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ABSTRACT

+ economics majors, ..1,328 ma1ors in produc*ion sciences, and 2,801

qriculture students.JOf the three groups‘ alyzed, agricultural o
economics mafors were moreJlikely to havev arm backgrounds, o
education/work experience in agricultuze, ‘and greater commitment to-
careers in production aqriculture-’parents tad primary influence in
choice of mador. Aaricu’tural economics majors perceived themselves
as being friendlier and more altruistic, more sure. of their career
orientation. more seriously concerned with .the state of tha nation
and the world, and more willing to accept new ideas than other
~agriculture students re’ative 0 non-aqriculture students.

. Implications for. education included probable increases in , - -
agricultural enrollmen particularlv from amdbng students lacking
farm bacquounds/experiences, and - thus a challenge for agricultural

- facul*v %to use -experiential learninq programs (cooperative

- arr=nqemen+s, ihternships\, expose students lacking ‘farm experience h,
~'+o knowledge of occunational alternatives in agriculture, and angment:

curricula to compensate for qricultural def*ciencies in studentt
background. (cn\/ ;7 ‘
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rs iti the production sciences and all agr culture curricula. Data ; W
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. -186 and Grant Universities in the S)outh offering programs in agriculture. ?-_) :
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The weighted Saniple included 272 ag%cultural economics majors, 1(328 majors '

in the pro;luction sciences, and 2, 801 agriculture sﬂxdents.-_ of- the three stu-

R ' Coe -
Lf.s...tdent groups analyzed agricultural economics maj ors. were more likely .to have S
-:_ £ j backgrounds educatiohal and work exp&ience in agriculture, and a greater ‘
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W k\ AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIGS STUDEN'I‘S AT SOUTHERN : ‘ 5: R .@
: - '"’..,, . LAND GRANT UNIVERSITIES Lo ‘, o o ,
_ 3 Agricultural economicé‘ occupies a unique position in most Schools of »
| Agr,iculture in the Land Grant system in that it, ip comhination with rural .
. sociolo'gy, is the only :ocial sc:!:ence d:fscipli’ne.;? "As social economic, teéh- , v|
: v nologipal anq} othe" changes have added’ to ‘the /comple:clty of the u.s. economy,
;j ‘.‘ the relattive imp t ce;fthis j'di:s‘cip&jze has increa.sed Individuals ~with g ‘

social and economic ramifications of alternati e actiorf"s \are increasimgly more A ‘

: in demand- v“ S ‘- J’(‘, h- Co SO i .‘:
! To meet these needs, programs in agricdlt ral economics must attract and o
retain capable individuals and impart to themv t!he skills desired for emplo nt.
Also, as Snodgrass (P._1}55) note/x Pi'ograms should be coneg;rned.with "in 'vid—
- ual development for self understanding and fulfillment good citizenship, and
LR 1i\n.ng harmoniously with other people. ar;d th physical envirg_:‘ at. \/
D writings dealing wiu’h teﬁching programs ,if;;‘cultural eqonomics have concen—-? v

trated on curriculum design (Sjo, OrazemD and 'Biere, Kropp H Manderscheid),

training (Snodgrass \sRo'%erts and Lee, Walker), and" markets for graduates '

(Helmberger) Other studies, such " as Coutu 5, have analyzed departmenta

2, B 8 .'-. ¢

> : .strategies for the profession relative to the overall structure of higher ed

cation. No~ current studies e:d.st which characterize the rimary 1nput (stu- .

~

dents) into tﬁisﬁsystem. A better understanding of sédemts as a- human resource
input could improve system management in such areas as

student re cruitment’

-

curriculum design and course c*ontent and thus, enhance the quality of' edugé
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":fyi_{ The puépose of this article is to examine eelected ba;kground character- Y

i R X N

;Vd; 'istics “and subjective per%pectives of. agricultural economics majors in'compari— ‘E\N
‘ . | B ; PR i .
- son with majors invthe production sciences as. well as Ehe aggregate of agriculh ' ﬁ

:; : ture atudents. Threevmajor sets of issues are addreased'W'the background chér— ‘@%.

(l‘ 4 o’ @ v i ' )
- acteriatics of undergraduate students, their occupational goals and aspirations,ﬂf[?
! ’ o ) i . S e "‘ W R

R and selected attitudeszand aelf-perceptions they hold ThEse profiles are ;f;;

i .
LA .|

\f";;: intended.torgeneralize to all agriculture Btudenﬁs at 1862 -and 1890 Land\Grant %ﬁ,‘

a”t “ i v s - - o - . ! :‘-
.._//.«Universities in the Southern re}gion.2 Sy -n\x>'- R T “.wﬁ u_; Lo
. .' ) . - . ® e , : . D . . fl . '. ' o ’ ’ " N o ‘—: -
, ‘ . '-r S N\ .", ., ' . . . " :; \J . | “ } - o v// S . . . v\ T ' P | \’-’% '(]

[l .,7.- wo ‘ . '.. - . : . ' ) METHObOLOGY j';. “ o N l? - ’[ ‘ ‘ o -: ’ “..“n X ':,/

Data were obtained grom a survey of agricultural st\dénts at Land Grant _f’if
3\‘— ‘ i : ' s )"’ )
Universities in 13 states comprising tﬂe‘Census South.% Agriculture student o~ .

%Prollment lists for Spring 1977 were obtaiped for each. othhese institutions.f”’;,'
Car LR \, SN :

- The total undergraduate enrollment of 1890 agriculture stude{nts anc},a A5 per—‘ ﬂ
o AT 4 - h

: cent random sample of‘1862 students stratified by university formed the sémple";

consisting of 4‘380 students. ‘ ";- .fE‘ihlﬁhV‘ﬂﬂ,puff Tr%i"h; }f’ ﬁl .

. ‘ : R ’ ‘ s » S
RO "' Mailed questibnnaires were completed and re rned By 76 and 53 per%ent Off:'Wr[
o : o : S
the 1862 nd 1890 school students‘ reagectively. Adjustments considering dif—xm, -
: - PN 4 '\‘- R w-\ R

f.‘ferential sampling and return\rates for the 24 universities were made to‘allow ”(‘-

4 - a » ‘5

aggregat on of the res dent data (Howell and Parent)“ The resulting weighted

L- . . -

,f regional ample consisted oﬁ\B 178 agriculture students.. Among these students
o were 377 who reported a variety of magors unique to spec&fic universities and .
_ J'ﬁ B
3not directly 1dentifiab1e w1th agriculnnral education. “A wei d sampde con-

»

sisting of 2 801 agriculture 272 agricultural economacs[,and 1 328 production
L sciences students resulted when responses from these students were eliminated.4

-

Freshman comprised 18 percent, sophomares 22 percent Junlors ﬁzipercent,%and :gf g
‘1 seniors 33 percent of the,sample. ﬁﬁfe'. ( o

. R
- EeE
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Thie section profiles various aepects~of'the studédtsl personal background

. £ o v
in terms dé familyrdrﬁgins high school dnd college experience, and contact
Q ' \ . , Vy Lo . AER ‘

éyith agriculture. f; R ';w:'* - W ;{l W .:-“;‘ W

i [ cad Al :
I } T U

e

SRR . : . . » ) oy ) ”u':w . i . TR T o
“: qv:j‘.}:e_“ Al e e M ",’ ‘1 ' B 4 "‘"",' P -‘ ‘ o , b \ . ‘\“ a
3-’-: fersomal Background. buring 5he’past decade, increased attantion has been

' . x AR ' \
_f »used on enrollment of women in agricultural curriculad«,whiﬁe females com— :

g ' ’ ho . b

-

s economics curricplum- was* notably less (ll%)y Table l.f\ Predominance c(f men-

:‘\ N w’ T W e

in agricultural economics reflects the traditional-male involvement in farm
P

maéggement and production agriculture, although Increased numbers of women ar

,v«-‘.\ - 2 <
x . . )

)
. |-'
..7;
‘
\
e

choosing farming as a oareer (Pearson) b‘j;i R . o R " ; o
_ { , Agricultural economics étudents were mbre likely to be nonwhite and sin(le

6 # R /

: thgﬁ‘were either prgduc;ion sciences or all majors., They weFe also moreA

- ST

to be foreign ciuizens than all majors but 1ess 1ike1y than production sciences

ST RN S T S

S : : < T L -

%\:{ . Student 5 place of origin can have rmportant implications for curricaﬁhm

\

design and alternative teaching'methodsﬁfor School of- Agriculture faculty.

7“ i

;g Agricultural economics students were much more likely to’ come. from fafm back—

ﬁgf ‘grounds than students in either of the otheﬁVcategories. Over a third of thej\_{j\
- ’ m '«.ﬁ:' . .
AR ;agricultura} economics students were farm-reéred while only a fifth of all C o~

;T’T‘agriculture students had farm origins.ﬁ More than half of all’ students (574) ._"

'.1Twere frgm city.baskgrounds involving places larger than lO 000 population,“ {.

. ¥ .
¢ﬁwhereas, only 39 percent of the agricultural economics ents had comparable-
e origins ‘"' - '-j'_; i 7 S : 41,QH~ ~5
, - .‘Q . -~ . L /‘) ' -
[} i ¢ ’§ ) i'
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. DABIE 1. " BACKGROUND CHARAGTERISTICS OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS STUDENTS ' *

;,“';jn' - CONTRASTED WITH ALL AGRICULTURE AND BRODUCTION SCIDNCES STUpENTS
S : . ,
| \ ' ‘ 4 ! N ' . ‘
) i \ . ,\, : " —_ t\ :
' ‘ ‘i -t . _' \\. o L - . . . , ‘} ] i 1 . e ,.;4.‘
Coe Ly o - \ " 1 Students - .

oy : A L ‘ﬁyngricultural " “Production CALL e

. . Characteristic ' - o Economi.cs Sciences Agriculture
T T L =lm = = m = == DEICENt = = = — = = = = .
UL U AR S LU U T ' ST
" Female E IR ' 10.9 . 32.3 25.4

M- o o {' _'. ‘.‘VA '. ‘ y . ' v - } ) ). J‘»“-.
. Nonwhite . R Vel ~13.8 + 0 10.7 10,2 0

?oreign citizen : o . 3.5 e 4 7 o p .31

MarriécL L L s \ 160 - 13.4-
, Re ydence -most - of, life. o : - o o Lo
oy ) Fexmol e . 37.8° '/‘23.,3. | 21,0

‘v,,j“vﬁ ;‘ : “‘ . 0 ! . o S R A 4.
o Rural‘%onfarm (1less than,_*\\ CE K 7/6 - L
SRR 10,000 population) 'j e 23.?/)//(‘ - 22.0 - .22.6
. Ugban (10,0 -soo 000 I Coe 52
L POPulatioﬁ) e /08 - 39,5 - 41%
* Major metro Rbove 500,000 e T
: population) IR B 8.1 e 1502 16.2 -
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S Family Background. Education and oocupation charactariatica of parenta

1

Qan have(important infbmences on ohildren, especially in agrioulture bacause
1

' of the fandly\farm tradition in tha Uu.8, Tho occupational endeavorg of parents '

] r.‘1 Y S

,© o' are ah important souxce of knowledga about altornative caveexs and the entry

*

paths to various occupations.

Fathera of agricultural students were more 1ikely ‘than motherh to .have

. been reared on -a farm, Table 2. Thie was eapecially true for agricultural {'
. - 4 . [} 4 §
' .economics majors. Half of the fathers of*agricultural econ&mics studenta and

-

almost two-fifths of the mothers were reared on the farm. Thisisempared to

35 and 29 percent for prbduction sciences majors and 35 and 27 percent for a11

:;majors. Thus. for agricultural economics parents , farm origins seemed to be

‘especially important in the child 5 selection of'a college major.

”( Fathers had higher levels of educational attainment than'mothers among

all categories of agricultural students. Differences were most pronounced with

. [

v respect to completion of college. For all students, 42 percent of the fathers

and 28 percent of the mothers were college graduates. The gap in educational

attainment was mﬂch 1ess pronounced between mothers and fathers for agricul—
| tural economics majors although the percentage ‘of mothers with E“llege degrees_
¢
more nearly paralleled that for students in other agriculture curricula. The )

, e

-difference for fathers was 9: percent. Fathers of agricuItural economics majors '

3were somewhat more likely to. have not completed high school and less likely

.

to be a college graduate than fathers in other~categories..h R .

L - ¥

: Nonfarm managerial and professional occupations -were the most. common job
types held by fathers of agricultural students. Only a fourth of the fathers,
’ij»j.held occupations “associated directly with agriculture and only 16 percent were

_'involved in production agriculture as farmers or farm managers. Converselz,

s - - +

'fathers of agricultural economics students were much more likely to farm, 34

.o ) : : : "




TABLE 2. FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS STUDDNTS CQNTRASTDD

' . /.l . e 6 L Q. B ot
< v h - ' v . .
. -~ .
C | ,, g \ 3
o ' j t . . : ) v
™o . * “'Yv - ) ' r‘ ‘ ' - :

Y WITH ALL AGRICULTURD AND PRODUCTION SCIENCES STUDENTS R )
/ ' l_ - ) \I ‘ : ‘\“i'. ) . ‘ '."-‘V.IK | '> v“
o PR | R ’”; _Students o -
Family Background & | ‘ Agrigultural Produqtion All
. Characteristic L < Economice Sclencas Agriculture
- ' - - . Y : W : \\. ‘ I : l v . ;e A '
Fathexr's ,Residence . L d /, S _
Reared on farm - ‘ 51. lc\ S 3533 ilo.s *
City (50,000 or more) o 1.4 \ - 21,7, 1.8
) . ‘ax N . ¥
Father's Education ' S .
Less than high achool | : I
Sraduate o - 18.8
: College graduateg o 32,8
;Father s Occupatiop ’ -
e Managerial or psofesaional 38.9 -
. Farm production = . . 33.6 j\‘: -
- Ag. related non-production 6.2, AR \
.+ Mother's Residenge S ) ""i,ﬂvi‘ ’ |
e 9 Reared on farm® ' o -38.7

rCity (50, 000 or more) - o 14‘4

'Mother s Education
Less” than high schodl

. graduate ; 0 b_'_il,Bf .
- College graduate ; e 26,5
_Mother s Occupation L o ' S
Managerial or professional - 20.7 -
'~('Employed Ly L 46,1 48, ‘
Pargnts: | Co ;'f;"' S o N
“.-.Iive on farm L o 43,9 . .29.00 . n26.5. -
Own or rent farm .o . 63.1 e . 41.8 , 39.8 .~
Primary income from farm - 43.2 . - 35.2 J 32,3
Income below $15,000 . . 32,7 .0 3.2 30,1 .
Income above $25 000 - 37,7 . 34.3 - 33.8 . .
. &. _ . - - R X g .
® -'ﬁ ‘- ’
L -« i -—7-/ .
o 'v_( - : -
N : ]
. 0.
) U
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percent, and less inclined to hold menageplal or, professiona) jobs than stu-

dents in othex catagories. Oceupation of the mother wvaried little among cate~

PN

gories. ,Almost half of.the mothera ware employed outaide tho”homa'and slightly

more than a flfch were involved in managerial oy profeaaional oaioera.
I

. ' Paronts of agrloultural 3lonomioa atudonta were much move likelv to live f)'

on a farm (44%) and to own or rent a,farm (63%) than were other parents. Also,
. . . : X I T
farming was a' more important source of income for parents of agricultural eco~

homiéa studepts, 43 percent veraua 35 and 32 percept fpx parenta of production

sciences and .all majora, respectively. Little diﬁ;erence waa noted by income

level among categories except that slightly more of the parenta of agricultural

Y

economics majors had incomes over $25 000. . _ . B

.~ . High School and College Background. Students in agricultural economics
\ . ) ) . R . T ) .
were‘more_likely'to havefgraduated from smaller -schools and less lijely to

have graduated with an A average.than students in other categories, Table 3.
. : This ‘resulted because farm residence of many* economics students placed them
in less populated areas served by %maller rural»échools._ .
Exposure to agriculture either directly on the farm or through agricultural
‘ coursework»can have important impacts on career selections by students. Majors
4yfin agricultural economics showed a strongewbtendency to be involved in agricul- -;u
tural activities in high school than production sciences or all majors. Approxi-
g mately 40 percent of the agricultural economics majors had completed agriculture
- courses or had been members of A-H or FFA organizations while in high school.
This was in contrast- to the 25-30 percent of the production sciences and all
maJors who had similar experiences. ‘ | |

. Student transfers among colleges -and w:.thin a college among disciplines

'are important to agriculture programs at Land Grant Universities in the South

v
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TARLE 3, HICH SCHOOL AND GOLLEGE BACKGROUND CHARAGTERJSTICS OF AGRICULTURAL
- RCONOMICS STUDENTS CONTRASTED WITH ALL AGRICULTURE AND PRODUGTION
ﬁCIENdFS s'rummtvs D el |

. k \
. ' ‘ | T e
Co N sewdenss
Backgrouwmd . - Agricultural = Troduation | ALl -
Characteriatics . ) Ticonomlics Sciances Agricultura
¥ o - - = = = = = = percent -
‘High achpoi: | . ' ‘ o | |
. Aiténded Privaté h}gh'acbool - | 14,7 . i3.2 i 12,5 T
' Size of high school: | o
Fever then 150 ip class | s5.1°  °39.9 . 38.4('

‘ 400 o more"in class v‘ ‘l,:7_.4 : J275 o 27.6
Graduated with A ayerage - 20,3,  "25.4 26.7
..Completed_gagric‘\xl‘f‘:ure course - 39.1 T 2 - '2”4.7 -

. 4-H member T © s - 282 “25.4 L
FFA member .. Ca20 0 2.6 25.8
4-H and/or FEA 'mgpﬁér | 46,8 32.9 31.8
.Cdl-leg.s:..' | | y | |
. .. o

Transferred f‘rqm: ‘ w » | ‘
L‘hmior_'coi.lege ' : " s 213 1800
6ther clolle.g_e : 16.6 o '2‘0.‘-9" o iiG-.6

- Had changed major - o ‘ _59‘.4.'.' O Shh ~ 49.7 *

- . ’
11 R
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Approximately a third of the agrioulturel economica and agriculture majors and

vtwo—flfthe of the production eciedcee majors transferred to thelr current col-

[
‘

1ege of residence from- 1unidr ar nther college programs thh each ‘source con-
‘ \
//—\\brigutlng almoat equally Half af all agrtculture gtudents and 59 pereanL of
b
all agriculcurel economlas malore indicated thet they had changed majnre during

< : . n '
Lheir college careay,

3

o . erricnltural Work Exparience. As the ma1ﬁ§//§ of agrirultural atudenta
do not have farm backglounda, the aoquialtion of practical slllls and knowledge
of farm prpduction practices 1§ a concern for curriculum plannera.und potential‘
employers (Thrift and Robertson). Students were.neked nbout three kinds of

" work experiencee: work on the home farm or ranch {nrm or ranch.work a8 aﬁj

employee, or other nonfarm agriculture related wark, Almost half of all ngri—

' culture and production sciences etudents had some farm work experience, while

1

approximately two—thirds of the students in agricultural economics had been

80 involved;‘Tahle 4, Ei%nomics majors also were more likely to hevelhad other
agriculturally related work experience. :

Occupational Aspiratioﬁs and Goals . , .
' : ' N -
' This section addresses two major’ questions._ why students'choose agricul-

- ture majors and whether agricultural economics majors differ in their choices

from production sciences and all agriculture majors. Attention is given to-

-

occupational goals, residential preferences, and educational and income goals

 of students ‘enrolled invagriculture.

s W . . /7

N

Oocupational'Goals{ _A.fundamental7reason for college.education is‘occu-3 A

g

- pational or career preparation College students are generally assumed to se-»‘

'lect a curriculum which will enhance their potential for reaching occupational
. - . T § B s

8 . 2T

.. -
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TABLE 4. WORK EXPERIENCE OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS STHBENTS CONTRASTED WITH
a " ALL AGRICULTURE AND Pnogucrxom SCIENCES STUDENTS

Tatr . ] :
oD e o - Students
. . o0 v . 77 Agricultural = Production A1l
-Agricultural Work Experiences ° - Economics © - Sciences = -Agriculture
' T o St - —_——— - - = =~ percent - = = = = = ~ =
< . ‘ Lt Lo N L R . N .

’ ’

. On home farm or fénch '. | ' VH7Q;8 .- 53.9 - 18.8
Hired labor (farm or ramch) . 65.9 | ' ,56.7_' . 48.5

Either home farm or hired . : . T )
farm labor experience o ‘,' -80.3 o - 65.2 : < 60,5

Other agricultural work | 666 - . - 617 . 589
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goals.' Many‘agriculture curricula such as'agricultural engineering,‘pre—veterir

| nary medictne, agronomy, andwforestry seem to .be rather specific from this

standpoint.' However, the occupations to which these’ curricula 1ead are quite
diverse. ‘This section considers several dinensions,of occupational choice.
Occupational-desires of aspirations are distinguished_fromlmore realistic
occupational expectations and a more. detailed examination of the specific kinds °
of. agricultural occupations the students sought- is provided. ‘. |

" The nagority (54/) of all agriculture students desired a professional and
technical career, Table 5 Veterinarian, forester or conservationist occupa-’
tions accounted for more than half of- these professionally oriented students.

Only lS'percent wanted to'be;farm operators or-managers. This represents an
< P v i’ A - ; ;

. important consider%tion'when determining the emphasis of, an agriculture educa-

tion program."

. ]
¢

- As with all students, a high proportion of production sciences majors indi-

- “cated a desire fﬁ; professional and technical careers (407) while farm opera-

asement and administration N

tion‘and management werevnext most pretarred (27%) , Table ‘5., AsPirations of
students in agricultural'economics differed. They indicated less ‘desire for
professional and technical careefs and greater desire for farm related employ-'

'ment, especia%lg when related to all majors 18. versus 314) Also, agricul-

. tural economics majors were more predisposed to careers involving nonfarm man-

Individuals tend to/differentiate_their occupational-aspirations from

their more realistic career expectations (Kuvlesky and Bealer). 'Differences

in desired and expected occupations were reflected in two ways across'all cur-'ﬁi

riculum types, Table 5 First there was an appreciable increase in the level

JART 1

of. uncertainty displayed relative to their future occupation. as more than 10

@

percent ‘who gave ‘an aspired occupation failed to note an expected occupation

34
[ SN
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" TABLE 5. DESIRED AND' EXPECTED OCCUI’ATIONAL CATEGORIES "FOR AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS STUDENTS CONTRASTED S
' WITH ALL AGRICULTURE AND PRODUCTION SCIENCES STUDENTS o - o . R Voo
| '{f e . - : - L S s o o g
| ‘Lz R & Students' Desired Occupation Students' Expected Occupation
Occupational /f Agricultural Production . All - Agricultural Production . , All
Category - . %9_ " Economics - Sciences -Agriculture .- Economics Sclences Agriculture
' . T m - - - - - -% - === ------ percent - - - - - el N R ~
- Professional & : o R N : : _ S .k
Technical . 4 25.6  40.3\ 54.«\ 15.3. . 27.8 42,0 - - .
¢ " . ' : ¢ w . o . o i
N Nohfarm/Maﬂhgérs & _ _ - v B : , o
AdmiﬁistratorS' : . 25.9. 19.0 = 13.4 _ 3255 22.2 ©15.4
Farm Operators & . o o . , ) , L ' :
Managers_ - ~:30.7 - 26.9 ~18.3 - . 20.7 . .. 21,0 -.13.8 o
'}/ R N N S L ‘_ ‘ L . b
A1l other nonfarm ; 6.0 . 2.8 2.8 kA9 6.2 5.2
/ . . . ' : . A .
/ Not reported - . _ - 11,8 10.9 111 o 23.7 : 22.8 \ . 23.6
~. . \ P
. A




Second the numbef\ students expectingbto enter professional and technical
_ : L QRO . e
”////occupations and farming.declined A ‘. e L«

%4 L3
. Only 21- percent of the agriqultural economics students expected to be farm\

L -,

foperators and managers, a decline of . 10 percent from the desired career goal Co s
. - '
_ Similagly, the number expecting profeSSiona} and technical careers declined by

/

' .10 percent. @Qéc ines were offset primarily by increases of 6 6 and 1l 9 percent

o
' for nonfarmnmnagersand administrators and the ‘not reported categories, respec- »
R \——- »“ ‘4-9 - _va‘ ) t.

-tively.y'- SECE T ‘ o
o : : - . '

. ResidentiaL“Preferences."Closely allied with agriculturalfoccupations

xs

o

/are aspirations ‘and expectations “for residential preferences. 'Traditionaily,' .

Yol .
-agricultural careers have been(identified with farms ranches, oT, small ruralv .

e

trade centers. This is not necessarily tru today with the rapad expansion

; o£ occupations in the agribusiness sector,~especially in the facilitative area.

Still the residential preferences of agriculture students is of interest as'

~

‘the backgrounds of students become more - diverse. | _ : .
\ -
. Almost 40 percent of all azficulture students desired to live on a farm

'or ranch while 54 and 44 percedt of the production sciences and agricultural
economics majors, respectively, had similar aspirations, Table 6 ' This seemed
~incongruent with the fact that almost half QT more‘of the agriculture and pro-"

duction sciences students anticipated inheriting a farm or ranch and 45 percent

“;expected to gwn a farm or ranch ‘in the- future The situat{o: was magnified
; v

S, :
even further among agricultural economics students where two-thirds antici-

B o

‘_pated the pOSSiblllty of inheriting a farm or.ranch yet only 39 percent expected'~
to be~a farm owner} These expectations denote a nonfarm orientation for many

of these agriculture students. .This nonfarm attitude prevailed even though

some students foresaw an»opportunity for future residence on a farm. %

-
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'ThBLE'6£; GOALS AND EXPECTATIONS OF, AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS STUDENTS
- CONTRASTED WITH ALL AGRICULTURE AND PRODUCTION SCIENCES STUDENTS

.3 : a.. 3

. . . A . - . . ’ ) .
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e Nl Agricultural  Production . LAll
- Goals and Expectations S "~ 'Economics

Sciences’ . Agriculture )

'..-'..__-.SA-_- ‘Pe.rcent—_.-,---,.-

e [ - _ ‘
‘Desire to 1ive on fatmor , T j,‘. o
.‘ :" ranch S __.‘ ’ ‘\ ’ ) o . " ‘43.6 . b B A 54.2

-~
- -

N

Expect to own farm or - '»¥*.7/“, )
ranch someday - R T TR

f o
W
~3

LA

(I

-
IS

A LTLm e e
»
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™ Expect to inhééit a farm N :f?. . 1@
o "or ranch N ro- - Lo oo i

(2]
U'|
.b

R A : S
Edﬁcatio j1 aspiration; . -~ '4> T T
Professionalfdeggee'i : N _ 8 15

.‘f Graduate degree - ;' B Jf}fi‘sg,i
Syt / Do 3
Educatiohal expectation: T A S ST
f 5 Professional degree e A2 e

'Graduate degree ffvﬁ r o '; .

P R
Expect first job incomes of 4 L
- 812, 500 or more (1977) o 2946
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Educationalicoals ‘ A college education usually presents multiple career ;;
. ’ b kA
opportunities for the studqnt.v Among these are opportun%ties,to pursue busi-

’\v', v - - T %
! ness, professional or academic career‘lines reqmirrng advanced education. Stu- .
L . .
:- dents were questioned relative to these post—college educational aspirations

‘ L

and\_/lzgtations to as rtain the nature of their educational goals

()

=,

,"

: . r—n
Almost a fifthlj all agriculture students aspired to a professional de— :
.'f*gree uhile 46 percent aspiﬁgéjto graduate degree, Table 6. However ‘when 5‘$%?)
& e

r

;‘evaluaoed on an expectations basis only 13 and 29«percent* respectively, felt

they would attain these goaIE—”Et:dents_in agr -ultural economics ex

ﬂ o

0’ L el
.. 16 pe

’ less ggz;e professional programs but more n graduate programs Only .
rcent aspij%d to a professional degree and 32 ziﬁcent expressed the desirg_

for a graduate degree.p However, bhey were not opti tic-that/these'goals

4: - be reached Only 3 €rcent fels/EEey\would atta»n ‘a professional degree
< e '°Q\\\2 y/P i\

{ " while 6 percent expected ': complete a graduat%_degreb ‘ Aspirations‘and expec—

tations of prodnction sc'ences students were not greatly gﬂfferent from those .'-

of economics students.f Variable job markets and differential returns to~

undgg@raduate degree influence the proportion of students willing to defer e

n

" gratifications in pursuit of advanced degrees ' _i’ tf: / . ‘_" b,{ i'

Income Goals _ Occupation and education goals mustTultimately relate to. -

income goals Students were aske& to indicgte their anticipated sala;yvfrom
the first job after com;leting their education. A w1de spectrum of 1ncome
: leveﬁs ranging from a minimum of $5, 000 to a maxlmum of $20 000, with six
uintervening(/; 500 categories was uysed in the analysis
7 »Income expectations of’ agriculture ﬁudents were not high, 'I‘able 6. wOnly
29 percent expected their first JOb to generate more than $lZ 500 annual income,

S with more than half of . these in the $12 00- to $15, OOO bracket. The most common




o _ijAzricultureaﬁan
e * e .
o s conducted, -

v

_ fourth'-‘college teacher or advisor, college friends, other relatives, and high

:Attitudes and Self—Perceptions St

agricu&fural‘«-i
'of_the‘people_ ho i
‘ SRR A

of the -'impdrtan;ce’ of di_‘

expectation was - for $lO 000 to $12 500 which accountefffor more than one—third -:

!
of all students.. Expectations of students in agricultural’economics showed ‘a -

Ve N o -

simii%r tendency. | e ;, . . )y? ; y; g f,. ‘>

. 3 o ' .
. N L s ) .
. . o . S
. L # . )\
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This sectionifocuses on factors affe.ting the decision té~enroll in an

)

Lo

,of agriculture a5 a major, 2}/§\;peptions

pienCes in this choice, 3) assessments of

4 [

utluré students, and 4) the natitre of attfQ

)

,‘ﬁfe agriculture industry and its relationship

EU h; \L S 3 'f'
.‘9_' D
_ Perceptions of%lnfluentials. In attempting ‘to- gain insight relative to . -
. o
the reasons coll% :‘ftudents select a particular curricu@um in the Schoql of

\ ; 4""7' L

. 6
of the personal relationship or because of knowledge and prestige that is

LN -
(PN

inherent in’ their position. '_' ." oo : - N | "b P

A student 5 choice of college maJor was, found to be influenced by many

people, Table 7., Dominant among these were the student s paients This per-

~ceived influence probably emanates from socializat en duripg the childhood and

;teenage years plus the financial dependence of many students. No other indi~

.v1duals were considered to be influential by a majority of the students. Ho;;

ever, four other contact groups were noted as’ being important by more than a

hvpiwfriends. Influentials identified by production sciences magors varied

. 1little from;those for all_students;

£

.’ : l‘ : ?‘ -: o ﬁ 2‘:‘ o . /

influences{are evaluated' l) perceptions _

/.

- o
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ABLE 7 PERSONS PERCEIVED AS INFLUENCING THE CHOICE OF PRESENT COLLEGE MAJOR
FOR AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS' STUDENTS CONTRASTED WITH ALL AGRICULTURE
AND PRODUCTION SCIENCES STUDENTS '

? . - . o, RN e

~ ‘ : r
[ T‘

Lo S ‘55\\‘~'5 _Students <
T . S Agricultural ' Production . A1l .
- " Influencé€ Source R L Economics - ~ Sciences  Agriculture

o ] « . . ._4'._ - em s e = _ percent —————r - - .

Family . Lo
Father. C a3 66,0 6640
’ . = ’ . g \ ’ -

-, Mother A 61.3 - 62.7 . 6l.4

3}:)* Brother e F - 32.3-I
Sister -‘..‘f' L }11- o218 ; 7.6 o177 o

| \Uther relatives R o 37.0 ':“}- 30.1 ;»rfj;U ,29}75 B
o nxg:School ¢ '_} o ‘.'.U-'fTI o N

o School friends - .. . s2.2 23.Z“~N:p.;ga 26.8 d

» ' ‘ ' e

. School counsef%r h f S 18 S 16.9 g o 18,5 ¢ )

»LV)

u-._, N

. Vocational agric tural _ R Co ‘
’ Other teachers or pfincipal~ S 20.5 ,‘I-. 420,6 REETT ZB.I;‘
. Colfege -t o

College friends ~ - - 43.8_ 37.0, - 35.6

~ College teacher or-adviaqr U 4n2 - 40.3 . 37067
- Agriculture dean';‘_t - 263 0 1220 - "131
College alumi. ~ 3L.§ 238 . 23.1

-'Professional Contacts

Veterinarian .’4?f_'1 . o 13.9 2 S 23.9. L2804
Countylextensioh agent"’ {‘ _ 16;3 : "u“:14.5' : ‘ 11 1

Clergyman = = 6.5 = 5.7 63

’U?IncludeS’only responses of "wery important,"
. . ] LY . Lo ) -

o o o o

J;BJXQU . s . | ‘ ;‘.;f'  | Z:i, -




]a sizeable maJority (about three-fourths) of

]-grouping, Table.8. Almost half of the students

lless

-."'/(. 18

‘e

p As with all agriculture students, parents (especially fathersl,had primary

'roles in influencing the choice of,a college major for agricultural economics

LY
students. Beyond the parents, economics majors noted important influenies on

- the choice of a college magor from a larger number Af other individuals. While

Tt -

college teachers or advisors, college friends, other rel tives, and high school
friends were also identified by 25 percent or more of the agricultural econom—

_ics students, a brother, college alumni vocational agricultural teacher, and

N -

. college dean_were.added,to this group. 'f-f'=%§\§\w
) \ -.' : ‘ _' . [ . o N

/

Perceptions of Important Experiences. Students were asked to identify

\ .

. v -
reasons for their -choice- of an agriculture nmgor so as to evaluate their moti-

’ 1

vations for entering the field. Career preparation was the reason offered by

e students in_each curriculum
. rd

each grouping noted their

"pr ference‘for country 1ife ‘as being importﬁn;; The only notable'differences

'd

Wamong curriculum groupings were that agricultural economics nmjors were much .

A

nclined to select. agriculture for altruistic ‘reasons and more inclined

'.to select it for economic regsons. Also, successful agricultural experiences

'Vwere more important for agricultural economics majors than all students.

Very few seemed to have selected a maJor in agriculture because they per-.&

®

ceived it as a way to obtain good grades Similarly, college friends and teach—-l

ﬂers‘were Earely considered important reasons for .the choice of an agriculture

magor llege teachers or: adVisors were important for only 5 to 7 percent of

‘the students, with agricultural economics students noting the. greatest impor- '

‘tance. ﬂowever, this ranking may be somewhat misleading because significant

0’
)

course experiences, the direct result of stimulating and effective teaching,ég

often influence a student s orientation toward a career line or field of study
in less direct'ways,
, sl B

- : A~ Ky
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TABLE SEgQEEASONS FOR CHOOSING AN AGRICULTURE MAJOR

\
3
4
M
§
1
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RATED VERY‘IMPORTANT BY"
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS STUDENTS CONTRASTED WITH ALL AGRICULTURE
, AND PRODUCTION SCIENCES STUDENTS

| ( ‘ . E %j_

i —
[ . -//[ i v
‘ Students
‘a . , Agricultural Production oL A1l
Reasons B, . Economics * -Sciences Agriculture
' B . e e e e - == percent - -
Caregr preparation 76.2 73. 0 AU &
’ . R v ‘ ) a - & : ) o
Preference for country life 44,6 . 52 5 48.7
Desire to help others '16.0 _ 26.#\ '28.6
: Successful agriculture o h ’-E_ o
experiences 31.2 6! 24,1
Better chance to earn a - ' : ";-{ o
good income 22.9 6 . 1644
- ReTated college course ©14.6 - ﬁh 12.0
' Related ﬁigh school course' - 6.6 5.0 6.4
College teacher or advisor _ , - _ ' ;_ : - ;\ -
suggested ‘ T 7.1 7 T 5.2 — - 550\
‘ AT S |
Beétter chance to make good . ' e !
grades 4.1 : 3.4 3.1
e : : ; .
Friends were agrlculture s A 1
' majors 4,9 3.1 2.9
_— . : ' 1
-Family encouragement 3.5 © 3.3 _ 2.7 2
High SchooL,teacher or S A ’
counselor suggested 3.5 2.7 2,7
aIncludes'only resoonses of very important.
.’. Y .
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Perceptions ‘of Agriculture Students A consideration affecting choice

lgne

of magor and. eventually an occupation, is the 1ndividual§ s perception of

people in or associated with a p ticular major or line of work.. Students

visualize the. occupationa$ choice as a point of reference for making plans or

: evaluatingktheir performance (Shibutani) During college, the critical refer— ’

———

. ence group is composed of. students who are enrolled in. the College or School

’ by production sciences and all agriculture nmjors Agricultural economics ma-'

_dents as "more " Mthe same," or "less than non-agricu

. proportion.
A \

\
\

‘ ’non-agriculture students showed some differing tendencies from those dis@layed o

ﬁlAgriculture §tudents_were»asked to compare dentsienrolled in agric

e with non—agriculture.students.,'They-were aske \t; rate'agriculture s

Lure $tudents on eight ‘

.,descriptive characteristics.' The larger of either, thg ‘more, or less ratings

was presented. Generally, the opposite rating was v1rtually nonexistent with.

E

t g-"no'difference_orhsame" rating accounting for almost all of\\he remaining.

A majority of agriculture students perceived themselves as ‘being more\\ i
friendly and helpful to other people, Table 9 : Agriculture students also saw‘ |
themselves as being more sure of what they wanted to do in life, more seriously :

2

concerned about the state of the nation and world and less 1nterested in mak—

' 'ing a lot of money.. Wlth regard to academic standards, 18 percent perceived\

. "‘\
their peers as being less interested in competing for high grades Productionx

\ .

i\
sciences maJors differed little from the profile for all agriculture students._-\

Agricultural economics students perception of themselves relative to o §>\S

LY

“Jors perceived themselves as being gliendlier and more altruistic, more sure . .

of their career orientation, more seriously concerned w1th the state of the

‘nation and world and more w1lling to accept new 1deas than other agriculture
. students relative to non-agriculture students.' A slight decline was noted only
: \ L o C
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. 'TABLE 9. GROUP SELF-PERCEPTIONS ‘FOR-AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS STU!NTS"CONTRASTED_
- - WITH ALL AGRICULTURE m.PRODUCTION.SCImCES STU_DENTS.

Aid
e o g' S R " . Students :

C : o . e  Agricultural - Production - A1l
Self-Perception o Lo < Economies " Sciences - Agriculture
- o o - == = - - --percent - - - -'= = -
Agriculture Students Are' P ' . | B

' Y

More friendly and helpful to. ‘ : o .

other people } - .64.8 : L5707 1 56.2
More sure of what they want ‘ o Sl
More seriously concerned’ about
the state of the nation and . L
world L . i . 34.6 : 30.2 : 31.%
Less interested in making a lot ' ;wa S ‘/(( L
of money - S . 17.8 22.2 24.5
‘Less tolerant of people who come o ' . 4
from a different background, - 19.5 - 20.2. C-19.2 4
Less interested in competing for . o _ A :
high,grades . 21.5- 19.2 18.3
wMore willing to accept new and - - S :
' unusual ideas - ‘ : - 20.9 - 183 17.7
More 1nterested in haVing a good . A : T
‘time at college o - 11.1 S99 10.6
_ ot : S : .
. ¥
4 ; ¢




K; in their perception of agriculture students b"ing 1ess interested in making a .

-4 ~lot of»money. Economics studeéﬁs were more 1ike1y to wiew their. fellow stu-

SR Y
=

[ N !

,dents_ag economically oriented. fkl

E _\‘.f

R Attitudes Tgward Agricultural Issues._ Respondents were. asked to express
N their position relative to a number of- issues facin agriculture 31F society
i, as’ a‘wholeﬂ~~These~issues—included_the_ro1e of women, government regulation,

- . and future prospects for agriculture.. Responses were cq*egorized as strongly

.&\ LR
" "agrhgd" "undecided " "disagree, -and’ strongly disagree with tv

\ . v . . \'

first two categories reported in Table 10

agree

LY

Students were optimistic about the future of agriculture._ Eighty-emght

l percent agreed with the statement that good c&@aer opportunities exis

T d by p;ople having 1ittle education. These attitudes reflect the positive

orientation to be expected among students preparing themselves for agricultural e

[

-

R

Traditionally, agriculture has ‘been a male-dominated occupation. ﬁowever,\”x

tod‘z/there is increasing interest among women for careers in this field.
\

Student attitudes varied regarding the*suitability 5f most agriculture occupa—

'_* tions for women, "alt ugh a 1arge portion (76/) held a pOSitiVe attitude.
ey L -
e AgriCultural economic magors were more apprehensive about the role of women .
1 :

.J\

in agriculﬁhre with only two—thirds positive while production sciences maJors

held attitudes similar to all agriculture students.f I f";fi : :
. R .
Studen:§vevidenced fairly strong support for government intervention in
agriculture%relative to use of chemicals (58/) and ‘soil conservation practices.
(484), Table‘lo. Little-difference was noted between production sc:ences and

. 3. - Lo
. { . ,
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"TABLE-10. ATTITUDES TOWARD OCCUPATIONS IN AGRICULTURE FOR AGRICULTURAL

» ' ECONOMICS STUDENTS CONTRASTED WITH ALL AGRICULTURE. AND PRODUCTION

scrmczs smms ‘ .

’

L . ‘Students
‘ . : . , - Agricultural - ' Production = All _
Statement . . - ' Economics __Sciences. Agriculture
- < o ' - - =~=-===- perceat - = - = =~ = = =~
There are'good career. oppor- I ‘
tunities in agriculture _ . 981.9 . - 91.0 o 87.9
3 . . ] ) -
v '.Greater regulation is needed' .
"t ‘on the use of chemicals in- : o : o
agriculture ‘ . . 42,2 57.2 58.3
The government should be able o~
+  to force farmers to adopt R T
soil conservation practices _ S v B
if they have. erosion problems _ - 42.3. . © 46.2 - 48.4
Most agricultural occupations R | | < R
are unsuifed For-women ‘ 33.8 .. 25,4 . . 23,9
Most work in agriculture can “
‘be done by people with little . . x e : o
g education j' - .o 13,1 . . 15,4 - 12.5
.tAgriculture is a declining e : ' x ) o
industry 5 R - T - . 8.2 7.9

aPercentages represent the proportion of the students either agreeing or -
~strongly" agreeing with .each statement.

22
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' all agricultural students relative to these issues. However,‘agricultural—

‘economics maJors were much more resistant to supporting government intervention -

in these areas. Responses by agricultural economics majors were probably influ—
enced by a more extensive - familiarity with the economic implications of govern-

_ ment regulations.

4 " IMPLICATIONS . o

1*"

Seldom do educators have primary data available to them from a: wide cross—.

section of students in their specialty area.. More,specifically, we;know ‘of no

‘- -

other study that addresses-the subjective goals~of'college students specifically

_maJoring in agriculture and agricultural economics. In these changing tines

-

'which are marked by a. reneJed awareness and concern for aii agricultural educa—

s

tion, it is important that educators in the various agriculture disciplines

acquire a better understanding of their student clientele.

L

. The goals and aspirations of agriculture students, as examined 4in tbis : -

paper, exhibit much diversity which is reflected to some extent by the variety

u -

- of curricula encompassed in Schools or Colleges of Agriculture.' The small pro—

v portions of. students who desired or- eipected occupations in production agricul-

ture reflect the shifting structure of the industry. Fewer individuals are
'directly involved in the production process but many play a role in supporting

the farmer in such areas as research technical assistance, marketing, and the
.prov1sion of inputs and services. ' : o '

The profile of agriculture students enrolled in Southern Land Grant Univer-

.sities varied considerably from the stereotyped image of the traditional agri-

Y
Ry

culture student as only about half of them had some experience on the home farm -
- %
. or ranch and a similar portion had hired farm labor experience. of the groups

= analyzed agricultural economics nnjors more nearly reflected this image because
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they vere more often from farm backgrounds had greater educational'and work
"experience in agriculture and were more devoted to.a career in production _ |

agriculture. They seemed to have a stronger allegiance to farming as a sourc:\\
‘of income. and way of life; The more frequent farm origins of their parents,

students farm work experiences and the possibility of inheriting the land

resource evidently affected this attitude. R

'0

Today, there exists a revived realizatﬁéﬁ of the importance of agriculture
'in assuring an ample supply of food and fiber for both domestic consumption
- and world trade.-_For\these reasons, attitudes toward agriculture.and agricul~
‘fturalloccupations have.become'more favorable. As atresult, agricultural cae
" reers have.become more. attractive to a broader'range'of young people. Agricul- Ai_A
l—; ture studkyts appeared to draw a considerable amount of identity from their |
academic choice, as observed in strong positive perceptions of their agricul-a
rture peer group. Additional support for this contention can be found in the
optimistic attitudes expressed relative to the agricultural industry and its
‘potential for young people seeking career opportunitiest'
These attitude changes have been’instrumental in the growth and stability‘.
'_'of agricultural enrollments at the nation s Land Grant Schools.. Increased -
‘;enrollments have'occurred concurrently with-a dedrease in the rural farm popu-.
“lation: from which agriculture students have come in the past (U S, Department
of Agriculture) This change and the fact that the number of 18 year-ofﬁs and
; high school graduates in the U.S. population peaked in 1979 (Helmherger) pre- .

 sent an important issue for consideration by College of Agriculture adminis

'_trators andAfaculty. Agricultura. economics will_probahly_continue toS?raw o
heavily;from students having £ : ly ties to production-agriculture. 'H’wever,b
growth in student enrollment must come: from among students ‘lacking farm back—

grounds-and experiences.'/

127}

~ s
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~ Parents uere'foundlto.he‘perceivedbas the primary influentials affecting'f“;
Ehe student's decision:to enroll in an agricultural relateéd major. College
related'friends were‘a second source of influence; Also, personal.motivations
relating to career preparation and the .associated desire to have a career com-
patible with country_living.affected this decision. As the number of farms
and farmers declines, how do we as administrators and faculty cope with fewer
role models and influentials for agriculture? Can increased,recruiting efforts’
effectively substitute for this void? Will economic factors provide the incen-

. )
: .tives?

»
The challenge for faculty in agriculture is to develop and incorporate
.experiential 1earning opportunities outside the traditional classroom setting ‘
into educational‘programs (Carter and Miller, Thomas) These’ may include such
activities as more attention given to cooperative education arrangements with '
farm and ranch organizations and with a variety of agribusiness-firms Interne
‘ship programs with onsite faculty visitation similar to those used by Schools
of Education may be another source of agricultural experience for individuals :
withvnonfarm~backgrounds. Also, it_may be important tosexpose‘students.who'
1ack farm experience:to-the'realities of agriculture.by developingfsome type A:
of contact early in their college programs with the- range of agriculture ca-_j
’ reers., Perhaps,'a course taught on an interdisciplinary basis which describes
‘the various disciplines ‘in agriculture plus the diverse opportunities available'
within each discipline would facilitate career. decisions by students. More
‘:complete knowledge of occupational diternatives early in the student s program )
B hopefully would reduce shifts among curricula.and'enhance_allocation of the,
human resource.’ | .. -
Curriculum and course content should be augmented to compensate for agri-l”

-

'.cultural deficiencies in the backgrounds of students. Also, since almost a third

C. : s . ' . : u-‘",
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of the students in agriculture transferred from junior and other colleges,

\ S
administrators and faculty mustJhe conscious of the nature of these programs .
and strive to enhance the educational experience. ‘Faculty and administrators:
can no longer assume that students have a basic familiarity with the industry
as a whole or with any of its ‘major subdiVisions. Failure to recognize and
deal with this situation could result in students having undue’ difficulty in
'completing their programs 0T even worse, bejng able to gradu@te with only a
":cursory understanding of the’ nature of this system. These.concerns gain added"
significance when one considers that many of the leaders in- agriculture come L,
 from our Land Grant college campuses.

Agriculture is a more eomplex industry than it was in years past. However.cp
the agriculture student is different. Educators in agriculture are faced with |
: attemptimg to_cope_with these shifts by,taking-an input (students) “which has i‘
fewer farm_experiences and less understanding:of the nature of agriculture and
developing in:it the.skills necessary to contributetto almore complex environ—

' ment. Success in this endeavor will likely necessitate new or expanded forms-

of field experiences and innovative teaching techniques in all agriculture‘

" curricula,
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5 percent black. .

University of Arkansas—?ine Bluff, Florida A§M University; Fort Valley .
State College (GA), Langston University (TX), and Virginia State Colleget

“ Footnotes ' . ‘
; otn .

) o - \ - . i o -

The term "agricultural economics" iq used broadly to encompass those

" Departments which perform’ similar social science activities in thg School
" or College of Agriculture ‘but possibly under different titles.

o

The terms 1862 and 1890 institutions refer to the separate Morrillﬁgcts .
" that created agriculture schools for whites and blacks in 13 Southern and

five border states. -The 1862 institutions are the larger, predominantly

white institutions in each state. In this study, 1890 respondents we;e

approximately 15 ‘percent white, and the 1862 respondents were approximately. |

»1
' ’

Thirteen 1862 and 11 of the 1890 imstitutions providing agriculture edb':.
represented are: . Alabama A&M University, Alcorn State University (MS) ya

The 1862 institutions are: University of Arkansas-Fayetteville, Auburn
University (AL), Clemson University (SC), University. of Florida, University

- of Georgia, University of Kentucky,. Louisiana State University,’ Mississippi .

State, University,' North Carolina State University-Raleigh, Ollahoma State %
. University, University of Tennessee, Texas A&M University and Virginia .

PolyEechnic Institute and State University. - N "

»Production sciences majors included horticulture, except ornamental

agronomy;. and. animal ‘dairy, and poultry sciences, excluding pre-veterinary

vmedicine. R ‘ S -

//\,7 .

'No statistical tests of comparison are presented because many &f the~per—

centages are selected cells from more.complex crosstabulations and statis-
tical tests would be inappropriate without benefit of the full table. As

‘the sample is large, the strategy .of analysis is to compare percentage
.differences on a large numbez’"f“characteristics. We consider differences
.0of 5 percentage points or more to be substantively more meaningful and

less likely attributable .to measurement oOr sampling error. . a

~cation 'programs are included .as part of this study. The 1890 institutions

o
o
»

br
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