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Abstract 

F(fie(vt stlrdetlrs at ectch of 49 respotlditlg colleges o f  
NASULGC were asked to gil-e ttteir siews regarding the 
potetztic~l itnpuct of' illcreased zrrbatz and .tkmale 
enrolltnetlts on their acud~mic  truitli~lg and .hrztre ern- 
ploj~tnetzt. Mosr tlotz~thrtn tnales and .females seek-fhrtn 
experience rrclitzirzg to  help them prepare themselves.tbr 
jobs in agrorzomy because more rhatz one-rhird q/'thetn 
fbel disudvi~trtuged cornpared ro.thrtn tnales and.ternalrs. 
Over three_fburths o f  agrotlonly e?zrollees consider rlle 
qttestion qf .firnn vs. c i ~ r  backgrourzd an inzporrurlr 
probletn in job placetnetrt ir-hereas .tewer rilarz iralf' c!/ 
these stlldctlts consider tire quesriotr of' sex (tlzalr S.V. 

.female) an itnportarzt probletlz it1 getting u job. Cluss 
sizes in the Noniieasr stares especic~l!\~ are rcstrictitlg 
student oppoflunities to rc~ceive itldividual itid. e.g.. 
.field ttips. teacher-stzrdetrt i~tr~~t+irctiotz. 

Introduction 
Many agricultural administrators and agricultural 

staff people bave grappled with the impact of the in- 
creasing urban and female enrollments in colleges of 
agriculture (2) and in agricultural teaching programs ( I .  
3. 4. 5). Many new teaching programs and courses have 
evolved as a result of the changes in student body com- 
position. How successful have these new programs been? 
Can we presently assess whether these new programs and 
courses are hitting the mark? The purpose of this paper 
is to  attempt to answer these and related questions 
through the views of the student enrollees in agronomy 
courses throughout the USA. 

Materials and Methods 
Fifteen students in agronomy courses at each of 75 

institutions composing the National Association of State 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC) were 
asked 30 questions (Table I )  relating to the impact of in- 
creased non-farm 'and female enrolln~ents on their 
academic training and job opportunities. The question- 
naires were mailed to department heads of agronomy or 
agronomy teaching coordinators, who, in turn, ad- 
ministered the questionnaires to the students. A total of 
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645 responses from 49 colleges were returned for proces- 
sing via IBM 370 MERMAC Test and Questionnaire 
Analysis Package. Statistical treatment of the data in- 
cludes appropriate use of analysis of variance. t tests, 
tests on differences between proportions, and X2 tests of 
association. 

Results and Discussion 
Responses to the 30 questionnaire items are 

displayed in Table 1. In addition to toral sample respon- 
ses, results are given in terms of farm background and 
sex jointly and classified according to the various 
American Society of Agronomy (ASA) geographical 
regions of the USA. Farm background was determined 
by results to question no. 2 where a response of "None", 
coded as non-farm and "Summer only" or "Full time" 
coded as farm. Within this categorization, male or 
female was added as a further classification. Percentages 
for each breakdown category were adjusted for omit rates 
- thus the percentages total 100 in each case. 

Itcms 1 and 2 concern the backgrounds of the 
respondents. Thirty-six percent of the 645 respondees 
were fiom farms, 11 percent from rural non-farms, 18 
percent from towns under 10,000, 19 percent from towns 
of 10,000-50,000, and 16 percent from cities of over 
50,000 (item 1). Item 2 indicates that the 645 respondents 
were best described as follows: 39 percent with no farm 
experience. 28 percent with farm experience during the 
summer only. and 33 percent ivlth full time farm ex- 
perience. 

Study Population 
Figure I shows a graphical display of the propor- 

tionate numbers of farm males and females along ivith 
the non-farm males and females within the group of 621 
valid responses from thc total of 645 involved in the sur- 
vey. Notice that 27 percent of the respondents are female 
and 39 percent of the respondees are non-farm students. 
A much higher percentage of the female students have no 
farm background (57 percent) compared to male students 
(33 percent). Of the farm students only 19 percent are 
female whereas 38 percent of the non-farm students are 
female. Tests of significance were made for items 3-30 by 
making appropriate comparisons between non-farm 
males vs. females, farm males vs. females, farm males vs. 
non-farm males and farm females vs. non-farm females 
as well as across ASA regions. Other farm-sex com- 
parisons were considered inappropriate. 
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Items 3-7 pertain to responses from students 
without thrm experience only. items 8-13 arc froni 
feniales only, itenis 14-19 are from males only. and item3 
20-22 are from students with farm experience only. 

Item 3 indicates that 39 percent of the 1515 non- 
farm males and 42 percent of the 94 non-farm lknialcs 
felt either very disadvantaged or disadvantaged when 
taking an agronomy course with students who have had 
farm experience. Only random fluctuations occurred 
among various ASA regions on this question. 

On Farm Experience Credit 

Most non-farm students, both male and female. 
agreed that a summer credit farm experience course as 
well as the college providing slides, short films to define 
farm operations (items 4 and 5) would help provide 
solutions to their lack of farm background. Most of thc 
non-farm students did not want to be segregated, i.e.. 
one class for farm background students and another with 
students without thrni experience (item 6). In addition 
item 7 indicates that especially non-farm females. 58 per- 
cent, (compared to only 42 percent for non-farm males) 
were in favor of the college placement oftice providing 
special help to students without farm background in 
placement activities. This difference between non-farm 
fema:es and non-farm males was significant at the 5 per- 
cent level using a t test Ibr a scaled item ( 1  - would help; 2 
- neutral; 3 - wouldn't help). 

Non-farm males and frirnl males, respectively, feel 
the same toward competition froni their female coun- 
terparts in agronomy courses (item 8 vs. item 14). Non- 
farm males and farm males, respectively, did not feel 
that they should have priority over their female coun- 
terparts in non-physical employment and vice versa (item 
9 and item 15). 

Ability to Compete 

Ninety-four percent of the non-farm males com- 
pared to only 77 percent of the non-farm ferilales thought 
that they could compete with the opposite sex in all fields 
of agronomic employment (items 10 and 16). The differ- 
ence between the two proportions was highly significant. 
A significant difference was found also for 91 percent of 
the non-farm males and only 74 percent of the non-farm 
females who thought thar they could compete with the 
opposite sex in all fields of agricultural employment 
(items 11 and 17). Thus it appears that non-farm males 
are more confident in competing with non-farm females 
than are the non-farm females with their male coun- 
terparts in competing for both agronomic and/or 
agricultural employment. 

Eighty-eight percent of the farm males felt that they 
could compete with farm females in all tields of 
agricultural employment while only 78 percent of the 
farm females felt that they could compete with their 
male counterparts in all fields of agricultural employ- 
ment (items 11 and 17). The difference between the two 
proportions was significant a t  the-5 percent level. 

While 15 percent of the farm females felt thar they 
are more qualified than males for employment in various 
fields of agronomy (item 12). 27 percent of the far111 
males felt that they are more qualified than their female 
counterpi~rts fbr agronomic employment (item 18). This 
difference between the two proportions is significant at 
the 5 percent level. 

Males and females. either farni or non-t'arm. were 
about equally dividcd on whethcr their counterparts 
should receive specialized training in agronomy (items 13 
and 19). 

Item 20 indicates that thrm males tkcl more disad- 
vantaged than farm females when taking basic science 
courses with student from an urban background. The t 
test indicates that the differences betlvccn the scaled 
mean of farni males, 2.71. is significantly lower than the 
average tor farm females 2.88. 

The rating for the need to have a strong basic science 
background in helping performance in agronomy 
courses is about equal for farm males and farni females 
(item 21). 

Farm males feel more advantaged than their farm 
female counterparts in taking agronomy courses with 
students from an urban background (item 22). The t test 
indicates that the difference between the scaled mean for 
farm males, 2.56, is signficantly greater than the scaled 
mean for farm females, 2.40. 

Male vs. Female 
Non-farm females consider the question of male vs. 

female a more important problem in job placement than 
non-farni males. The t test indicates that the difference 
between the scaled mean for non-farm females, 2.31, is 
significantly less than the scaled average for non-farm 
males, 2.50, (1  - very important, 2 - important, and 3 - 
not important) (item 24). Farm-males consider the farm 
vs. city background a more important problem in job 
placement than non-farm males. The scaled mean, 1.98, 
for farm males is significantly lower than that for non- 
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Figure 1. A graphical display of the proportionate numbers of 
farm males and females and non-farm males and females 
within the group of valid agronomy enrollees 621 out of 645 
students in this survey of NASULGC. 
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farm males, 2.5 (item 23). Non-farm fenlales consider the 
question of sex (male vs. female) more important than 
farm-females (item 24). The scaled average for non-farm 
females is 2.31 which is significantly lower than the 
scaled average for farm females, 2.53. Stating this 
another way. 54 percent of the non-farm females con- 
sider the question of male vs. female either an important 
or very important problem in job placement compared to 
only 42 percent of the farm females. 

The majority of the students indicate that class sizes 
are not restricting students' opportunities ro receive im- 
portant individual aid (e.g., field trips. teacher-student 
interaction). The notable exception are the student 
groups in the Northeast states where 61 percent of the 
respondees indicate large class size is deterrent in 
receiving individual aid (item 25). 

Non-farm males consider internships in industry or 
in farm \clork programs more successful than farm niales, 
63  percent to 37 percent respectively (item 26). The t test 
on the difference between the scaled average for non- 
farm males, 1.41. is sigllificantly lower than that for farm 
males, 1.67 (1 - very successful, 2 - successful, and 3 - not 
successful). 

Internship Credit 

- .  
The majority. of students were not receiving 

collegiate credit for internships in industry or in farm 
work programs (item 27). Note, however. that non-farm 
females \crere an exception - 60 percent of them earned 
collegiate credit. All non-farm females received payment 
for service or internships and farm work programs com- 
pared to 67 percent of non-l'arni males and only 50 per- 
cent for farm females. These differences between the two 
proportions, 67 percent and 50 percent were significantly 
less than the 100 percent (item 28). Ninety percent of 
non-farm females were in residence near the internship 
and/or farm work experience area compared to only 59 
percent for the non-Sarni males. This dift'erence between 
two proportions was significant (item 29). 

Three fourths of the departments of agronomy in 
NASULGC sponsor an organization which promotes the 
understanding of agronomy (item 30). Least emphasis on 
the importance of such undergraduate Agronomy Clubs 
is given in the Northeastern United States. 

Summary and Conclusions 

A survey of the students enrolled in agronomy cour- 
ses at 49 of the 75 National Association of State Univer- 
sities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC) indicates 
that: 

I .  Twenty seven percent of the enrollees are 
female and 39 percent are non-farm students. 

2. A much higher percentage (57 percent) 01' the 
female students compared to male students (33 
percent) have no farm experience. 

3. 'Thirty nine percent of the non-farm males and 
42 percent of the non-farm females feel disad- 
vantaged when taking an agronomy course 
with students who have had farm experience. 

4. Most non-farm students agreed that a summer 
credit farm experience course would help 
provide solutions to their lack of farm ex- 
perience. They did not \\ant to be segregated 
into separate agronomy course5 - those for 
farm and those for non-farm students. 

5. Non-farm or farm males are more confident 
than farm or non-farm females in competing 
for agricultural  a n d l o r  agronomic em-  
plo-ment. 

6. Farm males feel more disadvantaged than 
farm females when taking basic science cour- 
ses with urban students: farm males feel more 
advantaged than farm females in taking 
aeronomy courses with urban s~udents .  

7. Non-farm females consider the question of sex 
bias a more important problem in job 
placement than non-farm males. Farm males 
consider farm experience a more important 
factor in job placement than non-farm niales. 
Non-farm ternales consider sex bias more in]- 
portant than t'arm females. 

8.  on-farm males (63 percent) consider in- 
ternships in industry or in farm work progranls 
more successt'i~l than farm males (37 percent). 

9. While the majority of the students were not 
receiving collegiate credit for in ternships in in- 
dustry or in farm work programs, 60 percent of 
the non-farm temales were earning collegiate 
credit. 

10. While 75 percent of the NASULGC agronomy 
departinents \vcrc sponsoring agronomy clubs. 
least emphasis (61 percent) on this activity \\as 
found for the Northeastern states. 
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Table 1. Replies  t o  Questions Concerning Increased Non-Farm and Female Enrollments trom Enro l lees  111  

Agronomy Courses a t  National  Assoc ia t ion  of S t a t e  Univers i t i es  and Land Grant Colleges (IOASULGC) 
Note: Varying numbers of responses f o r  o v e r a l l  t o t a l  (645), background (621) and ASA reg ions  (507) 

a r e  repor ted  because of varying number of v a l i d  "Mark sense" answer f o r a s  under each of t he  
t h r e e  major coluum ca tegor ies .  

Overal l  Farm/Sex C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  621 
Tota l  NON FARM 245 FARM 376 

645 151  94 304 7 2 
Quest ion Number and Reply Males Females Males Females 
A l l  S tudents  X X 4 4 4 

L. Which one of t h e  fol lowing 1. Rural  Farm 36 2 1 58 49 
b e s t  i d e n t i f i e s  where you 2. Rural  Non-farm 11 10 12  1 3  11 
l i v e d  between ages of 12-18? 3. Small T m  18  2 6 2 2 12  18  

(under 10000) 
4 .  Large Town 19  31 3 6 11 14 
(10000-50000) 
5. Large City 16 3 1 2 9 6 8 

(Over 50000) 

2. During t h i s  7-yr period (age 12-18) 1. None 39 100 100 0 0 
which one of t h e  fol lowing be s t  2 Summer only 28 0 0 43 56 
descr ibes  your farm experience? 3.Full  time 33 0 0 5 7 44 

A l l  S tudents  Without Farm Fxp. 

3. How do you f e e l  about tak ing  1.Very disadv. 4 3 4 -- -- 
t h i s  course  wi th  s tudents  who 2 Disadv. 33 36 38 -- - - 
have had farm experience? 3. Equal 63 61  58 -- - - 
Rate t he  fol lowing i t e m  (4, 5 ,  6, and 7) as they 
might provide so lu t i ons  t o  no farm experience 
disadvantage: 

i. Summer c r e d i t  farm experience 
course L Would he lp  75 71 80 -- -- 

2. Neut ra l  20 24 17 -- -- 
3. Wouldn't he lp  5 5 3 -- -- 

5 .  College provide s l i d e s ,  sho r t  L Would help 75 72 76 -- -- 
f i lms ,  e t c .  t o  de f i ne  farm 2 Neut ra l  22 26 20 -- -- 
ope ra t i ons  dur ing  r egu l a r  3. Wouldn' t he lp  3 2 4 -- -- 
c l a s s e s .  

5. Classes  should be segregated 1. Would help 1 0  8 1 0  -- -- 
--one c l a s s  f o r  farm back- 2. Neutral  20 17 26 -- -- 
ground s t uden t s ;  another ,  3. Wouldn' t he lp  70 75 64 - -- 
non-farm background s tudents .  

1 .  College Placement of f  i c e  1. Would help 47 42 58 -- -- 
should provide s p e c i a l  help 2 Neutral  43 4 5 35 -- -- 
t o  s t uden t s  without  farm 3. Wouldn' t help 10  13  7 -- -- 
background i n  placement ac- 
t i v i t i e s .  

Females on ly  

8. Bow do  you f e e l  toward 1. Very disadv.  3 3 -- 3 -- 
competi t ion w i th  male 2. Disadv. 1 0  -- 12 -- 6 
s t uden t s  i n  t h i s  course? 3. Equal 87 -- 85 - 91 

9. Do you f e e l  t h a t  you should Yes 11 -- 4 -- 12 
have p r i o r i t y  over  males i n  nonL No 89 -- 9 6 -- 88 
phys i ca l  employment? 

.O.Can females compete with males Yes 81  -- 7 7 -- 90 
i n  a l l  f i e l d s  of agronomic enploy- No 19 -- 23 -- 10 
ment? 

11. Can females compete with males i n  a l l  Yes 72 -- 7 4 -- 7 8 
f i e l d s  of a g r i c u l t u r a l  employment? No 28 - 26 -- 2 2 

12. Are females more qua l i f i ed  than  males Yes 1 7  -- 18 -- 15 
f o r  employment i n  various f i e l d s  of No 83 -- 82 -- 85 
agronomy? 

13. should females rece ive  spec i a l i z ed  Yes 15 - 14 -- 15 
No 85 -- 86 -- t r a i n i n g  i n  agronomy compared t o  05 

males? 

ASA REGIONS 507 
NE NC S W 

NACTA Journal - March 1980 



TaMo 1, continued 

Ques t ion  Number and Reply 

Overa l l  Pano/Sex C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  621 
Tota l  NON FARM 245 FARM 376 

645 151 94 304 72 
Hales Fenralea Hales Females 

14. How do you f e e l  about c o e  L Very disadv.  
p e t i t i o n  v i t h  female 2. Disndv. 
s t u d e n t s  i n  t h i s  course?  3. Faun1 

15. Do you f e e l  t h a t  you should Yes 
have p r i o r i t y  over females i n  No 
non-physical enployment? 

16. Can mles compete wi th  females i n  Yes 
a l l  f i e l d s  of a g r o n m i c  cmploywnt? No 

17. Can males coape te  w i t h  femnles i n  Yea 
a l l  f i e l d s  of a g r i c u l t u r a l  employment? No 

18. Arc males w r e  q l u l i f i e d  than f e m l c s  Yes 
f o r  employment i n  f i e l d s  of  ngronomy? No 

19. Should males rece ive  s p e c i a l i z e d  Yes 
t r a i n i n g  i n  agronomy compared t o  No 
femnlea? 

S tudents  with Farm Experience o n l y  

LO. Hov do you f e e l  about t a k i n g  1. Very disadv.  4 -- -- 5 0 
b a s i c  s c i e n c e  courses  (chem., 2. Diaadv. 18 -- -- 19 12  
meth.. e t c . )  w i t h  s t u d e n t s  3. Equal 78 -- -- 76 88 
from an urban bnckground? 

21. How d o  you r a t e  t h e  need f o r  n 1. Much neodcd 34 -- -- 34 37 
s t r o n g  b a e i c  ec icnca  bnrkground Z l l r ~ l p f u l  59 -- 60 54 
i n  h e l p i n g  your pcrtormilncc i n  1 Not net-dcd 7 -- -- 6 9 
t h e  course?  

22. How do you f e e l  i n  tak ing  t h i s  1. Dlsadv. 1 -- -- 1 0 

ASA REGIONS 507 
NE NC S U 
96 1 2 3  225 63  

agronomy course  wi th  s t u d e n t s  2. Equal 
wi th  urban background? 1 Advanlnged 

A l l  S tudents  

23. Is t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  f a r .  vs. 1. Very important 
c i t y  background a n  Important  2. Important  
problem i n  job placement? 3. Not important  

24. I s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of msle vs. 1. Very important  
femnle an important  problem 2. Important  
i n  job  placement? 3. Not Important 

25.Are c l a s s  s i z e s  r e s t r i c t i n g  Yen 
s t u d e n t s '  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  No 
r e c e i v e  impor tan t  i n d i v i d u a l  
a i d  e.g. f i e l d  t r i p s ,  e t c .  

I n t e r n s  o n l y  

26. llov s u c c e s s f u l  was t h i s  1. Very s u c c e s s f u l  
exper ience  i n  supplementing 2. Success fu l  
your l a c k  of farm o r  indun- 3. Not s u c c e s s f o l  
t r y  work exper ience?  

27. Did you r e c e i v e  c o l l e g e  c r e d i t  Yes 
f o r  t h e  i n t e r n s h i p ?  No 

28. Did you r e c e i v e  payment f o r  Yes 
your s e r v i c e s ?  No 

29. Were you i n  res idence  near  t h e  Yes 
i n t e r n s h i p  andlor  Farm work oxpcr i -  No 
ence a r e a ?  

30. Does your department sponsor an Yea 
o r g a n i z a t i o n  which promotes t h e  No 
u l~ders tanding  o f  agronomy? 


