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Abstract teaching responsibilities in these areas with the research and 
extension responsibilities of the teaching faculty. The sur- 

This paper presents ' f a  of re- vey a]so asked depment heads and faculty to estimate 
sourceldevelopment programs in agricultural economics 
program in the 1862 and 1890 land grant institutions in the growth potential for resource and development programs. 

south. The results indicate that theseprograms, while small 
in student numbers, offer some opportuniry for expanding 
student contact hours in colleges of agriculture. The results 
also suggest that resourceldevelopment courses will be of 
increasing interest to the extension and research clientele of 
the colleges of agriculture. 

Introduction 
Most land grant universities and colleges offer under- 

graduate courses in either resource economics or economic 
development or both. Resource economics involves the 
applic&ion of economic theory and techniques to analyze 
natural resource use, allocation, and policy. Economic 
development involves the application of economic theory 
and techniques to analyze phenomena and policies related to 
the economic structure, growth and development of regions 
and communities. Resource economics and economic de- 
velopment are generally highly complementary areas of 
study. 

In land grant universities and colleges, undergraduatc 
teaching programs in resource economics and economic 
development are typically taught within agricultural eco- 
nomics departments located in colleges of agriculture. Colleges 
of agriculture throughout the land grant system are faced 
with declining undergraduate enrollments. This decline has 
created concern among both college administrators and 
faculty because i t  directly threatens undergraduate instruc- 
tional programs and directly threatens the research and 
extension missions of land grant universities and colleges. 

Concerns over declining enrollments have causedcol- 
lcge of agriculture adminis&tors and faculty to re-evaluate 
undergraduate teaching programs. Such reevaluation can be 
facilitated by assessing the current status and future potential 
of undergraduatc teaching programs. The purpose of this 
paper is lo present and discuss the results of a survey of 
agricultural economics at 1862 and 1890 land grant univer- 
sities and colleges in the South. The survey was conductcd 
to examine the relative size of natural resource and rural 
development programs and assess the complementarity of 
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Survey Methodology 
A two part survey questionnaire was mailed to the 

department heads of all agricultural economics programs at 
the 1862 and 1890 land grant institutions in Alabama, 
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missis- 
sippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and 
Virginia in July of 1987. A follow up letter and question- 
naires were mailed to non-responding department heads in 
September 1987. Department heads were asked to complete 
Section 1 of the questionnaire: "An Overview of Natural 
Resource and Rural Development Programs". Department 
heads also were asked to request that faculty teaching an 
undergraduate course in the resource or development area 
complete Section 2 of the questionnaire: "Resource Eco- 
nomics/Rural Development Undergraduate Course Over- 
view." Fourteen department heads responded to the survey. 
Five deparlmcnts, North Carolina State and four 1890 insti- 
tutions (Fort Valley State, South Carolina State, Southern 
and Virginia State) responded indicating that their depart- 
ments did not have courses in the natural resource/rural 
development area. Department heads from Arkansas, Au- 
hum, Clemson, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi State, Ten- 
nessee and Virginia Tech completed Section 1 of the ques- 
tionnaire. Instructors of fifteen undergraduate resource or 
development courses at these eight universities completed 
and returncd Section 2 of the questionnaire. 

Program Overview 
In general the natural resource/rural development com- 

ponent is a minor part of agricultural economics programs. 
A summary of the responses for department heads on the 
overview of Natural Resource/Rural Development programs 
is presented in Table 1. Total undergraduate enrollments in 
cight responding departments ranged from a high of 185 
student? at the University of Georgia to 50 students at 
Clemson. Four of the departments had students with an area 
of specialization in the resource/development area, account- 
ing for 2 to 10 percent of total deparunent enrollment. 

Five departments reported having two or more faculty 
involved in undergraduate resource/development teaching. 
Teaching full  time equivalents (FTEs) in resource/develop- 
mcnt ranged from . I  to 1.75 accounting for 2 to 15 percent of 
thedepartments' total teaching FTEs. Theaverage teaching1 
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research/extension split for faculty in the nalural resource1 
rural development area was 7012510, with only two deparr- 
ments reporting resourceldevelopment teaching faculty having 
extension responsibilities. Four of the responding depart- 
ments were teachinglresearch departments. ie., had no fac- 
ulty with extension responsibilities. 

Department heads report that the largest share of their 
graduates take employment in agricultural economics and 
economics/business positions. Graduate school, self em- 
ployment and noneconomics positions are the next thrcc 
most important job placements. Resourceldevelopment 
positions account for 0 to 20 percent of departments' job 
placements. In the departments with students specializing in 
resourceldevelopment 5 to 20 percent of the students take 
positions in the resource/development area. 

Department heads did not foresee dramatic changes in 
student interest in the resource/development area. AU de- 
partments projected a change within a 10 percent increase or 
decrease over the next five years. 

Course Overview 
A survey of instructors of natural resource/rural devel- 

opment courses was conducted to gain insight into the 
number of resource/development courses being offered, 
their enrollment and audience, and thecourses' complemen- 
tarity to the instructor's research and/or extension program. 
Fifteen faculty from seven institutions responded to tile 
survey. A summary of the responses describing the courses 
and audiences is presented in Table 2. 

Instructors from ten resource courses, four development 
courses, and one applied welfare course completed and 
returned the survey questionnaire. One of the resource 
courses also was listed as an applied welfarefpublic finance 
course. A resource course was a core cumculurn require- 
ment in three programs. One of the rural development 

Table 1: ResourcelDevelopment Program Overview 

Arkansas Auburn 

Total Undergraduate Enrollment 

Resource/Development Specialization 
Students none 
Percent of Enrollment -- 

ResourceiDevelopment Teaching Faculty 
Faculty with R/D Teaching Respons. 2 
Full-Time Equivalents .2 
Percent of Total 8% 

Job Placement, Baccalureate graduates, By Percent 
ResourceiDevelopment Position -- 
Agricultural Economics Position 45 
EconomicsfBuslness Position 25 
Non-economics Position 10 
ResourceiDevelopment Grad School 10 
Other Grad School -- 
Self Employment 10 
Other - - 

Projected ResourcelDevelopment 
Enrollment Change for next 5 years -10% 

90 

none 
-- 

4 
.7 
7 % 

1 
80 
5 
5 
1 
5 
3 
-- 

+lo% 

courses was reported to be a core requirement. 
At Clemson three natural resource and one regional 

science course are taught. Auburn reported two nalural 
resource courses. Arkansas, Georgia and VirginiaTech each 
reported one natural resource and one rural development 
course. Natural resource courses that were core courses had 
the highest enrollments and generally did notatuact students 
from other departments. The required rural development 
course attracted 66 percent of its students from other depart- 
ments. 

The non-required courses all recruited students from 
outside departments, seven courses attracting more than 40 
percent of their students from nonagricultural economics 
majors. Most of these students were fisheries, forestry or 
wildlife majors. The required courses had a minimum of a 
microeconomics course as a prerequisite. Half of the elec- 
tive courses had a similar prerequisite. 

Six of the natural resources courses had required texts. 
Two required Barlowe's Land Economics, while the other 
four used a resource economics text. The regional econom- 
ics and the applied welfare/public finance courses also 
required texts. The three rural development courses and the 
other four natural resource courses did not have a required 
text. 

Insuuctors were asked to rate their course's comple- 
mentarity with their researchlextension activities and the 
course's impact on the departments graduate rccruitmenl. 
All instructors except one indicated a medium to high level 
of complementarity between their course and their research 
and/or extension program. The mean score for complemen- 
tarity on a one (low) to nine (high) scale was 6.7. Two was 
the lowest ranking and nine the highest. Faculty did not think 
the course they taught had a strong impact on graduate 
student recruitment. The mean score on a one (low) to nine 
(high) scale was 3.7. The low score was zero and the high 

Clemson Georgia Miss. Kent. Tenn. Virginia 

5 18 3 none none 6 
10% 10 % 2% -- -. 5% 
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Table 2. Course Description Summary 

Arkansas Auburn Clemson Georgia Kentucky Miss. St. Tennessee Vkginia - -- - 
Type ' SR RD NR NR NU KR NR RE NH RD h'r AP NR NR/AP RD 
Frequency 2 3 1 1  1 1 1 1  1 1  1 1 1 1 1  

Enrollment 12 6 30 12 6 14 12 9 27 10 15 38 12 45 60 
Percent Ag. Econ. 9 33 90 60 50 0 25 50 100 90 13 100 90 70 66 

Majors 
Dept. of Non Majors 2 2 11214 1 11214 1 1 4 -- 5 1 -- 1 5 3 
RequiredAg.Econ. S o  No Yes Yo S o  No S o  No Yes No Nos Yes So No Yes 

Course 
Prerequisite No No 1 1  1 N o  1 1  1 No No 2 1 1 No 
' AP=Applied WelfarelPublk Finance; NR=Natunl Rcswrce; RD=Rural Development; RE=Regional Economics 
' l=At least once a year; ?+Every other year; 3 ~ x 0 1  offered during last 2 years 

I=Fuherig Forestry, Wildlife; 2:Other Agriculture; 3=lnternational Studies; 4=City and Regional Planning; S=Otherlmhted 
' I=Intro Micro and Macro; 2=Interrnediate Micro 
' Course is required for forestry 

nine. Four instructors indicated hat the course that they 
teach complements their graduate recruitment efforts. 

Six instructors indicated that they had papers andlor 
publications that were a direct result of their course during 
the past three years. These instructors had a combined total 
of three journal articles. 7 other publications and 11 pre- 
sented papers. The instructors generally projected limited 
enrollment growth for the next 5 years. Ten respondents 
projected enrollment growth between _+I0 percent. Three 
instructors projected growth of between 20 and 40 percent. 

Department heads were asked to project changes in 
support for their department's teaching, research and exten- 
sion programs. The responses are summarized in Table 3. 
Department heads generally thought support for teaching, 
research and extension in resource economics would be 
maintained or increased. While they did not see changes in 
local government support, they projected increases in state 
and federal government and private institution support. 
They also projected increasing support by college and uni- 
versity administration. All departments except one per- 
ceived increased university support for extension natural 
resource economics programs. 

Deparunent heads perceive some increase in support for 
teaching, research and extension programs in the develop- 
ment area, although lower than resource programs. The 
greatest sources of increased support are from state and 
federal government and from private institutions. 

Instructors, generally, perceived increasing support for 
teaching, research and extension activities in both the nau~ral 
resource and rural development areas. Increases in support 
for rural development activities was perceived to be grealer 
than from natural resourceactivities from all constituencies. 

Comparing the perceptions of the department heads to 
those of the instructors, the instructors were generally more 
optimistic about increases in supporr. And, while the depart- 
ment heads indicate greater increases in support for natural 
resource areas than for development areas, insmctors saw 
greater increases in support for the development area. 

Discussion 
Program Development and Recruitment 

The magnitude of the decline in undergraduate student 
enrollment in colleges of agriculture nationwide is illus- 

uated in Figure 1. In 1979 colleges of agriculture under- 
graduate students reporting to the National Association of 
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges ( N A S U L O  
numbered 97,754 students. By the fall of 1987 college of 
agriculture baccalaureate enrollment had fallen to 64,595 
students, a decline of 34 percent (NASULGC). Enrollments 
rebounded slightly in 1988 to 66,294. Agricultural econom- 
ics baccalaureate enrollments declined 15 percent from 
11,634 studcnts in 1982 to 9,916 students in 1986 (NASULGC). 

In response to drastically declining enrollments, there 
have been suggestions that colleges of a ~ c u l t u r e  abandon 
undergraduate education to concentrate on graduate training 
(Gelinas). This suggestion has not been widely endorsed by 
administrators or faculty who have responded to declining 
enrollments with a variety of efforts, such as expanded 
recruitment, liberalized admissions, program diversification 
and business options. So far, these efforts have had limited 
success (Conner). 

A number of institutions and departments have re- 
sponded to this reduced enrollment with recruiunent suate- 
gies designed to better acquaint potential students with 
programs of study in colleges of agriculture (Betts and 
Newcomb; Broder and Houston) or specific departments 
within the college (Pescatore and Harter-Dennis). While the 
results at some institutions have been encouraging, the 
overall enrollment impact is uncertain. Colleges' ability to 
maintain and increaqe the number of undergraduate students 
enrolled, however, will require continued commitment of 
faculty and other departmental resources despite trends 
toward reduced total budgets. 

The decline in college of agriculture enrollments paral- 
lels the financial decline in agriculture which has been 
occurring since the late 1970's and early 1980's. Many 
potential agriculture students simply may not view agricul- 
ture as providing sufficient job opportunities. Also, the high 
interest in agricultural-related careers spurred on by the 
"back to the land" and environmental movements of the 
1970's has been largely replaced in the 1980's by a higher 
interest in management careers. Undergraduateenrollments 
in business schools located at land grant universities and 
colleges have sky-rocketed, competing with agricululre colleges 
for l i m i led university resources. 

Many agricultural economics departments have responded 
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to the decreased enrollments in the faceof increased interesl 
in business management careers by re-directing undergradu- 
ate teaching programs towards ' 'agribusiness management' ' . 
A greater emphasis on agribusiness is clearly consistent with 
current student demands. The ability of agribusiness man- 
agement programs to attract and retain high quality students 
is, as of yet, uncertain. 

Providing students with the opportunity to specialize in 
agribusiness management appears to be in the best interest of 
agricultural economics departments. One of the historical 
strengths of agricultural economics departments, however, 
has been the ability to offer students a diversity of subject 
areas in which to specialize. Specialty areas, for example, 
include production, marketing. international trade, finance, 
policy, economic development, and resource economics. In 
order to continue to meet important educational needs which 
are not met in other undergraduate programs, as well as 
maximize opportunities for student recruitment, it may also 
be in the best interest of agricultural economics departments 
to maintain and publicize their traditional program diversity, 

In the long-run, any one agricultural economics spe- 
cialty field, including agribusiness management, probably 
cannot be expected to attract vast sustained numbers of new 
students. Interest in specialty fields appears to follow a 
somewhat cyclical pattern. For example, general public 
interest and concern on rural poverty and environmental 
issues appears to be on the upswing. This upswing may 
stimulate a rise in student interest in economic development 
and resource economics programs. Grater public concern 
over resource and development issues may also lead to 
increased institutional support for teaching, research, and 

extension programs in economic development and resource 
economics. 

In the survey conducted for this study, deparunent heads 
projected a general increase in support for teaching, re- 
search, and extension programs in economic development 
and resource economics. The responses from instructors 
support this assessment. Administnmrs and faculty, how- 
ever, did not project largeincreasesin undcrgraduate studcnt 
interest in  either economic development or resource eco- 
nomics. 

If trends of the past decade continue, large increases in 
undergraduaie student interest in economic development 
and resource economics does indeed seem unlikely. How- 
ever the reverse may happen. Projected increases in institu- 
tional support for teaching, research, and extension pro- 
grams in economic development and resource economics are 
identified in the survey. Current trends towards greater 
public interest in rural development and environmental 
issues may lead to increased demand for undergraduate 
resource/development teaching programs. This can become 
a reality if studcnt interest in college majors follows a 
cyclical pattern and the employment opportunities of gradu- 
ates is supported by stronger demand for their talent from the 
public and private sector. 

Program development and student recruitment focused 
on economic development and resource economics may 
therefore provide another viable option for increasing col- 
lege of agriculture enrollments especially as college recruit- 
ment programs seek to attract students from nonagricultural 
and urban backgrounds. The relative importance of this 
option may be increasing since the pool of traditional college 

Table 3. Perception of Change in Support for ResourcelDevelopment Programs in Teaching, Research and Extension in 
Percentages1 

College University Local State Federal Private 
Administration Administration Government Government Government Institutions 

Iy S D I S D  I S D  I S D  I S D  I S D  

Department Heads 

Resource Ecanomics 
Teaching 13 75 13 -- 88 13 -- 100 -- 13 88 -- 25 62 13 38 62 -- 
Research 38 50 13 25 75 -- -- 88 -- 50 38 13 38 50 13 50 50 -- 
Extension 38 38 13 75 13 -- 25 63 -- 50 25 13 25 50 25 38 50 -- 

Rural Development 
Teaching 25 50 25 13 75 13 -- 100 -- 13 88 -- 25 62 13 38 62 -- 
Research 25 63 13 13 88 -- 13 88 -- 50 38 13 38 50 13 38 50 -- 
Extension 25 50 13 -- 88 -- 25 63 -- 50 25 13 25 38 25 38 50 -- 

Xatural Resources 
Teaching 21 64 7 7 71 21 7 7 9  7 29 57 14 7 79 14 7 79 7 
Research 43 57 -- - - lo0  -- 29 64 14 64 36 7 21 50 29 21 64 14 
Extension 43 29 29 36 29 36 43 36 14 43 36 21 7 57 36 14 50 36 

Rural Development 
Teaching 36 57 14 36 43 21 43 57 -- 36 64 -- 29 50 21 29 64 7 
Research 64 36 -- 43 57 0 43 57 -- 14 36 -- 29 64 7 21 71 -- 
Extension 57 14 29 50 21 29 57 43 -- 57 43 -- 21 57 14 21 71 7 

I Based on responses from Arkansas, Auburn, Clemson, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi State, Tennessee and Virginia Tech. 
Bawd on responses born 14 faculty members. One faculty member teaches two courses. 
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of agriculture students (e.g., students with agricultural back- 
grounds) is continuing to decrease in most states. 

Integration 
The potential need to increase the proportion of college 

resources allocated to teaching has serious implications for 
faculty, especially untenured faculty who must focus their 
attention on establishing a research program and publication 
record to ensure tenure. Faculty's ability to integrate their 
teaching, research and extension efforts, and colleges' abil- 
ity to facilitate this integration across programs has impor- 
tant implications for an individual's success in the promo- 
tion-tenure process and for the overall vitality of colleges' 
total instructional, research and extension programs. Lubbin 
and Catlert argue that integration should promote the total 
land grant mission and actually increases individual faculty 
productivity. 

In the survey conducted for this study, faculty in eco- 
nomic development and resource economics generally con- 
sidered their teaching duties as complements to their re- 
search and extension duties. If the responsibilities do com- 
plement each other, suonger undergraduate teaching pro- 
grams in economic development and resource economics 
would also sucngthen theresearch and extension missions of 
land grant universities and colleges. This result would 
benefit individual faculty members, undergraduate students, 
graduate students, and the general public and private clien- 
tele of land grant universities and colleges. 

Summary and Conclusions 
Natural resource/rural development programs represent 

a reladvely small component of agricultural econoniics 
programs. In the four departments reporting a resource and/ 
or development option, enrollments in this area accounted 
for only 2 to 10 percent of the department's total enrollment. 
While department heads and insuuctors perceive increasing 
institutional support for resource and development pro- 
grams, neither foresee large increases in undergraduate 
student intcrcst in the resource and/or development area. 
The projcctcd increases in institutional support combined 
with greater public interest in rcsources/development issues 
may help to stimulate greater student interest in teaching 
programs in these areas. 

Departments that offered more han one course in the 
natural resource/rural development area recruited a large 
share of their students for the coi~rscs from nonagricultural 
economics majors. More technical required courses, how- 
ever, tended not toattract many non-majors. General courses 
in resource economics and economic development may 
provide agricultural economics departments with good 
opportunities to recruit undergraduate students and/or to 
increase student classroom contact hours. Uncertain em- 
ployment opportunities for graduates with resources/devel- 
opment specialization at the B.S. level limits student recruit- 
mentpotential. Undergraduatercsource/development teach- 
ing programs, however, may continue to meet an important 
educational niche, and contribute to the goal of increasing 
College of Agriculture enrollments. 

Faculty who teach resourcc/development courses gen- 
erally felt teaching the course complemented their research 

and/or extension programs. Professional presentations and 
publications were developed by six faculty as a direct result 
of their teachings. ~ a c u l t ~  also thought that the courses 
provided limited opporlunities for graduate student reemit- 
rnent. Integrating teaching, research, and extension respon- 
sibilities of faculty clearly appears to be desirable, particu- 
larly in land grant universities and colleges where faculty arc 
expected to contribute to all three of these missions. 
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