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Introduction

A PROFILE,,OF AGRICULTURE STUDENTS

AT MURRAY STATE IIVERSITY

- t

fr

Departments of agriculture in U.S. college§ and unfversitiesItave been

experiencing phenomenal growth in enrollment in recent years. A matter of

considerable interesttothe administratois and the.faculty o'kagricultural

. ,

r

schools; besides the Sheer increase in enrollment, is the fact that the new
.

.

agricUlture students are intome significant; ways diffeeent from' ricultUre7

a

Students gf the past." Increasingly, a much higher $roportionOf e new
,

.students are female and :urban-born and theStappear to be prepaHng'themselves

'

to enter into'adricultpre4elated occupations rather than'preparing themselVes

to eter into griculture as a way of life:

The shift in the kind ,of students comilig'to the field; of agriculture is
4., I ,

bound to have iMportant implications
4
not only for the schools yhere.they are' 4

0, , ' '

to be trained but also for larger isues of manpower and, food production:

The fampop.ulatiqg in the U:S: has bedn.declining steadily in number since
, ,,

World War II. But our, need or obligation to produ larger and larger amounts

of food has not been declining but increasing all, along, ThOefore, the

changes taking 'plate in schoolsof.avicult uare not ohly of 'significance

to the school itself or the state in which the school is:located' but they

are tied to the future yell-being of the nation and the world,

.

In this-changed context; it is-vpatter of theOretical and s'ocial policy

relevance to know who'are the new. ajOklture students, what ere their'chrac-

. .

teristics, and what are their aspiratiOns for' the
,

future:. further, the
77.7:-.
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training of agriculture students Trith U.S. .haS been traditiatia)tya

sibility of the land gratIt colleges': Howevbr, regignal state Uniyersittes and

private institutionvf h.pgher educatiOn are also roinvolved in pvicling,agri-

cultre-related education to their students. This shared responsibility of

,..educating agriculture Studer-its may also. have implications for the kind of

students the/two systems Of instruction attract.

The urpose of this paper is to report in 'broad outline theNojnigs of

a,study offogriculture students at Murray State University. This tItilidyyas

Carried out as partof a.larger research effort by the southern land grant

rinstitutiorrs'under the title "Southern Regional Research Project S -114
- ,

0, a

(Defining and Achieving Life Goals:. ---A ProcOsibf Human Resource Dev-
)1opment").

1 -

-

The major pbjective ofthis research was to obtain a better undWsi'andinCi 'fpi

' ( . / ' . . °

. the 'reasons Why students select agriculture as their major as-well A,to
. ,,,

.

P.

study the factors related to their career choices. This report presentsthe.
t

,

.

results of.that p rtion of the general survey which dekribe the characteristics

of agrieulture stu ents at Murray State University. In addition, this report

k....

attemps to show some /f, the similarities and differences between.agriculture

students at Murray State University, a non-land grant regional state university,

and their counterparts attending 'the:1862 land grant universities of the south*.

Data for this stody were collected during the spring and summer of 1.977

through a mailed questionnaire. The sample for the Murray State University

-agriculture students was drawn from .a list of all students majoring in agri-
.

culture during the 1977 spring semester. To censure a reasonable,sapOle size,

1.50 students were randomly picked: from the list. The sample fol- the land.

*1862.Land grant Colleges: Arkansas, Auburn', Clemson, Florida, Georgia,
. \Kentucky, Louisiana,-Mississi i, North Caroljna,

Oklahoma, Tennessee
Virginia.

Tech.

v.



grant institutions was drawn fromsimilar-lists of agriculture students'in .

,the different universities. 'Frbm these lists
-
a fifteen percent randoM sample

was drawn: Two'mail follow-O and one direct contact were used to improve

response rates. The overall response rate for agriculture students at Murray
?

State UniverSity was 78 percent (N=117), a somewhat higher response rate than

.o that for.thc land grant, schools. The questionnaire .contained aNariety of.

question's

and career

elated to the students' social backgrilund, educa ional experiences,.

ientations.
4.7

In this report comparisons are made betweenlhe,Mu ray State 'sample and
.

the 1862 land grant schools sample (N=2535). The areas f interest covered'.

in this report are: 1) general background characteristics of the respondents; .

e . 4, ,
r

2) high school characteristics; 3Y work experiences; 4) people deemed influ
,

ential in respondents' selection of his/her mapr;.5)-things deemed iipportat'
,

by the respondent choosirig his/her college major;;,6)
c
soats.and.expectations;

- m..

/and 7) selecteaagrfulturelateNattitudes of the respOndeAt. Results are,

c .

3

presented in percentage form.

.

General 8a0ground.Characteriitics (Table

An examination.of,,the general characteristics of study poNatiori

shows that Murray State University agriculture students, while sh.a;irO'certain

characteristid with their counterparts in, tne s them land grant institutions,

_differ from the latter s gnificantly/in a. number of o

In racial compoSition and citizenship, Murray Stetc`U iversity students,are

very similar to the students in the lard grants 9chools, (}der 95 percent of
. .

Murray State University agriculture students are white, and lmost all'of them

4
her characteristics..,



are citizens of-the United States. The proportion of female students at Murray

State University is about 10 percent lower than that of the land grant schools

Only one in five Murray State University students is a femald. , Additionally,

Ai
a higher.prdArtion of Murrpy State University tudents are married, almost TO .;

c..percent more than agritultdre students in the and grant universities.

,r Some. significarltdifferences existpetweenthe two groups of students in
o d

their residence baCkground and,types7of-communities'in 'which their parents were
.

raised. Murray StiteUniversity studdrits and their,parents
,
are far more.rural

.

then their counterparts in the land grant universities. Farm or open country
. -1.

,residence was claimed, by approvNately 58 percent of the Murray State Unimer7
-.
,

ity students', a. proportion twice. "as great as that of-the land grant' schools.

is.,the:,f that the number of Murray State University
/ /

students Whose parents w9 :.e raised on the farm or in the open country was almost

20 p eiteht greater than studpnts ill the land grant institutions. Murray State

ri,iversitystudentS reported that.well over 60 percent tif their fathers and
N f

ers were raised on a farm or inhe open country: Current residence of

p renisof Murray State University studcnts has remained more rural. Fifty -. ix

percent of the parents of Murray State University students live on a farm com-

pared with 24 percet of the parents of students'attending land grant universities.

In terms of their parents' average yearly-income1/4and educational attain-

ment, Mur'ray,State Oniversity'students have a significantly greater represen-

tation at the lower ends of, the scales than do their counterparts in *e study

population. About 18 percent of the Murry Stan7UniversitY students report .

thOr parents' income to be below $10,000 per year, and the range of income of

,abOut. 25 percent of this group is betweer010,D00- and $15,000 per year. Also,

nofeworthris the fact that 29 percent\of thelathers and 17 percent of the

\,

it

a .
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,,-

.mothers of Murray State UnIersity students have had less than 12 years o

Stil] another significant difference- between Murray State University

.students and students at the land grant universities' is their political orlon

tation:- The data show that Murray State University students.are far less

likely to claim a liberal political, orientation than-their-counterparts at

a. .,,,the land grant universities.

h Scho'l- k round (Table 2)

e Universit udentS shared -.with their counterparts in

. . -

land grant universities a number of c6racieris s with respect secondary
\ ,

. jr

educoti8n. HoweVe, in some areas of interett,'Mur'ray State Unive sity stu-

dents

,

t he

dents appear to vary from the std64ntlelnIthe land .`grant tchbois. 'A much

higher proportion of Murray SPte Unillrtfty:stude'nts reported that the high

%sohools from which they gredyated Offered+cpurses in:agriculture: -twice. as
, . ,

many Murely,State University students as land grant school students'report0

taking courses. Among .the Murray State University'students who said

that their deoision to majorih,agriculture was influenced by sbme course

of"fered in high School, 86 percent said it was an agriculture course. A

lower praportion of,land grant.,university studeliti were similarly.influenced.

In general, participation rates in high school activities were-similar
so

, t

for Murray State University stannts and their counWpartsim the,land.grant..,

institutions, However, in most categories of activities, Murray Stateiniversity
r f

students had p slightly-higher participation rate. The difference tetween_the

two groups.of students is parttcularly-noticeal0e in'agr% iculture-related acti-
t4p

vity groups such as 4-H, FFA, FHA, and other vocationa Mulls?

1



Wdrk'Experience (Table.

The figures:show that MfurrAy State,University had a significantly larger

percentage of stutentt reporting work expei-iencg on a fam however, theidro-
.

portion of Murray State kiniversity students reporting nonfarm work experience

was slightly loWer than that of the land grant schools. Seventy -four percent

of the. Murray State'UniverSity agriculture majors stated that they 6rked on

their parents"farm. similar number also said that they worked as hired

employees on other farms or ranches. Fewer thah 50 percent of theland grant
,

4 uelversity stu n s claimed farm work experience, either on a*home farm or as

Ar ee,hiredemploy 1114.

/.

(People Deemed influencing Choice of Major (Table 4)

Parent wer6 moSt irifluential Trcthe respondents choosing agriculture

as their major for bti'th ciflOents in th4s stUdi4;Slightly mor.e4han

60 pertentbf students b st*IyAroups mentioned parents' .influence. A
.

higher percentage of Murray StatenilYersityikudents: however, cited the

influence of o,ther individuals: vocational agriculture teacher (38 percent);

county extension agent (19 pOrcent); college teacher isor (44 percent); and

former students (28 percent). Amdhg other persons deemed influential by

stude is in this survey weremeterinaitan, college friends, high school,
6

teach s, and high school fri6nds.

Things Deemed important in Choosing Major (Table 5)

ir T1 primary reason that botpeurro State University students and the

other students in the study chose their present .major was to predare for a



career. Over 90 percent of the respondents mentioned career preparaton as

'"very important" or'bf "some importance." The secOnd,most important reason-

. indicated by both groups of students was "preference for country life."
,

,

.Eighty-seven percent of Murray State University students checked.this4pt m

- / ', 1?
whereas 77 percent of the land grant university studeeits gave "preference -.

,

iweolA
for .countrg life" as a reason for choosing this major.. A much tlher pro -

o-r on of Murray'StaterUni;ersity:stUdentS credited their suCesfUl:expe-

riencejn' agriculture as "important" or "very important" in selecting agri-
4 t"

.-cuTutre as the* major. Aideire to help Others figured prominently pin their

decision to choose agriculture as a major both,for Murray State bnivAity

and the other students. "The promise-ofa'good income. also played an important

part in. the stiiiients' choice of majdr. Sixty-six percent of Murray State

University ,studrts and 58 percent of the otter students checked "to insure

t

good income" as a factor in their decision. Other factors, such .as "

family thought it would be best," "had a course related to this in high school,"

.anhad a course related to this fn college" were 'Hosted 61..,botil groups Of

students as having some, but less, importance in their \chi) e'of major. FiftY-,

eight percent of. e urray State University students and\AD percent'of the-

other studen the survey considered a "factor or factors not,listeein £he
ft.

i

questionnaire as "very important" in the choice of their present major.

Membership 'i.n College Organizations (Table 6),

An examination of the organizational membership of agriculture stUdents

."4

indicates that individuals in both:StudY populations participate:in numerous

0college organizations.. There is oneSignfficantdifference in particfpaion:

rates: .a hi0e47 proportion of Murray State .University Students have membership

k

.
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i

in agriculture-related organizations than do students Crom the other schools.

Twenty-four percen gray State'Unillersity students .participate on judging

teams compared-to only 13 ercent of the other students, and 17 percent of
S

Murray State University students have mem ership in college 4-H, FFA, and FHA

I\compared to on y,9 percent of the students from land grant uhiversities.

St_

J Sources of Funds for College Education Table'8)

Students in the_survey reported a number of sources. of funding for.their.

college education. The major sources of financial alegport cillt by Murray

PState Univer ity students are thdir savin

V
and part-tip work while in college, that ord,r. Students from the other

institutions indicate parents' savings, S4limer bs, their own sw'i'ngs; and

part-time wo k in-college, in that ordef, as the major sources ofintnci-al

tummer jobs, parents' savingi,

t . ...

.-f ..
,support. In erestingly, a higher proportion o °Murray State Unixersity..students

"
.

,,-

depend onsc olarships and student loans and grants for their education than
i 7

) .

do their cou terparts in the other schools.:Forty-tWo percent of Murray State4 D .

-University s udents ist scholarships as a source of their funds. An equal
,...

proportion 1 st-sAdent loans and grants as sources of their financial support

for collet education.

Goals-an irations

`Educational gdalSlare ab6Ut the Same:for both groups 'of. students. -in the

kslightly higher proportion of Murray State UniversitY studentSoqith
.

a
1*.CcOmplet:e Work'fOr aAllaster's degree theh do students in the land grant.

Schopls. When asked how much education they expect t6 obtain, the respcnse of

Pk

11



both ogroups of students suggests that they may, Of necessity, have to settle

for less than what-they wish to have: 'Eight pertent of the Murray State Univer-

sity studditsCurveyed expect to disdontinue their 'schooling befOr +obtaining

a bachelor's. degree, and none 'expect to earn a dl6c4".1 degree. A higher

prdporiiOn o Murray State. UniverSify students expect to :complete a t r's"

degree then-do students trdivIhOtherschtiOII. iry-five percent of4qtray'

,"State,UniVersity students expect a. degreejTable 10), and 96 percent
(

Of t'hem hope to do their graduatCwork:in agricuTrey, Furthermore, Mier'

.

half of those planning on graduatiWOrk. expect -,to remain at Vheir present'

university to complete their studies. A

Farming Plans and Residential Preference Table 11)

Murray` State University-students who expel isor foresee the possibili*

of inheritin arfarm represent a somewhatliigher proportiom than their -counter-.

parts'in the land grant instjtutidAs-., AboLit one-foOkh of the sampl expect t

. i
to inherit a farm, -and a slightly higher proportion foree the possibilityw

.
,..

.

of inheriting ohe. More significant, however, is the difference between the

twd:groupSinthelr :JexpectationsodWn a farm alone in the future. The`/
- : :

.
.

percentage of MUrrayState University students expectingto 'own,a firm.
s .

.4ilone" is 't'iore4an twice as greatas-th4t of the land grant aiverSity students.

:.-SeVentypercent-ofthe,Murray ersTtyrstudents expect to own a:

farm alone.

Selected Attitudes

, ,

60ndents were Oven *seven qatements On women's i.5sues in or er,to

4
determine their views on that Subject, The Murray: State University portion of
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4, .
-.-

. *

the sample indicated that Murray StateUniwersY: students are somewhat morle,,,

Ilan

, 4
traditionfLjn their views of the miles of womenInan are the other studdnts

1 , N."
..d

in poe4gtudy. The agreOment'sco6 on whether most agricultural nrcupation

are 9uited for women is'abwit the same, for both grow II 1.' On :01P
,

k
h$ "

.

quesfion of'rityther womenvare just as capable a, men a r, the' horn

%.4 only 54 percent of 'Murray State University students e/pressed!agr ent witi*
(

the,statement,whereas the Correspohding score for the land grant. university

-
04

students was 61 percent.

e The study groups in the survey 'share _similar attitudes concerning eco-
f

logica) issues. OrfOy a small proportion (15 perc nt) of Murray State Univer

sity studentg feel that strip mining is more important to provide energy
%

than keeping the countryside in its natural condition. The Pole of govern-

ment in ecological issues is accepted by a much larger percentage of the

'students in the sample (Table 14).

.The respondents' perception about the field of agriculture.is a positive

one. They believe that good career opportunities exist in agriculture and

that agriculture is not .a declining industry, They disagree that most work in

agriculture can be done by people with very little ed cation (Table 15).

Finally, MurrayStatOlUniversit9 agriculture stud is perceive themselves

as more sure of what they want irrlife than their counterparts in'the land

o
grant schools and all on- agricultural students. In addition, the view that,

agriculture students are more friendly and helpful tO other people than non,-

agricultural students is shared by 67 percent of Murray State University

students and.55 percent of the others/ 1n the study (Table 16):

13
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Table 1. /teneral kackground characteristics of t'espondents.(0ercentages)

2

3..

. ft

Male.
. ..Female

Racial /Ehhniv ident4y.

, t.,

White Alpglo

Pt

County of -Citize'nship

N.

..

.

.6

4,

,

1862. Schools

'

4
Murray

*State ViverSity"

y..

-

4

,N=2533

'72.8.
27

(2519
_.

94.8
5:2 '1

N=2526"

IF

+1=117

A
80.3
19.74ft

N=116

95 7

mg '3 .

N=117:5

.

.

5.

U$A
Other

College Classification

Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Graduate/ot

Marital Status

97.4
2.6

N=2525,

18.2

21.5
26.5
31:5

2.2

N=2516

99.1

.9

'N =117

26.5
14.5
21.4

28.2
9.4

N=116

1

Single 85.2 73.5
Married 13.5 23.1

-Separated/Divorced, 1.3 3.4

6, Place where respondent lived
most of his/her'life

7

Farm/ranch
Open countrY
'Small town

City, 10,000-49,999
Metro

-N=2525 N=117.

19.8 42.7
8.4 15.4

13.P. 17.1

20.9 13.7
37.2 11.1

Place where respondent's
father was raised N=2505 N=117,

Farm/ranch 33.4 , 55.6
Open country" 10.7 11.!
Small town i '19.3- 19.7
City, 10,'000.49,999 14.3 9.4_

Metro . -_, 22.3 4.3':

F.

(continued)
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5, *,_
1

Ti,ble I. Continued) ' nererb+grloundicharacteilstids of')"wondents.

All .Murray
1862 Schools ;State University

..., 4/\., Is.
\ '.\

8.' Place where respondent's
'mother .was raised .N=2487 N=115. i'

,, it
0 Farm/rancft 26:7 44.3

Open country 4 1 16.5
mall tn.,in . 2 . d 'n.0
Aty,* l,000-49,999. L, 29.4r IL.2

,Metro ...,!7 1.0.2- 7.Q
. (

Parent's csrent residence N=261

Farm'
9

%.
J

.N=117
.,.....

.

Non-farm . . 75.4)
56..4 I 1

: -.7
24.6

43.6

" 12

,

10 Parents' farming dtatus N= 907 N= 73

Full-time farmers 33.3 . 39.7
Part-time farmers 48.4 42.5
Non-farmers 18.3 r 17.8

11' Parents' average yearly inconA N =2215 \N=107

Less than $10,000 .\
A

10.0 j17.7
$10,000to $14,999 16.4 . 25.2
$15,000'to $19,999 16.4 18.7
$20,000 to $49,999- 47.8 13.1
$50,000 and over 9.4. 9.3

.,.

12.

11.

14.

Father's educational attainments
46 -

Less than12 yrs.
High School graduate
Post-secondary training
College graduate
Graduate work

'Moiheris educational attainment

Less,than12 yrs.
High School graduate
Post-secondary training ..

College graduate
Graduate work' -

1

Respondent's political orientation '
. .

N=2491;

- 12 .2

,i.. 21.4
21.8

.9 ..,

18.1

=N=2477

8.2
33.2_
28.8

21.4

N=2416

N=115

.1

25.
30,4

1

741

116

17.2
40.5
24.1

... -

1 8.6
9.5

N=103

i

4

I --)
l

Conservative 31.5 23.3
Moderate 40 55.3*'

. Liberal 2 21.4

*Includes don't know.
{continued)
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Table 1.

\-/

(Continued) ,:General background charaCtstict of respondents

vA0,00

All

1862 Schools,

i Path.polit1aT orientation N=2384
-

HCopservative 56.0
Moderate N, 31.0.
Liberal

.
7.0,

16: Mother's political orientation Ot39.7

'Conservative
.Mode ate

Liberal

*Includes don't knoW.

50.6
40.6
8.8 ,

Itt
13

Murray
State University

.

N= 9610(

51.0

9.4

k

N= 96

39.6
.44 47.9*

12.5

4

4

16.

F.

410

411

.4

C
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Table 2. High School background characteristics,o

1. ,H1gh School GPA

By \B

C o be loud

2: WerOgriculture courses offer-.
,-. e'd in,respondent/s high school? r

Yes 1111.6- *ii

1
.,/

4No 0
..

. 48.3
...

4 , ,,,) :,,,.

-. i-,

.3. ` Did respondent takb*anypagri--

culture courset-IR high school?, N=2493 \ N=116

Yes 23.2 45.7 -
. No , , '76.8 54.3

^kti

_ All Murray
862 S400ls

N=2535

14

Percentages
. ,
.

27.4
54.1

Th,

N=2505

State Un iyers ty

N=116

17.2
60.3

N=1,15

A
66.1-

33.9

4. Were home economics courses
offered in resp !s.high '

school? N=2494

Yes .
. 90.3

No 7.6

. Did resPondent take any home
economics cour s in high
school?

Yes

No

6. Did one course in high schobl,
more than any other course, in -'
fluence respondent-1S decision'tO
Major in agriculture or home
economics?

Va.

Yes

No

. If "yes", was this course in

Agriculture.
Home Economics
Biological Sciences
Physical Science.
Otter

..e

N=114

97.4
2.6

N=2488 .N =115

17.6 20.0
82.4 80.0

N=2531 F;)17

23.6 30.8
76.4 69.2

N= 579 N= 36

36.1 86.1

54.8 8.3

9.1 5.6

.

(continued)

17
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Table 2. (Continued) -High'Schdol backgrdUnd characteristics of re'spondepts

3
)

High school activities in
which respondent particii,1

i

All

1862 Schools
Murray

State - university

N=2459
i

. N=2147

4,
, N=2053

N=2100

40..1'\:

0:4.:

17.

34.2

N=110 , 5'6.4

.N= 97- 0 43.3

'.. N.Ipa: 3,3..7

N= 93 30:1

Athletic teams
,

/ )

Intramurals

reheerleading
,

Debate, Drama, Chorus,
Band

Hobby clubs N=2067 21.2. N= 87 17.2
. , 1

,
Honorary clubs N=2160 33.3 N= 92 2-.2

Newspaper/yearbook N=2125 20.4 rig 93 20!4-

Subject matter clubs ,N;2157 36.7 N= 91 21.5

Student Government N=2167' 20.3 l' N= 96 17.7

4-H 1N=2049 12.0 N= 89 20:2

FFA N=2071 9.0 N= 97 16.5

FHA N=193? 3.9 N= .81 8.2
\\

Other Vocational clubs 'N=2004. 10:5 N=:93 "12:9

a

1.8

4100-' 14

1
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TaOle 3. Agrioultural and non-agricultural work experiences.of respondents 0)ercgritages)

4

Type

L
work-operience

. r
Fa s or ranch WO.r.k
do horn farm

Farm ranch work else
/where- a hired emp4oyee

Other agriculiure-related
work

Rome economics related work
as a hired employee

Other work experiences

62 Schools
rdy

State University.

N=23b3 47.0 N=111 -73.9

N=2285 47.2 .3 N=110 70.0
/

-N=2263 58.2 Rt.110 54-.5

N=2089 5.1 N= 99 6.1

N=2381 88.2' N=109 s* ,81.7,

rr.

19
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, 1.

Table 4. People deemed "very influenti 1 nr of 'some inf

Major. -(Percentages)

All 1862 Schools

Very Some Natal
Influential + Infl ence = 1pfluence.;'

N:12487 13,7: 4 2

N=245 21.9 43.6

( 5.6 16.1

1

':N=23ni,

*
2,0 )4:5 ,,

4

N=2426 7,.5 11'.4 °

..

N=21125, 4.7 20.4:

N=2419 2.6, 13.6.

.N=2410 2.3 7.6

t

N:2404 6.5, 8.4
.

,

N=2380 :0.5 1.9

(

N:2400 '5.7 16..1

0 10.1 2.4.4

N=24149 12:4 24.1

;

N:2403 6.7, L,L5,4

P2396 3.3

*417 ,8.9 12,9

N=2398 1.0 4.8'

. Mother

Father

Brottg4 P2292

Sistez;
_

,

Other relative 7

High School friend

High 'School counselor

J/CoAty Extension Agent

Vocational Ag. teacher

Hole Economics teach,er
ts

Other teacher or

principal'

tallege friend N.2422

College teacher or

advisor '"-

Former student
.

".

kan or Associate Dean of

Ag, or Home economics

Veterinarian

,Clergyman

4,4

65.5',

2010

:,,'),6),5 °

'. 28.9 ,

25.1

'6 2 ,

9.9

44,9

2.4

2,1.8

34,5

36.5

, 2211'

' 11.9

21.8

5.8

respc .,00sc

(' Muria State University

,Very Some lotal

v Influent11. InflUenci

N.112 : 15 50.0 , 65.2'

N=112 22.3 48,2 60,6

N=102 6.9 28.4 35.3

'i

N=105 3,8 ,8 27.60.

4 r
N=108 5,6 24.1 29.7

:N=108 A!. 64.6 2.9 30.5

N=107 3,7 I. 13.1 16.8

*7?+

N=109 7.3 11.9 1'9.2 ,

,

,N=108 18.5 16,7 35,2

N.106 ' 0.0 0.9 0.9

1,

N.106 .3.8 17.0 .20,8

'N.106 6,6 30,2 36,8

'N.108 16,7, 26,9

N=106 6,6 \' 21.7

N:104 1.0 5.8

N=105 7,6 , 15.2

N=105 1.0

43.6

28.3

(

6,8

22.8

319*

20 21



Table Things 'deemed f "very

Things 'Deemed I4ortapt

Scholar5hip.and/or

financial assistance,.

-Tcrprepa-tie for career

i To help others

-A preference of country

life to city life

Successful prior experi-

ence in agriculture

Succesiful prior experi-

ence in home economics

My friends were in this

major

My family thought it

would be best

High school teacher or

advisor suggested it

College teacher or

advisor suggested it

Had a cours elated to':

this in highs ool

Had a course ;related to .

. this in college

Chance to make better grades

'It would insure a good income

Other'

22

l
#

'1 ,"
0

importance" in choosing respondent's "present .major, (Percentages'

All 1862 Schools

Very Some : Total

Im oprtant + Importance . InOrtance

N=2398, . 6.6

11=2430 72.5

A=2403 27.1

.

4 1.

-10.6

22.1

'45.3

»Miirray State UniVersiq
"

Very.
. Some Total

Important + Im gnce =.Importanee

. \ )

17.2 N.105 --5.7

94.6 N.109 75.2 16.5

72.4 N.108. 27.8, 39.8'

/1 '

'17,1 22 8

91

61.6'

k:2410 47.4 '24.3 16.9 Nz108 63.04 24.1 87.1

101386 \ 23:3

N=2352 0.7 3.2

25.2 48.5 N.105 41 9 31.4 73.3

3.9 N11 03 0.0 ,3.9 3,9

N=2391: 2.6 13.9 16.7 -1\04 1,8 25.0 . 28.8

1.'1=2397 2.4 17.6 20,0 =106 2-.8 :33.0. 35.8

N=2390 2.4 9.0' , 11.4 3.7 15.0 18.7

,N=2377 4.7 15.2 19.9 0 N=103 4'.9 18.4 23.3 1,

, N=2377 5.6 13.4. 19.2 NE1061 17.9 17.9 35.8

dir

v
N=.2379 11.7 19.5

Nq365 2.8 13,6

N =2381 15.1. '41.T.

Nq220 42.7 :3.8

3,4 N.106

16.4 N.107

56.'8" m N.106

46.5 .NF 52

13.2

20,8

57',7

20.8

24.3

45,3

'0.0

34.0:

29.9

66.1

57.7

23
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Table 6. Membership in agriculture or home economics related organizations
while at college. (Percentages)-

.r

All

1862 Schools,_
Murray

State University

Department clubs
---.

N=2309- - 39.8 N900- 38.9

JUsiging teams1... ,N=e269,. 12.8 N=14$ 24.3

Hon* fceternities/so rities N=2255 17.1 N=101 _7% :9.9

Col lege 4-H/FFA/FHAIIII N=2.336 9.4 -170

Student agri.Culture or
-Home economicS'TcoUncil N=P229 5:8 N= 99 9.1.

SOCial fraternities/sororities N=2267 15.6 N= 99 25:3

ProiNsibnal societies/associations N=2267 20.3 N.100. 15.0

. Table 7. PdSition as,fa leaden or officer in agriculture or home economics refateci
'..cirganizations while. in college. ..(Percentages)

Departmental clubs

Judging teams

Honors fraternities/sororities

'College 4-11/FFA/FHA.,

Student agriculture ar
Home econ6mics -council

Social fraternities/sororities

Professional sotietigs/assoclations

All Murray,
1862 School s State University

N=. T14

N= 217

N=

N= .156

N= 100

N= 291

N =344

33.3'

50.7
v.

22.9

55.1

40.0

61.9

.26.2

N= 34

N= 18

N= 8

47.1

38.9

25.0

7' 82.4 ...

66.78.

75.0"

57.1

N=

24

14

.

1-



Table 8. Sources of college education (Percentages))

es ,

chalarships

Studen, loans or grants_

Own savings

,tPart-time work while, at colldbe
v rItPtfrents*.

Veterans benefits

Spouse

Other relative or frieirct
- 4

Summer job ,

Other

All

1862 Schools .

N=2331 26.7

N=2318 24.8-

,N=2370 75.5

N=2356 54.7

N=2412 . 84:5 ,

.N=2298. 8..0

N=2288 10.6 0
,. "

-,N.F2291 9.9
4.

N=2373 -78.2 -
,,,,.

N=1369 13.4 -er

Alt

20

Murray
State Universi.tx

N=105 -41.9

4=105 41.9

N=10, ., 83.3

4=109 , 60.6

14=.3_,0f.. 71:7

N=162 16.7

N=2100 . 10.0 j
...

-N-=101 12.9, .
.

N=109 79.8

N=:60 21.7

7k,
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Table 9.. ,Education'al aspirations (Percentages)

21

Educational goal

Quit school before
`bachelor's degree

Complete work for a
...45helor.'s degree,-

p

,Complete program to-1--

-a master's-degree

Professi.onkl degree

Complete pro6rameor.y.
a doctoral degree

For those'expecting. to do
graduate work

Percent expecting to
Hrematn in an:a§riculture
or hOMe econoMts.related.
concentraticn

jercent'egpetting
iltheir present

university
(

.

All

1862 Schools

N =2448

Murray
State university

N=115

2.5 4.4
41.

17.4

N=1260'

22.8

35.1

21.1 .

N=77'
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Table 70. Educational expectations (percentages)

7

Quit school before
bachelor's degree

Complete work for ,

z bachelor's degree.

Complete program for
a master's degree

Professional degree

Complete program for
a doctoral degree

All

1862 Schools
Murray e

State University

N#2443 N=113

2.9 8.0

57.1 *43.4

21.7 35.4

13.3 13.3

5,0 0.0

22:



Table 1 1 . Fannin pli ns and residentili preferegce (Percentages 4.

e .

1. Expectation of inheriting

All,
1862 Schools

_

,Murray

State University

a farm or ranch N=2492 N=115

Definitely.expect 15.9 24.3

Some possibility of it 31.5 33.9'

Definitely won't 51.8 40.9

Already inherited one 0,..7 '0:9 '

.7\4 2. Expectation of owning- a
farm or ranch

Yes, own al oile

Yes, own with othett

No

'3. Residential preference

F a r,m/ iiht h.

Open/erycirrtry

Small town
1040,00)

City, 10,000-49,999

N=2472

' 29.4

17.9

. 5247

.N=24.97

37.9

N =112

.70.5

13.4

16.1,

e

23

Memo

a
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Table 12. Income expectation on respondents' first job '(Percentages)

All
T

Murray
1862 Schools ...

State University

,..

Under $10,000.

N=2384 4.

36.7

N=111

38.8

$10,000 - 14,999. 51.7 50.4

$15,40 - 19,999. 7.6 6.3

$20,000 and over -4.0 5,4



.1 Table 13. Selected attitudes of4espondents
on Women's Issues, (Percent "strongly agreeing" or "agreeing")

'

o

1

(

Amen in college are more concerned

with getting a husband than with

preparing for a career.

2, The husband. and wife should be

equal ,partners in. the marriage.

3, It is alright for'a woman to wdrk

but her'real fUlfillment in life

comes with motherhood.
N.2489 10.7

4,. 'A woman who does the same work as

a man shbuld receive the same pay. N.2502 59.6

I Would feel uncomfortable if my

Al) 1862 Schools
Murray State University

4

Strong Total 'Strongly Total
Agree Agree. t_t,greement Agree + Agree . Agreement

N.2487 2.9

N=2498 53.4

supervisor at work were a woman. N=2502 5.6

6. Women, re capable of performing'

11 as men at work Outside

the home.
N.2488 4.4

,
.

7. It'scalright for wOmeo to work

full -time ,even though their

children 'are in' School. N.2499 12.2

8 tst agriultural otapations-.

are unsuited for women. N.2500 3:4.

9. Women'shOild work full-time

only, before they have children. N.2496

,41

17.3 20,2 N15

361 0,2 N=l15,

22.9 33.6 N.115

35.9 95,5 1.115

12.0 :17.6 N.1'15

37.6 61.0 N.114

,

37.7 49.9 N.115

20.1 ,23.5 N.115

19.6 25.7, N:114.,

2:6 (13.9 16:5

51,3 1 )034.9' 85.2

16.5 31.3 47.8

50.4 45.2 95.6

13.0 1.82

21.9 31.6 53.5

11.3 34,8 46.1

t

5.2 20,9, ; 26.1\.

8.8 151 24.6



Table,14, ,Selected attitudes of respondents on ecological issues.. (Percent, strongly agreeing" or "agreeing,")

1. The government should be able to

force farmers to adopt soil con-

servation pfactiGeS if they have

erosion, problems,.

2. Greater regulation is needed on

the use of chemicals in agricul-

ture. ,

3. Economic progress that results

in hedestruction of places

o n tural beauty needs to be%

'stopped.

4. Strip mining coal to provide

energy for our country is more

important than keeping the

countryside in its natural .

condition.

All 1862 'Schools Murray State University

,

.;: ,,Strongly

, 'Agree

\

Total

+ Agree = Agreement

Strongly Total

Agree + Agree = Agreement
,i.

N=2487 15.0 33.3, 48.3 N=115 17.4 .29.6 47.0.

N=2490 20.6 , 36.4 57.0. N=115 17.4 40.0 57,4
',0

s

,,

,N=2490 35.3 39.2. 74.5 N=14 32.5 36.0 68:5

N=2480 2,1. 14.4 N=115 4.3 11.3 15.6

3
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Table 15. Respondents' 'perception aboUt the field of agriculture (Percentages).

1, There are good,career opportunities

in agriculture. N=2497

2. Most work in agricuTtture can be

done by people with little

education. N=2496

9riculture is a declining'

industry. N=2497

0,

8111862 Schools Murray .State,Univer5,ity

Strongly Total Strongly, Total

.laree + Agree . Itepept, Agree \i- free , A9reement

,

40.4 46.51 86,9 N414 ,46.5

1.2 11.1 ,13:9 N.115 2,6

3.0 5.1 8.1 /N=115 3,5,

94'

;AM 91.2

9,6 12.2

7.0
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Table 16. Respondents,' perception about agriculture. tudents (Percentages).

All

1862 Schools

1. Agriculture students are sure N=2435
,of what they want to do in
life '

. 'More than non-ag. students

Same as non-ag. students

LesS than non-ag.. students

2 Agriculture students are
interested in competing for .

high grades

More than non-6g. students

Same as non-ag. students

_ess than non-ag. students

3 Agriculture students are
interested In classical music
and good literature N=2418

More than nonaag. students 2.9

Same as non-ag. students 46.9

Less than non-ag. students .50.2

42.5

55.0

2.5

Murray ,

State University_

N=114

55.8'

'43.4

0.9

N=2438 N=111

7.1 6.2

73.8 71.9

19.2 21.9

. 4. Agriculture students are .

friendly 614.4elful to
other people

\11,More than non-ag. students

Same as non-ag. students

Less than nonaag. students

. Agriculture students are
willing to accept new and
unusal ideas

More than nod-ag. students

Same as non7ag. students

Less than non-ag. students

N=114,

3.5

42.1

G 54.4

N=2431 N=113

55.0 67.3

43.2 31.0

1.8 1.7

N=2420

16.0

66.7

17.3

N=113

24.8

OP' 12.4.

)(continued)

36



Table 16!,

29

ontinued). 'Respondents' perception about agriculture students,(Percentages)

6. Agriculture students are
interested in making alot

.bf money

More than non-ag. students

Same as non-ag. students

Less than non-::ag. student's

7. Agriculture students are ,

tolerant of people who
-come frOm a different

All

1862 Schools
Murray

State University

N=2432

5.7

N=112

10.7

69.7 77,7

24.6 11.6

N=2432 N=113

19.8 25.7

59'.2 56.6

r

21.0 17.7'
,

l

-

,

.

,N=114

29.1 34.2
/

62.1 564.
.,

4,8.8
%

9.7

N=2432 N=114

8.8:

81.6 85.1

7.5 6.1

background

More than non-ag. students

Saute as non-ag. students

Less than non ag.
4
students

. Agriculture students are 4N,

seriously'concerned about
the state of the nation and
of the world M=2440

More than non-ag. students

Same as non-ag. students

- Less than.non-ag. students

9. Agriculture students are
interested in having.a
goOd time at college

More than non-ag: students

Same as von -ag. students

Less than non-ag. students

2




