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Introduction

If the United States could buy all its food from
other countries cheaper than it can be produced
and sold here, should we?

According to a recent national survey, three out
of four (74 percent) Americans think not. And they
may wonder, why should we? Yet 17 percent (about
one in six) agree that we should get our food else-
where when cheaper, while 9 percent (nearly one out
of ten) were undecided.

How does globalization affect us as Americans?
How does globalization affect the food we eat, the
communities we live in, and the quality of lives we
lead? These are some of the basic issues raised in a
2001-2002 national survey of 819 U.S. adults.

A team of scientists from a dozen major U.S.
universities conducted the study as the third in a
series of national mail surveys on food, farming
and environmental issues since 1986.

In the following sections, we summarize 

American’s views about global food sources, who
they trust for knowledge of food safety, and the
impact that the 9/11 terrorist attack may have had
on their feelings about food security. We also look
at opinions Americans hold about genetically modi-
fied and biotechnological foods and the need to
label such foods. In addition, perceptions of the
United States and global environment in which our
foods are produced are summarized. Further analy-
ses are underway by the sociologists and economists
on the research team.

Do We Care Where Our Food Comes from?
Do we have much concern about the source of

our food? Threats to the safety of meat grown in
England and various other countries associated with
mad-cow and hoof-and-mouth disease have acceler-
ated concern about the quality of our food sources.
So we asked our sample members whether they
would eat meat from livestock grown in such 
countries.
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Figure 1. If the U.S. Could Buy All Its Food from Other Countries Cheaper 
than It Can Be Produced and Sold Here, We Should.

Source: All graphs compiled by R.C. Wimberley from S-276 national 2001 survey data, N=819.
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There remains little doubt that the agricul-
tural sector continues to play a central role
in contributing to the economic strength of
many rural communities in America. While
the numbers directly employed in agriculture
remain small, the output associated with this
sector of our region's economy is nothing
short of spectacular.

There has been much discussion over the
past several years on the matter of global
markets and the implications that such shifts
might have on the quality of food-related
products that are imported into the United

States. Furthermore, the scientific advances
being made in agriculture as a result of
biotechnology and other innovations have
generated considerable debate regarding the
safety of foods that have been produced via
these avenues. 

In an effort to capture the sentiment of
Americans on a host of issues associated
with our nation's food production system,
we have decided to dedicate this issue to
new information that has been collected by
a team of land-grant university social scien-
tists engaged in multi-state research designed

to address the consequences of globalization
on agriculture. The group of scientists is
associated with a dozen universities in the
United States, with the bulk of the team
being linked to land-grant schools in the
Southern region. The data presented in this
issue of Southern Perspectives capture the
opinions of a diverse group of U.S. citizens.
They are shared with our readers in hopes of
stimulating discussions regarding the major
strengths and challenges associated with
American agriculture today. We hope you
find the information useful.

From the Director
by Bo Beaulieu
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Rural  Community  College  Initiative
With the difficult fiscal environment

occurring in many of our land-grant universi-
ties in the region, the opportunity and need
to explore new and exciting partnerships
appears most timely. A few months ago, we
announced that the SRDC was awarded an
important grant from the Ford Foundation
to help build stronger bonds between land-
grant institutions and rural community col-
leges. In this issue of Southern Perspectives,
we are announcing the slate of community

colleges and land-grant institutions that will
be taking an active part in the Rural
Community College Initiative (RCCI) over
the next several months. Community college
and land-grant educators will work together
to help communities in three states in our
region (MS, NC and TX) achieve three
important goals: (1) pursue sound and equi-
table economic development strategies; (2)
seek to expand educational access to hard-to-
reach audiences; and (3) promote broader

involvement of citizens in guiding the activi-
ties of their communities. Certainly, we are
breaking new ground with this collaborative
effort but remain convinced that a stronger,
more comprehensive set of rural develop-
ment resources will be available to support
the economic and community development
needs of rural people and places that are
part of the RCCI effort.
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GLOBALIZATION CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

Figure 2 shows that indeed Americans do
care about the sources of their food, particu-
larly with regard to meat. We find that
Americans do trust U.S.-grown meat but
have little faith in meat from the other

countries. Confidence in U.S.-grown meat is
high; 92 percent say they would eat meat
produced in the United States. But only 21
percent would say yes to eating South
American meat, 14 percent would consume
meat from England, and barely 10 percent
would eat meat from other European 
countries.

While many respondents are undecided
about the safety of meat from outside the
United States, only 5 percent are uncertain
about U.S.-produced meats and only 3 per-
cent—about the same percentage in the sam-
ple as there are vegetarians—report they
would not eat meat from U.S. livestock.
Nearly half say no to meat produced in
South America, while a majority would reject
meat from England or other European 
counties.

Of course, this does not mean that
Americans have little concern about the safe-
ty of U.S. farming practices. In fact, 57 per-
cent say they worry about health problems
due to farming methods in the United
States. In comparison, 80 percent worry
about health problems due to farming meth-
ods in other countries.

Given these findings, it should not be sur-
prising that 74 percent and 76 percent of the
respondents, respectively, rate “grown in the
United States” and “processed in the United
States” to be of some or great importance
for the food they buy.

The preference for U.S.-produced and
processed foods held even when the pocket-
book test was posed to the sample members.
Fully two-thirds (68 percent) say they would
pay more for food grown in the United
States rather than abroad. Only 13 percent
would not. Not only do Americans say they
would pay more for food produced and
processed in their own country, they prefer
food grown locally, near where they live,
rather than far away. Over 70 percent express
willingness to spend more for locally pro-
duced food, while 14 percent say they would
not.

In fact, four out of five respondents feel
that food grown in the United States is
fresher and safer (80 and 79 percent respec-
tively) than imported food. Only about 1 or
2 percent favor the freshness and safety of
imported foods, while it makes no difference
to the rest. Essentially one-half of the
respondents (49 percent) say U.S.-produced
food is more nutritious and tastes better
than imported food. Again, only 4 percent
think imported food is superior in nutrition
and taste while the remainder report no dif-
ference between domestic and imported
foods on these factors. Furthermore, 51 per-
cent perceive U.S.-grown food as being less
costly compared to 16 percent claiming
imported food is cheaper.

Yes, Americans do care about the global
origins of their food.

Figure 2. Would You Eat Meat from Livestock Grown in...?
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Figure 3. I Would Be Willing to Pay More for Food that Is ... Grown Locally, Near
Where I Live, Rather than Far Away.

“...the overall results of

the national survey leave

no doubt that Americans

are concerned about the

global sources of food.”



WWhhoo  DDoo  WWee  TTrruusstt
aabboouutt  OOuurr  FFoooodd??

Public confidence is an important factor
for a nation’s food system, whether the food
is produced domestically or globally.
Therefore, the survey sample was also asked,
“Who do you trust for knowledge about the
safety of the foods you eat?” Five of the
knowledge sources listed were professional
roles, four were agencies, and one was for-
eign governments. A source was considered
to be trusted if a respondent noted that the
source was trusted “some” or “a lot.” All
other responses were judged to imply little
or no trust in such sources (except for those
individuals who simply were undecided on
the level of trust associated with sources of
food safety information).

Among professional sources, farmers fare
best. They are trusted by 70 percent of the
respondents. University professors rank sec-
ond with 57 percent trusting them. For the
others, there was more mistrust than trust
about food safety. Elected officials receive 20
percent trust, celebrities get 12 percent, and
business executives gain only 11 percent
trust. Indeed, elected officials, celebrities and 
business executives are mistrusted by about
two-thirds of the respondents.

The three food-related agencies of the U.S.
government—the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration, and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency—claim the trustworthiness
of about three out of four respondents. 
USDA leads with 82 percent trust and 10 
percent distrust. FDA receives 75 percent
trust and is followed closely by 72 percent
trusting EPA.

Foreign governments, however, get little
respect in regard to their information about 

food safety. Only 13 percent trust them; 
two-thirds do not. This is in line with the 

mistrust of meat grown in countries outside 
the United States.
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Figure 4. Who Do You Trust for Knowledge about the Safety of the Foods You Eat?
(Professional Roles)

Figure 5. Who Do You Trust for Knowledge about the Safety of the Foods You Eat?
(Agencies and Governments)

John Fernandez-Van Cleve was appointed Acting Director of
the Cooperative Extension Service at the University of Puerto Rico.
A native Puerto Rican, he previously served as Professor of Animal
Reproduction at the University of Puerto Rico since 1995. 

Dalton McAfee was named Extension Administrator at Alcorn
State University in October 2002. He came to Alcorn from North
Carolina A&T State University.

Sherman Lewis has been serving as the Associate Administrator
for the Outreach and Cooperative Extension Program at Langston
University in Oklahoma since Dec. 1, 2001. Lewis previously served
as Director for the Center for Outreach Programs at Langston.

Steven Umberger has been named Director for the Virginia
Cooperative Extension Service. Umberger previously served as
Associate Director for Agriculture and Natural Resources.

Names
in the News



When the national survey was launched in
July 2001, food safety was an interest of the
study, but it became a much larger interest
after the attack on September 11. Because
the attack came prior to the third and last
mailing sent to sample members who had
not responded, this provided a regrettable
opportunity to see how the remaining sam-
ple members felt about food security in con-
text of post 9/11 and the food and global-
ization issues of the survey.

Three new items were printed on the last
page of the questionnaire. These questions
asked individuals to indicate what they
thought about the security of the U.S. food
supply before and after September 11, and
whether our food supply was a major con-

cern in terms of being a possible approach
that terrorists might use to attack people in
the United States. A total of 196 sample
members answered these questions. While we
cannot assume that those who responded
late in the survey data collection are as rep-
resentative of the country as the total sam-
ple, their responses are revealing.

Whereas 46 percent say they had thought
“some” (28 percent) or “a lot” (17 percent)
about the security of our food supply prior
to the 9/11 attack, 91 percent were “some-
what” (36 percent) or “very concerned” (55
percent) after the attack.

In addition, 85 percent agreed that of the
possible ways terrorists might attack people
in the United States, our food supply is a
major concern. Merely 7 percent disagreed,
and 8 percent were uncertain.
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Figure 6. Before the September 11 Terrorist Attack on the United States, Had You
Thought about Food Security?

Figure 7. Now, after the Terrorist Attack on September 11, How Concerned Are You
with Our Food Supply?

Figure 8. Of the Possible Ways Terrorists Might Attack People in the United States,
Our Food Supply Is a Major Concern.

SSeepptteemmbbeerr  1111  aanndd
IIttss  EEffffeeccttss  oonn
FFoooodd  SSeeccuurriittyy

“...the attack came prior

to the third and last mailing

sent to sample members

who had not responded...”
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Figure 10. Safety of Foods from Plants and Animals that Are Genetically Modified
to Add Desirable Food Traits.
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Figure 11. Genetically Modified Foods Should Be Labeled as Such.
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Figure 9. I Am Willing to Eat Foods that Have Been Grown with New
Biotechnology Techniques.

Genetic  Modification,
Biotechnology  and
Food  Labeling

The use of biotechnology and genetic
modification to produce foods from plants
and animals draws much attention from the
public and the media in the United States as
well as in European and other countries. To
see how Americans perceive these produc-
tion techniques as safe or threatening, we
asked several questions.

Biotechnology. When presented with the
statement, “I am willing to eat foods that
have been grown with new biotechnology
techniques,” half of the respondents split
between agreeing (26 percent) and disagree-
ing (23 percent). The other half (51 percent)
were undecided.

Genetic Modification (GM). Opinions
are likewise split on the safety of foods from
plants or animals that have been genetically
modified to add desirable food traits. In
regard to plants, 28 percent of respondents
say that genetic modification makes them
unsafe; 25 percent believe they are safe, and
47 percent are undecided. For genetically
modified foods from animals, there is even
more skepticism and uncertainty. In the case
for animals, 39 percent think such food
products are unsafe as compared to 17 per-
cent saying they are safe and 43 percent
being undecided.

Food Labeling. Given the mistrust and
uncertainty about whether foods from
biotech and GM plants or animals are safe
to eat, it is not surprising that respondents
want genetically modified foods to be
labeled. In fact, nearly everyone (92 percent)
wants labels on genetically modified foods.
Only 1 percent does not, and there is only 7
percent indecision on GM labeling.

Furthermore, people want labels to assure
them of the contents and nutrition of any
food they buy. An overwhelming 88 percent
believe that having the contents on the label
of the food they buy is of some (30 percent)
or great (58 percent) importance. The pic-
ture is similar for the importance of the
nutritional level of foods. For this factor, 87
percent say that labels regarding nutrition
levels are of some (35 percent) or great (52
percent) importance.
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DDooeess  tthhee  FFoooodd
EEnnvviirroonnmmeenntt
MMaatttteerr??

Since the 1950s and even before, environ-
mental concerns have continued to be high
in public attention. Environmental matters
include the quality of our air, the water we
consume or use for plants and animals, and
the soil which yields our foods. Therefore,
many items in the national survey dealt with
environmental issues surrounding food pro-
duction. Here, we point out the results of
several.

At the most general, global level of food
production, there is a clear concern about
global warming. Three-fourths (76 percent)
agree that “the United States should do what
it takes to reduce global warming.” Few (6
percent) disagree with that. Another 18 per-
cent remain undecided.

Following a pattern of greater concern
about food-related threats from other coun-
tries than from their own, respondents
report worrying more about environmental
problems due to farming methods in other
countries. A three-fourths majority (74 per-
cent) claim to worry some or a great deal
about farming’s impact on the environments
of other countries. Somewhat fewer, but still
a 61 percent majority, worry some or a great
deal about the environmental problems that
are caused by U.S. farming methods. In each
case, the other respondents worry very little
about farming and the environment.

On other items, there is some indecision
regarding the extent to which farmers are
actually doing much harm to the environ-
ment. While 45 percent were undecided
whether “present farming methods are pol-
luting our water supplies,” 34 percent agree,
and 21 percent disagree. In a parallel fashion,
43 percent are undecided whether “American

farmers use more chemicals than are neces-
sary to produce food,” although another 43
percent agree that farmers do use more
chemicals than necessary.

Regardless of how respondents feel farmers
actually do or do not take proper care of
the environment, most respondents believe
that farmers should be good stewards of the
environment in which food is produced.
Ninety-four percent agreed that “land owners
have responsibilities to protect soil resources
for future generations,” and a 56 percent
majority believe that “farmers who fail to
adopt needed soil conservation practices
should be financially penalized.”

There is substantial support for the state-
ment that, “I would be willing to pay more

for food if it meant that it could be pro-
duced in ways that protect the environ-
ment.” Seventy-one percent agree with this
position. Another 60 percent agree that, “I
would be willing to pay more for food pro-
duced without using chemicals.”  Further, 81
percent agree that, “I would be willing to
pay more for food grown on farms using 
good environmental practices.”  While some
others are undecided about taking such posi-
tions, few tend to disagree with them. 

A clean agricultural environment and safe
foods often involve more than soil and water
pollution. Another important threat is the
spread of diseases in farm animals and the
costs of prevention. Hoof-and-mouth disease
and mad-cow disease represent such threats,

“At the most general,

global level of food produc-

tion, this is a clear concern

about global warming.”
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Figure 12. The United States Should Do What It Takes to Reduce Global Warming.
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Figure 13. How Much Do You Worry about Environmental Problems Due to
Farming Methods in the United States?



and farmers risk the loss of herds when
these outbreaks occur. Our survey respon-
dents are generally sympathetic about these
threats and are willing for the government to 
cover the losses to farmers. Nearly two-thirds
(64 percent) say that “our government
should pay U.S. farmers for farm animals
that must be destroyed to prevent the spread
of diseases.” Only 15 percent disagree with
such government assistance to prevent ani-
mal diseases. 

Still, only one in five feel that farming is a 
major source of pollution in our nation 
today; two-thirds think that most farmers 
take good care of the soil, and half agree
that most farmers safely use pesticides and
other chemicals on food crops. 

Therefore, it appears that Americans value
the importance of a good farming environ-
ment and would spend more to protect it, 
but they are either uncertain or do not per-
ceive that farmers are doing major environ-
mental damage. 

Endnote 
[a] These articles have multiple authors.

The drafting committee was led by 
Ronald C. Wimberley, North Carolina State
University, with committee members Brenda
J. Vander Mey, Clemson University; Betty L.
Wells, Iowa State University; and Godfrey D.
Ejimakor, North Carolina A&T State
University. Alphabetically, other S-276 survey
project contributors who serve as co-authors
of this report are Conner Bailey, Auburn
University; Larry Burmeister, University of
Kentucky; Craig K. Harris, Michigan State
University; Marlene A. Lee, University of
Wisconsin; Edward L. McLean, Clemson
University; Joseph J. Molnar, Auburn
University; George W. Ohlendorf, Louisiana
State University; Terry J. Tomazic, St. Louis
University; and Gerald Wheelock, Alabama
A&M University.

71%

19%

10%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Agree Undecided Disagree

Figure 15. I Would Be Willing to Pay More for Food if It Meant that It Could Be
Produced In Ways that Protect the Environment.
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Figure 16. Our Government Should Pay U.S. Farmers for Farm Animals that Must
Be Destroyed to Prevent the Spread of Diseases.
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Figure 14. How Much Do You Worry about Environmental Problems Due to
Farming Methods In Other Countries?

“...it appears that

Americans value the impor-

tance of a good farming
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Judging from the responses, a solid major-
ity of Americans do not want to relinquish
food production to the other countries in
our global economy, even if those countries
could provide food more cheaply. Still,
about one-fourth of Americans would pur-
chase food products from foreign countries
or are uncertain about it.

Nevertheless, the overall results of the
national survey leave no doubt that
Americans are concerned about the global
sources of their food. Unlike the USDA,
EPA and FDA, foreign governments are not
trusted sources of information about food
safety.

In addition, the respondents who were
contacted after the 9/11 attack were found
to be twice as likely—from 46 percent to 91
percent—to be “somewhat” or “very con-
cerned” about the security of their food sup-
ply. Furthermore, the risk of an attack on
the U.S. food supply was a major concern to
them in the context of food and 
globalization. 

We find a lot of indecision about eating
foods grown using by biotechnological tech-
niques. Similarly, nearly about half of the
respondents are undecided about the safety

of foods from genetically modified plants
and animals. In each case, those who do
take a stand on biotech and genetic modifi-
cation are about evenly divided pro and con
with about a two-to-one majority feeling
such animal products are unsafe. The unusu-
ally high amount of indecision on these
issues indicates the future public acceptabili-
ty of biotech and GM foods is still in ques-
tion. Consumer and political opinions could
swing either way with further ramifications
for these kinds of foods and the technolo-
gies behind them.

There is little doubt, however, that
Americans want their food produced under
safe environmental conditions, whether

domestically or globally. In fact, they express
willingness to pay more for this assurance.
But farmers tend to get the benefit of public
opinion and are generally not blamed for
major damage to the environment.

These are but a few of the findings of the
2001-2002 national survey. Much remains to
be analyzed by the scientists of the research
team. Here we have merely highlighted some
on the initial findings on what Americans
think about the globalization of food, food
security, trusted sources of food information,
genetic modification and food labeling, and
the U.S. and global environments in which
food is produced.
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Figure 17. Farming Is a Major Source of Pollution in Our Nation Today.Synopsis of Key
Findings and
Conclusions

The Survey Process from Start to Finish
Support for the survey was provided by the land-grant universities of the contributing authors as well as a grant from the Farm

Foundation. To all, the authors are grateful.
This study is a component of the S-276 multistate, land-grant-university project on “Rural Restructuring: The Consequences of

Globalized Agricultural and Natural Resource Systems.” The authors of this article are the scientists of the research team who contributed
to the survey. The study was conducted through North Carolina State University.

The survey sample was randomly selected from adults living across the United States. Data were collected by mail questionnaires.
Although the response rate was about one out of five, the 819 usable survey responses were weighted by population proportions from the
2000 census data on age, race, sex, income, education and region of the country in order to help make the survey findings more repre-
sentative of the nation as a whole.

The weighted results closely coincide with census parameters for other variables and with the results from other surveys from which
comparable items are available. For example, the 2000 census shows that 56 percent of the population of ages 18 and older are currently
married, whereas the weighted survey data estimates that 55 percent are married. This difference of only 1 percent represents a very close
fit between the sample and the population on this variable.

If the 819 respondents were a truly random sample of U.S. adults, the sampling error for the findings would be a maximum of plus or
minus 3.4 percent with a confidence level of 95 percent. Nonrandom error, of course, may exceed these limits for at least some of the
results.
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Sixteen rural and tribal community colleges have received word
that they have been selected to be part of a national Rural
Community College Initiative (RCCI) demonstration project funded
by the Ford Foundation. The two-year pro-
gram is being jointly administered by the
Southern Rural Development Center (SRDC)
and the North Central Regional Center for
Rural Development (NCRCRD). The RCCI
is designed to accelerate the ability of rural
community and tribal colleges to meet the
expanding needs of rural communities locat-
ed in their service areas.

These institutions were selected from
Minnesota, Mississippi, New Mexico, North
Carolina, North Dakota and Texas to
become part of a national learning network
of rural community colleges. In addition to linking community and
tribal colleges to each other, the RCCI program will connect partici-
pating colleges to Extension educators located in state land-grant
institutions across the nation.

Bo Beaulieu, director of the Southern Rural Development Center,

stated, "We are excited that this new initiative is bringing the talents
of rural community and tribal colleges together with those of our
land-grant university Extension programs. This powerful new partner-

ship means that rural communities in the target-
ed states will have access to some of the best
community college and Extension educators who
care deeply about the well being of rural people
and communities in this country."

The Rural Community College Initiative will
involve participating colleges in annual RCCI
institutes, specialized training programs and field
trips that will showcase promising economic and
community development strategies. The first
RCCI Institute, held March 24-28 in Kansas City,
MO, offered these newly selected teams an
opportunity to learn about innovative approaches

for strengthening the economy of rural communities, extending the
valuable resources of the community college to new audiences and
enhancing the involvement of local citizens in community improve-
ment activities.

LLaanndd-GGrraanntt//CCoommmmuunniittyy  CCoolllleeggee  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiippss
SSttrreennggtthheenneedd  bbyy  RRCCCCII  EEffffoorrtt

MISSISSIPPI

East Central Community
College
President: Dr. Phil Sutphin 
Team Leader: Roger Whitlock 
Decatur, MS

NORTH CAROLINA

Carteret Community College
President: Dr. Joseph Barwick
Team Leader: Jennifer Ulz 
Morehead City, NC

Piedmont Community
College
President: Dr. H. James Owen
Team Leader: Lee Proctor
Roxboro, NC

Western Carolina
Partnership

Haywood Community
College
President: Dr. Nathan Hodges
Team Leader: Laura
Leatherwood
Clyde, NC

Tri-County Community
College
President: Dr. Norman
Oglesby
Team Leader: Bill Forsyth
Murphy, NC

Southwestern Community
College
President: Dr. Cecil Groves
Team Leader: Dr. Connie
Haire
Sylva, NC

TEXAS

Howard College
President: Dr. Cheryl Sparks
Team Leader: Terry Hanson
Big Spring, TX

Coastal Bend College
President: Dr. John Brockman
Team Leader: Mick Anderson
Beeville, TX

MINNESOTA

Fond du Lac Tribal and
Community College
President: Dr. Donald Day
Team Leader: Wade Gordon
Cloquet, MN

Northeast Higher Education
District
President: Dr. Joe Sertich
Team Leaders: John Ondov and
Linda Danielson
Chisholm, MN

Rochester Community and
Technical College
President: Dr. Don Supalla
Team Leaders: Dr. Ellen Nelson
Rochester, MN

NEW MEXICO

Eastern New Mexico
University-Roswell
Provost and Team Leader: 
Dr. Judy Armstrong
Roswell, NM

Mesalands Community
College
President: Dr. Phillip Barry
Team Leader: Martin C.
Gutierrez
Tucumcari, NM

Eastern New Mexico
University-Ruidoso
President: Dr. James Miller, Jr.
Team Leader: Robert Hemphill
Ruidoso, NM

NORTH DAKOTA

United Tribes Technical
College
President: Dr. David Gipp
Team Leader: Bradley Hawk
Bismarck, ND

Williston State College
President: Dr. Joe McCann
Team Leader: Ken Quamme
Williston, ND

RCCI Schools working with the SRDC RCCI Schools working with the NCRCRD
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April 2003 
April 7-10: The Middle Management Conference, to be held in

Roanoke, Virginia, will host mid-level managers in Extension.
Participants will discuss taxonomy, systems leadership training and
take part in educational tours of local business facilities. 

For more information, visit the conference website at
http://srdc.msstate.edu/03mm/.

April 14-15: The Promoting the Economic and Social Vitality
of Rural America: The Role of Education conference will take place
in New Orleans, Louisiana. Sessions will explore topics such as
employer involvement in school-to-work programs in rural America
and the social benefits of college education in racially diverse rural
counties.

For more information, visit the conference website at 
http://srdc.msstate.edu/ruraled/.

May 2003 
May 13-14: The Smart Growth in the Rural South conference

will be held in Lexington, Kentucky. It will provide professionals
with awareness of current issues and tools for addressing educational
programming for smart growth in the rural South. 

For more information, visit the conference website at
http://srdc.msstate.edu/smartgrowth/.

June 2003 
June 1-3: The Southern Growth Policies Board will present

Leading South: The Southern Leadership Summit in Biloxi,
Mississippi. It will feature the foremost thinkers on leadership from
government, the nonprofit sector and business to explore ways to
strengthen leadership in the South and to harness it to improve the
quality of life and economic prosperity of every Southern citizen.

For more information, contact Leigh Ann Wilder, Southern
Growth Policies Board, or visit http://www.southern.org/conf.asp.

July 2003
July 19-23: The Community Development Society’s

Community as Place conference will be hosted by Cornell
University in Ithaca, New York. In addition to concurrent sessions,
the meeting offers pre-conference tours and mobile workshops.

For more information, contact Joan Lewis, Cornell Cooperative
Extension, 607-255-2118, or visit the conference website at
http://www.cds2003.org/call_for_presenters.htm.

September 2003
September 2-6: Business Skills Training will be held in San

Antonio, Texas. The training will cover marketing, analysis and
understanding of financial statements, business plans, partnerships
and more.

For more information visit the conference website at
http://srdc.msstate.edu/bst/ or contact Pamela Brown of the Texas
Cooperative Extension at 806-746-4055.

September 8-10: The Southern Institute for Rural Development
(SIRD) will convene in Fort Myers, Florida. This Institute is
designed for professionals who are, or wish to become, actively
involved in rural development work at the local, multi-county, state
or regional levels. It will provide participants more in-depth under-
standing of two topics that are vital to the long-term health of rural
areas--expansion of economic development opportunities and the
broadening of citizen involvement in shaping the future of their
communities.

For more information, visit the conference website at
http://srdc.msstate.edu/sird03/.

September 2004 
September 27-30, 2004: The National Extension Tourism

Conference 2004 (NET 2004): People, Places and Partnerships: Keys
to Success will meet in Kissimmee, Florida. More information will
become available soon at http://srdc.msstate.edu/04tourism/.

Upcoming conferences...

HTTP://SRDC.MSSTATE.EDU/CALENDAR/EVENTS.HTM
FOR MORE INFORMATION
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