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Abstract:
The purpose of the study was to determine how secondary agricultural educators in seven western
states utilize their time during the instructional day and its comparison to the perceived quality of the
agricultural education program.

This casual, comparative research method identified the high and low quality secondary agricultural
education programs in the following states: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Utah, and
Wyoming. These states were selected as a stratum of the agricultural education profession because of
their similarities in number of programs, number of instructors in each program, type of agriculture
employed in the state, and their general location to each other. The sampling population of various
quality programs was determined by matching the selections of two experts in each state. The experts
used for this study were the state supervisor and the past president of the teachers association.

Once the population was identified and mailed instruments, the responses from the demographic survey
and the time log were entered into a spreadsheet file using Microsoft Excel (1994). This was
accomplished for later frequency analysis of the data. The data was then imported into SPSS-X (1995)
for the analysis of variance using a One-Way ANOVA at a 0.05 level for significant nominal
differences.

The data from this study revealed several factors which could impact the agricultural education
profession in a very positive manner. The use of a time log to document the various quality programs
so a comparison of time utilization can be determined is the most far reaching impact resolved from
this study. If the profession utilizes this research method more frequently, the participants will learn
where their time is being spent and how to change the utilization of time. This will make the profession
stronger by providing information on the time requirements of operating a successful program. 
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to determine how secondary 
agricultural educators in seven western states utilize their 
time during the instructional day and its comparison to the 
perceived quality of the agricultural education program.

This casual, comparative research method identified the 
high and low quality secondary agricultural education 
programs in the following states: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming. These states were 
selected as a stratum of the agricultural education 
profession because of their similarities in number of 
programs, number of instructors in each program, type of 
agriculture employed in the state, and their general location 
to each other. The sampling population of various quality 
programs was determined by matching the selections of two 
experts in each state. The experts used for this study were 
the state supervisor and the past president of the teachers 
association.

Once the population was identified and mailed 
instruments, the responses from the demographic survey and 
the time log were entered into a spreadsheet file using 
Microsoft Excel (1994). This was accomplished for later 
frequency analysis of the data. The data was then imported 
into SPSS-X (1995) for the analysis of variance using a 
One-Way ANOVA at a 0.05 level for significant nominal 
differences.

The data from this study revealed several factors which 
could impact the agricultural education profession in a very 
positive manner. The use of a time log to document the 
various quality programs so a comparison of time utilization 
can be determined is the most far reaching impact resolved 
from this study. If the profession utilizes this research 
method more frequently, the participants will learn where 
their time is being spent and how to change the utilization 
of time. This will make the profession stronger by providing 
information on the time requirements of operating a 
successful program.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 

Introduction

Education is a very unforgiving profession when it comes 
to being prepared for the daily lessons. There is no faster 
way for a teacher to experience discipline, attitude, morale, 
and even performance problems than by being caught 
unprepared. Students recognize unpreparedness and are very 
critical of the teacher and take advantage of the situation. 
It is a position of helplessness and nobody can take the 
blame except the unprepared teacher. Blame is not the issue 
nor should it be. The issue is how to prevent the teacher 
from feeling helpless.

There are many reasons why a teacher may hot be prepared
for instruction. However, a 1994 report from the National
Education Commission on Time and Learning reported:

Time is the missing element in our great national 
debate about learning and the need for higher 
standards for all students. Our schools and the 
people involved with them— students, teachers, 
administrators, parents, and staff— are prisoners 
of time. (p. I)
Time is the one thing we all seem to be short of no 

matter what our profession. It is no secret that the 
management of time and stress in the work place has become a
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major concern of industry and education today. Huffstutter 
and Smith (1989) wrote, "This true 'Worker's Dilemma' has 
definitely not bypassed the schools" (p. 314). This is true 
in all facets of education and is not specific to any one 
discipline. However, a discipline such as agricultural 
education requires even more time of the teacher. This is 
evident due to the extended contract agricultural education 
programs commonly have in place from the teacher. The 
different subject areas taught, such as leadership, animal 
science, plant science, and welding, are examples of the 
knowledge base expected of an agricultural education 
instructor. These subjects are covered in the typical 
agricultural program in a year-long grade level type of 
course. This requires the instructor to prepare for at least 
four separate courses offering different levels of a diverse 
curriculum.

The fact that there are more requirements placed on the 
agriculture teacher also becomes apparent when consideration 
of the Supervised Agricultural Experience Program (SAEP) and 
the FFA portions of the agricultural education program is 
thrown into the equation. The SAEP and the FFA organization 
are the two major reasons extended contracts are offered to 
agricultural education teachers.

In 1988 the National Research Council reported that "the 
science, technology, and business of agriculture are growing 
rapidly in complexity" (p. 39), thus challenging the
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agricultural education profession to keep up and remain 
current in the science and technology of the industry. This 
challenge makes preparation time for classroom instruction by 
the agricultural education instructor that much more valuable 
to the success of the total program. With the additional 
aspects of an agricultural education program that extend past 
the classroom, the use of preparation time is very valuable. 
Very few professions are faced with the challenge of keeping 
up with the science and technology of an industry as diverse 
as agriculture. In addition, the educator must stay abreast 
of the most current teaching methods to remain an active 
participant in the education profession. Nothing could be 
more exciting to a professional than to be challenged to this 
degree.

However, there are some discomforting drawbacks that 
come with a profession that has so many challenges. The most 
noticeable of these drawbacks is the frustration of 
determining what, when, and how some new technology should be 
taught. When, in an already massive curriculum, should the 
new information and technology be introduced to the students? 
The time requirement in preparing for a class when the 
majority of the material is new to the instructor is 
overwhelming. Instructors with many years of experience are 
feeling like beginning instructors because of the fast 
development of new information and technology. Preparation 
time begins to consume any extra time the instructor would
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have to take advantage of other professional development 
opportunities such as attending workshops. It soon becomes 
a matter of choice for the instructor. An instructor must 
choose between staying in a comfort zone and teaching 
outdated material or spending endless hours in preparing to 
teach an up-to-date program. It is apparent that 
instructors, in up-to-date programs, must seriously consider 
how they manage their time on a daily basis. It is the 
tenuous situation of a devoted, proactive instructor that is 
the impetus for this study.

The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to determine how secondary 
agricultural educators in seven western states utilize their 
time during the instructional day and its comparison to the 
perceived quality of the agricultural education program.

Need for the Study

The agricultural education program is a very complex 
model of education. The three major components of the 
program are classroom instruction, Supervised Agricultural 
Experience (SAE), and the FFA. Besides the traditional 
classroom, agricultural education uses the school, home, and 
work-place as "classrooms" for teaching students about 
agriculture. It is complex because it is difficult to 
measure where the student learned a specific skill in a
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program that promotes learning outside of the classroom. One 
of the findings of the 1988 National Research Council stated, 
"Vocational agriculture programs are uneven in quality" 
(p. 3) . This is true because the three components are 
prioritized differently by the instructors across the nation. 
However, this does not make the classroom instruction any 
less important than if it were a traditional core program.

The three program components, SAE, FFA, and classroom 
instruction, make it difficult for the instructor to 
determine how to prioritize his/her time. There is simply 
more of a demand for the agricultural education instructor's 
time than there is time in a day. Dr. Jamie Cano (1992) 
wrote in an issue of the Agricultural Education Magazine. 
"Teaching is tough, and that is why agriculture teachers have 
so many legitimate concerns and problems. One fact which is 
undeniable, however, is that the cornerstone of the 
agriculture program is and must be the teacher" (p. 4) .

Studies have shown that the large time requirement for 
agricultural educators is among the top reasons why teachers 
leave the profession. Moore and Camp (1979) stated that "the 
highest ranking factor given by former teachers as to why 
they left teaching was long hours" (p. 12).

The priorities in terms of use of time has also gained 
researchers' attention and has been studied. Warren and 
Flowers (,1992) found that North Carolina agriculture 
teachers spent a total of 3.21 hours per week on Supervised
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Agriculture Experience Programs (SAEP), suggesting there are 
higher priorities during the week. However, the time spent 
preparing for instruction within the agricultural education 
profession has not yet received that much attention from 
researchers.

Preparation time is becoming an important issue because 
the advancement of technology and rapid growth of the 
information age makes it more difficult for agricultural 
education teachers to keep current. Warren and Flowers' 
(1992) research showed where there was an increase in time 
invested in the SAE program by the instructor, the quality of 
the SAE program was higher. Is there a similar relationship 
with instruction and the overall program? The National 
Research Council suggest that the profession identify and 
define the problems and causes of program quality.

Where do agricultural educators draw the line and say 
that there is not enough time in a day to stay abreast of 
technology and incorporate it into their curriculum? This 
adds a new level of frustration for educators, but especially 
for the agricultural educator who monitors the three 
components of the program.

Objectives

To meet the purpose of this study, " the following 
objectives were identified:
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1. To determine how secondary agricultural education 

teachers utilize their time.
2. To determine the relationship between time spent on 

instructional preparation and program quality.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made concerning this
study:
1. The state supervisor and past president of the state 

agriculture teachers association can identify the high 
and low quality programs within their state by using 
specific criteria.

2. ,Time requirements are not as much a factor in multi- 
teacher departments as they are in single-teacher 
programs.

3. Single-teacher programs are still the norm for 
agricultural education in the country.

4. Increasing the quality of time spent in preparing for 
instruction will result in improved educational 
programs.

Limitations

The study was ̂  conducted in a manner such that the 
selection of quality programs placed limitations on the study 
in the following ways:
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I; The study took place during the 1995-96 academic school 

year with the time use data collected May 6 through 
May 12, 1996.

2. The time of year in reference to. the academics and 
activities being supervised by the instructor.

3. The level of knowledge the state supervisor and past 
president have about different programs may affect their 
ability to select excellent and poor quality programs.

4. The study was limited to single-teacher programs, with 
three or more years teaching experience, from the 
following states: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming.

Definitions

Agricultural Education Instructor: The person ,who is
responsible for the daily instruction of agricultural 
concepts and is the FFA advisor.

Classroom Instruction: The period of time within the
structure of the school day that the instructor 
considers instructional contract time.

Excellent Quality Program: A program that was selected by
both experts as being of excellent quality based on the 
following six criteria:
(I) Instructional techniques - The instructor uses 

effective and different methods of instruction;
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(2) Technologically advanced - The instructor uses or 

has access to technical equipment;
(3) Instructional methodology - The instructor uses 

several styles of instruction;
(4) Current and up-to-date - The instructor maintains 

a current curriculum;
(5) Leadership and awards - The instructor has been 

recognized by an educational or agricultural 
organization as being outstanding; and

(6) FFA and SAE instruction - The instructor 
incorporates FFA and SAE into daily instruction.

Fair Quality Program; A program selected by only one of the 
experts as qualifying for a poor quality program. The 
other expert did not select the program as either 
excellent or poor. This level of quality was used to 
increase the population size of this study.

FFA: The national youth organization that is an integral
part of the agricultural education program.

Past President: The individual who served as President of the 
States Agriculture Teachers Association during the 1994- 
1995 academic year.

Personal Time: The time committed by the instructor that is
not outlined within a contract.

Poor Quality Program: A poor quality program is one that was
selected by both of the experts as a program having the 
following six criteria:
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(1) Instructional techniques - The instructor does not 

use different methods of instruction;
(2) Technologically advanced - The instructor does not 

use new technology as it becomes available;
(3) Instructional methodology - The instructor only 

uses traditional lecture style of instruction;
(4) Current and up-to-date - The instructor does not 

attend Up-Date Conferences nor uses current 
curriculum material;

(5) Leadership and awards - The instructor has not 
received any awards for being outstanding; and

(6) FFA and SAE instruction - The instructor does not 
incorporate FFA and SAE into daily instruction.

Preparation Period: The time that is scheduled within the
instructional day that the instructor has to prepare for 
instruction.

Program Evaluation Instrument: The instrument compiled by
the author to assist the state supervisor and past 
president in selecting excellent, fair, and poor quality 
programs within their respective states.

SAE: Supervised Agricultural Experience is the portion of 
the agricultural education program that is conducted 
outside of the class setting where students apply the 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes that have been learned 
in the instructional program.
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State Supervisor: The individual at the State Office of

Education or at the State University who is responsible 
for agricultural education and reports to the National 
FFA office.

Time Loo; Instrument used to keep track of seven consecutive 
days to determine the time spent within a day by the 
instructor. This was to include a weekend to help 
determine the amount of personal time used by the 
instructor in preparing for instruction.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of literature covered five sections:
(I) introduction; (2) time utilization; (3) measuring quality 
of programs; (4) agricultural education experts; and 
(5) daily time log. The five sections laid the basis of the 
study, supporting the need for the study.

Introduction

Public Law 102-62 (The Education Council Act of 1991) 
called for the creation of the National Education Commission 
on Time and Learning to serve as an advisory body for the 
review of the relationship between time and learning in the 
nation's schools. This nine-member commission spent two 
years traveling throughout the United States visiting school 
administrators, teachers, students, parents, and other 
experts in education. They visited schools in Japan and 
Germany on a fact-finding mission. The findings of this 
commission set the foundation for this study.

One of the five recommendations mentioned in the 
findings of the commission was "give teachers the time they 
need. f We recommend that teachers be provided with the 
professional time and opportunities they need to do. their
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jobs" (National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 
p. I) . This recommendation was of extreme importance to this 
study, for it explained the lack of time for preparation, 
planning, cooperation, or professional development provided 
to American teachers. "The commission believed that time for 
planning and professional development is urgently needed; not 
as a frill or an add-on, but as a major aspect of the 
agreement between teachers and districts" (p. I) . This 
concept is taking place in most agricultural education 
programs with the use of extended contracts.

However, along with the extended contract comes 
additional duties associated with SAE and FFA programs. It 
is a fact that teachers need time to develop effective 
lessons and to assist students individually. The commission 
reported, "According to a RAND study, new teaching strategies 
can require as much as 50 hours of instruction, practice and 
coaching before teachers become comfortable with them" 
(National Education Commission on Time and Learning, p. 4). 
It is also recognized that some teachers are more effective 
with the time that is available. According to a video by 
Brian Tracy (1990), the individual's success in life and 
career depends solely on the effectiveness of that 
individual's ability to manage time, thus bringing to the 
forefront the topic of time management in the education 
profession.
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Time Utilization

Huffstutter and Smith (1982) proclaimed that time and
stress management are one and the same and time cannot be
separated from stress. In the agricultural education
profession time/stress has been blamed for causing teacher
burnout. Osborne (1992) wrote: "The stress, heavy workload,
and constant pressure to be better has resulted in a
profession that literally devours its young and forces them
to look elsewhere for professional and personal satisfaction"
(p. 3) . This is a common occurrence and has affected the
profession in a very dramatic fashion. Johnson, Lindhardt
and Stewart (1989) stated, "The priorities which agriculture
teachers set for the use of their time have been studied by
agricultural educators" (p. 55) . The studies which are
referred to primarily consider how the instructor devotes
his/her time to the three components: SAE, FFA, and classroom
instruction. Warren and Flowers (1992) wrote:

Increased demands on instructor time may be 
contributing to the decline in SAE participation 
and the teacher involvement. Cole (1981) reported 
average work weeks of between 45 and 65 hours for 
the agricultural education instructors. With the 
push for more comprehensive agriculture programs, 
increased student-to-teacher ratios and a high 
demand on accountability, instructor work-loads 
have become more time consuming. This increased 
consumption of instructor time may be contributing 
to the decline in SAE participation, (p. 29)

This shows that the prioritizing of agricultural educator's
time is primarily between the SAE and everyday instructional



15
demands. The. researcher found no literature related to how 
the agricultural education instructor prioritized his/her 
time within the instructional day for preparation of 
instruction.

Quality of Programs

Excellence in education is a constant concern of the 
American society, and "Goals 2000" is the most recent 
educational reform act to strive for excellence in American 
schools. Vocational education is a part of the educational 
system and it too strives for excellence. This call for 
excellence has come at a time of rapid social and 
technological growth coupled with fierce demands for public 
funding. Since agricultural education is considered one of 
the areas within vocational education, the concerns for 
excellence in agricultural education are just as important. 
The National Research Council on Agricultural Education 
(1988) reported:

Excellent programs need to be sustained and built 
upon. Some programs warrant in-depth study and 
replication as model programs. Those that do not 
meet educational needs should be upgraded, 
consolidated, or, as a last resort, phased out.
(p. 3)
In the state of Montana, agricultural education has 

responded to this reform movement by addressing the 
recommendations from the governor-appointed Leadership 
Council for Agricultural Education (1990). One of the
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recommendations was to develop learner outcomes and then a 
modern curriculum based around the learner outcomes. From 
this, a Montana State University (1994) publication, Montana 
Agriculture Education Curriculum, states: "The Montana 
Curriculum has been prepared to assist teachers and 
administrators in secondary public schools to improve the 
quality of their educational program in agriculture" (p. iv) .

Straquadine (1988) suggested that there are many factors 
to consider when evaluating program quality in secondary 
agricultural education programs. Those factors included 
teacher characteristics, funding levels, school characteris
tics, and the level of state leadership. Phipps and Osborne 
(1988) suggested evaluation of the agriculture education 
program will reveal the strengths and weaknesses of the 
program, along with the effectiveness of the individual 
teachers' activities. This study considers teacher 
characteristics and activities as they are perceived by the 
state leadership.

Agricultural Education Experts

There are many key professionals among the agricultural 
education ranks who can accurately identify quality programs ̂ 
State supervisors, school administrators, teacher educators, 
and fellow colleagues are all examples of experts. A study 
on first-year teacher competencies using a population of
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these four groups of experts arrived at some interesting
results. Mundt and Nichols (1993) found:

One half of the competencies were perceived 
differently based upon the type of position held.
When significant differences between positions 
resulted, it was most likely to be between teacher 
educators and the beginning teacher and his/her 
principal. This finding is somewhat alarming as 
teacher educators are those who are preparing the 
first-year teacher for his/her entry into the 
profession. This study indicates that teacher 
educators are at greatest odds with other 
educators as to which is a critical competency and 
what is a secondary competency, (p. 231)
Research such as this has also led to an increase in

mentoring, induction, and peer-coaching programs within the
profession. The rationale for such programs is that
experience is the best teacher and experienced teachers have
an understanding of how the first-year teacher feels. Mundt
and Nichols (1993) also presented evidence that the state
supervisors have a better understanding of what first-year
teacher needs are, when compared to teacher educators. This
made, the state supervisor a logical choice as an expert over
the teacher educators for this study.

Using experienced teachers as mentors is honorable and
appears to have significance and worth (Mundt & Nichols,
1993). This concept could easily be followed by identifying
a group of experienced teachers in each state who could be
used as experts. The fact that it takes at least five years
to become a state president of the state Agricultural
Teachers Association makes the past president an identifiable
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expert. Another possible expert to consider would be the
administrator of the school in which a program exists.
However, Lierman and Riesenberg (1988) found that
administrators have different perceptions about agricultural
education than do agricultural education instructors.

Administrators and instructors should investigate 
the reason their perceptions of the limiting 
effect of six of the thirteen factors, scheduling 
conflicts, academically oriented students guided 
away from vocational agriculture, inadequate/ 
inaccurate student knowledge/image of vocational 
agriculture, student participation in sports, 
vocational agriculture used as a dumping ground, 
and students living in an urban area, are so 

. drastically different. It would seem reasonable 
to expect an administrator and an instructor from 
the same school having the same perception of the 
limiting effect of those particular factors.
(P. 8)

This evidence kept the researcher from involving 
administrators as experts for the selection of the population 
for this study.

Daily Time Locr

The use of time logs to accurately keep track of one's 
time is a common recommendation by most time management 
consultants. It is also recommended that this daily log be 
kept for at least a week (Huffstutter & Smith, 1989). The 
kind of log used is not important. It is the accuracy of the 
documentation that is important. A video on time management 
by Brian Tracy explains the options of keeping a time log. 
He states, "You can track fifteen-minute segments, one-hour
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segments, or simply note the time whenever you change 
activities." For the purpose of this study, a developed and 
systematic time log would have to be used. Huffstutter and 
Smith (1987) suggested a grid type of design that was 
developed by Larry Stevens that would allow for daily 
activities to be checked or numbers entered as codes for 
activities. This information along with an already developed 
instrument from Dr. Van Shelhamer, Montana State University—  

Bozeman was used in preparing a time log for this study.
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the procedures that were used in 
completing this study and is organized into five sections:
(I) population selection, (2) instrument design, (3) data 
collection, (4) data analysis, and (5) summary.

Population Selection

This casual, comparative research method identified the 
high and low quality secondary agricultural education 
programs in the following states: Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming. These states were 
selected as a stratum of the agricultural education 
profession because of their similarities in number of 
programs, number of instructors in each program, type of 
agriculture employed in the state, and their general location 
to each other. The review of the National Study of the 
Supply and Demand for Teachers of Agricultural Education 
(1994) showed the similarities of these seven states to be as 
far-reaching as the number of graduates from their respective 
land grant university teacher-training programs. Compared to 
other regions in the country, there is a significant 
similarity. All of the states were similar in the structure
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of the state education office and the organization of the 
teachers association. Wyoming was somewhat different than 
the rest of the population in that the agricultural education 
supervisor is not housed in the State Department of 
Education. However, the state supervisor was housed at a 
state college and was interviewed to determine if he would 
qualify as an expert for this study. It was determined by 
the researcher that the Wyoming state supervisor did qualify 
as an expert for the study, thus adding credence to the use 
of these states as a stratum population.

The non-probability sampling method was of a purposive 
nature because it purposefully selected the excellent and 
poor quality programs within each of the seven states. Using 
the 1995 Agricultural Education Directory, state supervisors 
were contacted in each of the seven western states. Using 
the State and National Association Directory of Officers, 
1995-96 (National Vocational Agriculture Teachers 
Association, 1995), past presidents from each of the seven 
states were identified and asked to serve as experts along 
with the state supervisors. They were asked to use the 
criteria-based instrument developed by the researcher to 
identify the excellent and poor quality agricultural 
education programs within their state. These programs 
selected were single-teacher departments that had been 
functioning for at least three years, and the instructor must 
have at least three years experience arid be employed with a 
full-time contract. This qualifying criteria was
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established after reviewing the Understanding Agriculture. 
New Directions for Education document published by the 
National Research Council (1988) from the findings of the 
Committee on Agricultural Education in Secondary Schools, 
Board on Agriculture. This committee revealed that the 
normal agricultural education program was one with a full
time, single-teacher department, in a general high school 
setting, teaching mostly production agriculture. The 
requirement of at least three years of experience was 
developed by. the researcher during an interview with a state 
supervisor. This interview, along with a literature review 
on program quality, established a set of criteria that helped 
assist the state supervisors and past presidents to identify 
the qualifying population.

The interpretation of the criteria was left to the 
experts as it may have differed from state to state. The 
criteria were listed in order of preference by the researcher 
and were provided to assist the experts in identifying the 
excellent and poor quality programs within the state. The 
criteria (Appendix A) were also outlined as part of the 
definition of an excellent and poor quality program in the 
definition pages in Chapter I of this document.

The criteria sheet was mailed out March 27, 1996, along 
with two highlighter pens, one blue and one yellow, along 
with a one-page list of single-teacher programs identified in 
random order. The state supervisors and past presidents were
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instructed to read the criteria and then highlight all of the 
programs they felt met the. criteria with the yellow 
highlighter. They were then instructed to highlight the 
programs that did not meet the criteria with the blue 
highlighter. This process took approximately ten minutes for 
the experts to complete. They were instructed to return the 
instrument in the self-addressed, stamped envelope before 
April 11, 1996. '

Because there were only 16 experts, a 100% return rate 
was expected. Follow-up was conducted through a telephone 
call with two non-respondents from the same state on 
April 12, 1996. One of the non-respondents was a state 
supervisor, and he informed the researcher he would not 
participate in the study. To the surprise of the researcher, 
this eliminated the state from participating in the study and 
explains why some of the material in the appendices mentions 
eight states as opposed to the seven that did participate.

Once the lists of highlighted programs were returned 
from the experts, the matching of the colors was accomplished 
by comparing the state supervisors' highlighted list with the 
past presidents' highlighted list. All of the programs 
highlighted blue by both experts were considered poor quality 
and all of the programs highlighted yellow were considered 
excellent quality. The programs not highlighted by either 
expert were considered as not meeting the criteria of three 
years or more of experience.
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The state supervisors, for the most part, identified the 

programs with less than three years of experience on their 
list. If the past president selected a program that the 
state supervisor had identified as not meeting the three year 
requirement, then the program was not considered as part of 
the population.

The use of one expert's selection over the other in 
this situation is justifiable because part of the state 
supervisor's job is to keep track of years of service for the 
national organizations. The programs that were selected poof 
by one expert and not at all by the other expert were 
considered to be fair programs. These programs rating fair 
were used in states that had very few poor quality programs 
that matched between the experts. The states with a 20% 
match or greater on the poor quality programs had less than 
a 10% match on the fair programs. In the interest of 
internal validity, the fair group was not utilized in a state 
until the poor group reached below 20% of the population for 
that state.

The state supervisors were asked to return four copies 
of mailing labels to assist in the mailing of the survey and 
time log. These were received and the matching of the 
quality of programs was accomplished on April 17, 1996.

The data arranged in Table I show the rate at which the 
experts agreed on the quality of each eligible program. 
The total qualifying population was established from this
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Table I. Matching of programs by the experts.

State N=Eligible
Programs

n=Agreed
Match

% Match

Arizona 35 27 77.0
Colorado 52 20 38.4
Idaho 34 25 73.5
Nevada 19 16 84.2
Montana 44 22 50.0
Utah 40 16 40.0
Wyoming 28 14 50.0
Total 252 140 55.6

information at N=252. The matched population which qualifies 
as the sample population for this study was established at 
n=140. Therefore, the sample population represented 55.6% of 
the total qualifying population.

Two of the states, Colorado and Wyoming, did not have a 
large enough population of poor quality programs that were 
matched by the experts. In order to sample a larger 
percentage of the population in each of those states, the 
fair group was brought into the sampling procedure. This 
increased the sample size for Colorado from 20 to 32 programs 
and for Wyoming from 14 to 22 programs. The sampling 
population then became (n=160, 63.4%) due to use of the fair 
group for the two states. For the remainder of the study the 
sampling population was n=160. The fair group was kept
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separate from the poor group until it could be statistically 
tested for differences.

The researcher's concern of a large enough population 
from each state was addressed by comparing the number of the 
eligible programs, that is, the programs that have existed 
for at least three years and the teacher having at least 
three years of experience, to the identified matched 
population. The objective of a 40% representation of the 
eligible programs ending up in the sampling population was 
accomplished. Arizona had 35 programs that met the minimum 
qualifications and was represented by 27 programs in the 
study for a 77% coverage of the state. Colorado had 52 
single-teacher programs that were eligible and was 
represented by 32 programs for a 61.5% coverage of the state. 
Idaho had 34 programs that were eligible and was represented 
by 25 programs in the study for a 73.5% coverage of the 
state. Nevada had 19 programs that met the minimum 
qualifications and was represented by 16 programs in the 
study for a 84.2% coverage of the state. Montana had 44 
potential participants in the study, but the experts matched 
22 for a coverage of 50% of the single-teacher programs with 
three or more years of experience. Utah had 40 qualifying 
programs with 16 of them matching, giving the state a minimum 
40% representation. Wyoming had 28 eligible programs and was 
represented by 22 programs with a coverage of 78.5% of the
state.
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Instrument Design

The first instrument designed was the evaluation 
criteria (Appendix A) which was sent to the experts. 
However, the first consideration had to be the selection of 
the experts. As discussed in the review of literature in 
Chapter 2 of this document, some research has indicated that 
state supervisors and fellow colleagues have a better 
understanding of what is taking place out in the field than 
do the university teacher trainers. After interviewing a 
state supervisor, it was apparent that most state supervisors 
would be able to rank the programs within their states from 
best to worst without any assistance from a list of criteria. 
Past presidents were selected as experts because of their 
leadership and past experience in working with the majority 
of the teachers in their state. This group was easy to 
identify in a directory, and for the majority of the states 
involved in the study the individuals were known by the 
researcher. This assisted in assuring a high return on this 
portion of the research. However, when involving more than 
one evaluator, a set of criteria needed to be utilized to 
assist in the evaluation process. To assure that the four 
evaluation criteria (utility, feasibility, propriety, and 
accuracy) were present in the evaluation study, a list of 
criteria was developed to assist in the evaluation process 
(Borg & Gall, 1989).
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After the population was discovered, then the 

development of the survey and the time log became the 
researcher's priority. The first instrument developed was 
the survey. The instrument consisted of three sections 
(Appendix C).

The first section involved five questions that were 
demographic in nature and were used to determine years of 
experience, marital status, number and age of children, time 
management training, and number of student teachers 
supervised.

The next section dealt with six questions on a Likert- 
type scale from 0-7. The first of these questions had the 
participants rate themselves as teachers on the following 
scale: I = poor, 3 = fair, 5 = good, and 7 = master, with 2, 
4, and 6 falling between each rating. The next question 
asked the participants to rate how rewarding the agricultural 
education profession was on the following scale: 0 and I = 
not at all; 3 and 4 = somewhat; and 6 and 7 = very rewarding, 
with 2 and 5 falling between each rating. The next three 
questions dealt with developing and planning of lessons and 
units using the following scale: 0 and I = not at all; 2, 3, 
and 4 = most of the time; and 5, 6, and 7 = all of the time. 
The last of the Likert-type questions dealt with the 
frequency of in-service training on delivery systems using 
the following scale: 0 and I = not at all; 3 and 4 = not very
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often; and 7 and 7 = frequently; with 2 and 5 falling between 
each rating.

The third section of the instrument was a series of nine 
short-answer, open-ended questions that were used to 
determine frequency of common answers among states and levels 
of quality. The survey instrument was reviewed by the 
researcher's graduate committee and then administered to 
eight pre-service teachers who had recently finished their 
student teaching experience. The pre-service teachers were 
asked to complete the instrument to arrive at a completion 
time and to check for clarity of the questions. From this 
pilot test, it was determined that it should take the 
participant approximately 10 minutes.to complete the survey.

The time log (Appendix B) was developed from an 
instrument that Dr. Van Shelhamer administers in a course 
taught at Montana State University— Bozeman. With his 
permission, the researcher changed the instrument to record 
information for an entire week and to account for every hour. 
Instructions were developed t o .explain how to use the time 
log and what type of information should be recorded. At the 
bottom of the instruction page (Appendix B) , a series of 
codes were developed to assist in a timely completion of the 
time log. The use of the codes also made the time log much 
neater and reading of the data easier for the researcher. 
The code list was divided into six major categories. The 
researcher applied his nine years of teaching experience in
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developing the major categories of personal, student 
assistance, communication, preparation, advising, and 
instruction. Each one of these categories had a series of 
numbered activities below them from which the participant 
could select. If the activity was not listed, there were 
additional codes so that the participant could customize 
his/her time log. Participants were asked to keep entries to 
the nearest half hour for the entire week.

Data Collection

Once the 160 programs were identified by the experts, 
then a cover letter, demographic survey, instructions for the 
time log, and the time log were mailed out. This mailing 
took place April 30, 1996, in a departmental envelope with an 
adhesive stamp for postage. The cover letter was written on 
Agricultural and Technology Department letterhead bearing the 
signatures of Dr. Van Shelhamer, Associate Professor of 
Agricultural Education, and the researcher. The survey and 
time logs were identical in content for each group, but were 
color-coded for the purpose of identifying which group the 
program was representing. A departmental, postage-paid 
return envelope with a numerical code on it was provided with 
this first mailing as well. The numerical code was for 
follow-up purposes only.

The experts' ranking of the program in terms of quality 
remained confidential throughout the study. A reminder
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mailing, in the form of a letter (Appendix D), was sent out 
to the population three days before they were to start 
keeping track of their time on the time log. This letter was 
accompanied by a stick of chewing gum and another depart
mental, postage paid, return envelope with the same numerical 
code on it as on the first return envelope mailed. It too 
was written on Agricultural and Technology Department 
letterhead bearing the signature of the researcher only, in 
hope of adding to the personal appeal. The intent of this 
mailing was to remind the selected participants of the 
importance of the time log and that they fill out the time 
log during the week of May 6, 1996. The third mailing was a 
follow-up letter (Appendix E) on Agricultural and Technology 
Department letterhead reminding the participant to return 
the already completed time log. This follow-up was mailed 
May 28, 1996, and was only sent to those instructors who had 
not returned the instrument as of that day.

There were 51 excellent quality programs, 12 fair 
quality programs, and 38 poor quality programs that were sent 
follow-up letters. Any returned instruments after the May 28 
date were considered to be late responders and were statisti
cally analyzed for differences from the early responders. 
The return rate from the follow-up was very low due to the 
nature of the time log and the specific date it had to be 
filled out. There were 5 (9.8%) returns from excellent 
quality programs, I (8.3%) return from fair quality programs
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and 2 (5.2%) returns from the poor quality programs. On 
June 15, 1996, the data collecting was completed and the data 
from the time log and the survey were compiled into Microsoft 
Excel spreadsheets and statistically analyzed using the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-X) (1995).

Data Analysis

Responses from the survey were entered into a 
spreadsheet file using Microsoft Excel (1994). During the 
entry of the data into the spreadsheet, the researcher 
categorized the quantitative data into qualitative data by 
assigning a number code to a common response. This was 
accomplished for later frequency analysis of these data.

The data were then imported into SPSS-X for the analysis 
of variance using a One-Way ANOVA. The variables bn early 
versus late responders, between states, poor quality versus 
fair quality group, and excellent quality versus poor quality 
(including fair group as low) were then analyzed for 
significant nominal differences using a 0.05 level.

There were no significant differences between early and 
late responders and, therefore, they can be grouped together 
for the remainder of the analysis. When analyzing the 
variables from the demographic survey between states there 
were no significant differences and, therefore, the data can 
be compared across states for both excellent and poor quality 
programs. The poor quality programs were significantly
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different in two of the variables when analyzed with the fair 
group (selected by only one expert as poor). One variable 
was that of the frequency of in-service training. The fair 
group had a mean score of 4.27 and the poor quality group had 
a mean score of 2.43 with 7.00 being the maximum possible. 
The other variable was that of belonging to the state and 
national teachers association. The fair group had a mean 
score of 2.72 and the poor quality.group had a mean score of 
1.18 with 3.00 being the maximum possible score.

When the fair group was combined with the poor quality 
group and analyzed with the excellent quality group there 
were three variables that were significantly different. The 
first one was the same variable that was significant among 
the fair and poor quality groups in the previous analysis, 
the variable of belonging to the state and national teachers 
association. For the variable of teachers association, the 
excellent group had a mean of 2.8 and the poor had a mean of 
1.81 with 3.00 being the highest possible score. The second 
variable with a significant difference between these two 
groups was the number of student teachers supervised. The 
excellent quality group had a mean 4.00 and the poor quality 
group had a mean of .74 with no known maximum score. The 
last variable with a significant difference between these two 
groups was the interpretation of how rewarding the teacher 
perceives the profession. The excellent quality group had a x 
mean score of 5.67 and the poor quality group had a mean
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score of 5.03 with 7.00 being the highest possible score. 
There are levels of significant differences among all three 
groups; in the interest of internal validity the groups are 
presented separately in the results. Chapter 4. The data 
were then analyzed for frequency based on the three groups of 
excellent, fair, and poor quality programs.

The time log data were entered into a spreadsheet file 
using Microsoft Excel (1994) . The frequency of each time 
code was analyzed for excellent, fair, and poor quality 
programs. The frequency that a time log code appeared on the 
spreadsheet represented one-half hour. The average for each 
code in half hours was tabulated and then converted to hours 
for the week. From these data, the standard deviation was 
calculated for each of the time log codes. The spreadsheet 
was then transferred into SPSS-X for an One-Way ANOVA 
analysis to determine significant differences among the three 
quality groups. The results were then compiled into 
comparative tables for more accurate reporting and to show 
the F-Ratio and the P-Value for each time log entry.

Summary

This was a causal comparative study that focused on how 
perceived excellent quality secondary agricultural education 
program instructors utilized their time preparing for 
instruction. The study also compared the perceived poor 
quality secondary agricultural education program instructors
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and how they utilized their time preparing for instruction. 
The demographic survey assisted in the test for significant 
differences and contributed a great deal to the study. The 
time log was the major instrument in the study to compare the 
levels of quality among programs. The experts' selection of 
programs was statistically sound between states, adding 
external validity to this study. The population size and 
response rate concerns were addressed and the 64 useable 
returns represent 25.4% of the originally defined population 
of 252, which adds to the study's validity. The various

I

levels of quality programs were satisfactorily represented in 
the returned responses with excellent programs having 38 
useable returns (43.1%), fair programs having 10 useable 
returns (50.0%), and poor programs having 16 useable returns 
(30.7%).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

The study was designed to determine if instructors of 
high quality programs prepared for instruction more or 
differently than those instructors of low quality programs. 
The results of this study are presented in three sections: 
(I) response rates, (2) demographic data, and (3) time log 
data.

Response Rates

The experts selected the sampling population of 160 
programs in seven states as well as identifying the original 
qualifying population of 252 programs. The data in Table 2 
reveal the response rate from all three of the quality groups 
as they occurred by state. The (N) represents the total 
number of matched programs as they occurred by state and by 
quality. The percent return was based on the useable 
returned surveys and time logs. One poor quality program in 
Idaho returned a non-useable survey because the time log was 
missing. Wyoming had two excellent quality programs return 
non-useable instruments because they were missing the 
demographic survey. Colorado had one fair quality program 
return a completed instrument, but it could not be used
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Table 2. The response rate by state and quality of program.

State Quality of Number (N) Number (n) Percent
Program Sent Returned Returned

Arizona Excellent 13 5 38.4
Poor 14 5 36.7

Colorado Excellent 17 7 41.1
Fair 12 5 41.6
Poor 3 0 0.0

Idaho Excellent 15 5 33.3
Poor 10 2 20.0

Nevada Excellent 11 I 9.0
Poor 5 I 20.0

Montana Excellent 13 12 92.3
Poor 9 9 100.0

Utah Excellent 8 3 37.5
Poor 8 I 12.5

Wyoming Excellent 11 5 45.5
Fair 8 4 50.0
Poor 3 0 0.0

Totals for Excellent 88 38 43.1
quality Fair 20 10 50.0
group Poor 52 16 30.7
Total 160 64 40.0

because the instructor was only part-time, not full-time. 
The total useable instruments were n=64 from the N=160 
selected programs that made up the population for a total 
usable return rate of 40.0%. The return rate was considered 
satisfactory by the researcher since no formal type of 
follow-up could be used because the time log data had to be 
collected during a specified time frame.
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Demographic Data

Comparison of Program Quality 
Based on Years of Experience

The data in Table 3 reveal the respondents' years of
experience teaching secondary agricultural education as
compared to quality of their program. The average years of
experience for the entire population (N=64) was 14.9 years.
A One-Way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there was
significant variance among the groups based on years of
experience. Table 3 is the result of the analysis of
variance at the alpha level of 0.05. Years of experience
proved not to be statistically significant.

Table 3. Comparison of program quality based on years of 
experience (N=64).

Quality Number
Returned

Average
Years

Standard
Deviation

F
Ratio

P
Value

Excellent 38 15.7 8.9
Fair 10 14.6 7.0
Poor 16 13.1 6.7
Total 64 14.9 8.1 . 60 .55

Alpha =.05

Freguency Distribution of 
Marital Status

Marital status was asked of respondents to determine if 
there was a noticeable difference among quality groups. 
Based on the assumption that unmarried teachers would have
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more time to dedicate to their program, a larger percentage 
of unmarried teachers would be in the excellent quality 
programs. The data in Table 4 show there was a total of 8 
unmarried teachers represented in this study. Unmarried 
teachers (n=8) were not evenly distributed between the 
different quality programs. The excellent quality group 
(n=6, 15.8%) was represented by a larger percentage compared 
to the unmarried teachers in the poor (n=l, 6.3%) and fair 
(n=l, 10.0%) quality programs.

Table 4. Frequency distribution of marital status by 
quality of program (N=64).

Program Quality
Marital Status

Single 
n %

Married 
n %

Excellent 6 15.8 32 84.2
Fair I 10.0 9 90.0
Poor I 6.3 15 93.7
Total 8 12.5 56 87.5

Distribution of the Number 
and Aoe of Children

The number and age of children were perceived as 
possibly causing a difference in the time a teacher could 
devote to the program. It would be understandable that a 
teacher with several small children at home would spend less 
time at school preparing for instruction. Therefore, the
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assumption might be made that the poor quality programs are 
those where the instructors have large or young families at 
home. The data in Table 5 reveal that the instructors of 
excellent quality programs have younger and more children 
than those instructors of poor quality programs. The (n) in 
the table is the number of teachers that have children in 
that age group.

Table 5. Distribution of the number and age of children by 
quality of program (N=64).

Age Range of 
Children

Quality of Program
Poor
(n)

Fair
(n)

Excellent
(n)

< 1 - 5  years 3 3 17
6 - 1 2  years 7 7 29
13 - 19 years 3 5 15
20 years and > 10 5 19
Total Children 23 20 80
Average # of 
Children

1.4 2.0 2.1

* Average number of children was calculated by dividing the 
total number of children by the number of instructors in 
each group.

The tabulation of the total number of children for each 
quality group enabled the researcher to report the average 
number of children per household for each of the quality 
groups. It is noticeable that the excellent quality program



41
teachers have 2.1 children per household and the poor quality 
program instructors have 1.4 children per household. When 
observing each row in Table 5 it is interesting to note that 
the poor quality program instructors had 10 of their 23 
children over the age of 20 years. The 20 years and over row 
reveals that the excellent quality program instructors had 19 
of their 80 children over the age of 20 years.

Frequency of Time Management 
Training

The review of literature in this document considered the 
practice of time management as it deals with the education 
profession. The demographic instrument took it one step 
further and asked the respondents to indicate if they had 
received any formal training in time management. The data in 
Table 6 reveal the frequency at which the respondents had 
received formal training on time management. The poor 
quality program instructors indicated that 56.2% of their 
population had received some form of training, compared to 
the excellent quality program instructors who were 
represented by 50.0% of their population having some form of 
time management training. A nominal difference existed 
between these two groups, as compared to the fair group which 
was represented by 70.0% of their population which had 
received time management training.
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Table 6. Frequency of time management training as reported 

by instructors of various quality programs (N=64).

Time Management
Quality of Program

Poor
n %

Fair
n %

Excellent 
n %

Received Training 9 56.2 7 70.0 19 50.0
Did Not Receive 
Training

7 43.8 3 30.0 19 50.0

Frequency of Responsibilities
Outside the Agricultural Program

The differences in daily responsibilities could explain 
the differences in perceived quality of programs. One could 
perceive that poor quality program teachers are faced with 
more daily chores than those teachers of excellent or fair 
quality programs. The data in Table 7 indicate the frequency 
at which the answer was given for each group of programs. 
The question on the survey was designed for more than one 
response, thus explaining the change of n. The total 
responsibility sum was calculated by adding each column. The 
percentage for the responsibility variable was calculated by 
dividing the sum by the number of respondents for each group. 
If the percentage is over 100, that group had respondents 
which have more than one responsibility outside of the 
agricultural education program. The percent reported in
each column represented each population for each of the 
responsibilities. The data show the excellent program 
instructors to have more responsibilities outside of their
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Table 7. Frequency of responses for other responsibilities 

by the quality of program (N=64).

Quality of Program
Responsibility Poor Fair Excellent

n % n % n %
Class Sponsor 6 37.5 4 40.0 19 50.0
School Committees 4 25.0 2 20.0 7 18.4
Coaching 3 18.8 I 10.0 8 21.0
Vocational Administrator 2 12.5 I 10.0 8 21.0
Student Council 2 12.5 0 0.0 2 5.2
Total Responsibilities 17 106.3 8 80.0 44 115.6

agricultural education program than do the poor or fair 
quality program instructors. "Class sponsor" was the most 
common response by all three of the quality groups with a 
percentage range of 37.5% for poor quality programs to 40.0% 
for fair and 50.0% for excellent. Coaching was not 
noticeably different between groups with a percentage range 
of 10.0% to 21.0%. The excellent quality program instructors 
(21.0%) tend to have an added responsibility of being the 
vocational administrator in their school. The fair and poor 
quality program instructors (10.0%, 12.5%) were less likely 
to have vocational administrator as a responsibility.

Frequency of Additional Occupations
There are other possible deterrents that can consume the 

time of an agricultural education teacher, especially the 
teacher that has an additional occupation along with
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teaching. The data in Table 8 indicate the actual number and 
percent of teachers who were involved in additional 
occupations. The participants were asked what other 
occupations they pursued outside of teaching. The list of 
responses was long and diverse; therefore, the researcher 
elected to report them in three major categories. The three 
categories were (I) agriculturally related occupations,
(2) non-agriculturally related occupations, and (3) no other 
occupation other than teaching. The assumption made for this 
question of the survey was that excellent quality programs 
would have fewer teachers with additional occupations than 
the poor quality programs. There was a noticeable difference 
in the percent of excellent quality program instructors

Table 8. Frequency distribution of additional occupations 
by quality of agricultural education program 
(N=64) .

Quality of Program
Occupation n

Poor
% n

Fair
%

Excellent 
n %

F-
Rat

P-
Val

Agricultural
Related

9 56.0 3 30.0 13 34.0

Non-
agricultural
Related

4 25.0 3 30.0 7 18.0

Total Other 
Occupation

13 81.0 6 60.0 20 52.0

Teacher only 3 18.0 4 40.0 18 47.0 .14 .87
Alpha level =.05
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(52.0) that had additional occupations compared to that of 
the poor quality program instructors (81.0%). The noticeable 
difference was analyzed for statistical significance and was 
found to have none, as indicated by the P-value of .87.

Frequency Distribution of Activities 
Outside School System

The data in Table 9 illustrate the frequency of 
activities that teachers participate in outside of the school 
system and are reported by quality of program. The majority 
of the excellent (63.2%) and poor (50.0%) quality program 
instructors tend to favor outdoor activities such as hunting 
and fishing. There is a noticeable difference between the 
groups in the service organization row. The fair quality 
program instructors (60.0%) tend to show more involvement in 
service organizations such as Lions Club, Boy Scouts, and 
4-H. The ranching/farming row indicated that the respondent 
enjoyed farming or ranching (18.8%, 0%, 29.0%) as an outside 
of school activity. This was not consistent with the 
findings in Table 8. In Table 8 there were 13 excellent 
program instructors who indicated they were involved in an 
agriculturally related occupation. In Table 9 there were 11 
reported to be involved in farming or ranching. The 
difference between the two tables is that the responders who 
conduct agri-business occupations are not represented in 
Table 9. This is true with the other two quality groups for 
the farm and ranch interest.
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Table 9. Frequency distribution for activities outside the

school system by the various quality programs(N=64).

Quality of Program
Interest n

Poor
%

Fair
n %

Excellent 
n %

Fishing/
Hunting

8 50.0 2 20.0 24 63.2

Ranching/
Farming

3 18.8 0 0.0 11 29.0

Service
Organizations

3 18.8 6 60.0 3 7.8

Gardening I 6.3 I 10.0 0 0.0
Non-Responders I 6.3 I 10.0 0 0.0

Demand of Instructors' Time
The data in Table 10 reveal that 75.0% (n=12) of the 

poor quality program instructors responded that classroom 
instruction demands the majority of their time. This was 
also apparent with the 60.0% (n=6) fair quality programs 
reporting classroom instruction was the most time consuming. 
The percentages represented in the table were calculated by 
dividing the number of responses in each category by the 
population for each group and not by the total number of 
responses in each column. This represents the percent of the 
population for each quality group that identified a demand of 
their time. The respondents were encouraged to identify more 
than one demand of their time, thus explaining the variance 
in the totals for each quality group. The excellent quality
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Table 10. Frequency distribution of demands on instructors

time by quality of proqram (N=64).

Demands of 
Program

Quality of Program
Poor

n %
Fair

n %
Excellent 
n %

Classroom
Instruction

12 75.0 6 60.0 20 52.6

FFA 5 31.0 4 40.0 23 60.5
SAE 3 18.8 0 0.0 3 7.9
Land Lab I 6.3 0 0.0 5 13.2
Paper Work 2 12.5 I 10.0 2 5.3
Community
Relations

I 6.3 0 0.0 3 7.9

program instructor indicated that the most time demanding 
portion of the agricultural education program was the FFA. 
Twenty-three (60.5%) of the excellent program instructors 
indicated that the FFA consumes the majority of their time 
while rating classroom instruction as second with 52.6% 
(n=20) of the respondents finding it the most time consuming. 
The remainder of the table was very similar among the quality 
groups in terms of frequency percentages of selecting the 
other components as time consuming.

Frequency Distribution of
Neglected Portion of Program

The data in Table 11 show that half (50.0%) of the
respondents (n=32, 8+4+20=32) identified the classroom
instruction to become neglected when faced with a time
constraint.
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Table 11. Frequency distribution of neglected portion of 
program under time constraints (N=64).

Portion of 
Program

Quality of Program

n
Poor

% n
Fair

%
Excellent 
n %

Classroom
Instruction

8 50.0 4 40.0 20 52.6

Paper Work 3 18.8 I 10.0 8 21.1
SAE 0 0.0 2 20.0 7 18.4
FFA 3 18.8 2 20.0 2 5.3
Community
Relations

I 6.2 I 10.0 0 0.0

Land Lab I 6.2 0 0.0 I 2.6

This observation is consistent across all three 
of the quality groups. The poor (18.8%) and fair (20.0%) 
quality program instructors identified the FFA as another 
portion noticeably affected by time constraints on the 
instructor. The excellent quality program respondents were 
only represented by 5.3% of their population who identified 
the FFA as a portion of the program to suffer from time 
constraints. The percentages reported in the table were 
calculated by dividing the number of responses for each entry 
by the total population for each quality group.

With no surprise to the researcher, the most affected 
portion of a program was the classroom instruction. The 
researcher assumed that the portion of the program that 
requires the most time from the instructor (Table 10) would 
be the portion of the program neglected the most by the
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instructor, which was the classroom instruction. This 
supports the findings of the National Commission on Time and 
Learning (1994), which stated, "The lack of time for teachers 
affects classroom instruction" (p. I).

Frequency Distribution of Most .
Enjoyed Tonics

The data presented in Table 12 indicate that 64% 
(11+6+24=41) of the 64 respondents identified the student as 
the most enjoyable aspect of the profession. All the 
respondents answered this particular question on the survey, 
and several explained "the feeling of seeing a young person 
mature and develop into a productive citizen is very 
rewarding." The FFA was recognized as being a rewarding 
portion of the agricultural education program by the 
respondents of this study. A consistent 25.0% to 30.0% of 
the responses from each quality group listed the FFA as the 
most rewarding aspect of teaching agricultural education. A 
small percentage (6.2% for poor, 10.0% for fair, and 7.9% for 
excellent) of the respondents felt that the camaraderie among 
agricultural education instructors was the most rewarding 
aspect of teaching agricultural education. There were no 
noticeable differences between the percentages among the 
different quality groups. The percentages were calculated 
from the number of occurrence divided by the total population 
for each quality group.
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Table 12. Frequency distribution of most enjoyed topics in

the profession by quality of program (N=64).

Topic
Quality of Program

Poor
n %

Fair
n %

Excellent 
n %

Students 11 68.8 6 60.0 24 63.2
FFA 4 25.0 3 30.0 11 28.9
Camaraderie I 6.2 I 10.0 3 7.9

Frequency of Distribution of 
Disliked Topics

The respondents were asked to identify their dislikes of 
the profession. The responses were consistent with the (N) 
values for each group and every respondent answered the 
question. The data arranged in Table 13 show the diversity 
of the answers from the respondents. The most frequently 
used response was the amount of paper work. The amount of 
paper work was a consistent response for all three quality 
groups, ranging from 37.5% for the poor quality respondents 
to 55.3% from the excellent quality respondents. The fair 
quality program instructors fell between the two extremes at 
a 50.0% response. The topic of long hours ranked third for 
the most frequent dislike of the profession. The researcher 
expected long hours to be the most frequently used response 
based on the information presented in the review of 
literature. Twenty-five percent of the poor quality program 
instructors dislike their administrators. This was a
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Table 13. Frequency distribution for dislikes of the

profession by quality of program (N=64).

Topics of 
Dislike

Quality of Program

n
Poor

%
Fair

n %
Excellent 
n %

Paper Work 6 37.5 5 50.0 21 55.3
Administration 4 25.0 I 10.0 6 15.8
Long Hours 2 12.5 2 20.0 6 15.8
Politics 3 18.8 I 10.0 4 10.5
Classroom I 6.2 I 10.0 I 2.6

noticeable difference between the groups with the fair 
(10.0%) and excellent (15.8%) quality program respondents 
having a dislike towards their administrators. There were 3 
instructors, one from each quality group, that actually 
responded to this question by putting down the classroom as 
the topic of frequent dislike for the profession. The 
percentages in the table represent the percent of each group 
that responded to the particular topic of frequent dislikes 
of the profession.

Frequency of Influential Person 
on Instructor

The data in Table 14 demonstrates the influence the high 
school agricultural education teacher has on the future of 
the profession. A 4% range between the three quality groups 
(not found on table) demonstrates the overwhelming frequency 
of the former agricultural education teacher to be identified
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Table 14. The influential person to interest the instructor 

of different quality programs to become a teacher 
(N=64).

Person of 
Influence

Quality of Program
Poor

n %
Fair

n %
Excellent 
n %

Former Ag 
Teacher

9 56.2 6 60.0 22 57.9

Family Member 3 18.8 3 30.0 8 21.0
College Prof. 3 18.8 I 10.0 7 18.4
Ag Producer I 6.2 0 0.0 I 2.6

as the individual who encouraged the respondents in this 
study to become an agricultural education teacher. Family 
members (18.8% to 30.0%) of the respondents had more of an 
impact on them to become agricultural education instructors 
than did college professors (10.0% to 18.4%). This was a 
consistent frequency across all three groups of quality. The 
percentage reported in the table is a representation of each 
quality group and relates the information to the entire 
population of the study.

Determining Significant Differences 
on Demographic Survey

The major purpose of the Likert-Type instrument in this 
study was to assist the researcher in determining statistical 
significance between population groups. As discussed in the 
data analysis portion of Chapter 3, there were significant
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differences among the three groups. The data in Table 15 
reveal the mean and standard deviation for each of the 
Likert-Type questions in the demographic survey. The table 
also presents the F-Ratio and the P-Value for each of the 
questions.

In Chapter 3 the discussion primarily centered around 
comparing the fair quality group to the poor quality group. 
When this was done there were two variables that were 
significant. When the fair group was combined with the poor 
group and compared against the excellent quality programs 
there were three variables which were significant. In this 
chapter the researcher compared the three groups as separate 
populations and determined there were four variables that are 
significantly different.

The first of these four variables is the variable on 
number of student teachers supervised. The excellent mean, 
4.0, is so much larger than the other two group means, thus 
making it significant. The variable of the perception of the 
profession by the teacher is significant because of the 5.7 
mean of the excellent quality programs is large enough to 
cause a difference among the three groups. The variable of 
belonging to the professional organization is significantly 
different because of the low mean 1.1 (on a scale of 1-3) of 
the poor quality program instructors. The score of one was 
given to an instructor who only belonged to the state 
association, a score of two was awarded to the instructor for
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Table 15. Determining significant differences among 
variables from the demographic instrument by 
quality of program (N=64).

Question Quality Mean SD F-Ratio P-Value
Years of teaching Poor 13.1 6.7 . 60 .55
experience. Fair 14.4 7.0

Excel 15.7 8.9
Have you attended Poor 1.4 .51 1.0 .31
any formal time Fair 1.3 .47
management 
workshops? I or 2

Excel 1.5 .50

How many student Poor .87 1.3 12.6 .00*
teachers have you Fair .54 1.2
supervised? Excel 4.0 4.6
Do you consider Poor 5.1 1.0 .51 . 60
yourself a master Fair 5.3 .65
teacher? 1-7 Excel 5.4 .75
How rewarding is Poor 5.0 1.1 3.9 .02*
the profession? Fair 5.1 .54
1-7 Excel 5.7 . 88
Do you develop Poor 4.8 1.8 .09 .92
weekly lesson Fair 4.8 .98
plans? 0-7 Excel 4.7 1.2
Do you develop Poor 4.7 1.2 .07 .93
unit plans? 0-7 Fair 4.8 .92

Excel 4.8 1.3
Do you develop Poor 4.9 1.2 1.3 .27
course syllabus? Fair 5.0 .70
0-7 Excel 5.4 1.0
In what Poor 1.1 1.5 11.9 .00*
professional Fair 2.7 .64
organization do 
you pay dues? 1-3

Excel 2.8 .67

How frequently do Poor 2.4 1.5 4.9 .00*
you receive in- Fair 4.2 1.4
service on 
delivery systems? 
0-7

Excel 3.8 1.8

* Significant difference at alpha =.05 level.
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belonging to the national organization, and a score of three 
was awarded to the instructor who belonged to both state and 
national organizations. If the instructor did not indicate 
they were a member of any teacher organization, then they 
received a zero for a score on this question.

The fourth and final variable that was significantly 
different among the three quality groups was the in-service 
variable. The question was asked in a Likert-Type format of 
0-7. The fair group had a mean of 4.2 while the poor group 
had a mean of 2.4 and the excellent group had a mean of 3.8. 
Combine the difference of means, with the fair group having 
the smallest standard deviation, and the result is 
significantly different for the variable of in-service 
training on delivery systems.

Time Log Data

Comparison of Time Spent 
Preparing for Instruction

The data collected from the time log was used to compare 
the differences between the poor, fair, and excellent quality 
programs. The data in Table 16 show the comparison of time 
spent on ten different tasks performed by the respondents. 
Nine of the ten tasks were identified by the researcher 
during the development of the time log. The tenth task was 
established by the respondents writing it in on their code 
sheet. The task identified by the respondents was
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preparation of land laboratories for instructional purposes. 
The land lab task was identified by 13 respondents (not in 
table) on the time log instrument.

Table 16. Comparison between quality of program and time 
spent preparing for instruction (N=64).

Task Quality of Procjram
Performed
Preparing Poor

Mean SD
Fair

Mean SD
Excellent 

Mean SD
F-
Rat

P-
Val

Overheads 0.19 .45 . 10 .30 0.10 .30 . 09 .90
Lab
Activities

1.84 2.37 .801 .38 1.46 1.91 .86 .42

Handouts 0.75 .70 1.10 1.20 1.65 1.75 2.3 .10

Guest
Speaker

0.22 .41 .401 .10 0.47 .80 .59 .55

Reading
Reference
Material

1.25 1.80 1.90 2.15 0.60 .95 3.9 . 02*

Summer
Planning

0.15 .30 0.35 0.95 0.40 .80 .77 .46

Grading
Students
Work

1.50 2.14 2.85 1.97 2.21 2.81 .90 .41

Tests and 
Quizzes

0.62 .77 0.85 1.38 1.47 2.49 1.1 .33

Ordering
Supplies

0.78 .90 0.35 .48 1.02 1.71 .93 .39

Land Lab 1.6 3.55 0.25 .80 0.95 2.15 1.0 .35
Total
Hours

8.95 6.5 8.95 6.7 10.33 6.4 .37 .69

* Significantly different at alpha =.05
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The data were presented in mean number of hours spent by 

each quality group on the specific task during the week the 
time log was kept. The standard deviation was calculated by 
comparing the mean number of hours for each individual for 
each task, in each group, and then comparing it to the mean 
of the quality group for that specific task. A One-Way ANOVA 
was conducted to determine if there were any statistically 
significant data between tasks and program quality. A Post- 
Hoc statistical test of least significant differences was 
completed to identify any noticeable differences among 
quality of programs and tasks performed.

The task of preparing handouts for instruction was 
noticeably different among the three groups. Although it is 
not significantly different for all three of the groups, the 
Least Significant Difference (LSD) test identified the 
difference between excellent quality programs and poor 
quality programs. The excellent quality program instructor 
spent an average of 1.6 hours in the week preparing handouts. 
In comparison, the poor quality program instructor spent an 
average of .75 hours during the week preparing handouts for 
instruction. There is one task that proved to be signifi
cantly different among the quality groups. It was the task 
of reading reference material found between the fair quality 
group and the excellent quality group. The fair group spent 
an average of 1.9 hours reading reference material, whereas
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the excellent quality program instructor only spent 0.6 hours 
reading reference material.

The total number of hours spent by each group in 
preparing for instruction is worth noting. Though it is not 
statistically significant, the excellent program instructors 
spent 1.38 (10.33-8.95=1.38) more hours in the week preparing 
for instruction than did the poor or fair quality program 
instructors. It was also interesting to note that the fair 
and poor quality program instructors had the identical 
average of hours spent during the week on the task of 
preparing for instruction.

Frequency Distribution of 
Preparation Tasks

Further analysis of these data in a frequency table 
illustrates the percent of use for each task as a percent of 
the population representing each quality group. The data in 
Table 17 reveal the frequency of each task as it was 
preformed by instructors of different quality programs. The 
total column (n) is representing the number of teachers who 
performed the task during the week. The percent represents 
the percentage of the total population (N=64) who performed 
the task during the week. The table depicts the frequency by 
which the tasks occurred. The most common activity for the 
week, grading students' work, was performed by 72% of all the 
teachers in the study. However, this was not the most common 
activity among the groups. There were more (n=28) excellent
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Table 17. Frequency of preparation tasks by instructors of 

various quality programs (N=64).

Task performed 
preparing

Quality of Program
Total 
n % n

Poor
% n

Fair
%

Excellent 
n %

Grading 
students Work

46 72 11 68.7 8 80.0 27 71.0

Handouts 43 67 10 62.5 5 50.0 28 73.7
Ordering
Supplies

37 58 9 56.2 4 40.0 24 63.1

Lab Activities 35 55 9 56.2 4 40.0 22 57.9
Reading
Reference
Material

35 55 10 62.5 7 70.0 18 47.4

Tests and 
Quizzes

32 50 8 50.0 4 40.0 20 52.6

Guest Speaker 20 31 4 25.0 2 20.0 14 36.8
Summer
Planning

15 23 3 18.8 2 20.0 10 26.3

Land Lab 13 20 4 25.0 I 10.0 8 21.0
Overheads 9 14 2 12.5 I 10.0 6 15.8

quality program instructors performing handout preparation 
than there were (n=27) grading students' work during the week 
that the time log data were collected. The fair quality 
program group participated in reading of reference material 
more than the other two groups. Seventy percent of the fair 
group teachers performed the task of reading reference 
material, whereas only 62.5% of the poor group and 47.4% of 
the excellent group participated in this task. Fourteen 
(36.8%) of the excellent quality program instructors utilized
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guest speakers throughout the week. This was a noticeable 
difference from the poor (25.0%) and the fair (20.0%) quality 
groups.

Comparison of Instructional Time 
with Students

The school day is mandated by law to be a specific 
length of hours per day. The time log data should show the 
length of the instructional day to remain consistent across 
all quality groups in this study. The data in Table 18 
indicates that the excellent quality programs have more 
contact hours than the fair or poor quality programs. Though 
not statistically significant, the excellent quality program 
instructors have 27 hours of student contact per week, the 
fair quality program instructors have 25.4 hours of student 
contact per week, and the poor quality program instructors 
only have 24.9 hours of student contact per week. A differ
ence of (27-24.9=2.1) 2.1 hours per week between the excel
lent and poor quality program instructors is worth noting.

Table 18. Comparison in hours of instruction performed by 
quality of programs (N=64).

Type of 
Instruction

Quality of Program
F-
Rat

P-
ValPoor

Mean SD
Fair

Mean SD
Excellent 
Mean SD

Student
Contact
Hours

24.9 9.2 25.4 11.3 27.0 6.2 .48 .62

Total Hours 24.9 25.4 27.0 .48 .62



Comparison of Instructional 
Time with Adults

The data in Table 19 show the comparison among the 
excellent, fair, and poor quality program instructors and the 
amount of time spent with adult education during the week the 
time log data were collected. The fair quality group of 
teachers spent an average of 2 hours that week on adult 
education, the poor quality group spent an average of I hour 
for the week, and the excellent quality group spent .52 hours 
on adult education during the week. Even though the means 
among the groups is noticeable, it is not statistically 
significant.
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Table 19. Comparison in hours of adult instruction by 
quality of program (N=64).

Type of 
Instruction

Quality of Program
F-
Rat

P-
ValPoor

Mean SD
Fair

Mean SD
Excellent 
Mean SD

Adult
Instruction

1.0 3.4 2.0 6.3 .52 2.0 .77 .46

Total Hours 1.0 2.0 .52 .77 .46

Documented Time Spent on the FFA
The FFA is an integral part of the agricultural 

education program and has been brought to the forefront many 
times throughout this study. The data in Table 20 represent 
the amount of time dedicated by each quality group to the 
FFA. The data were compiled from the advising category and
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Table 20. Documented time spent on FFA advising by quality 

of program (N=64).

Task
performed 
as FFA 
advisor

Quality of Program
Poor

Mean SD
Fair

Mean SD
Excellent 
Mean SD

F-
Rat

P-
Val

Recruiting
students

0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.3 .63 .53

Academic
advising

2.0 7.0 0.5 1.2 0.4 0.8 1.1 .32

Chapter
meeting

1.1 2.2 1.3 1.3 1.9 3.2 .58 .55

SAE 5.7 15.1 3.1 2.8 1.6 2.8 1.5 .22
FFA teams 0.7 1.4 0.8 1.5 0.8 1.6 . 02 .97
Banquet 1.1 4.4 1.9 4.1 1.1 2.8 .21 .80
Total
Hours

10.5 22.0 7.7 4.8 5.9 5.9 .86 .43

from the student assistance category of the time log instruc
tion sheet. The other task line provided input from the 
responders, and the most frequently used task was preparing 
for the FFA banquet. This other task of preparing for the 
FFA banquet is common for the time of year in which the time 
log was completed. The instructors of excellent quality 
programs utilized less of their time on FFA activities, 5.9 
hours for the week, as compared to the 10.5 hours for 
instructors of poor quality programs. The instructors of the 
fair quality programs spent 7.7 hours in the week working 
with the FFA. The poor quality program instructors spent 5.7 
hours of their 10.5 hours supervising the SAE. The excellent
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quality program instructor spent an average of 1.6 hours 
during the week supervising the SAE. This noticeable 
difference was not statistically significant, and neither was 
any other task within the FFA advising time table.

Comparison of Time Spent on Other 
Tasks Not Related to Program

Agricultural education instructors often find themselves 
supervising other activities or events that take place within 
the school system. The amount of time spent away from the 
entities of the agricultural education program could affect 
the program in a negative fashion. It could then be assumed 
that the instructors of the poor quality programs would spend 
more time on these sort of tasks. The data in Table 21 
indicate that the excellent quality program instructors spend 
on the average 3.8 hours with other student activities not 
related to the agricultural education program during the 
week. However, the standard deviation of 7.4 for the 
excellent quality program instructors indicates that a 
majority of the hours represented in this table for this 
group were being accounted for by a few of the instructors 
putting in long hours. The instructors of the poor programs 
spend fewer hours, 3.0 as an average, but the standard 
deviation of 4.8 indicates there are more instructors 
contributing to the mean. When comparing the data in this 
table to the data from Table 20, the average number of hours 
is greater in all quality groups for supervising the FFA than
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the other supervising responsibilities. The standard 
deviations are smaller on Table 20, which indicates more 
instructors are contributing to the mean and are more 
involved in supervising the FFA.

Table 21. Comparison of quality of program to the number of 
hours spent supervising student activities 
(N=64).

Non-Program
Assistance

Quality of Program
Poor

Mean SD
Fair

Mean SD
Excellent 
Mean SD

F-
Rat

P-
Val

Activities 
other than FFA

1.6 2.5 1.0 1.4 1.2 3.0 .16 .85

Coaching 1.1 4.5 0.0 0.0 1.2 4.9 .31 .74
Supervising
Fundraisers

0.3 0.8 1.1 2.3 1.4 4.6 .49 . 62

Total Hours 3.0 4.8 2.1 3.6 3.8 7.4 .31 .73

Comparison of Time Spent 
Communicating

Communication is a vital task for any profession and 
with the new development of technology the capability for 
educators to communicate with the world is increasing. 
Agricultural education instructors have many opportunities to 
communicate with each other and agriculture industry people 
throughout the school year. In Table 22 the data present the 
mean number of hours spent per week by each quality group of 
instructors communicating with fellow teachers or industry 
people. The poor quality group averaged 2.9 hours less per
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Table 22. Comparison of hours spent communicating by 

quality of program (N=64).

Communication
With

Quality of Prog[ram
Poor

Mean SD
Fair

Mean SD
Excellent 
Mean SD

F-
Rat

P-
Val

Ag Teachers 0.2 0.4 0.9 1.4 0.6 1.2 1.7 . 18
Ag Industry 0.4 0.7 1.9 2.4 1.4 2.1 2.5 . 08
Fellow
Educators

0.9 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.6 2.1 1.3 .28

Reading Mail 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.5 .80 .45
Paper Work 0.8 1.1 0.7 0.9 1.0 1.6 .31 .73
E-Mail 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.5 .57 .57
Total Hours 3.2 6.1 6.1 2.5 .09

week in the category of communication, when compared to the 
fair and the excellent quality programs (6.1-3.2=2.9). The 
consistent averages of the fair (6.1) and excellent (6.1) 
quality programs indicate there is somewhat of a standard of 
hours spent communicating in the agricultural education 
field. The poor quality programs tend to fall well below 
this standard. There is a noticeable difference in the means 
of the fair quality programs and the means of the poor 
quality programs on the task of communicating with industry 
people. The Least Significant Difference (LSD) test 
identified that the mean of .34 for the poor group and the 
mean of 1.9 for the fair group is statistically significant. 
The LSD test also identified significant differences between 
the excellent quality program instructors and the poor
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quality program instructors on the overall time spent 
communicating with fellow educators and industry people. 
This indicates that the poor quality program instructor 
spends less time communicating when compared to the excellent 
quality program instructor.

Comparison of How Personal 
Time Was Spent

The personal time spent by the instructors of the 
various quality programs was examined to determine if the 
prioritizing of time varied from instructor to instructor and 
from quality group to quality group. The data in Table 23 
indicate that there were no significant differences between 
quality groups or the tasks performed by the respondents 
during the week data were collected. There are some 
noticeable differences among the means between the different 
tasks and quality groups. The instructors of the poor 
quality programs sleep for an average of 54.8 hours per week 
as compared to the instructors of the excellent quality 
programs who sleep for an average of 51.8 hours per week, for 
a difference of 3 hours per week. However, the excellent 
program instructors.spent an additional 4 hours (34-30=4) per 
week with their family, compared to the poor quality program 
instructor. The fair program instructors had the highest 
average of family time with 37.5 hours per week. The hours 
spent commuting from home to work were identified by the 
respondents writing in responses in the personal time
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category on the time log. The excellent quality program
instructors had the highest average of commuting hours of 3.1 
hours per week. The fair group followed with 2.9 hours per 
week, and the poor group had an average of 1.9 hours of 
commuting per week.

Table 23. Comparison of personal time by quality of program 
(N=64).

Task
Quality of Program

Performed
personal Poor

Mean SD
Fair

Mean SD
Excellent 
Mean SD

F-
Rat

P-
Val

Sleeping 54.8 6.8 51.6 4.8 51.8 4.8 1.9 .16
Eating 10.4 4.2 9.5 5.4 8.9 4.3 .67 .51
Recreation 7.6 8.8 6.2 6.6 4.9 7.8 .69 .50
Family
Time

30.0 14.0 37.5 14.0 34.0 13.0 .95 .39

Commuting 1.9 3.1 2.9 5.0 3.0 4.6 .37 .69
Total
Hours

105.1 18.0 108.3 10.1 104.5 10.2 . 37 .69
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of the study was to determine how secondary 
agricultural education educators in seven western states 
utilize their time within the instructional day and its 
comparison to the perceived quality of the agricultural 
education program. The sections in this chapter include
(1) conclusions, (2) implications, (3) recommendations, and 
(4) summary.

To fulfill the purpose of this study, the following 
objectives were identified. Agricultural education
instructors were surveyed to determine (I) how teachers of 
secondary agricultural education utilize their time, and
(2) the relationship between time spent on instructional 
preparation and program quality.

Conclusions

Based on the objectives and the data analysis, the 
following conclusions were drawn:

(I) Involvement in professional organizations has a 
positive influence on the quality of program. The
instructors of poor quality programs tend to be less involved
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in the education profession and do not belong to a teachers 
association. They have a noticeably poorer attitude towards 
their occupation compared to the excellent quality program 
instructors. This was realized when there was significant 
difference between excellent and poor quality programs on how 
they perceived the profession.

. (2) Years of teaching experience has no significant 
difference on the quality of the program. This makes it 
extremely important to assist beginning teachers to ensure 
they establish a quality program from the start.

(3) Pursuing an additional occupation outside of 
teaching has a negative impact on program quality. This 
study indicates there is a noticeable difference among 
teachers with additional occupations and the quality of their 
program.

(4) The differences among the various qualities of 
programs is in personal values. The poor and fair quality 
program instructors tend to have different views of the time 
commitment to the three major components of the program than 
the excellent quality program instructors. The fair and poor 
quality program instructors are more willing to sacrifice 
portions of the program when time becomes a factor.

(5) The more time spent on preparation, the higher the 
quality of the program. The tasks performed within the area 
of preparing for instruction do vary among the excellent, 
poor, and fair quality programs.
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(6) The FFA is less of a time burden on instructors of 

excellent quality programs and more of a time burden bn 
instructors of poor quality programs.

(7) The perception of the quality of program is an 
accurate indicator of the time spent preparing for 
instruction within the program and is affected by the time 
usage skills of the instructor.

Implication

The data collected for this study allowed the researcher 
to determine the following implication;

The excellent quality program's curriculum is more 
challenging and rewarding to the student than is the poor 
quality program's curriculum. Excellent quality program 
instructors utilize and dedicate their time to the 
development and betterment of the program when preparing for 
instruction.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on the research 
findings of this study and the comments made by the 
respondents.

Recommendations for Development 
and Improvement

(I) University teacher training programs should share 
the time log results with their students in an introductory
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course. This would enable students to see what it takes to 
operate an excellent quality agricultural education program 
in terms of time and commitment. This would also minimize 
the surprise of the time commitment the student usually 
learns about during student teaching, making for a better 
student teaching experience and initially providing important 
information for better public relations for the profession.

(2) States need to develop mentoring programs that 
promote time management to assure the success of their young 
teachers and to keep them involved in the professional 
organization for agricultural education teachers.

(3) States need to develop funding formulas that take 
into consideration the quality of programs.

(4) Instructors of secondary agricultural education 
programs need to utilize the time log that was developed for 
this study as a self-assessment tool at least three times per 
academic year.

Recommendations for Further Study
(1) Conduct a study that is similar in nature during a 

different time of the academic year.
(2) Conduct another study to investigate the instruc

tional methodology of teachers in various quality programs.
(3) Conduct a study in Montana to determine the effect 

of the new curriculum on program quality and instructional 
methodology.
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(4) Include in the demographic survey a question that 

concerns extended contracts so it can be compared to the 
quality of program.

(5) Include in the demographic survey a question that 
concerns the hours of time management training received by 
the teacher of various quality programs.

Summary

The data from this study reveal several factors which 
could impact the agricultural education profession in a very 
positive manner. First, a time log documenting the various 
quality programs should be used for comparison of time 
utilization. If the profession utilizes this research method 
more frequently, the participants will learn where their time 
is being spent and how to correct the utilization of time. 
This will make the profession stronger in two ways. The 
participants will be able to evaluate their time log, and the 
comparison of differences in time utilization offers a great 
deal of information to the profession in general. The use of 
time is extremely important in today's society, and much more 
research needs to be done in the agricultural education 
profession on this topic.
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K l M m

B O Z E M A N

D e p a rtm e n t o f  E d u ca tio n
Agrirulrjrol ond Technolog)- Education 
Cheever Holl 
MSU • Bozemon 
Bozeman. MT 5973 7-0374
Telephone (406) 994 3203 
Fox (406) 994-6696

March 27,1996 

Dear State Supervisor,

I am writing to you for assistance in my graduate work on "The Relationship Between the Time 
Spent in Preparing for Instruction and the Perceived Quality of the Local Agricultural Education Program." 
My research will be conducted in an eight state area arid requires the input from State Supervisors and 
Past-Presidents of state Agricultural Teachers Associations.

The programs being considered for this study are single teacher secondary programs where the 
teacher has three or more years of experience. I am asking you to identify the single teacher programs 
within your state that best meet the enclosed criteria.

A list of single teacher agricultural programs from your state is enclosed with this letter along 
with a criteria list and two highlight markers which you may keep. With the yellow highlight marker, 
highlight the programs that best fit the criteria and with the blue highlighter, highlight the programs that 
least fit the criteria. I would also ask you to identify the single teacher programs that do not meet the 
criteria by not highlighting them with either color. Using the list, it should only take 10 to 20 minutes to 
highlight the appropriate programs.

The list was compiled from the 1995 National Agricultural Educators Directory and may need 
some editing. To make this editing the easiest for all concerned, please send me four sets of your mailing 
labels to assure that the correct teacher names and addresses are used for this study. I am prepared to 
compensate you for this expense if you will notify me of the cost when you return the survey.

Your results will be held in the strictest of confidence and will only be used to match highlighted 
colors with the results from the past-presidents survey. The selected programs will be asked to keep a 
time log during the procedure of preparing for instruction. Please return this survey in the self addressed 
stamped envelope before April 11,1996. Thank you for your time and dedication to the agricultural 
education profession.

Sincerely,

Randall Violett 
Graduate student 
Agriculture Education 
Montana State University

Sincerely,

Dr. C. Van Shelhamer 
Associate Professor 
Agriculture Education 
Montana State University

MSU ii on equal Opportunity/Affirmative action institution.
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PURPOSE O F THE STUDY
The purpose o f this study is to determine how secondary agricultural educators in 
eight western states utilize their time within the instructional day and its effect on the 
perceived quality o f the agricultural education program.

CRITERIA  TO DETERM INE QUALITY O F INSTRUCTION

Research has shown that state supervisors and fellow colleagues have the most 
accurate perception o f what is taking place within the states agricultural education 
programs. Using the National Standards for Agricultural Education, ten years o f 
teaching experience and Phipp's and Osborne's Handbook on Agricultural Education in 
Public Schools, the following six criteria topics were established. They add validity to 
the selection process o f high quality and low quality instruction within the agricultural 
education programs across eight western states.

1. Instructional techniques - Does the instructor effectively use different methods o f 
instruction such as field trips, lab activities or guest speakers, etc?

2. Technologically advanced - Does the instructor use or have access to equipment 
that has been purchased within five years, such as computers, microscope cameras and 
plasma cutters, etc?

3. Instructional Methodology - Does the instructor use several different styles o f 
instruction such as question answer discussion, possibilities and factors, demonstration 
and practice, etc?

4. Current and up-to-date - Does the instructor maintain a current curriculum with the 
purchase o f instructional materials and attendance at professional workshops?

5. Leadership and awards - Has the instructor been recognized by educational or 
agricultural organizations as being a leader or an outstanding teacher on the local or 
state level?

6. FFA and SAE instruction - Does the instructor incorporate FFA and SAE into the 
daily instruction o f the program?
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MONTANA

ABSAROKEE
AUGUSTA
BAINVILLE
BEAVERHEAD CO
BELFRY
BELGRADE
BIG SANDY
BRIDGER
CARTER CO.
CHINOOK
CHOTEAU
COLSTRIP
COLUMBUS
CONRAD
CULBERTSON
CUSTER
DENTON
DUTTON
FAIRFIELD
FAIRVIEW
FERGUS
FORSYTH
FROMBERG
HARDIN
HARLOWTON

HOBSON
HYSHAM
JOLIET
JUDITH GAP
LAUREL
LODGE GRASS
MALTA
MEDICINE LAKE 
MELSTONE 
MOORE 
PARK
PARK CITY 
PEERLESS 
PLENTYWOOD 
PLEVNA
POWDER RIVER DISTRICT 
POWELL CO.
RED LODGE 
ROMAN 
SHELBY 
SHERIDAN 
SHIELD VALLEY 
TURNER 
WINIFRED 
WOLF POINT

HINSDALE
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D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E duca tion
Aarim-1Tyrol and Technology tducaiion 
Cheever Hall 
MSV • Bozeman 
Bozemcn. MT ‘ 972 7-0374
Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Tax (406) 994-6696

March 27, 1996 

Dear Past President,

I am writing to you for assistance in my graduate work on "The Relationship Between 
the Time Spent in Preparing for Instruction and the Perceived Quality of the Local Agricultural 
Education Program." My research will be conducted in an eight state area and requires the input 
from State Supervisors and Past-Presidents of state Agricultural Teachers Associations.

The programs being considered for this study are single teacher secondary programs 
where the teacher has three or more years of experience. I am asking you to identify the single 
teacher programs within your state that best meet the enclosed criteria.

A list of single teacher agricultural programs from your state is enclosed with this letter 
along with a criteria list and two highlight markers which you may keep. With the yellow 
highlight marker, highlight the programs that best fit the criteria and with the blue highlighter, 
highlight the programs that least fit the criteria. I would also ask you to identify the single 
teacher programs that do not meet the criteria by not highlighting them with either color. Using 
the list, it should only take 10 to 20 minutes to highlight the appropriate programs.

The list was compiled from the 1995 National Agricultural Educators Directory and may 
need some editing. To make this editing the easiest for all concerned, please print or type any 
changes on the bottom or back of the enclosed list.

Your results will be held in the strictest of confidence and will only be used to match 
highlighted colors with the results from the State Supervisors survey. The selected programs 
will be asked to keep a time log during the procedure of preparing for instruction. Please return 
this survey in the self addressed stamped envelope before April 11, 1996. Thank you for your 
time and dedication to the agricultural education profession.

Sincerely,

Randall Violett 
Graduate student 
Agriculture Education 
Montana State University

Sincerely,

Dr. C. Van Shelhamer 
Associate Professor 
AgricultureEducation 
Montana State University

MSU is on fouol opponuniry/Affjrmotix’e onion insiiiution.



82

APPENDIX B
COVER LETTER TO SELECT PARTICIPANTS 

AND TIME LOG
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Agriculrurcl end Ttchnology LducciJon 
Chrever Hell 
MSU • Boiemen 
Beiemen1 MTifTlT-OlTd

Deportment of Educotion

B O Z E M A N Telephone (406) 994-1201 
Tex (406) 994-6696

April 29, 1996

Dear Agricultural Educator:
You have been selected to represent your state in a western 

regional descriptive study on the use of tine by agricultural 
education instructors. Enclosed with this letter is a tine log, 
survey and instruction sheet. We are asking you to fill in the 
tine log during the week of Kay 6 - 12, 1996. It is very inpcrtant 
that you complete this information because of the small sample 
size.

The prompt return of . the completed information is., also 
extremely important as we will be compiling the information in late 
May. '■ Please take the tine to read the instructions, fill out the" 
tine log according to the instructions and return it in the self- 
addressed return envelope by Kay 15th.

Thank you in advance for your time and prompt attention to 
this survey. We feel this is a valuable study to the agricultural 
education profession on a regional basis.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call 
Randall at (406) 994 - 2132.
Sincerely,

Randall Violett 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education

Dr. Van Shelhamer 
Associate Professor 
Agricultural Education
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Instructions
Document your tine as you spend it through out the day on the 

colored tine log. The prinary focus of this research is to 
determine how agricultural educators spend there time and how much 
time they spend dedicated to their program and school. This is to 
include everything from preparing or updating lesson plans to 
organizing guest speakers and field trips. We are also interested 
in the amount of time the agricultural educator spends on the job 
working with youth. In the space provided, simply use one or two 
of the codes from below as a description of how you utilized that 
hour. For example, if you spent 30 minutes grading papers and 30 
minutes reading mail you would record a 10 and 15 in that hour 
block. If you do not find a description that describes how you 
spend your time, use the other category and write in the 
description on the space provided.

The two page survey on the white paper will take 
approximately ten minutes to complete. Please answer the questions 
as completely as possible and return it with the time log in the 
self addressed return envelope by May 15th.
CODE CODE
#______________ CATEGORY__________ #___________ CATEGORY

Personal Preparation
I. Sleeping 20.Preparing overheads
2. Eating 21.Preparing lab activities
3. Recreation 22.Preparing handouts
4. Family time 23.Preparing for guest speaker
5. Organizational meetings /field trips
6. Other 24.Reading reference material 

25.Summer planning
Student assistance 26.Grading students work

7. Supervising student 27.Preparing tests and quizzes
activities other than FFA 28.Ordering materials and

8. Coaching athletics supplies
9. Preparing/supervising 29.Other

fundraisers
10.Travel time Advising
11. Preparing FFA competitive 30.Recruiting students into

teams program
12.Other 31. Academic advising students

32. FFA chapter/officer
Communication meetings

13.With fellow agricultural 33.Supervising SAE programs
teachers 34.Alumni/young farmer

14.With agriculture industry programs
people 35.Other

15.With fellow educators
16.Reading school related Instruction

mail/memos 36.Actual teaching or
17.Completing paper work for classroom time

district 37.Adult /continuing education
18.Surfing the Web/E-mail 38.Other
19.OtherI . . . . I
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Summary of Time Use for One Week 
Time Log Survey

Kame i>cnoo.L.
Time Mon. 

May 6
Tues. 
May 7

Weds. 
May 8

Thur. 
May 9

Fri. 
May 10

Sat. 
May 11

Sun. 
Mayl 2

7:OOam
8:00
9:00
10:00
11:00
Noon

U I:OOprn _______
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6:00

I  7:00—
8 : 00
9 : 00
10:00
11:00 '
12:00 Z j
I:OOarn Zj
2:00
3:00
4:00
5:00
6 : 00

v
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Survey
Please take ten minutes to answer the following questions to help 
categorize your responses with the time log. All information 
provided will be kept confidential.

1. years of teaching experience ______________
2. Are you married?_____________________
3. Age of children__________________ _
4. Have you attended any formal time management

workshops?____________
5 . . How many student teachers have you supervised?_-------------.
6. Do you consider yourself a 

vi.STPR GOOD
7 6. 5

master teacher?
FAIR

4 3
POOR 2 ; I

7 . How rewarding is the agricultural education profession?
VT-PV PPWIPDTHG SOVP VKAT ROT AT ALL

8.

9.

Do you develop and follow weekly lesson plans? 
ITT. OP TKP TTVP VOST OP THP'TIKE
7 6 5 4 3
Do you develop and follow unit plans?
ITT. OP TVP TTVP VOST OF THP TIKS
7 6 5 4 3

UOT AT ATI. 2 10

KOT AT A PT., 
2 . 10

10. Do you develop and follow course descriptions/syllabus?•
ATT. OP THP TTVP VOST OP THP TTVE ROT AT ALIl
7 6 5 4 3 2 10

11. How frequently do you receive inservice.training on delivery
systems/methodology?
PPPOnPKTT.Y KOT VZRY OPTPH
7 6 5 4 3

KOT AT AT-.Tj 
2 10

12. Khat aspect of teaching agricultural education demands the 
most of your time?



88

13. What aspect of teaching agricultural education do you enjoy 
the most?

14. What aspect of teaching- agricultural education do you like the 
least?

15. What activities or organizations do you enjoy outside of the 
school system?

16. What/who was the major influence in your life that made you 
decide to be an agricultural education teacher?

17. When you are pressed for time, which portion of your 
agricultural education program suffers the most?

18. What other occupation(s) do you pursue outside of agricultural 
education?

19. what other activities are you responsible for within the 
school?

20. In what professional organizations do you pay dues?
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APPENDIX D 
REMINDER LETTER
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Department of Education
Agriculture) end Technology Education 
Chtever Hell 
KiSU • Boztmon 
Bozemen. MT S$717-037<
Telephone (406) 9S4-3201 
Fox (406) 994-6696

Dear Agricultural Educator:
By now you should have received a letter and survey from 

Montana State University. This letter is a reminder you should 
start the time log on Monday May 6, 1956. Enclosed with this 
reminder you will find a complimentary stick of chewing gum.
This is a small token of my appreciation for your time and a 
reminder to stick with the time log for the entire week. I have 
enclosed another return envelope for your convenience just in 
case the other one was miss placed.

I have nine years of teaching secondary agricultural 
education experience and I know how busy you are this time of 
year. I have tried to make everything as easy and convenient for 
you as possible, so please make the effort to return your 
completed survey and time log before May 15th. Your input is 
very important and will remain confidential through out the 
study.

Thank you for your time and dedication towards this study. I 
hope it will have a positive impact on agricultural education in 
the western region.
Sincerely, x

B O Z E M A N

May 2,1996

Randall Violett 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education



91

APPENDIX E 
FOLLOW-UP LETTER
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Agriculturol end Technology Lducotion 
Cheever Hell 
MSU • Bozemon 
Bozemon, MT 39717-0374

Deportment of Education

B O Z E M A N Telephone (406) 994-3201 
Fox (406) 994-6696

Kay 28, 1956
Dear Agricultural Education Instructor,

I am writing you this letter to remind you to return the 
survey and time log I sent you on Kay 4th. I hope you took a few 
moments to fill the time log out during the requested time frame. 
Please take a few minutes and fill out the survey and return it 
in the self addressed envelope. It is very important to this 
research that a high return rate is accomplished. Thank you for 
your time and effort in helping me complete my research.

Randall Violett

MSU is cn equol opportunity/Affinnoiix-e onion lnstiiution.
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APPENDIX F
WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS

I
I
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12. What aspect(s) of teaching agricultural education demands the most of your time?
Paper work in total program
District paper work
FFA
SOE - Supervised Agricultural Experience
Classroom preparation
Standards - from state department
Management of greenhouse facilities
State and local reports
Setting up labs
Over seeing school farm
Planning & preparing teaching materials
Preparing student reference material
Classroom instruction
Fund raising for FFA
Ag Mechanics
Range management
Community relations
Extra curricular related to agriculture education
Curriculum development
Finding sources
Counseling students
Preparing for contests
Grading
Having to coordinate with other educational programs 

and activities
Staying current to present current material

RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #12

RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #13
13. What aspect (s) of teaching agricultural education do you 

enjoy the most?
Contact with students 
Leadership development 
Teaching 
FFA Activities 
Ag Mechanics
Counseling Ag Science Students 
Camaraderie of ag teachers 
Respectful relationships 
Mother nature 
Summer work
Farm & ranch management 
Computers in ag
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RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #14

14. What aspect(s) of teaching agricultural education do you 
dislike?
In house management (discipline)
End of the year 
Plant science 
Soil science 
Paper work 
Lack of funds 
Students behaviors 
Discipline problems
Staff in-service and meetings on non related items
Grading papers
Too many FFA activities
Political B.S . associated with most educational 

institutions 
Administration 
Parent politics
Having to justify what you do all the time
Documentation
Demands
Needing help
Contests
The amount of time it takes to run a successful program 
County fair 
Ordering supplies
Collecting money for materials sold
Fund raising
Classroom teaching
Not having enough class time
All the weekend work
Teaching a prescribed curriculum
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RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #15

15. What activities or organizations do you enjoy outside of the school system?
County fair 
City council
Legislative duties for Professional organization
Family recreation
Snowmobiling
Camping
Hunting
Church
Cub scouts
Train set (hobby)
Outside activities
Skeet shouting
Fishing
Hiking
Back packing
Ranching
Community agricultural organizations
SRM - Society of Range Management
Family
Gambling
Golf
Work with horses 
Horse shoes 
Working on house 
Fire department 
Team roping
Conservation district supervisor
Chamber of Commerce
FFA Alumni
Fair board
Rodeo
Track
Football
Social life
Gardening
Optimist club
4-H
Restoring cars.
Metal/wood crafts
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RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #16

16. What/who was the major influence in your life that made 
you decide to be an agricultural education teacher?
Cousin working as a farm manager 
Couldn't pursue vet science
My high school vocational agriculture teacher 
College advisor or professor 
Job opportunities available 
Father
Superintendent 
Friends 
County agent 
English teacher 
Wife

RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #17

17. When you are pressed for time, which portion of your agricultural education program suffers the most?
All of it
Agri-business
Plant science
Ag science preparation
Planning new programs/classes
Preparation for classroom instruction goes out the 

window 
Lab time
Required paper work 
Classroom instruction 
Paperwork
SAEP - Supervised Agriculture Experience Program
Communications
PR with local media
Updating lessons
Revert back to old stand by
Wing it
Record keeping
FFA activities
Family-agriculture is family 
Contest preparation
Tool & equipment repair maintenance & cleanup
Students
Parli Pro
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RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #18

18. What other occupation(s) do you pursue outside of agricultural education?
Contract forbids moonlighting 
Farming
Landscape designing 
Ranching
Husband and father 
Extension Service consultant 
Build houses 
Trail rides in summer 
Coaching
Mini storage business
Drivers education
Seed salesman
Public speaking
Crop production
Computer graphics
Purebred cattle
Self employed small business
Private contractor
River guide
Photography
Agricultural sales & service & farm placement 
Owns two furniture stores 
Consulting work 
Veterinarian work
Real Estate/Insurance for crop ins.
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RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #19

19. What other activities are you responsible for within the 
school system?
Calendar committee 
Storage
Faculty parties 
Hall supervision 
Year book 
Greenhouse
Building and grounds committee chair 
Active in teachers association 
Technology committee
State Agricultural Teachers Association Vice 

President
FFA
Class sponsor 
Athletic events 
Rodeo club advisor 
Horticulture club advisor 
Lunch duty 
Ski club
Cooperative education program 
Repairing school equipment 
Teaching power mechanics/welding 
Negotiations
Drivers education instructor
Concessions
Computer class
Putting on teacher workshops for new teachers
Science teacher
Security
Transportation director
Industrial arts department chairman
Counselor
Superintendent
National honor society sponsor 
Discipline care team members 
Woods class 
4-H
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RESPONDENCE TO QUESTION #20

20. In what professional organization do you pay dues?
NVATA
NEA
AVA
Lions
Farmers Union
Stockgrowers
PRCA
NRA
ASCD
Booster Clubs 
Church
Greenhouse Association 
Arborists Association 
Associated Landscape Contractors 
Farm Bureau




