universities through community-based education without setting foot on campus (Gould et al., 2014). Translating the university research into practical solutions for individuals, families, farms, and communities allows for practical application and informs the next part of the research cycle (Franz & Townson, 2008). One of Extension’s key benefits and reasons it remains relevant over a century later is that it addresses local needs and fosters lifelong learning (Gould et al., 2014).

There are challenges communicating with audiences, despite all the benefits that Extension provides. Public awareness remains low even with over a century of service, identifying a need for improved communications and marketing (Baker et al., 2025; Lama-Mendoza & Lillywhite, 2021; Settle et al., 2017; Worley et al., 2024). Effective communication can help Extension increase program participation, build trust and credibility, and ensure stakeholders understand all the resources available to them (Settle et al., 2017). UConn Extension is facing this public awareness challenge. Residents, businesses, and decision-makers in the state are often unaware of Extension and its programs. This lack of awareness creates missed opportunities for education and engagement. Therefore, Extension needs better strategies to connect with audiences and tailor messaging.

UConn Extension works with a broad range of people and interests. Programs are offered in agriculture and food, health and well-being, risk informed land management, and sustainable landscapes (UConn Extension, n.d.). Each category encompasses vast programs including 4-H, the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program, soil health, and Master Gardeners, among others (UConn Extension, n.d.). Gaining an understanding of who is interacting with UConn Extension can help direct marketing towards specific groups of individuals with messaging that resonates with their characteristics, concerns, and values. 

Audience segmentation in communications and marketing consists of dividing people into subgroups based on shared characteristics (Huang et al., 2016; Slater, 1996). No specific theory provides the foundation for audience segmentation (Ritter & Pedersen, 2024). However, the process of segmentation is linked with the belief that communication and marketing efforts are more effective when customized to the message receivers (Orton et al., 2024). The field of science communication relies on multiple theories, with the Situational Theory of Publics often cited as a core theory (Besley & Dudo, 2022). This theory and others used in science communication acknowledge demographics along with core variables that provide insight on behavior and engagement, and subsequently segment the audiences based on their behavior (Besley & Dudo, 2022). In all cases, audience segmentation is a tool that allows us to identify smaller, more homogenous subgroups (or segments) from the broader heterogenous population (Slater, 1996). Segments show how subgroups differ from each other (Warner et al., 2016). Slater (1996) argued that audience segmentation should be considered conceptually, “from a methodological point of a view, as a process of multivariate classification” (p. 275). Each subgroup stands as a subsection of a population, classified by interest, demographic, or background/experiences (Warner et al., 2016). 

Audience segmentation is critical for Extension because people have different needs, interests, and levels of awareness, which mirrors the broad scope of extension programs. Extension programs are built with specific intentions and audiences in mind. Participants choose a program or event for a reason, typically because it aligns with their interests or an identified need. For example, we can assume that the group participating in the program shares at least one common interest, like Master Gardeners sharing a common interest in gardening. However, participants may be unique in other ways that are less obvious yet still influence their actions (Slater, 1996). Messages can be tailored to each audience segment to create the biggest impact (Hawkins et al., 2011). Utilizing audience segmentation can enable UConn Extension to better communicate with clientele. 

Audience segments are often created for more efficient and effective communication and marketing (Slater, 1996) and several prior studies have been conducted for these reasons in the context of Extension. For example, Warner et al. (2017) created groups from a national audience based on landscape management behavior as a strategy for creating more meaningful programs to address water resource concerns, consistent with the strategic plan of UF/IFAS Extension. The information gathered gave an in-depth understanding of each group’s water conservation practices, normative beliefs, and learning preferences. The segments allowed for more effective outreach and showed which audience would have the greatest impact if they were contacted first (Warner et al., 2017). In 2024, Orton et al. used audience segmentation to build foundational knowledge of how different groups of beef consumers perceive climate-smart beef practices, with the purpose of creating compelling and positive messaging for these groups. The study used criteria that were selected based on values that influence human beliefs and perceptions towards climate change to identify the segments and gain a deeper understanding of how these subpopulations felt towards climate-smart beef. 

Segments can also give insight into understanding and learning about behavior within and between groups (Huang et al., 2016). Huang et al. studied high water users compared to the general public and learned about both groups’ water use behavior. The study revealed high water users engaged in more negative water use behaviors and had different behavior patterns involving water conservation when compared to the general public. This information was used for creating specific extension programming to help educate and influence behavior patterns of high-water users. In 2015, Ott et al. conducted a study of rain barrels users to improve water conservation extension programming. Audience segmentation was used to understand the behavior of rain barrel users and create more effective programming and delivery strategies. 

Utilizing audience segmentation before creating extension programs has been shown to be important (Wagner et al., 2022). Wagner et al. (2022) found two distinct groups in a needs assessment of clientele interaction with their Master Gardener program. When considering the differences between the groups, Wagner et al. concluded that creating unique foci and class designs for programs would prove to be more effective for their audiences. Similarly, Diaz et al. (2020) used audience segmentation to identify factors that were related to residents’ intent to use and adoption of integrated pest management behaviors so they could better design extension programs to promote them. Used in these ways, audience segmentation offers Extension systems a multi-purpose tool for communication, marketing, and program planning. 

Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of our study was to explore applying audience segmentation to more effectively communicate with the public about UConn Extension and its programs.

1. Describe audience segments based on their perceptions of how much effort UConn Extension should apply to various personal and community issues.
2. Compare respondents’ interactions with UConn Extension and personal characteristics based on audience segments.

Methods

We used a non-experimental design to investigate the study objectives. The target population for our study was Connecticut residents. The actual population was a convenience sample, an acceptable methodology for gathering preliminary data for exploration prior to launching a more intensive investigation (Battaglia, 2008; Qualtrics, n.d.).

We distributed the survey through UConn Extension’s existing communication and marketing channels. A research team member created six unique links in Qualtrics for use in different channels so that the team could track submissions based on this information. The first two links were platform specific, Facebook and LinkedIn. The next three were programs specific to agriculture, 4-H, and gardening. The sixth link was for all other channels and was used on X (Twitter) and Instagram by the land use and environmental programs and others. Program leads were provided with five potential recruitment statements to use along with the respective survey link for their audience. Each was supplied with a suggested posting schedule for the six-week period to ensure balanced coverage without inundating potential respondents. Week one focused on the launch and awareness, week two targeted agriculture and food system audiences, week three targeted 4-H youth and families, week four targeted gardening and environmental programs, week five had a community and economic development theme, and week six was the final countdown with a last push for more respondents. The survey opened the week of September 22, 2025, and closed on October 31, 2025. 

Participants were asked to assess their perceptions of the effort that UConn Extension should apply to address 45 personal and community issues. Items were measured with a five-point Likert-type scale using the following response options coded as follows: 1 = no effort, 2 = low effort, 3 = moderate effort, 4 = high effort, and 5 = very high effort. The scale was interpreted as follows: 1.0 to 1.49 = no effort, 1.50 to 2.49 = low effort, 2.50 to 3.49 = moderate effort, 3.50 to 4.49 = high effort, and 4.50 to 5.00 = very high effort. The instrument also asked participants about familiarity and interactions with UConn Extension (in the past 12 months) and about personal characteristics, including residency, presence of children in the household, zip code, education level, employment status, type of community, financial stability, food security, and age. An open-ended question was included asking respondents to describe an issue on which they thought Extension should focus most of its efforts; this was primarily used as a response quality check (Harder et al., 2025).

The sections of the instrument measuring perceptions of the issue were previously used in Harder et al. (2025), which modified items from Narine et al. (2020) and Harder et al. (2023) to suit local context after review for face validity by two experienced Extension professionals who were lifelong residents of Connecticut. Harder et al. (2025) found four factors within the items with Cronbach’s alpha levels at .92 and .93; however, we provide this information as background information as our current study’s objectives did not include analyzing constructs. Our study is not generalizable due to the use of a convenience sample, which is a limitation. 

There were 258 total responses received. The data were reviewed for quality issues. We used Qualtrics’ pre-survey security feature to prevent multiple submissions from a single respondent and the post-survey Duplicate Detection security feature; no responses were flagged. Responses were removed for a Recaptcha score below .5 (n = 1) and missing data (less than 50% completion, n = 81). We visually inspected the data to check for straightlining and for nonsensical answers to the open-ended question but this did not result in the removal of any responses. Data analysis was conducted on 175 usable responses.

We used SPSS and Excel for data analysis. To address the first objective, we conducted a hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA) with Ward’s method to determine the number of clusters in the data. Then, we ran a K-Means cluster analysis that resulted in each participant being assigned membership to one of three clusters based on their perceptions of how much effort UConn Extension should apply to various issues. Next, we used the Kruskal-Wallis test to compare perceptions of each issue by cluster with p < 0.05 set a priori as the level of significance; all issues had significant differences. We manually calculated eta squared to determine effect sizes. Effect sizes were interpreted as outlined in Fiel Paris (2026) wherein large effect sizes were ≥ .14. We then conducted pairwise comparisons with the Bonferonni correction for the issues with the largest effect sizes (≥ .40). The pairwise comparisons aided our interpretation of the results and labeling of the clusters into audience segments. 

Chi-square tests of independence were run to compare the audience segments by interactions with Extension in the past 12 months and selected personal characteristics (age, employment status, children in the household, type of community, education level) for the second objective. Financial stability and food security were excluded from analysis due to very few respondents reporting difficulties with either variable. Education levels were combined from eight categories to three (no college degree, Associate’s or Bachelor’s degree, graduate degree) to meet the minimum expected cell counts required for Chi-square. The alpha level was set a priori at p < .05. Cramer’s v was reported for results with statistical significance to estimate effect size. Post hoc comparisons were conducted using adjusted standardized residuals with the Bonferonni correction.

Findings

The first objective was to describe audience segments based on their perceptions of how much effort UConn Extension should apply to various issues. The dendrogram produced by conducting an HCA showed three distinct segments (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1

Dendrogram Created with Hierarchical Cluster Analysis
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A K-Means cluster analysis was conducted to group respondents based on their perceptions of how much effort UConn Extension should apply to various issues. The analysis was run with three predefined clusters based on the HCA results. The iteration history indicated convergence after five iterations. Cluster 1 had 45 respondents, Cluster 2 had 73 respondents, and Cluster 3 had 57 respondents. Table 1 displays the means for each item according to cluster. The distance between final cluster centers between Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 was 5.79, while the distance between Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 was 5.08. The distance between Cluster 2 and Cluster 3 was 8.52. Cluster 1 tended to favor Extension applying high or very high effort to 13 items, Cluster 2 was generally supportive of applying high or very high effort to most items (n = 31), but Cluster 3 only identified 6 items as worthy of high effort and perceived no items as needing very high effort. Similarly, Cluster 3 tended to think Extension should apply no or low effort to the greatest number of items (n = 13).

Table 1 

Perceptions of Effort Necessary by Final Cluster Centers

	Selected Issue
	Cluster 1
M
	Cluster 2
M
	Cluster 3
M

	Protecting natural ecosystems
	4.53
	4.34
	3.09

	Controlling invasive pests
	4.49
	4.34
	3.32

	Protecting water quality
	4.47
	4.45
	3.54

	Protecting soil quality
	4.42
	4.37
	3.65

	Assisting farmers in agricultural production
	4.42
	4.36
	3.84

	Controlling invasive plants
	4.42
	4.32
	3.00

	Strengthening local food systems
	4.40
	4.47
	3.88

	Preserving farmland
	4.38
	4.38
	3.81

	Improving agricultural profitability
	4.38
	4.16
	3.63

	Protecting freshwater resources (e.g., lakes, rivers, wetlands)
	4.33
	4.33
	3.00

	Protecting the marine environment
	4.27
	4.22
	2.75

	Protecting the coastal environment
	4.22
	4.25
	2.67

	Ensuring safe food handling practices to prevent foodborne illness
	4.07
	4.30
	3.56

	Protecting air quality
	3.93
	4.15
	3.11

	Assisting local government with land use decisions
	3.87
	4.14
	3.07

	Helping individuals have access to affordable healthy food
	3.78
	4.29
	3.14

	Reducing saltwater intrusion
	3.78
	3.92
	2.28

	Helping youth develop life skills
	3.73
	4.53
	3.39

	Reducing human-wildlife conflicts
	3.62
	3.73
	2.51

	Improving climate change resiliency for communities
	3.56
	3.81
	2.54

	Addressing local businesses with land use decisions
	3.53
	3.89
	2.72

	Preserving foods for home use (e.g., canning, dehydrating)
	3.49
	4.07
	3.00

	Getting more adults involved in mentoring youth
	3.42
	4.05
	3.07

	Addressing hunger issues
	3.42
	4.10
	2.81

	Helping communities be better prepared for natural disasters
	3.33
	3.71
	2.75

	Helping consumers make healthy food choices
	3.29
	4.14
	3.05

	Helping rural communities improve their economic well-being
	3.29
	3.96
	2.58

	Helping urban communities improve their economic well-being
	3.16
	3.73
	2.58

	Building the capacity of community nonprofits
	2.96
	3.59
	2.19

	Helping households reduce water use
	2.89
	3.64
	2.18

	Preventing chronic disease
	2.80
	3.74
	2.67

	Strengthening workforce readiness
	2.76
	3.71
	2.51

	Helping households become more energy efficient
	2.73
	3.70
	2.46

	Strengthening the financial well-being of small businesses
	2.67
	3.55
	2.35

	Reducing obesity
	2.58
	3.89
	2.77

	Teaching financial literacy skills to teens
	2.42
	3.96
	2.56

	Addressing mental health
	2.38
	3.93
	2.21

	Improving individuals’ physical fitness
	2.36
	3.62
	2.30

	Helping individuals access affordable healthcare
	2.29
	3.47
	1.98

	Preventing suicide
	2.07
	3.79
	1.91

	Helping first-time homeowners make smart financial decisions
	2.04
	3.44
	1.82

	Addressing illegal drug abuse
	1.69
	3.34
	1.51

	Addressing alcohol abuse
	1.67
	3.41
	1.58

	Addressing prescription drug abuse
	1.67
	3.40
	1.54

	Strengthening couple and/or marital relationships
	1.49
	2.75
	1.49


Note. 1.0 to 1.49 = no effort, 1.50 to 2.49 = low effort, 2.50 to 3.49 = moderate effort, 3.50 to 4.49 = high effort, and 4.50 to 5.00 = very high effort.

A comparison of the mean ranks by cluster using the Kruskal-Wallis Test showed significant differences (p < .001) for all items. Calculation of eta squared for each item helped to identify the items most likely to be of practical significance in differentiating the audience segments; the items with the most variance attributable to cluster membership are presented in Table 2. Cluster membership had moderate to large effects on respondents’ perceptions; the five items with eta squared values in the moderate range (0.07 - .10) all focused on agriculture and food. 

Post hoc pairwise comparisons showed Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 were significantly different (p < .001) from Cluster 2 for addressing prescription drug abuse, alcohol abuse, and illegal abuse; preventing suicide, helping first-time homeowners make smart financial decisions; addressing mental health; and strengthening couple and/or marital relationships. Additionally, Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 were significantly different (p < .001) from Cluster 3 for protecting the coastal environment, marine environment, and freshwater resources (e.g., lakes, rivers, wetlands) as well as reducing saltwater intrusion.

The three segments can be characterized as follows: Advocates for Food and the Environment, Advocates for All, and Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists. These segments reflect the perceptions of effort each cluster thought should be placed by UConn Extension on the selected issues, thus the advocate or reserved nomenclature. Additionally, the emphasis on the environment further separated the Advocates for Food and the Environment from the Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists. The Advocates for Food and the Environment beliefs that Extension should not expend much effort on topics such substance abuse issues, mental health and suicide prevention, and healthy relationships separated them from the Advocates for All.

Table 2

Comparison of Mean Ranks by Cluster Using Kruskal-Wallis

	Selected Issue
	Cluster 1
Mean Rank
	Cluster 2
Mean Rank
	Cluster 3
Mean Rank
	H
	η2

	Addressing prescription drug abuse
	58.99
	133.58
	52.53
	110.00
	0.63

	Addressing alcohol abuse
	58.46
	132.95
	53.75
	106.41
	0.61

	Addressing illegal drug abuse
	62.50
	131.25
	52.74
	99.53
	0.57

	Preventing suicide
	61.68
	130.07
	54.9
	91.91
	0.52

	Helping first-time homeowners make smart financial decisions
	65.86
	127.67
	54.68
	83.75
	0.48

	Protecting the coastal environment
	110.43
	111.75
	39.88
	82.61
	0.47

	Reducing saltwater intrusion
	106.9
	113.38
	40.57
	80.16
	0.45

	Addressing mental health
	63.92
	126.85
	57.25
	78.46
	0.44

	Protecting the marine environment
	111.56
	109.33
	42.09
	75.54
	0.43

	Strengthening couple and/or marital relationships
	61.47
	125.04
	61.51
	74.74
	0.42

	Protecting freshwater resources (e.g., lakes, rivers, wetlands)
	109.16
	109.66
	43.55
	71.80
	0.41


Note. p < .001 for all items.

The second objective was to compare respondents’ interactions with UConn Extension and personal characteristics based on audience segments. Chi-square tests of independence showed no significant associations with audience segment membership and the following variables: receiving Extension information within the past 12 months, participating in an Extension program within the past 12 months, employment status, age, minors in household, and type of community. 

Further, a chi-square test also showed a significant association with audience segment membership and education level, χ2(4) = 12.84, p < .05, v = .19 (see Table 3). Post hoc comparisons revealed respondents in the Advocates for All segment were significantly more likely to not have a college degree (31.50%) than respondents in the Advocates for Food and the Environment (17.78%) or Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists (8.93%) segments. Conversely, respondents in the Advocates for All segment were significantly less likely to have completed a graduate degree (21.92%). In comparison, ~37-43% of respondents in the Advocates for Food and Environment and Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists segments held graduate degrees, respectively. 

Table 3

Results of Chi-square Tests and Descriptive Statistics for Educational Level by Audience Segment

	Variable
	Category
	Food/Env.a
n(%)
	Allb
n(%)
	Trad.c
n(%)
	χ2
	v

	Education level
	No college degree
	8(17.78)

	23(31.5)

	5(8.93)

	12.84*
	.19

	
	Associate’s or bachelor’s degree
	20(40.44)

	34(46.58)

	27(48.21)

	
	

	
	Graduate degree
	17(37.78)

	16(21.92)

	24(42.86)

	
	


Note. a Advocates for Food and the Environment. bAdvocates for All. cReserved Agricultural Traditionalists.
*p < .05.

Conclusions/Implications/Recommendations

We sought to explore applying audience segmentation to more effectively communicate with the public about UConn Extension and its programs. The results of our study demonstrated that unique audience segments existed within the population of survey respondents, consistent with prior research by Wagner et al. (2022) and Diaz et al. (2020) which also identified segments within Extension populations. Although the segments were not homogenous, there was a tendency across all segments to believe that UConn Extension should prioritize efforts towards issues in food and agriculture. Conversely, two segments – Advocates for Food and the Environment and Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists – tended to feel that substance abuse issues and suicide prevention deserved low effort from Extension. The latter issue is notable, given that farmers are at a higher risk than other audiences (Kennedy et al., 2021), and respondents were otherwise highly supportive of Extension working on topics benefitting farmers, such as providing technical assistance with production. 

Additionally, we found the desire for UConn Extension to work on environmental issues was demonstrated by the Advocates for Food and the Environment and the Advocates for All segments; previous studies have shown Extension audiences placed similarly high levels of effort  on environmental quality in Utah (Narine et al., 2020) and healthy environments in Florida (Harder et al., 2024). Nearly all the highest rated issues for which these segments wanted Extension to put high or very high levels effort were focused on the environment and/or protection of natural resources. Only the Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists deviated from the norm but this segment was least likely to want UConn Extension to put effort towards any issues unrelated to food and agriculture, and even for those they provided lower ratings than their counterparts in the other segments. It is unclear to us why the Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists did not endorse Extension putting higher levels of effort towards the selected issues, particularly given that our sampling methods increased the likelihood of participants having an existing relationship with Extension by being a member of one of our listservs, receiving Extension newsletters, and/or following our social media accounts.

Gould et al. (2014) stated one of the key benefits of Extension is its provision of lifelong learning. This is a possible explanation for why the Advocates for All segment, who were more likely to have not obtained a degree, wanted Extension to put effort into so many issues. It appears the Advocates for All segment is taking advantage of the lifelong learning opportunities provided by Extension; this may be sufficient reason for them to want more opportunities offered over a wide variety of topics, whereas it is possible that the segments that tended to have more college graduates were less likely to see a need for the type of programs offered by Extension.

Although we cannot generalize our results beyond the surveyed population, the consistency with the results of prior studies described in the preceding paragraphs suggests the profiles developed in this exploratory study may be relevant to broader audiences. UConn Extension can be more effective in its communication and marketing efforts by testing messages tailored to the identified segments (Hawkins et al., 2011; Orton et al., 2024). The customer segmentation results clarify where existing Extension audiences perceive the greatest value. Allocating resources towards these areas, and aligning subsequent communication and marketing efforts accordingly, has the potential to increase awareness, strengthen engagement, and enhance overall satisfaction across UConn Extension audience segments. Tailoring communication messages, including both content and delivery strategies, to documented audience interests and preferred channels further reinforces brand strength (Baker et al., 2025). Digital marketing approaches also offer measurable tactics for assessing message effectiveness and return on investment, even when the investment is primarily staff time (Griffin & Hatton, 2024; Lundy et al., 2021). Prioritizing strategies that demonstrate consistent success contributes to a more efficient and impactful communication system while advancing brand awareness and advocacy (Baker et al., 2025). For Extension communications professionals more broadly, employing similar evidence-based strategies requires strengthening both internal and external communication to targeted audiences, maintaining consistent messaging, increasing investment in communication activities to build public awareness, and aligning outreach with audiences’ identified areas of interest.

We recommend other Extension systems explore the use of audience segmentation as a strategy for overcoming the well-documented challenges with awareness (Lama-Mendoza & Lillywhite, 2021; Settle et al., 2017; Worley et al., 2024). Considerations for such research should include whether to study audiences already familiar with Extension or the general population, as prior research suggests differences between these groups (Harder et al., 2024). In our state, we intend to conduct additional research to attempt to validate the segments identified in our exploratory study. Based on what we have learned, our future research will attempt to better understand feelings about Extension working on suicide prevention as a general topic versus as an intervention specifically for farmers. We also intend to add questions to help determine if the Reserved Agricultural Traditionalists were receiving technical assistance from other farmer-serving organizations in our state, of which there are several, to see if they expect less from Extension because their needs are being met elsewhere. Finally, we want to know more about the association between education level and segment membership as this may help us better market programs to audiences likely to pursue lifelong learning through UConn Extension.

Customer segmentation offers a strategic pathway to improve audience experience, strengthen brand equity, and optimize the allocation of limited resources. Extension cannot be everything to everyone, nor can it afford to remain an under-recognized public resource. Communicating with clearly defined segments about the programs and issues they identify as most relevant enables the development of stronger, audience-aligned messages. This study demonstrates that UConn Extension serves three distinct audience segments, each with documented priority areas. Leveraging this knowledge should inform future communication and marketing strategies, ensuring that outreach efforts are both responsive to audience needs and aligned with organizational goals. 
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