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Educational Programs to Address the
Economic Adjustments Facing Tobacco
Farmers and Rural Communities

Timothy Woods, Steve Isaacs, S. Darrell Mundy, and

William Givan

ABSTRACT

This paper discusses the context within which educational programs tailored to tobacco
producers and related rural communities have developed. Discussion is expanded by ex-
amining current program approaches employed by various organizations. Many of these
organizations have a mutual stake in helping producers in tobacco communities develop
their management capacity. A range of initiatives aimed at facilitating economic adjustment
is compared, including the major issues addressed and expected outcomes. Many of the
initiatives have made useful contributions; however, gaps and limitations remain. These
are considered as future educational efforts and issues are discussed.
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The Need for Expanded Educational
Programming—Some Background

The ebb and flow of demand for programs de-
signed to aid tobacco producers in economic
transition has been observed for many de-
cades. The realities of a changing political and
economic environment, however, cannot be ig-
nored today and have profound effects on the
nature of programs geared to help tobacco pro-
ducers cope with change.

The realities of political change and in-
creased uncertainty have been discussed by
Brown et al. (1999). The potential effects of
the elimination of the tobacco program, a large
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increase in a federal excise tax on tobacco
products, and the structural changes resulting
from manufacturers settling litigations are dif-
ficult for tobacco producers to evaluate. They
have no historical basis to project their long-
run production or market environments. While
tobacco has remained quite profitable for
many, the increase in political uncertainty has
again raised interest among producers and pol-
icymakers in tobacco-intensive communities
in examining alternative enterprises to diver-
sify or change income sources.

Ag Census data reveal that the number of
tobacco farmers in the U.S. has dropped sub-
stantially since 1954, when there were
512,000 tobacco farms, to 124,000 in 1992.
The 1997 census revealed even fewer farms.
While farm numbers are on the decline, pro-
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duction has remained concentrated within a
handful of states. Total production has re-
mained relatively steady over this period due
in large part to the production controls under
the federal program.

Communities that have had the most diffi-
cult time coping with the concentration of pro-
duction have been the rural communities that
have historically been tobacco intensive.
Many of these communities also have a lim-
ited tax base and often lower than average in-
comes. The core problem becomes one of rural
economic development as these communities
see farms shift away from tobacco. The next
best farm opportunities after tobacco are not
particularly attractive.

Farmers who continue to produce tobacco
generally regard few alternatives to be as prof-
itable as tobacco, particularly when adjust-
ments are made for risk. A recent survey of
tobacco producers throughout the South indi-
cated that 78 percent of those growing flue-
cured tobacco and 69 percent of those growing
burley tobacco considered no other enterprise
to be as profitable as tobacco (Altman et al.,
1996). This is not to say they regard diversi-
fication as unimportant. Many of the farmers
surveyed indicated interest in trying other on-
farm ventures to supplement their tobacco in-
come, with considerably stronger interest ex-
pressed by the younger producers.

Farmers in this particular survey identified
many barriers to diversification, with a major-
ity of them indicating poor access to processing
markets, lack of new venture capital, limited
marketing and distribution for alternatives, and
even lack of off-farm employment to be bar-
riers to diversifying their tobacco income.

The educational level of many tobacco
farmers is also an issue for developing overall
management capacity. Altman er al. report
elsewhere that 42 percent of the tobacco pro-
ducers surveyed have at most a high school
degree (Altman et al., 1997). While they tend
to be more politically active than the non-farm
public, their education can limit the scope of
opportunities available to them. This is not a
phenomenon unique to tobacco producers per
se. Such a challenge can be framed, again, as
a rural economic development issue. Many of
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the rural tobacco producers have limited ac-
cess to advanced training opportunities.

Many of the rural economies that support
tobacco farmers have limited additional re-
sources upon which these farmers can draw.
This is true for accessing vital unique produc-
tion assets or technologies and access to mar-
kets that would make these producers com-
petitive managing another enterprise.

Economists have long pointed to the im-
portance of understanding economic systems.
Programs such as IMPLAN, that measure cer-
tain multiplier effects of a commodity such as
tobacco on a local economy, implicitly ac-
count for the transitive and amplifying nature
of economic welfare corresponding to con-
nected sectors.! Prospering tobacco farms have
implications for the welfare of supporting ag-
ribusinesses and the entire local economic
community. Investment in building the overall
management capacity of tobacco farmers can
be viewed as having returns that accumulate
beyond the farm income statement. Indeed, a
number of agribusinesses and community de-
velopment organizations have joined in efforts
to help tobacco producers better manage in a
changing economic environment.

A strong sense of history, culture, and tra-
dition is associated with the production of to-
bacco in the South. Many of the production
skills, quota management systems, and labor
sourcing have been fine-tuned within many of
these tobacco communities. Community and
family activities revolve around the intensive
farm labor activities of transplanting, harvest-
ing, and preparing for market and the market-
ing of tobacco that have been in place for gen-
erations. An understandable resistance to
change is prevalent in many communities.

In summary, educational programs in the
South that are designed to address the eco-
nomic adjustments facing tobacco farmers and
rural communities are initiated for a variety of
reasons. Increased political uncertainty trans-
lates to increased economic uncertainty. As
the relative merits (perceived and/or actual) of

' See Goetz and Snell (1998) for an application of
IMPLAN estimating the effects of tobacco on local
economies in Kentucky.
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tobacco production compared to certain alter-
natives are diminished, tobacco producers typ-
ically become more interested in new enter-
prises. Many communities that are tobacco
intensive and have generally lower incomes
and education levels have become high pri-
ority areas for focusing training. Training that
makes better managers, leaders, and entrepre-
neurs out of tobacco producers benefits many,
and many have expressed interest in support-
ing such efforts. However, the traditions and
path-dependent nature of local tobacco econ-
omies along with the stock of commodity-spe-
cific skills accumulated by individual tobacco
producers make the successful adoption of al-
ternative enterprises difficult for many.?

Current Educational Approaches

Many programs have been developed and ad-
ministered for tobacco producers in the South
in an effort to help them better manage chang-
ing economic conditions. Many agencies be-
yond the traditional Cooperative Extension
Service and Land Grant Universities have
been involved. Table 1 is a summary of a
number of these programs, including program
objectives, intended audience, issues driving
the training or educational effort, actual or ex-
pected outcomes, and the agencies involved.
This list is not exhaustive. Rather it pre-
sents a cross section of activities that reveals
the scope of efforts targeted toward tobacco
producers. The major objectives include edu-
cation in the areas of management, diversifi-
cation, entrepreneurialism, leadership devel-
opment, farm and business planning, market
development, cooperation, transition, and cap-
italization.? Other objectives, such as the im-

> Douglass North (1990) provides an insightful dis-
cussion of the paths of history, institutional evolution,
and economics. His conclusion is that history rames
today’s institutions and markets which, in turn, frame
the choice set available to the decision maker today.

3The survey by Altman et al. indicated capitali-
zation for exploring supplemental enterprises to tobac-
co was especially regarded as an issue by younger
farmers, those under 45. Few low-interest loans or
grants available (71%) and simply lack of capital avail-
able (67%) were noted to be key barriers for younger
farmers. Older farmers, with perhaps more farm equity
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proved sustainability of production practices
and local community systems, and building
synergistic networks between producers and
other organizations with common interests are
mentioned as well.

Several organizations have played a prom-
inent role in leading much of the educational
effort in cooperation with the Land Grant uni-
versities. Listing all organizations that have
been in some way involved would be difficult
but would include commodity and general ag-
ricultural organizations, state departments of
agriculture, and rural development agencies. A
few are mentioned here to illustrate the inter-
agency cooperation that has typically been
employed.

The Commodity Growers Cooperative is a
subsidiary of the Burley Tobacco Growers Co-
operative. This organization is specifically
chartered to help tobacco farmers explore and
develop markets for other enterprises. It has
collaborated with the University of Kentucky
to train county agents and producer teams in
low-income, tobacco-intensive counties to de-
velop feasibility studies and business plans for
innovative on-farm enterprises. The intended
outcome is the establishment of some inno-
vative business ideas in these counties, but
perhaps more important has been the produc-
tion of trained county agents who are now
connected to a larger business development
network. Similar efforts have been piloted in
Tennessee and North Carolina.

A variety of educational resources is being
developed in conjunction with these efforts.
Educational resources include planning work-
books,* training materials, computer programs
and budgets, newsletters and specialty crop
working groups, and enterprise production re-
sources specifically geared toward tobacco
farmers.

Several programs have emerged that in-

on which to draw, were less inclined to identify capi-
talization as a barrier, but also were less likely to have
discovered or even pursued on-farm alternatives.

4 The PRIMER workbook, for example, provides
worksheets for farmers to systematically take stock of
a new enterprises’ profitability, resoure requirements,
information sources, market development needs, pro-
ducer enthusiasm, and risk.



Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics, August 1999

312

T4 pue VD ‘O

‘NI DS ‘VA ‘NL XM
‘ON WOJXJ SONISIOATUN
1uead puey ‘SLUOIN difg
uonep

-uno, 83o[[oy ‘surolskg
J|qeUrEISNS JOJ JIJUID)
[ammousy jo 1doq X3
‘neaing e AV ‘ooue
-V uueg Aununio))

UOISSTUIUIO))
[euoISoy ueryoered
-dy ‘XY Jo AmsioAmupn

UOISSTWIIO))
euorSoy ueiyoeeddy
‘doo) ,s1omoID) Anpowr
-wo) XM Jo AISIdAIUN

din uSiog
SUO PpuUB ONISOWOp SUO
‘SIeUTWos Aepnnur |
P weiSoxd wok-7 v

sansst pue sosudiouo
Jo sadfy e uo soseyd
-wo s “y0ofoad o ur
Sunedonred sdnoi8 4y

SIOULIB] U3IIA
sunoowr Awnos uors
-sos-pnu 10 9[3UIs XISe

Sur
-urTeI] 9JIAXIS-UI JUSSVe

$20INn0S
-21 juowdo[aAsp ssou
-Isng oI JIoMleu ued
Jey)] s)uoSe pourel], JuSw
-doroaop uerd ssoursng

*sansst Aorjod 031 uonua
-1e repnonted yim sonsst
dmysiopes] ssoursnquide
pUE WIB] UO SI SNOO

suraysAs Sur
-wIey paseq A)rpourwiod
‘o[qeureisns  paJdAUP
ourey jo juswdopasqg

‘Sunyewr uoIsd
-op pue uonenfead ssud
-ISJuS Ul ISISSE 0] S[00)
orduirs yo juowrdorosscy

Sunyiomiou pue
juowdoroasp uerd ssou
-t1snq Surpre§a1 sjuoSe
WOIJ UOWIIIIP pPoIdu
INq SEIPI SSOUISNG POOS
sso1dxa uoyjo sISULIR

*dnoi3
Aopnq ouo pue dnois
paIno-ong auQ ‘suosiad
ssoursnque pue sIo
-m018 000eqO) SUnok (¢
Jo sdnoi3 payoaras Q18

sjuaSe
UOISUdIXy pue ‘sioped|
[eani ‘siourrey ANonjuasy

sjuoSe
UOISUIIXH PUB SIOULIRJ

sSoUNOd XY
SAISUIIUI-000B(O) “DUIOD
-UI-moO[ Ul sjuade uorsud]
-X5 pue SISULIR] IS[[eWS

sIope9] ssaursnquse pue
[exmmousSe do[aasp o,

SUI2)SAS
uLrey Aomusy] Jo Liqe
-urejsns o) daoidur of,

sy pue

‘wisersnpuy  ‘SunodIe
‘UOTIRULIOJU] ‘SO0INOSIY
‘ANIqeIgOIJ UO pIseq
sosudiaiue  2AnRUISIR
areneas srouney dioyg ol
suerd

SSOUISN  pue  SJIPNIS
Ariqises) yim Isisse 0)
sjuade AJunod uren Ole
suerd joTE

pue sorpnys AN(IqIsesy
dojorsp siouwrey poseq

weidoid jusu
-dopeasg dmysiopesy e
~mnousy swop difyd

Arqe
-uIelsSnS [BIUSWUOIIAUS]
pue fexmmousy 10y diys
-I9peaT AM (SAVTID

JINTAEd

seIpms ANIqrs

Awpowrwoo diey oLe -eaj/Suruuefg sseuisngg

SoPUISy

sowooIng

sanssy

ouaIpny

saAnda[qO

weiSorg

JeInI pue sIoUE] 000eqOl Suroe] sjuaunsSH(pe STUIOUOIS O} SSIIppE

SanIUNUUITIOD

01 uor3ar wopnog dy3 ur swrerdoid [euorneonps PojosRS T SqEL



313

Woods, et al.: Educational Programs to Address Adjustments to Tobacco Famers

simoudy jo 9ym
-nsuf NI Jo Ausioatur]

JjuamaSeuRA
[BIOUBUL] WLIe IO 19}
-U9D) NN Jo Ausroatuf)
‘amymon3y o 1ded NLL
‘YOS “921AI9S UOISU)
-xd 8V NL Jo ANSIoATH()

amynoudy Jo
1do@d NI ‘SIUSUWIISAOD
Auno)) ‘90IAISS UOTSUd)
-xg 3V NLL JOo AusIoAm()

9oUR)SISSE JIeW
‘SUONBIISUOWIP  wWiIej
‘sAep poY ‘suonesiqnde
sonsst Sunoyrew

2 uononpoid o1 yoeoid
-de Areurdiosip-niniNe
‘systeIoads

ojeis  pue  ‘sistferdads
Jwourofeur  ULIB] ¥oIe
‘sjuode Kyunoo Kq SsII
-sia s pue sdoysyjriom
-Suruueld pue uoneEN[BAd
[eoueuy paaoxdwr sje)
-1[1ey 01 IDVANIH pue
FOVNVIN uo Surureif,

paINO2
-X9 sasAeur [eIOURUY Qe
pa10npuod

SAoAINS ISWINSUOD Qe
ssa13o01d w1 sy09(o1d ge
parerdwos syofoxd
pareniut 1oonpoid Qe

sdoio sjqera8aa
Suuopisuod sxaonpoid 0o
-58vQqO] SB [[9M SB SIaonp
-01d a1qe1a8aa paysiqm
-$3 0) JOURISISSE I0J PN

-ofeuewr woty dioy o1
S[00] JOB| pUR SSOMS [BID
-UBUY O[qRIIPISUOD J0v)
sofrurey wirey NI, AueiN

SANIUNUIIOD [BINI pUe
siourey 10y ‘sosudioiud
peppe-onjea ul A[Ie[n
-onxed ‘sonrumioddo ot
-WIOU0%9 Mau Jo juswdo
-[9ASp 9U) UO SISNO0q

uononp
-oxd orqeyo8oA Sunopls
-100 SIOULIR] 099€8q0) pue
s1oonpoid ojqerodsn NIL

sorfrurey uLrey NI

sosnpur ssoursnqude
pue ‘s1opraoid ‘sieonpoid
NI Sunsixa pue moN

sordojens Sunoy
-rewr pue ‘sorgo[ouyod)
pue spoylow uononp
-o1d ‘wono9ores AjoLeA ut
s1oonpoxd syqeadaa Ten
-usjod pue JuAIMO ISISSY

Juowage

-uew [eoueuy Suraoid
-urt 10§ s1onduroo 0 sary
-fuIey ULIeJ 9onponul Of,
soLn

-Snpul poseq-owoy se
em se ‘syonpoid Anso
-10] pue ‘Texmyinoenbe ‘fe
-myouse jo Sunoyrew
pue Surssacoxrd poaoid
- pue papuedxe ‘mou
ySnomp Awouodsd NI
JO 9nJeA Y3 9SBIIOUL OF,

sAanenIuy 2[qel
-289A N Jo Ausmamun

wreifold FOVNVIN NL

1ua) uswdo
-[oAa TRIMNOUSY NL

so10Uas Y

sawoNnnQ

sonssy

ousIpny

s0A02{qO

wrergoig

(penunuoD) I AYEL



Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics, August 1999

314

AUSI9A
-TU[) UOSWID)) ‘9ymnsuy
puowlnyj, wons—oys
ua)  sisffeuy Ko
-fod [eImnousSy—NL
-ouy ‘quamrdopeasg Sy
PuUE [[esy 10 UonI[eO])
—A3 opnoul sIousa
-UOd (9Je]S UONBPUNO,]
UOSUYOf POOM 119GOY

VA ‘NL OS ‘ON ‘X3
‘VOD SIS ¢ Ul §)SQ19)
-Ul SIAJOAU] “IOJBNTIOR]
SB SOAISS UONENOZIN
[eIuSWuOIIAUg I0J on)
-mnsu] ‘BUISIA Jo KIS
-1t ‘Mresy Anend
10J J)mNsu] BUISHIA JO
AJISIOATU[] ‘UOTIBPUNO.]
UOSUYoOf POOM 112QOY

SpUTy JUSWIISS
Surfpuey 10y si1sanbax
Jo uowdooAsp Juiofe

JUSWUOIIAUS Adrfod
0008QO] MU B O} UONIS
-uey sxoonpoid o0doeqO}
dioy 01 seopr weiSoxd
Jo jusmdo[aaop juOfe

aels
B UWiym sISoIoul yi[esy
pue [eIM[NOLSe U3IMIaq
angofeIp 2AIONNSUO )e

SUIDUOD
pue uonemys sdnoid
yows Jjo  Kiuxordwoo

sy arys 0) sionpoid
000BQO] pUEB SOJEDOApPE
mesy 10§ senunoddOe
$}10J

-Jo Aorjod 000€qO) padud
-Npui Sey YoM Juouwx
-oye1s sapdiourid 2400
Jo jucwdopossp Iuofe
sys1ayur yeay orgqnd
pue [eIMnoUSe usamIoq
9n3o[RIp 2ANONISUO)e

Suipuny zp sons
-S1 JUSWS[)IS 099BqO) JO
Surpuey 91e1s pue ‘yuow
-dofeasp 3e ‘sororjod 2
swerSold juoursoAurax
Amunumiod Surpnpo
-ur “‘Aoatjod pajerar-oooeq
-01 uo saanodadsiad [oA9]
-0JeIS YSIGRISS 0} PIaN

JUSWI[NS
000BQO] 9Y) puB “JUSW
-dojoaop Se ‘sororjod
‘swrer§oid  jusumsoAul
-1 Ayunumod  3urpnpo
-ut  ‘Aorjod poejoI-00
-oeqol SuipreSo1 uonoe
pue uonEONPD I0J PIIN

SIOUOIBOS
-31 099BqO} ‘SIOJR[SISI[
‘S)so197UT juaurdopoa

-op AJUNUIWOD ‘SIBI0A
-pe wreay snqnd ‘szoonp
-0o1d 000BQO] [PAS-AEIS

sa1es
0008qO) SUIPERI] XIS 21
Ul SISYDIBISAI 090v(qO}
PU® ‘SIOIR[SISI] ‘SISOIoIUL
Juowdo[oAdp  AJUnuruod
‘S9)BO0APE  PI[EOY  OI]
~-qnd ‘sxeonpoid 0308qO]L

uonduns
-uod> pue uononpoxd
020BQO1 JO MmNy oyl
0] PAJB[2I SAINJONLIS pue
‘sainpaoord  “sysarojur
s.a1e1s 1enonted iroy)
Ssalppe 01 dDLS -y
J0J] PaqLIOSOp Se S9AT)
-0o[qo repruars sordde
dnoi3 [aa9] 9es yoeyg

sxoonpoxd ooorq
-03 Sugoey saSueyd Yim
POUIddUOD SISYJO pue
‘S9IBD0APE  (I[BaY ‘SID
-onpoxd oooeqo1 Suowe
sdigsuoneror  Suryiom
SAIPDNISUOD BIID O],

sdnoin onSofer(q ooorq
“OL [°A9[-2181S—dDLS

(dOLS) 199fo1g sonmunu
-0 0998qO], WIOYINOS

sopudy

sawoonQ

sonssy

Jsuapny

$9A190[q0

we1dorg

(penunuoD) I Iqe],



Woods, et al.: Educational Programs to Address Adjustments to Tobacco Famers

volve investment funds targeted to support the
development of rural tobacco communities.
The Rural Advancement Foundation Interna-
tional manages a tobacco community rein-
vestment fund for North Carolina. The objec-
tives of the fund follow closely many of the
educational objectives designed to help tobac-
co farmers manage economic adjustments. A
quote from an unpublished prospectus fol-
lows:

The purposes of the pilot Tobacco Commu-
nities Reinvestiment Fund are to increase
experience and success with supplemental
farm income sources, cost-share the neces-
sary research and development for new and
expanded enterprises and to develop a
broader base of support for these efforts. . . .
It is piloted in target counties that have a
large population of farmers and business
people who depend on tobacco production
for their primary income. RAFI prospectus

A similar tobacco community reinvestment
fund has been established in Kentucky. The
Kentucky program is co-managed by the
Commodity Growers Cooperative and the
Kentucky Farm Bureau. While the specific
funding amounts are relatively small, particu-
larly with respect to the size of the tobacco
economy, they emphasize producer coopera-
tion, demonstrations, and expanded utilization
of existing tobacco facilities and infrastruture.

The program in Kentucky has sought to
link education and funding opportunities. Pro-
ducers receiving funding would be required to
attend a workshop on how to conduct a fea-
sibility study and/or business plan. Many
funding sources are available to producers
with the ability to articulate a good business
idea in a grant or loan application. Training
producers to better organize a plan for a new
business idea would appear to be one of the
first steps toward addressing their concerns
about capitalization constraints.

A number of educational programs are de-
signed to improve tobacco producers’ skills
and abilities to influence, as well as increase
their awareness of how they may be affected
by various policy decisions. The Philip Morris
Leadership Institute draws in leading tobacco
growers from tobacco growing areas, provid-
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ing the participants with seminars on various
industry-related topics. Participants also tour
Washington, D.C. and travel abroad to exam-
ine trade and international production and pol-
icy issues.

Trainers in these various programs have
come from a wide variety of sources, includ-
ing University extension and research special-
ists, industry leaders, small business develop-
ment specialists, agency specialists, bankers,
and others. Many of the programs have em-
ployed active learning techniques that involve
peer instruction and teams, as well as dem-
onstrations. Showcasing successes and ideas
tried by peers can present a powerful argument
for trying something different.

Outcomes and Anticipated Results

The outcomes and anticipated results of the
various programs mentioned vary, but gener-
ally they all seek to improve the decision-mak-
ing skills of the tobacco farmer. Ideally, to-
bacco farmers will develop the management
skills to evaluate on their own the opportuni-
ties presented to them. The opportunities
available to them should also be expanded.

Planning and feasibility studies help the
producer or producer group to fully map out
the necessary resources and contingencies for
a business idea before considerable resources
are committed to it. Several training programs
were designed to enable the producer to trans-
late a good business idea into a good business
plan. Conversely, less viable enterprise ideas
would be halted at the concept stage before
proceeding to the development stage if proper
financial and market planning tools were em-
ployed.

A resource network that supports innova-
tion is another desired product of these edu-
cational efforts. Many agencies that have tar-
geted a clientele base apart from agriculture
have developed valuable decision-making
tools for other businesses that can be readily
adapted to a new farm commodity or other on-
farm venture. Management-focused education-
al programs from non-agricultural industries
have applications for helping farmers under-
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stand the importance of the function of man-
agement.

Cooperative development and other orga-
nizational innovations are also considered as
possible outcomes of many of the educational
programs offered. Gaining market power or
buying power through cooperation is a logical
venue for smaller-scale tobacco farmers. The
challenges and costs of maintaining a coop-
erative are often underappreciated by many
producers. Educational programs include con-
sidering a range of possible organizational
structures for various group production or
marketing initiatives.

Many of the legislated or litigated institu-
tional changes pending or proposed in the to-
bacco industry have large sums of money as-
sociated with them. Considerable discussion
has taken place and will continue to take place
about how to disburse these funds. State, fed-
eral, and local politicians, along with farmer
groups, health advocates, and economic de-
velopment agencies all have a stake in the ul-
timate disbursement allocations. To whom and
how these monies are allocated remains to be
seen. Part of any monetary tobacco settlement
will likely go to support expanding existing
educational programs or developing complete-
ly new programs.

Training Gaps and Limitations

The educational programs that have been
made available to tobacco farmers have yield-
ed some success stories and show promise for
helping these farmers better manage in diffi-
cult times. There remain, however, unmet
training needs and limitations that should be
mentioned here.

A trend that is affecting all of production
agriculture is the orientation away from com-
modity production and toward becoming more
service-oriented. Many of the alternative en-
terprises under consideration by smaller-scale
tobacco producers involve marketing and ser-
vice skills. These are skills that many farmers
are deficient in and that many extension spe-
cialists feel uncomfortable teaching.

The farmer-entrepreneur may be targeting
a sensitive market niche that may not be con-
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ducive to showcasing to other farmers. Pro-
prietary information may be involved and pro-
ducers may be reluctant to cooperate with
others. Circumstances may exist where a farm-
er might better employ a private consultant
rather than a university extension specialist to
help develop an opportunity. Training in en-
trepreneurialism is foreign to most traditional
extension programs. Business schools, how-
ever, are now offering certificates for such pro-
grams and are well positioned to reach out to
a non-traditional student such as the farmer-
entrepreneur.

A concern that would have to be addressed
if a major policy shift significantly disrupted
the viability of tobacco production for many
would be the sheer numbers of farmers who
would potentially need assistance. The needed
educational effort appears inadequate even un-
der current circumstances. Considerable re-
sources and even greater coordination across
tobacco producing regions would be required.
A sudden collapse, such as that observed in
the Hawaii sugar industry, would be disastrous
to the rural tobacco-intensive communities.
Educational efforts would do little in the short
run to offset income loss effects.

Many tobacco farmers have found ways to
diversify their income through both on- and
off-farm income sources. Many new and al-
ternative enterprises, however, require high
levels of skill that likely will involve time to
acquire. Some enterprises, like annual vege-
tables, can be more income volatile and man-
agement intensive than tobacco. The educa-
tional needs for these kinds of enterprises are
even greater.

Education is a long-term investment. No
one commodity will singularly replace tobac-
co. No one management workshop will trans-
form all tobacco farmers into management ex-
perts. The best approach is to develop a
system that will help these farmers employ the
best tools they can in their management de-
cision making.
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