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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to establish the agricultural literacy levels of administrators and to
examine the relationships between those levels and funding, adherence to state guidelines, and
enrollment in high school agricultural education programs. Superintendents, principals, and counselors
from the four western states of Montana, South Dakota, North Dakota, and Wyoming were surveyed.

Data for this study were gathered through a mail survey of the population of administrators employed
in a school district that had an agricultural education program. In each school district, one of the three
administrators received a survey. Of the 269 surveys sent, 169 were returned for a return rate of 63%.
Data were gathered in four areas: (1) agricultural literacy levels and demographics, (2) perceptions of
present offerings of agricultural education, (3) knowledge of community and state agricultural
education, and (4) enrollment, funding, and service to agricultural education students. The test score
means were subjected to a Kuder-Richardson20 test of reliability. The reliability tested to be .966.

Analysis of the data revealed that the agricultural literacy level of all administrators was minimal with
the mean test score being 69.4%. Administrators 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with statements about
present guidelines that align the local agricultural education program and FFA with accepted state
minimum standards. However, a minority of administrators 'disagreed' or 'strongly disagreed' with
specific statements of minimum standards. Administrators had a strong knowledge of community and
state agricultural education; however, some incorrectly answered specific questions that were very
basic to agricultural education. Administrators agreed that programs in their high schools were meeting
the needs of the students and were meeting state standards, but needed more funding from state and
national sources. The data further indicated a moderate to strong correlation between administrators
literacy test score and enrollment in agricultural education.

The data gathered also indicated a need for a structured method to educate administrators more
extensively in the attributes of agricultural education and FFA.

Because the previous experience in agriculture is not present in today's administrators, college level
classes in agricultural program awareness, while certification is sought, should be mandatory for the
healthy existence of agricultural education.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to establish the
agricultural literacy levels of administrators and to .
examine the relationships between those levels and funding,
adherence to state guidelines, and enrollment in high school
agricultural education programs. Superintendents,
principals, and counselors from the four western states of
Montana, South Dakota, North Dakota, and Wyoming were
surveyed. : '

Data for this study were gathered through a mail survey
of the population of administrators employed in a school
district that had an agricultural education program. 1In
each school district, one of the three administrators
received a survey. Of the 269 surveys sent, 169 were
returned for a return rate of 63%. Data were gathered in
four areas: (1) agricultural literacy levels and
demographics, (2) perceptions of present offerings of
agricultural education, (3) knowledge of community and
state agricultural education, and (4) enrollment, funding,
and service to agricultural education students. The test
score means were subjected to a Kuder-Richardson,, test of
reliability. The reliability tested to be .966.

Analysis of the data revealed that the agricultural
literacy level of all administrators was minimal with the
mean test score being 69.4%. Administrators ’'agreed’ or
'strongly agreed’ with statements about present guidelines
that align the local agricultural education program and FFA
with accepted state minimum standards. However, a minority
of administrators ‘disagreed’ or ‘strongly disagreed’ with
specific statements of minimum standards. Administrators
had a strong knowledge of community and state agricultural
education; however;,; some incorrectly answered specific
questions that were very basic to agricultural education.
Administrators agreed that programs in their high schools
were meeting the needs of the students and were meeting
state standards, but needed more funding from state and
national sources. The data further indicated a moderate to
strong correlation between administrators literacy test
score and enrollment in agricultural education.

The data gathered also indicated a need for a
structured method to educate administrators more extensively
in the attributes of agricultural education and FFA. '
Because the previous experience in agriculture is not

~present in today’s administrators, college level classes in

agricultural program awareness, while certification 1is
sought, should be mandatory for the healthy existence of
agricultural education..




CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING -
Introduction

How can we say that agriculture is no ionger useful or
relevant to today'’s society when it exists as’one of
America’s largest and most complex industries? It is true
that the ’'grass roots’ level of Agriculture—-Production.
Agriculture--employs only two percent of the nation’s work
force. However, 18.5% of the total U.S. labor force is
involvea‘in the food and fiber system (American Council for '
Agriculture, 1994). Yet, how many Americans know the above
facts? How many know that agriculture is also those
"individuals that are involveq iﬁ communications, education,
science, government, production, processing and
distributing, marketing and sales, as well as other
occupations which serve the farmer or the total ag:iculfural
industry" (Law & Pepple, 1990, p.10)? From this lack of
knowledge comes the need for what the National Research
Council has called "'agriculturaliliteracy"the goal of
education about agriculture"(p.l). .

Many agricultural educators have discussed agricultural

literacy. Mayer and Mayer (1974) suggested the need fdr
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colleges to offer basic courses in agriculture so the more
highly educated Americans can have knowledge basic to their
existence economically. Similarly, Little'(1987) alluded to
the need for mandatory classes in agriculture at the high
school and college level as stand alone classes for their
scientific merit. “The transformation of American society
from primarily‘rural to primarily urban has resulted in the
average citizen knowing very little or nothing abbut
agriculture even though agriculture continues to pléy a
vital role in the nation’s economy" (Law & Pepple, 1990, p.
10).

In the 1900's none of the children asked where milk
came from. Today is different. A small city boy on a tour
of a dairy for an elementary school field trip watched as a
dairyman milked his cows, then e#claimed: “That may be the
way they get their milk, but we still get ours from the
carton." A researcher asks: "How did we as a nation,
arrive at this stage of agricultural literacy" (Traxler,
1990, p.9)? This example is extreme but how many of our

urban youth does it represent?

The Purpose of the Study

This study proposed and measured the level of
: agricultural literacy of superintendents, principals, and

counselors in high schools in four western states and to
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determine the relationship between their agricultural

literacy, adherence to state guidelines, and agricultural

education enrollment.

Need for the Study

Why should we be so concerned about the need for an
agriculturally literate society? "Agriculture--broadly
defined--is too important a topic to be taught only to the
relatively small percentage of students considering careers
in agriculture and pursuing vocational agriculture studies”
(National Research Council, 1988, p.8). Law aﬁd Pepple
state "An illiterate citizenry gives rise to two major
concerns for agriculture educators" (Law and Pepple, 1990,
p.10). First, it is important for citizéns to have a basic
knowledge of agriculture to make wise policy decisions
concerning our food and fiber supply. Second, there will be
an increasing need for high school and college graduates to
assume careers in all aspects of agriculture (Law & Pepple,
1990).

This lack of literacy should be a concern for everyone,
not just for the agricultural educators in the nation.

What happens to the price of bread if some catastrophical
event causes destruction of one-third to one-half .of the
nation’s hard red winter wheat crop? What happens if trade

agreements with another country suddenly eliminate surpluses
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of cereal grains? What would be the impact of sudden
developménts in the price of oil or the development of
engines which would burn straight ethyl alcohol for half the
cost of gasoline? Would the price of bread and alcohol go
up? How is the removal of all cattle from public lands
going to impact the cost of beef at the meat counter?

The American people rely on agriculture for basic
survival needs, for economic needs, and for land
protection. The interrelationships of these areas.is why
agricultural literacy is a basic need in America today
(Pope, 1990, p.8). Agricultural literacy has effects on
public policy, on development of personnel for the broad
industry of agriculture, and in the education of our people
from kindergarten to adult (Russell, et. al., 1990).

Therefore, in order to get the American people
"agriculturally literate’, we must maintain a viable
education system which yields effective and permanent
results.

For an agricultural education program to function

adequately , support from the school

administrators, the school district, and the

community is critical. This support ensures the

funding and resources necessary to meet the needs

of the program and the students (Magill & Leising,

1990, p.241).

Yét, many communities have lost théir high school
agricultural education programs because of budget

constraints on the school districts. Granted, there are

temporary time periods in which a shortage of qualified
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teachers exist, but more coﬁmonly the loss of a department
is due to lack of funding or to low enrollment.

Therefore, this study investigated administrators’ and
counselors’ agricultural literacy and problems of noﬁ—
support. The. hope is that school boards may use this
information to make decisions about their school districts
and that administrators, counselors, and teachers may see
the importance of agricultural literacy. More importantly,
it revealed the importance of settiné specific goals
concerning how the school board influences their students in
the accurate perception of agriculture.

A review of literaturé revealed no previous studies in
the western states that relate to agricultural literacy of
administrators and counselors. It appeared that the only
measurement of agricultural literacy that has been done is

with teachers and students.

Objectives

To meet the purposes of this study, the following
objectives were identified: |
1. To determine the previous agricultural experience of
superintendents, principals, and counselors.
2. To determine the level of agricultural literacy of

superintendents, principals, and counselors.
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To determine the relationship between
superintendents’, principals’, and counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and the school’s
adherence to the state guidelines for agriéul£ural
education.
To determine the relationship between
superintendents’, principals’, and counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in

agricultural education programs.

Hypotheses

The study was guided by the following research

hypotheses:

Hy

There is no relationship between superintendents’
agricultural litefacy test.scores and level of
adherence to state guidelineé for the agricultural
education program in their schools.

There is a relationship between superintendents’
agricultural literacy test scores and level of
adherence to state gquidelines for the agricultural
education program in their schools.

There is no relationship between principals’
agricultural literacy test scores and level of
adherence to state guidelines for the agricultural

education program in their schools.
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There is a relationship between principals’

. agricultural literacy test scores and level of

adherence to state guidelines for the agricultural
education program in their schools.

There is no relationship between counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and level of
adherence to state guidelines for the agricultural
education program in their schools.

There is a relationship between counselors’
agricﬁitufal literacy test scores and level of -
adherence to state guidelines for the agricuitural
education program in their schools.

There is no relationship between superintendents’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in
the agriculture education program in their schools.
There is a relationship between superintendents’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in
the agricultural education program in their schools.
There is no relationship between principals’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in
the agficultural education program in their schools.
There is a relationship between principals’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in the
agricultural education department of their schools.

There is no relationship between counselors’ .

agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in the
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aqricultural education department of their schools.
H, There is a relationship between counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in the

!

agricultural education department of their schools.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made concerning this
study:

1. Superintendents and principals are responsibie for
determining and recommending a budget for.the local
agricultural education department.

2. The counselors’ responsibility is to make gtudehts
aware of the career opportunities which should include
agriculture and how the agricultural-education program
can provide the training to prepare for those careers.

.3' The principal is responsible for helping vocational
departments of a high school maintain -standards of
achievement by adhering t6 the state’s vocational

education guidelines.

Limitations

The study took place during the academic school year
1994-95. The limitations of this study were to minimize

problems of external wvalidity when generalizing the
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conclusions to all the high schools in the western states.

The limitations are as follows:

1.

Surveys were limited to high schools in the states of
Montana, Wyomind, and North' and South Dakota

that have had agricultural education departments for at
least two (2) years.

If the high school did not have a counselor that

‘handles class schedules, the person in charge of

scheduling was asked to complete the counselor’s
survey form.

Administrators or counselors in their first yeér of
employment at their current schools were included
in the study because no statistically signficant

differences were noted.
Definitions

Agricultural education instructor: An instructor

employed by a high school disfrict to teach and train
students in and about agficulture, both in the
classroom and in the laboratory.

Superintendeﬁt: The primary administrative emplbyee
of the school district, hired by the school board to
oversee the budget of the district and to conduct the

affairs of the district in relation to personnel hired.
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Principal: The administrator in charge of building
management, staff evaluations, and curriculum.
Agricultural Literaci: "The development of the
individual in the principles and concepts underlying
modern agricultural technology. As defined here it
applies to prodﬁcind, processing, distributing,
marketing, and conéuming the products of the food and
fiber system. It also includes an awareness of the
impact agriculture has on the environment, on society,
and on everyday living of the individual" (Law &
Pepple, 1990, p.10).

Agricultural Literacy Test: An instrument used to

measure an individual’s basic awareness about
agriculture.

Agricultural Literacy Test Score: The number of

correct answers as a percentage of the total
answersjon the agricultural~litefacy test.

Levels of Agricultural Literacy: The agricultﬁral
literacy test scores were grouped as:

Low literacy-- below 50%

Minimal literacy-- 50%---70%

Moderate literacy-- 51%———85%

High literacyf; 86%---100%

Levels of Literacy (Bertelsen & Miller, 1990).
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Level of Funding: The total money budgeted for the
agricultural‘education department plus the money
earnéd in one year by the FFA chapter.

Adherence to State Guidelines: A rating of the

perception of the school’s agricultural education
department on a scale of one to four by the particular

administrator being surveyed.

. Enrollment: The number of different students

taking classes in agricultural education at the

secondary level (FFA and non-FFA).
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

National and Global Concerns

Agricuitural'literacy is a problem of the same
significance as nuclear war, the Middle East Conflict, or
our national debt but is not languid enough to be picked up
by the media (Frick, 1990). Agricultural literacy does not
have the glamour required to hit the headlines each day.
Tisdale, (1991) suggested the type of information to reach
the press is highly sensational issues that alarm people.
The media’s reaction to this is a reaction without reason
because of a lack of basic agricultural cqncepts. The
resulting situation is almost irreparable damage to the
agriculture industry. This is why it is impoftant that
American people have a basic knowledge of agriculturé to
make important,natiopally significant decisions about our
food and fiber system (Law & Pepple, 1990).

A recent agricultural awareness stﬁdy completed by
Flood and Elliot (1994, p.103), stated that "over 80 percent
of the respondents agreed that fhey need facts about
agriculture in order to make informed decisions." This fact
is realized by students (age 20-39) surveyed at Arizona

Community College, who in the researcher’s words were "the
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majority of the student population in attendance in parity
with the peak of the ’'baby boom’ generation in the general
population" and represehf "the largest segment of the voting
population in this couhtry."

The other concern voiced by Law and Pepple, (1990) %as
the ever increasing need for high school and‘college!‘
graduates to assume careers in all aspects of agriculture.
Another development occurring in agriculture educatioh which
causes concern: is agricultural illiteracy going to
perpetuate more agricultural illiteracy? According to
Iverson and Robinson, (1990), the majority of the students
in the College of Agriculture at the University of Georgia
now come from Atlanta" (p.20). Iverson and Robinson, (1990)
said that the majority of prospective Agricultural Education
teachers are urban, have never had high school vocational
agriculture/FFA experience, and are graduates in other ’
majors, only adding Agricultural Education Certification
while pursuing graduate degrees.

As stated by Kahler, (1976), "it is also necessary for
those within the industry and other members of society to
understand and appreciate the importance of agriculturai
interrelationships in their world (p.7)". Technology and
efficiency in agricultural practices has made food available
to the American public so it can be purchased with 11.4
percent of stheir disposable income (American Council for

Agriculture, 1994). This is the lowest in the world. The
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impact that American agriculture has on the world is without
dispute. With this abundant food supply and huge
agricultural industry complex, Frick, (1990) suggested that
most people still do not understand America’s food system or
its impact on society and the world.

Today, the American agficultural worker supplies
himself and 128 other people worldwide with food. As stated
by the Kiplinger Letter:

“America must retain world leadership in agri-

business, our largest and most technically

advanced industry. It is one of the few

industries based on renewable resources and will

be the lynch pin of U.S. competitiveness in the

global 1990's"(National FFA Project Growth

Brochure, 1991).

This certainly increases the importance of making
agricultural‘policy decisions from a sound knowledge base
rather than from speculation of what seems to be true.

These decisions need to be made by agriculturally literate

policy makers.

Impact of Agricultural Literécv on Schools

!

How do these concepts of decision making relate to our
problems at the junior high and high school levels? The
decisions made there are important because 6ur youth of
today will be the policy makers of the future. Also, the
decisions being made by school administrators concerning

education’of our youth must be made from a knowledge base,

¢
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not from speculation of what seems to be true;
Administrators of our schools certainly are not much
different from the rest of society--in being the second and
third generation of Americans living off the farm and having
no agricultural experience.

As society moves toward more urbanization, young people
get farthér and farther away from production agriculture. .
Because their lives are not touchéd day to day by the grass
roots of the food and fiber system, every generation teaches
their children less about food and fiber. "The
transformation of American society from primarily rural to
primarily urban has resulted in the average citizgn knowing
very little or nothing about agriculture even though

agriculture continues to play a vital role in the nation’s

economy" (Law & Pepple, 1990, p.10).

Assessment of Agricultural Literacy Today

Just how bad is the situation todéy that we are
alluding to when we speak of agricultural illiteracy?
Accordiné to one source, "Knowledge about agriculture is
dreadfully poor" (Terry, Herring, & Larke, 1990, p; 3).
Horn and Vinning, (1986) also conducted a study of
agricultural literacy on secondary students in Kansas and
found that only 30 percent of a sample of 2000 Kansas

students gave correct answers on the literacy test.
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Another literacy study involving fourth grade teachers
in Texas resulted in average scores of less than 50 percent
on an agricultural literacy test. It was later discovered
that these fourth grade teachers had an inaccurate
perception of agriculture, wifh over 90 percent of them
reporting that the industry of agriculture today is farming
and ranching only (Térry, 1990).

In a similar study in Oklahoma, Wiiliams, (1990)
reported that 123 students in Luther, Oklahoma, scored 32.62
percent on an agricultural literacy test. This test
measured their knowledge on agriculture as a production
industry, a global industry, an industry shaped by research, -
an environmentally aware industry, and a historically
significant industry. Williams (1990) found that rural
students’had a good idea of basic .agricultural conéeptsJ but
viewed agriculture as an industry which provides fdod,
clothing, and shelter. Another conclusion was that 4-H/FFA
students also lacked é basic understanding of agricultufe.

A recent assessment of the agricultural literacy of 4-H
members was completed by Frick, Birkenholz, and Machtmes,
(1994, p.121). An aftempt was made to establish a benchmark
by which to measure present agricultural literacy. The
findings 6f the study were alarming in certain perceptions.

A conclusion of the study said: "The overall mean level of

~ knowledge of agricultdfé concept areas held by 4-H members

is high but varies widely." Another. conclusion was "the
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highest (least positive) score was in the policy area." The
real alarm to the situation comes in the finding that "73
percent of the respondents ’'strongly agreed’_or "agreed’
that 'Agricultural practices are harmful to the
environment.’" In the Knowledge section, 71.3 percent of
the 4-H members answered "true" to the statement
"Homogenization kills bacteria in milk with heat." Does
this not leave room for concern when the 4-H members today
will be the consumers and policymakers of the futurF? .

In a similar study by Frick, Birkenholz, Gardner, and
Machtmes, (1994, p.130) surveyed the agricultural literacy
of rural énd urban high school students, one finding was
that "overall, 35 percent of the items in the Knowledge.
section were answered ’'incorrect’ or ‘don’t know’ by the
rural high school student respondents." -Also, "overall,
52.1 percent of the items in the Knowledge section were
answered ‘incorrect’ or ’‘don’t know’ by urban inner-city
high school student respondents." Not only does'this study
show a problem in the urban-inner city student population,

but also a lack in the literacy of the rural high school

students.

Contributions to Agricultural Illiteracy

Bertelsen and Miller, (1990) established levels of

agricultural literacy which included ’'Low literacy’ at a
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level of less than 50 percent; . The researchers found
similar results to Kansas indicating a need for a new
delivery system for agricultural education. Nearly all -
students surveyed were found to have 'Low literacy’. Many
agricultural educators today are very concerned about the
nation’s welfare as related to agricultural literacy.

Do attitudes exist in the secondary school setting
that block students’ agricultural education? Do counselors,
principals, and superintendents who know little about
agriculture and who do not have the background or
experience, properly counsel students about égricultural
education? Is there a %ailure in many school districts to
expose students of the proper age to careers in agriculture
as well as to other professional careers? Is there a need
for a change in the deli&ery system of agricultural
education? If agricultural literacy is a problem among
superintendents, counselors, and principals, how do we
change their educational status?

The dilemma we face is the ;esult of an evolutionary
process in which people living in the urban and suburban
have lost the personal experience with the development of.
agriculture into what it is today. Perhaps agriculture was
changing so rapidly that education about that change could
not keep pace with agricultural developments. These

situations have permeated the public school system, and have

perpetuated the narrow definition of agriculture.
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Administrators and counselors, who are products of this
historical situation now set policies and attitudes that may
not allow for a reversal of this dilemma. Thus, the
challenge before the agricultural educator is one of
changing the'pérception of administrators, counselors,
school boards, and communities about agriculture in its
broad definition, as weil as changing the image of

agriculture among their students.

Factors Affecting Enrollment in Agricultural Education

The argument then comes, why arelstudents not enrolling
in agricultural education? 1Is it because of the influence
coming from the literacy level of prinéipals and counselors,
or are there other factors also? The most limiting factbrs
of student enrollment in secondary agricultural education
were researched in Idaho, (Riesenburg and Lierman, 1990).
Results indicated that the four most limiting factors
inhibiting enrollment in secondary agricultural education
were 1) scheduling conflicts, 2) change in students’ |
interests and attitudes toward agriculture, 3) competition
with other electives, and 4) academically oriented students
being guided away from secondary agriculture.

Where are the priorities for education in and about
suéh a nationally significant industry? How should it be

taught? Where should we teach it? Should it be within




20
general education? Is it important enough to be a required
class for every student? The National Research Council
Report (1988), stated: "Agriculture--broadly defined-- is
too important a topic to be taught only to the relatively
small percentage of students considering careers in
agriculture and pursuing vocational agriculture studies"
(p.8). The National Research Council Report dictated that
"Beginning in kindergarten and continuing through twelfth
grade, all students should receivé some systematic ’
instruction about agriculture" (p.2). We should be\
"teaching agriculture as a basic and appiied science, and’
establishing instructiqn about agriculture as a legitimate,
indispensable part of the public school" (Kahler, 1988,
p.11). These prescriptions would address two-of the four
major limiting factors considering enrollment in one class
of‘agriculturai education as a requirement for high school
graduation.

The truth of the matter is the system set in place for
what was then Vocational Agriculture, the Smith;Hughes Act
of 1917, is now only serving a population of 4.5 percent of
.all secondary students nation-wide (National Research
Counéil Report, 1988). The question then arises, why are
such a small percentage of students involved in Aériculture
Educafion? Riesenberg and Lierﬁah, (1990) studied the
factors influencing secondary agriculture enrollment as

perceived by administrators and agricultural education
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instructors. 1In the Riesenbﬁrg & Lierman study, some
intermediate limiting factors were also identified. These
were 1) inadequate or inaccurate student image or knowledge
of secondary agricultural education, 2) lack of student
exposure to a variety of jobs that require skills taught in
agricultural education, 3) competition with sports, and 4)
demand on student’s time by secondary agricultural
education. Again, where is the proper priority and the
proper attitude here? Has there been a lack on the part of
parents and on school personnel to put agriculture in its
proper perspective with class offerings and support due to
their impfoper or biased perception of what agriculture is?

A national study was completed by Smith, (1990) which
surveyed 40 out of 50 state supervisors about what they
perceived to be the|most important problems related to
administration and supervision of agricultural education
programs in the nation, and found that

the image of agriculture and vocational education

were considered major problems, in that four

statements in the top thirteen were concerned with

the image and understanding of agriculture and the

vocational agriculture program by the public and

by school administrators (p.46).

The four problemé as perceived‘by the state supervisors
were college entrénce requirements, public misunderstanding
of 'agriculture, a negative image of agriculture as a career,

and administrators not recognizing unique characteristics of

agricultural education.
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_The second ranked problem of the Smith, (1990) study
was one of increased high school graduation and college
entrance requirements which suggested a lack of proper
priority of agricultural'education. The fourth ranked
problem was public misunderstanding regarding the scope or
breadth of agriculture. Fifth waé society’s.negative image
of agriculture as a career. Eleventh was school
administrative officiéls not recognizing the unique
characteristics, such as Supervised Agricultural EXperience
Programs and FFA, as important componenté of the
instructional program.

Are image and understanding really problems with
agriculture today? A study for the University of California
at Davis of high school junior’s and senior’s college
preparatory curricula found that students idenfified
agriculture solely with farming Mallory & Sommer, (1986).
Synonymous with farming Were the words outdoor, hard wdrk,
male, boring, and insecure. They rated a career 1in
agriculture high for the opportunity to contribute to
society and to be one’s- own boss, but very low to provide'

for a secure future and in terms of earning potential.

Meeting the Needs of Students

On the other side of the question, could it be that

agricultural education programs are not meeting the needs of .

~
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stu@ents? Have agricultural educators been too narrow in
their own perspectives of agricultural education in the
past? It is not that agricultural education has ignored the
need for change, because they haven’t.

Looking back on fhe history of agricultural education
in the secondary school, we find a study which suggests
attempts made to change agricultural education in the mid.
1960's. Two-of'the ten most influential events in the
history of agricultural education were the Expanded
Definition and Public Law 88-210 which expanded the role of
vocational agriculture to include other diverse occupations
Camp and Crunkilton, (1985). Supervised Occupétional
Experience}Program (S.0.E.P.) was an event which expanded
FFA projects to include off-farm occupational experiences
for recognition of FFA achievement.

A very influential person in agricultural education was
H.N. Hunsickér who "helped guide the profession from

strictly farm-based educational programs to an agribusiness

focus" Camp and Crunkilton, (1985, p.60).

Change in Process '

The modern attempt to change and broaden agricultural
education comes in the National Research Council’s findings
and recommendations to agricultural educators. The need for

more change is still apparent. The focus of agricultural
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education must be broadened to encompass a much larger
A

audience than traditionally served by vocational agriculture
National Research Council, (1988).

"Just as the agricultural industry is changing

from an era of production only and specialization

only, to an era of systems integration, so

agricultural education too needs to enter an era

of integration and interdependence in the
educational enterprise" Leising, (1990, p.4).

The National Research Council, (1988) suggests broader
curriculum to reach a wider potential audience.

No matter what agricultural subject is taught,

these three themes must be incorporated to ensure

the development of agricultural literacy. 1) An

understanding of the applied processes or methods

of agriculture, 2) the basic vocabulary of

agricultural terms, and 3) the impact of
agriculture on society Frick and Spotanski,. (1990,

p.6).

The National Research Council, (1988) has recpmmended
that 1) the Subjecﬁ matter of instruction in and about
agriculture be broadened and thét 2) beginning in
kindergarten and continuing through twelfth grade, all
students receive some systematic instruction about
agriculture. Thus comes the challenge of modernizing
programs and curriculums to agricultural educators today.

The most modern attempt at change was the National
Summit on Agricultural Education, a national level summit to
determine a strategic plan for Agricultural Education. This
committee ﬁore\closely defined what agricultural education

was and what it was supposed to accomplish for the benefit
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of all students. All these attempts were to both improve
and broaden agricultural education as well as to change the
public’s perception of agriculture, so that we overcome this
state of agricultural illiteracy.

As stated in the Strategic Plan for Agricultural
Education, "the mission of agricuitural education is to
provide a total dynamic educational system" (1988, p.2).
"Changes can only be made to occur as education in and abéut
agriculture becomés a function of the total school system"
Warmbrod, (1987 p.6). This type of effective instruction
can only be gained by a concerted, cooperative effort on the

part of communities, school boards, and administrative

'school personnel working with the agricultural education

instructor toward specific goals to that end. To do these
things, all the peop}e involved must have a knowledge of
agriculture in its broad definition. To function
adequately, an agricultural education program requireé
support from school administrators, school district, and the
community. This critical support ensures funding and the/

resources necessary to meet the needs of the prbgram and the

students Magill & Leising, (1990).

A Desire For Change

In some communities in Kansas lacking vocational

agriculture programs, the rural residents and agribusiness
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representatives wanted such programs, but school
administrators did not. The administrators cited a lack of
student interest, facilities, money, and need for vocational
agriculture Parmley, (1982). 1If one support area is |
lacking, especially in the administrative area, there will
be no program. Does this have anything‘to do with the
agricultural literacy of the superintendents? Do they
perceive ’'no need’ from their own experience or from the
feedback from the students? Do they know for sure that the
community would not support the program financially, or-afe
they just assuming that? Where do the school boards stand
on- this issue? What is their influence intended to be over
the administrators in a district? This study will attempt
to identify what previous background in agriculture the

administrators have and how that relates to their present

agricultural literacy.

Need for Change

Moore, (1987) sees and calls for a need to change:

My own feeling is that the emphasis must shift
from vocational education into agriculture, now
offered for a tiny percentage of students, to
agricultural education for all students, broadly
conceived and permeating the entire elementary and
secondary school years (p.5).

There is a need for change in the delivery system of

secondary,agriéultural education. Montana reports that 80%
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of time spent on instruction waé ih five areas--agriculture
mechanics, gnimal production, crop and food production,
agribusiness; and the .FFA. Carpenter and Bishop suggested
spending more time on non-production agriculture especially
in the areas of high technology; global agricuiture, and
agribusiness Carpenter & Bishop, (1990).

The Strategic Plan for Agricultural Education (1988)

states:

We aspire to excellence as we recruit, prepare,
and support individuals in agricultural careers.
We serve the people and inform them about
agriculture, its needs, opportunities, and
challenges. We value providing instruction in and
about agriculture; serving all populations;
developing the whole person; responding to the
needs of the marketplace; advocating free
enterprise and entrepreneurship education;
functioning as a part of the total educational
system; and utilizing a proven educational process
which includes formal instruction, experiential
learning, leadership and personal development
(p-2).

The focus of this effort is to change everyone}s
perception of what agriculture is today and to describe what
it takes to make an effective agriculture literacy process
in the future. One of the\problems we have faced in the
past is what is the definition of agriculture in 1960, in
1970, in 1980, and now in 1990. The definition of literacy
too, has changed, and will continue to change. Frick and
Spotanski (1990) stated, "the evolution of these definitions
hélp characterize the basic concepts. The level of skill
(knowledge) needed to be literate changes over time, it is a

relative measure without an absolute standard” (p.6). We
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reaiize that the problem of agricultural literacy ahead of
us is important to the future of our nation. Although we
need not foresee the future; we must prepare ourselves and

others for it Frick & Spotanski, (1990).

Statistical Study

A\

In preparing for statistically analyzing the data
received, a research into the essential tools was made. If
the literacy tést was té be a useful tool, it néedéd to be .
measured for its reliability. The following definition of
reliability was taken from Borg (1987, p.121):
"Reliability, as applied to educational measurement, may be
defined as the degree to which test scores are free from
measurement errors. Reliability is usually concerned with
the level of internal consistency of the measure, or ifs
stability over time." It was found that Kuder-Richardson,,
was the most adequate for the.study’s data analysis. Borg'
said about Kuder-Richardson formulas:

“They require only a single administration of the
test. These are generally referred to as the
Kuder-Richardson formulas, after the authors of an
article in which these formulas were first '
discussed (1939). Formula 20 is considered by
many specialists in educational and psychological
measurement to be the most satisfactory method of
determining test reliability."

A need for correlational analysis tools became
apparent. Pearson’s r was selected to compare means of the

variables chosen for association. Roscoe, (1975) describes
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/
a correlation coefficient as "an index of relationship
between two variables." Roscoe goes on to say correlation
coefficients can be obtained by using "the most commonly
used measure of correlation, the Pearson product moment

correlation coefficient, which was named for its originator,

pioneer behavioral scientist Karl Pearson" (p.19).
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This section describes the procedures usgdvin
completing this study. 1Included is a despription of how the
population for this study was determined and surveyed. '
Descriptions of the statistics that were used in collecting
and analyzing the data are given. Results are reported in

-

Chapter 4 of this study.

Population

This was descriptive research thét attempted to gather
information‘for the purpose of making the second part of the
study correlational. The State Board of Education or Office
of Public Instruction in each state was contacted for a list
of schools, their administrators’ and counselors’ names,
enrollments, and school addresses. This identified the
population of schools in Montana, South Dakota, North
Dakota, and Wyoming that had a full-time agricultural
education program in placé for two (2) years. To reduce
frame erfor, this list was drawn based on the employment of
administrators and counselors as o% Octobef 1, 1994.

.It was determined-that the total population was

appropriately sized and the whole'population was surveyed.
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The number of schools were as follows: Montana- 67 schoois;
Wyoming- 47; North Dakota- 82; South Dakota- 73; for a total
population of 269 schools. A goal for a 65 percent résponse
rate was established. To meet this goal, 175 returns would
be needed. The actual return rate was 62.8 percent or a
total of 169 éurveys.

The names and addresses were placed on a computer data-
base with the schools in\drder, beginning with Montaha,

South Dakota, North Dakota, and finally Wyoming. The

process of random selection was done using the fish bowl
technique. Order of schools was drawn from the bowl first,
then éﬁree pieces of paper containing the administrative
positions were placed in phe bowl. Beginning with the first
school in Montana, its superintendent was randomly selected
to receive a survey. . The-second school’s principal was
surveyéd, and the third school’s counéelor was sufveyed.
The rotation then stayed the same until the last school was
assigned. 'Moying on to South Dakota, the first school’s
principal was randomly selected, with the second school’s
counselor, and the third school’s superintendent was
surveyed. North Dakota’svfirst school’s superintendent was
randomly selected with the second and third school’s
principal and counselor respectively. Wyoming’s first
school’s coqnselor was randomly selected, with the second
and third school’s superintendent and principal selected,

respectively. Size of the schools was considered to be a
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concern when funding was considered; therefore, the schools
were Stratified according to enrollment so that data could
be interpreted differently. They were stratified as
follows: 0-100;. 101-200; 201—300;)301—400;.and 400 and

above.

Instrument Design

A survey instrument was designed to collect demographic
data which was the basis for the descriptive and | |
correlational studies. The survey questionnaire was in
booklet form with the demographic data in the back of the
booklet. The literacy test was in the first part of the
booklet. The booklet (Appendix D, E, & F) also contained an
agricultural literacy test that the respondenés completed.
The surveis were color-coded, with supefintendéhts receiving
green surveys, principals receiving blue surveys, and the
counselors filling out yellow booklets.. Attractive colors
were chosen for the covers to heiélset the booklet apart
from other normai documents on a respondent’s desk. A cover
letter (Appendix A) was designed to encourage the respondent
to complete the questionnaire and guaranteed the
confidentiality of the survey. Survey instruments were
encoded with a number that matched the assigned databése
number of that school in each state. Encoding was for the

purpose of identity and follow-up mailing.
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Test questions from other literacy measurement studies
were evaluated for use in this agriculfural literacy £est
Terry, Herring, and Larke, (1990); Williams, (1990);
Vinning-Koch, (1986). The test questions and the survey
instrument were reviewed for face validity by the teacher
trainers in the Agricultural Education Department at Montana
State University,'selected agriculture education instructors
in Montana, the Montana State Univefsity Extension Director,
and personnel working with the Agriculture in Montana
Schools. Pilot testiné of the instrument used the teachers
in the Chinook, Montana school district. Revisions were
made in the instrument and the agricultural literacy test as

per the recommendations of these staff people.

Collection of Data

A;l the appropriate techniques Wérelused to guarantee
an excellent return rate. The use of official stationery, a
signature of the advising professor, a written signature,
survey in booklet form for easy stapling, complete with
prepaid postage.

The questionnaire instrumeht (Appendices D, E, & F) and
cover letter (Appendix A) were mailed to all respondents on
April 20, 1995, with a reminder postcard (Appendix B) being
mailed sixteen days lgfer on May.6. Those respondents not

returning their survey by May 20 were mailed a second copy
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of the survey along with a second cover letter (Appendix C)
on May 22, 1995, making a different appeal to be a
participant. Early énd.late responders were separated and
analyzed separately. Surveys from the fifst mailing were
considered early responders.y Late responders were
considered to be those:returning surveys from the - second

mailing.

Statistical Treatment

Reliability or internal consistency of the agricultural
literacy test was checked by subjecting the test questions
to a Kuder Richardson,, test. The outcome of the test
yielded a reliability of .966. The early and late test
score means were checked for significant differences using a
t-test comparison in the MSU-STAT Software Program with no
significant differences between early and late responses
qualified by a P-value of .408.

The statistical analysis of variables included
calculation of means, frequencies, and Pearson’s r’'s, and
were conducted using the MSU-STAT program. Support analysis
was done using Quattro Pro and Microsoft Works.

The data describing the associations between
administrators and adherence to state guidelines and
enrollment is presented in Chapter 4 of this study using

Davis’s, (1971) coefficient conventions. These are as
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- follows: .01 -.09 negligible, .10 =-.29 low, .30 -.49

moderate, .Sb -.69 substahtial, and .70 and higher very
strong association. h

Because of its need for interval data, Pearson’s r
could not be used on the correlation of superintendent’s
literacy test scores and funding iévels. The data collected
on funding levels was simply nominal data which can only be
used in descriptive research. The questions on perception
of necessity of offering agricultural education (Appendices
D, E, & F-Part 2) were designed to be interval data.
Interval data according‘to_Roscée, (1975, p.9%4) is explained

as, "Interval scales are sometimes called rank order

scales."
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

Introduction

The purposes of this study were to determine the level
of agricultural literacy among administrators in our high

schools and to determine if a relationship exists between

those levels and funding, enrollment, and adherence to state

guidelines for agricultural education programs. The results

of the survey will be reporﬁed in two parts. The first part
is a reporting of data in the descriptive portion of the
study. The second portion will be report hypothesized
relationships in the correlational part of the study. The
descriptive study results of this study are presented in
five areas: (1) agricultural literacy levels and
demographic data, (2) perceptions of present offerings of
agricultural education; (3) knowledge of community and
state agricultural educétion, (4) enrollment, funding, and
service of agricultural education to students. The
correlational part of the étudy will be reported in two
areas: (i) relationship to adherence to state guidelines

and (2) relationship to enrollment.
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Agricultural Literacy Levels and Demographic Data

A total of 269 administrators in Montana, South Dakota,
North Dakota, and Wyoming received survey instruments
containing a carefully designed, pilét—tested agricultural
literacy test and questions to collect demographic data.

The questioﬁs used focused on some‘production agriculture .
but also agribuéiness, national and international °
agricultural relationships, consumer concerns and natural
resources. Of the 269 sent, 169 were returned for 62.8%
return rate. A decision was made to accept the 62.8 percent
return rate (Table 1) of the population, as most schools had -
been dismissed for the 1994-95 school year. Four
instruments were sent to schools who had no agricultural
education programs, two were returned unanswered, and one
was sent to a post-secondary schooi. The number of usable
returns was 162 for a 60.2% usable return rate. Twelve
other surveys lacked some enrollment information that
‘allowed only partial data analysis. The number or "N"
figure, may vary per table due to some surveys lacking data
concerning enrollment in agricultural education and FFA.

The n-value is determined by reéponse to each particular
question. Percentages may not.equal 100 due to some
rounding.

Tpe data in Table 1 summarized fhe number of usable and

non-usable responses from each individual state. Total
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be a low literacy level. The mean score for all respondents
was 69.4 percent, which falls into the minimal literacy
range. Minimal literacy ranged from 50 to 70 percent,
moderate literacy'ranged from 71 to 85 percent, and high
literacy was a test score range from 86 to 100'percent. The
lowest score obtained on the test was 46 percent wiﬁh the
highest being 96 percent.

The data revealing levels of literacy were analyzed by
administrator group. Associations to adherence of state
guidelines éndnenrollmeﬁt will be made to these individual  _
group test scoré means later.in this chapter.

The data in Table 9 reveal that 1.75 percent (2) of the
administrators scored in the low literacy category. It is
worth noting that 44.3 percent‘(68) of the administrators
scored in thé minimal range. The largest number of
respondents with minimal literacy were the counselors with
54 percent (26) and the lowest were the principals with 36.9
percent\(21); The data indicate 46.9 percent (13) of all
administrators ranked in the moderate level. Fifty—one
percent (50.9) of the superintendents were moderately
literéte, as were 43.9. percent (25) of the principals and 46
percent (22) of the counselors. Likewise it is reported
that 11.4 percent (13) of the administrétors scored in the
high literacy range. Ten (17.5%) principals and three
(5.3%) superintendents scored 86 percent or higher (high

literacy).
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Perceptions of Present Agricultural Education

Agricultural education and FFA are unique and inter-
related programs which are guided and evaluated by state and‘_
national offices. In some states included in this survey,
individual program funding from the state or district level
depends on the extent to which these programs meet district
or state standards. The researcher believed it is critical
that these standards are understood explicitly by the
administrators in their high schools. It is necessary to
meet all standards to have the highest quality program.
Elimination or impairment of any of these standards will
result in loss of effectiveness of an individual program.
| Eight questions (Appendices D, E, & F- Part 2) were
posed to reépondents to obtain their perceptions of the
agricultural edhcation program and FFA in their high
schools. Administrators were asked to respond on a four
point Likert-type scale with 4 being "strongly agree," 3
being "agree," 2 being "disagree," and 1 being ."strongly
disagree."

The questions are a part of the correlational study
comparing administrators’ literacy test score means to their
response to each question to determine an association.
Individual questiohs are presented in addition to the means

. for each Likert-type scale answer. The tabulation of the

number of responses to each question is viewed in Table 12.
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Data in Table 12 support the idea that most
administrators have a good perception of their agricultural
education program and FFA in their respective schools, as
denoted by the number of administrators (80-122) who
strongly agreed with the statements. The question
concerning FFA being an integral part of the agricultural
education program was supported by 133 administrators (82%)
who responded that they strongly agreed with‘the statement.
The mean of 3.79 and standard deviation of .46 further
substantiates the strength of that agreement.

A core of administrators do not agree with the
interpretation of intra-curricular and apparently don’t have
a good understanding 6f Supervised Agriculture Experience
Programs (S.A.E.P.’s). The question invéstigating their
perception of FFA as an intra-curricular activity reported
that the largest number of administrators disagreed (20),‘
with six (6) strongly disagreeing.' The ﬁean rating. (2.96)
for this question was ﬁhe lowest and displayed the highest
standard deviapion (2.07). Althéﬁgh the FFA chapter has to
be considered intra-curricular to meet the state program
standards, the data supports the fact that administrators do
not agree with that percebtion., This is probably due to a
complex variety of ideas about exact definitions of extra-,
intra-, and co-curricular classifications. All other

questions are reported to have agreeable perceptions.
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Knowledge of Communitv and State Agriculture

The administrators’ knowledge of community and state
agriculture education concepts was also probed. Respondents
were asked to answer twelve questions based on factual
information (Appendices D, E, & F- Part 3) with a true or
false response.

Table 13 dépicts the number of correct and incorrect
responses to the community and state agricultural education
qguestions. The questions were answered uniformly and
favorably with the exception'of one question. The questién
delving into the number of years a student can belong to FFA
after high school graduation.was answered more times
incorrectly (91) than correctly (71). The question was
missed by 56.2 percent of the administrators, indicating a
low level knowledge about the FFA program beyond high
school. The high number of incorrect responses might be
explained by the fact that a change in that policy was
adopted recently. All respondents (100%) answered the
question correctly about the College of Agriculture
exclusively educating agriculture. students in production
agricultural techniques. The two questions inves?igating
the County Extension Office being an extension of the State
Land érant University and its directing the 4-H programs in
the community displayed high literacy, with the number of

correct answers being 154 and 158.respectively.
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The question of associate degrees being given at two
year colleges and universities was answered ipcorrectly by
24 respondents (14.8%) and signals a literacy concern even
.though that number of administrators didn’t comprise the
majority. The associate degree may be considered to be
acédemic not vocational) which ma§ explain the literacy
deficiency in this area.

There is a concern over the lack of understanding about
the question dealing with the establishment of the land
grant colleges under the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917. Eighteen
respondents (11.1%) answered this question incorrectly.

A deficiency in FFA litefacy is portrayed with two
questions in Table 13. The first is exiétence of FFA
chapters at the coliegiate level, answered incorrectly by
1779 pefcent of the ;espondents (29). The researcher
surmised that the concept of S.A.E. is not understood
considering 22 (13.6%) administrators responding to that

question incorrectly.

Enrollment, Funding, and Sérvice to Students

Enrollment was sought in actual numbers of students
(1) attending high school, (2) enrolled in agricultural
education classes, and (3) actual members of FFA--both in .
and out of high school. These demographics are portrayed in

Table 14.
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professional agriculture-related professions. The comments
(Appendix G, Principals’ and Counselors’ surveys Part 3,
Question 6) regarding programs preparing studgnts for
college classes and professional agriculture careers,
indicated the intent of the question was largely
misunderstood. Yet, the respondents answered the question
regardless of their actual ﬁnderstanding. The comments
indicated that the respondents didn’t understand the concept-
of profeséional'agriculture being professional agricultural-

related occupations and the training for those occupations.

Correlational Study

Relationships to Adherence to State Guidelines

The researcher believed it necessary to determine if
any positive or negative correlations existed between the
mean test scores and the means of the eighf perception
questions. If those correlations exist, then
recommendations need to be made to try to correct or prevent
problems associéted with both those positive and negative
correlations.

An objective of this study was to determine the level
of literacy of superintendents, pfincipals, and counselors.
' This was determined by scores derived from an agricultural
literacy test which yielded the following means data:

superintendents 69.2 (minimal literacy), principals 71.2
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(moderate literacy), and counselors 67.5 (minimal literacy)l
The overall ﬁean test score was 69.4 (minimal literacy).

Once these literacy test score means were established,
those test score means and the means of the eight questions
(Appendices D, E, & F- Part 2) were tested with Pearson’s r
to determine if any relationships were present. The Likert-
type scale answers provided the interval data format for
comparison of means using Pearson’s r correlation
coefficient. It wés possible then to either accept the
research hypothesis or the null hypothesis as true.

The null hypothesis tested was: . Hy: r =20
The researéh ﬁypothesis tested was: Hy : r = >0 or <0

If the research hypotheses were accepted, Davis’s
(1971) coefficient conventions were used-to interpret ‘the-
meaning of the correlations. The conventions are as
follows: .01 - .09 negligible, .10 - .29 low, .30 - .49
moderate, .50 - .69 substantial, and .70 and higher very
strong association.

The same procedure was useduéo test the hypotheses
concerning the relationships that might exist between the
literacy test score means of the administrators and the
enrollment in their high schools. Table 21 portrays the
means of the eight questions of adherence to state

guidelines, the administrators’ test score means, and their

~associations as calculated using Pearson’s r.
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The data in Table 21 portrays four questions which
exhibit low correlations between test score and means of
adherence to state guidelines. These questions are (1)
Program meets the standards set up by state office (.1541),
(2) local FFA chépter an integral part of agriculture
program (.1724), (3) S.A.E.P. an integral and necessary
part of program (.1012), and (4) program is directed by
local advisory council (-.1128). In evaluating thé
moderately negative correlation (-.4415) between literacy
test score and the gquestion that the program follow a
curriculum approved by the state office, the researcher
offers the following interpretation. The higher the
literacy test score of the administrator, the more
critically the curriculum is evaluated.

The substantially negative correlation (-.5359)
concerns the agriculture teacher providing supervision to
the student’s S.A.E.P. as related to superintendents’
literacy test scores. The reéearéher offers the evaluation
that the higher the literacy test score, the more the
administrator believes there is no need for S.A.E.P. or
becomes more critical of its structure.

Regarding the question of the FFA's standing at the
state and nafional level being associated with |
superintendents’ test scores, a substantial negative
cor;elation (-.6395) exists. The data collected indicate

the higher the literacy score of the administrator, the more
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they perceive a lack of meefing those standards. A very
high negative correlation (-.9614) e#ists between the
~question of the FFA chapter’s being considered intra-
curricular and literacy scores. Tﬂe researcher offers this
interpretation of the data provided. The higher the-
literacy score, the more the superintendent considers FFA
not to be an intra-curricular organizationm.

Many definitions exist about extra-, intra-, and co-
curricular activities. The researcher believes these
definitions and the FFA’s consideration is dependent én the
perception of the administfator and agriculture teacher and
their previous experience with éach term. The intent of the
term intra-curriculaf,-as provided by this researcher, is
that tﬁe attributes of FFA cannot be separated from
agricultural education and should always be linked for the
benefit of the student.

The researcher 6ffers the following explanation of
interpretations. The extremely knowledgeable administrator
will not take the time té investigate and learn about the
particﬁlar attributes thét make agricultural education and
FFA unique and effective in today’s schools.

Each administrator group Was evaluated sepérately to
determine differences in theée assoclations. 'Thé
principal’s mean teét score and its relationship to each of
the eiéht present agricultural education questions are

)

presentéd in Table 22.
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Revealed by the data in Table 22 are three questions
that have a low correlation to principals’ mean test score.
They are (1) Program meets standards set up by state office
(.2922), (2) FFA in good standing at the state and national
level (.1892), and (3) program is directed by local
advisory council (.1160).

Displaying a moderate relatioﬁship to literacy test
scores are four questions. They are (1) local FFA chapter
an integral part of the agriculture program (.3624), (2)
S.A.E.P. én integral and necessary part of program (.3218),
pfogram follows a curriculum approved by the state office (-
.4705), and (4) teacher provideé supervision to student’s
S.A.E.P. (.3548).

The question of concern to the ;esearcher is the same
one that had the highest negative correlation in the
superintendents group. The question of FFA being considered
an intra-curricular activity has a substantial negative
correlation to principals’ test scores (-.5717).

The counselors group had the fewest significant
positive and negative associations between literacy test
score means and the eight questions of adherence to state.
guidelines. The data concerning association of counselors’
test score mean in its relation to adherence to state

guidelines is presented in Table 23.
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The data in Table 24 depict a moderate negative
association (-.3839) between superintendents’ mean test
scores and FFA, along with a substantial relationship
(.6726) between agriculture education enrollment and
superintendents’ scores. There is a negligible relationship
between the principals’ mean test scores and either .
agriculture education enrollment (-.1800) or FFA‘membership
(-.1380). A very high association (.7068) exists between
counselors’ test score mean and agricultural education

enrollment.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND SUMMARY

Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to establish the
agricultural literacy levels of administrators and to
examine the relationships between those levels and adherence
to state guidelines and enrollment in agricultural education
programs in their high séhools. Superintendents,
principals, and counselors from the four western states of
Montana, South Dakota, North Dakota, and Wyoming were
suryeyed.

The conclusions offered in this chapter are organized
and presented as they pertain to each of the objectives of
this study, which were:

1. To determine the previous agricultural experience of
superintendents, principals, and counselors.

2. To determine the level of agricultural literacy of
superintendents, principals, and counselors.

3. To determine the relationship between
superintendents’, principals’, and counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and the schools'’

adherence to the state guidelines for vocational

agricultural education.
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To determine the relationship between
superintendents’, principals’, and counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in the
agricultural education program.

The conclusions can only be'applied to the populafion

surveyed, and not to the general population. Based upon the

A
data analysis, the following conclusions have been drawn:

1.

Less than fifty percent of the administrators <din this
survey had any previous experience in agriculture.
Only tWenfy six pefcent had been in 4-H as youths.
Less than one fifth had ever been enrolled in an
agricultural education class in high school, and only
fifteen percent belonged to FFA. Because of the
decline in the number of farm families, these
administrators did not attain the necessary background
to make informed decisions about agricﬁltural educatién
and FFA. Because math, science, social studies, and
English were required and agricultural education was
not, they did not experiencé agricultural education and
now do noL have the proper perception tormake choices
about whether students today should experience the
program.

It was determined that all administrators together had‘
a mean literacy test score of 69.4 percent, which

indicates they have minimal agricultural literacy.

There were no significant differences between




71
administrator groups in their literacy test score
means.
The hypotheses, H,, There is mo relationship between
superintendents’, principals’, and counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and level of
adherence to state guidelines for the agricultural
education program in theilr school, must be rejected.
The hypotheses, H,, There is a relationship between
superintendents’, principals’, and counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and level of
adherence to state guidelines for the agriculture
education program in their school, is accepted. There
are some moderately to very high positive and negative
correlations between administrators’ ;iteracy test
score meens and adherence to state guidelines. The
question most frequently and most highly,_negatively
correlated to administrators’ literacy test score means
was the question of FFA being an intra-curricular
activity.
The hypotheses, H,, There is no relationship between
superintendents’, principals’, and counselors’
agricultural literacy test scores and enrollment in the
agricultural education program in their schools, must
be rejected. The hynotheses, H,, There is a
relationship between superintendents’, principals’, and

counselors’ agricultural literacy test scores and
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enrollment in the agricultural education program in
their school, is accepted. There is a substantial fo
very high correlation betwegn administrators’ literaéy

test score means and enrollment in agricultural

education.

Implications

The following implication is offered as a result of
this study:

The comments from administratdrs imply a need for more

stdate and federal funding to make secondary

e

agricultural education programs‘mo:é effective.

Recommendations

As a result of this study, the following
recommendations are offered for the vigor of the future
secondary agricultural education progréms:

1. | Th;re ﬁeeds to be in place a more effective framework
for teaching the awareness of agricultural educatibn
issues to secondary school administrators. The
architects of this framework need to examine the
correlations that have been reported in this study to

determine the nature of the inherent attributes of the

negative correlations.
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As a result of this study and its review of literatufe,
and the constant decline of'familiés involved in
agricuiture, the researcher sees a\need_to develop and
implement a framework for iuse in schools to teach!
agricultural awareness at all grade levels K-12.
Because all future administrators will come from
present school populations, the more agricultural
awareness they attain, the more they will make informed
decisions as‘admin;strators. A framework for general
education about agriculture has been developea in

California. In a study by Leising, (1994), evaluating

the potential of the California Agriculture Literacy

Framework, a conclusion stated: "it seems reasonable to

state that the framework preéents a fairly balanced
treatment of agriculture as an area for study" (p.119).

It also states: "Comments on the framework indicated

— strong interest in general education about égriculture"

(p.119).

Recommendations for Future Studies

A recommendation for future study would be to conduct a

similar analysis measuring the agricultural literécy of

~teachers in general education. This analysis could be

delineated in terms of their workplace support or

coopefation with agricultural education teachers.
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2. Another recommendation would be to conduct an
additional study in which funding data would be
collected using interval data. That data could be
statistically analyzed to determine its relationship to
agricultural literacy score means. The researcher
believes a correlation exists between these two
variébles detrimental to agricultural education in
secondary schools. '

3. A recommended study would also be to conduct a similar
study of administrators in the same four states who
were in schools without agricultural education

programs.

Summary

The information from this study should be utilized in
the planning of the framework model of agricultural

{
education for future administrators as a part of their

certification. The study’s cqrréiatibnal discoveries should
be examined to understand the negative relationships that
exist in relation to secondary agricultural education
programs. The data'provide information for communities and

school boards to make informed decisions about

administrators in their school districts.
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APPENDIX A:

FIRST COVER'LETTER
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APPENDIX B:

FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD
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May 6, 1995

Dear Administrator,

A couple weeks ago I mailed you a survey
to be filled out for my Master’s Degree
research. It is extremely important that I
hear from you concerning your responses.
Please take the few minutes it requires to
complete the survey and mail it today! No
postage is required, just your help. Thank
you very much!

Sincerely,

Prbot (0 Mablass .

Robert R. McBlair.
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APPENDIX C:

SECOND COVER LETTER














































































































































