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 ABSTRACT 

The overarching purpose of this research study was to evaluate the cycle of learning 

related to legal issues in in-service professional development and pre-service education. 

To accomplish this research purpose, three distinct, yet interrelated phases of the study 

served as sequential steps to (1) identify important educational law topics for Texas 

Agricultural Science Teachers, (2) determine Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ 

educational law training needs, and (3) develop, implement, and assess an educational 

law professional development program. 

In Phase I, the Delphi of important educational law topics for Texas Agricultural science 

Teachers, the superintendents and school district attorneys perceived student discipline, 

teacher rights, special education, and teacher communication with students to be the 

most important general education law issues. Moreover, the panel of experts indicated 

student safety/supervision, communication with parents and superiors, and financial 

responsibility were the most important educational law issues, specifically related to 

agricultural education. 

Phase II, the educational law needs assessment, was conducted on a probabilistic sample 

of 213 Texas Agricultural Science Teachers. The Texas agricultural science teachers 

identified (1) qualified immunity, (2) search and seizure of students, (3) transportation of 

students in school and (4) personal vehicles, and (5) teacher-initiated removal of students 

as their highest-ranked educational law in-service needs. Moreover, findings of a 

factorial ANOVA indicated that Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ Competency in 

Educational law was significantly different based on the number of educational law 

trainings the teacher had previously attended. The impact of educational law training on 
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teachers’ educational law competency expressed in Phase II, prompted the need for the 

development, implementation, and evaluation of the Educational Law Literacy Program 

(ELLP), which served as Phase III of this study.  

The ELLP training program was provided to pre-service teachers at Texas Tech 

University, as part of a classroom management course. The three-hour training program, 

provided pre-service teachers with an insight of educational law statutes and provided 

inquiry-based activities for the pre-service teachers to apply their knowledge. Reaction 

(i.e., affective and cognitive/intention) and learning measures were collected at the 

conclusion of the program to evaluate training effectiveness. Overall, the agricultural 

science pre-service teachers indicated positive affective reactions toward the ELLP 

training and showed moderate to strong agreement with the items pertaining to 

intention/cognition reactions. These responses indicates the teachers were happy with the 

delivery of the program and, felt the training improved their overall understanding and 

interpretation of educational law. Findings on learning measures indicated the pre-

service teachers’ understanding of educational law, ability to demonstrate 

comprehension on educational law topics, and ability to apply concepts to real-world 

scenarios increased from “poor” or “fair” to “good” or “very good” based on their 

participation in the ELLP. 
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I INTRODUCTION 

Teachers are tasked with the important role of educating and empowering the 

Nation’s youth. The field of education can be a rewarding profession, but teachers are 

subjected to risk and liabilities on a daily basis. The litigious manner of today’s society 

has inundated public schools with legal problems caused by legislation and litigation 

(Imber & Gayler, 1988). Furthermore, litigation in the school setting has risen 

dramatically. In 1970, approximately 300 school districts were named as parties in 

lawsuits and, in 2001, the number of school district-related lawsuits had risen to over 

1,800 (Redfield, 2003). The drastic increase of school-based litigation prompts the 

question of what is the cause for the skyrocketing number of legal issues in our schools. 

The answer to this question is not clear and concise and many factors, such as teachers’ 

lack of training and ignorance of school law, play a role in today’s crisis of school-based 

law. In the current educational environment, “law and education are not only intertwined, 

they are inseparable” (Heubert, 1997, p. 538).  

 Although few teachers reported being personally involved in school-related 

litigation (Wagner, 2006), ignorance of educational law can make them vulnerable to 

personal liability, (Redfield, 2003) as well as place their school district at risk for 

liability. The ignorance of educational law could lead teachers to “unknowingly exceed 

their authority and others unknowingly fail to exercise their authority fully” (Heubert, 

1997, p. 540). Teachers’ decision to ignore educational law is at their own peril and this 

decision can endanger their reputations and career (Paul, 2001). To avoid personal 
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liabilities in the school setting, teachers must possess a strong knowledge of educational 

law.  

 Educational law, in general, is complex and multidimensional. The complexity of 

educational law is evident when considering the multitude of educational governing 

bodies at the state and federal levels. Federal legislation, such as No Child Left Behind 

Act and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, contribute significantly to the 

complexity of school-based law. Since the introduction of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act in 1991, the number of level 1 special education hearings has 

increased by 92% (Ahearn, 2002). Along with federal legislation’s impact on the 

complexity of educational law, the multidimensionality of school based law is also a 

contributing factor. For example, in Texas, the sources of educational law include 

Constitutional Law, Statutory Law, Administrative Law, and Judicial Law (Walsh, 

Kemerer, & Maniotis, 2014). The ever-changing nature of educational law, including 

new legislation and school-based court decisions, further exacerbates the complexity of 

educational law.  

 Another factor which bolsters the multidimensionality of educational law is the 

multitude of major topics which are encompassed. Some of the major topics in today’s 

educational setting include special education, religion in schools, student discipline, 

teachers’ rights, students’ rights, and teacher liability. Teachers are tasked with the 

responsibility to internalize educational law pertaining to these topics to ensure the 

viability of their teaching contract. Despite the need for teachers’ competence in a 

plethora of educational law areas, previous research indicated teachers had a dismal 

competency in regard to educational law issues. Specifically, studies have highlighted 
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that educators lack sufficient knowledge in the areas of teacher rights (Clark, 1990; Paul, 

2001), student rights (Singletary, 1996), student supervision (Clark, 1990; Daley, 1994), 

church and state issues (Kuck, 1992), tort law (Daley, 1994; Enteen, 1999; Moore, 1997), 

and federally mandated special education laws (Brookshire, 2002). 

Lack of Educational Law Training in Teacher Preparation Programs 

Previous research studies have focused on teachers’ levels of legal literacy. 

Findings from these studies indicate that both pre-service (Wheeler, 2003) and in-service 

(Brookshire, 2002; Imber, 2008; Paul, 2001; Schimmel & Militello, 2007) teachers have 

low levels of understanding in regard to educational law. Mirabile (2013) posited that 

teachers can bolster their legal literacy by enrolling in graduate and undergraduate 

educational law courses, participate in in-service professional development events, or 

attend workshops provided by professional teaching organizations. In agreement with 

Mirabile, many researchers (Imber, 2008; Littleton, 2008; Schimmel & Militello, 2007) 

have recommended the implementation of an undergraduate educational law course to 

boost teachers’ legal literacy. This recommendation has either fallen on deaf ears or the 

viability of a stand-alone course might be in question. According to Bon, Schimmel, 

Eckes, and Militello (2008), in the United States, only 8% of teacher preparation 

programs offer an educational law course. Despite the National Council for Accreditation 

of Teacher Education’s (NCATE) mandated standards which require educational law 

training, Nevada is the only state that requires pre-service teachers to take an educational 

law course (Gajda, 2008).  
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Teacher Liability Protection- State-Based Qualified Immunity 

 Although teachers face a chronic liability in the workplace, state provisions have 

been enacted to protect professional employees of Texas school districts. An example of 

a qualified immunity provision located in the Texas Education Code is Section 22.0511. 

This provision offers potential immunity from legal liability to teachers, but it does not 

guarantee absolute immunity (Walsh et al., 2014). More specifically, qualified immunity 

has limitations which disqualify a professional employee from this provision, including: 

acting out of the scope of their duties, the utilization of excessive punishment, and the 

operation or maintenance of a motorized vehicle. This third limitation has direct 

implications for teachers who operate a vehicle as part of their job responsibility (e.g., 

agriculture science teachers, coaches, or other club sponsors, from qualified immunity. 

 Historically, the pendulum of courts decisions on applicability of qualified 

immunity has swung both ways regarding teachers protection under the state qualified 

immunity stature (T.E.C. Section § 22.0511). Carman (2009) conducted a comprehensive 

literature review of 32 documented court cases in Texas, which involved qualified 

immunity. Of the 32 cases which were reviewed, professional employees of the state 

were granted summary judgment on 26 of the cases. In 24 out of the 26 cases, the public 

school employees were granted immunity based on the personal liability protection 

provided by Section § 22.0511, or by the statute’s predecessor  Section § 21.912. Carman 

(2009) noted that in the six cases where public school employees did not receive 

immunity, “five were determined not to be acting within or incident to their scope of 

employment and one case involved a fact issue related to whether discipline was applied” 

(p. 82). The findings of Carman provide a broad view of the personal liability protection 
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afforded by Section § 22.0511, and the limiting factors which serve to restrict the 

assurance of qualified immunity.  

The aforementioned limitations to Texas professional employees’ liability 

protection has resulted in teachers not being personally shielded from litigation. For 

example, previous court cases illustrate Texas teachers’ susceptibility to personal liability 

for reasons, such as lack of discretion or judgement (Heuser ex rel. Jacobs v. Community 

Insurance Corporation, 2009), the use of excessive force in punishment (Moore v. Willis 

I.S.D., 2000; Peters v. Dallas I.S.D., 2013), and the operation of a motorized vehicle (Los 

Fresnos C.I.S.D. v. Southworth, 2005).  

Aside from the explicitly stated limitations to qualified immunity (T.E.C. Section 

§ 22.0511), teachers liability protection can also be forfeited due to the violation of 

students’ constitutional rights. Cases such as Jefferson v. Ysleta I.S.D (1987), Juarez v. 

Aguilar (2011), Santamaria v. Dallas I.S.D. (2006) are examples in which Texas 

professional employees were not afforded qualified immunity because of the limitations 

stated in Section § 22.0511. Rather, the teachers in these cases were not shielded from 

liability due to the violation of their students’ constitutional rights.  

 Although, a myriad of court cases illustrate courts’ reluctance to provide qualified 

immunity to teachers due to the infringement of the statutes limitations, a multitude of 

court decisions (Chesshir v. Sharp, 2000; Downing v. Brown, 1996; Fowler v. Szostek, 

1995; Kobza v. Kutac, 2003; Schumate v. Thomson, 1979; Stout v. Grand Prairie I.S.D., 

1988; Wyatt v. Fletcher, 2013) illustrate the personal liability protection provided to 

Texas teachers. In the Texas Court of Appeals decision regarding Stout v. Grand Prairie 

I.S.D., (1988), Justice McCraw highlighted the importance of this statute by noting:  
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If competent people are discouraged from entering the teaching profession 

because of potential tort liability, the public education system will be 

adversely affected. The statute benefits not only the teacher, but also the 

state educational system and the public at large (Stout v. Grand Prairie 

I.S.D., 1988, p. 17).   

Federally-Based Qualified Immunity 

Aside from qualified immunity protection provided by the Texas Education Code, 

liability protection is also provided for teachers from federal statutes. One federal teacher 

protection act, which offers liability protection to professional employees (e.g., teachers 

and administrators), is the Paul D. Coverdell Teacher Protection Act (2001). This 

federally-based teacher protection act was signed by President George W. Bush as a 

subsidiary component of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Public Law 107-

110). According to S.E.C § 2361, the purpose of the Paul D. Coverdell Teacher 

Protection Act (2001) was to “provide teachers, principals, and other school professionals 

the tools they need to undertake reasonable actions to maintain order, discipline, and an 

appropriate educational environment” (S.E.C § 2361, p. 1). The aforementioned federal 

act (i.e., 20 U.S.C § 70-2366(a)) indicates that teachers are not liable for any harm caused 

by an act of omission if:  

(1) the teacher was acting within the scope of their employment or 

responsibilities to a school or governmental entity, (2) the actions of the 

teacher were carried out in conformity with local laws (including rules and 

regulations), state laws, and federal laws in prolongation of efforts to 

control, discipline, expel, or suspend a student or maintain order or control 
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in the classroom or school, (3) if appropriate or required, the teacher was 

properly licensed, certified, or authorized by the appropriate authorities for 

the activities or practice involved in the State in which the harm occurred, 

where the activities were or practice was undertaken within the scope of 

the teacher's responsibilities, (4) the harm was not caused by willful or 

criminal misconduct, gross negligence, reckless misconduct, or a 

conscious, flagrant indifference to the rights or safety of the individual 

harmed by the teacher, and (5) the harm was not caused by the teacher 

operating a motor vehicle, vessel, aircraft, or other vehicle for which the 

State requires the operator or the owner of the vehicle, craft, or vessel to 

(a) possess an operator’s license or (b) maintain insurance (S. 316 – 107th 

Congress: Act, 20 U.S.C § 70-2366(a)).  

Analogous to qualified immunity protection under the Texas Education Code 

(Section § 22.0511), the federal teacher protection act has explicit limitations. 

Specifically, Section § 2366, subsection D, of the Paul D. Coverdell Teacher Protection 

Act (2001) specifies that liability protection is not afforded to teachers who engage in 

misconduct that:  

(1) constitutes a crime of violence or terrorism that a defendant has been 

convicted in court, (2) involves a sexual offence (defined by State law), 

(3) involves conduct which violates State or Federal civil rights, or (4) 

involves a teacher who committed the misconduct while under the 

influence of alcohol or drugs (S. 316 – 107th Congress: Act, 20 U.S.C § 

70-2366(d)). 
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Qualified immunity protection offered by both the state of Texas and the United 

States begs the question, does federal protection preempt state protection? First off, the 

federal liability protection (i.e., Section § 2364) for teachers is offered to any educator 

who is employed by a state which receives funding from the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (Public Law 107-110). The state of Texas receives federal funding under 

this act, therefore Texas teachers are entitled to state and federal qualified immunity. 

Section § 2364 of the Paul D. Coverdell Teacher Protection Act (2001) specifies that the 

federal protection provides a minimum threshold of protection for a teacher, which 

preempt any laws of States which are inconsistent with the Act. On the other hand, the 

federal protection does not preempt any State law that provides teachers with additional 

liability protection. In essence, the federal protection ensures that states provide liability 

protection for teachers, but it will not limit state personal liability coverage which 

expands beyond the federal Act.  

Morrone v. Prestonwood Christian Academy (2007), A Texas Court of Appeals 

case, serves as an example of a Texas teacher who was granted immunity under the Paul 

D. Coverdell Teacher Protection Act. The appellants in this civil case (i.e., Joe and 

Victoria Morrone) filed charges against the appellee Robyn Prior, an elementary school 

teacher at Prestonwood Christian Academy, for the teacher’s verbal and emotional abuse 

directed at their daughter and at other students in the class. The appellee (Mrs. Prior) was 

not a certified teacher in the state of Texas, therefore she did not qualify as a professional 

employee under the Texas qualified immunity statute (T.E.C. Section § 22.0511), and 

received no liability protection from the state. Due the teacher’s lack of teacher 

certification in Texas, she claimed she was entitled to immunity under the Paul D. 
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Coverdell Teacher Protection Act. Incongruent to the Texas Education Code’s definition 

of a professional employee, the federal act provides liability protection for 

nonprofessional employees who work in a school (Section § 2363(6)(c)(i)) and are 

authorized by appropriate authorities (Section § 6736(a)(3)). Based on liability protection 

coverage provided by the Paul D. Coverdell Teacher Protection Act (20 U.S.C. §§6731-

6738), the 11th Court of Appeals agreed that Mrs. Prior was entitled to Immunity under 

the federal statute (Morrone v. Prestonwood Christian Academy, 2007). The case of 

Morrone v. Prestonwood Christian Academy (2007) provides an example of added 

liability protection provided by the federal act.  

Basic Components of Texas Education Law 

 Educational law is not a simple list of torts and statures; rather, it is comprised of 

specific directives, legislation, statures, and torts set forth by local, state, and federal 

education entities. The legal framework of Texas educational law is comprised of four 

sources: constitutional, statutory, administrative, and judicial law (Walsh et al., 2014). 

All four sources of educational law have an impact on teachers, students, and the daily 

operation of schools.  

Constitutional Law. 

The United States Constitution does not specifically give the federal government 

the authority over education. According to the Tenth Amendment of the United States 

Constitution, all powers not delegated to the federal government are reserved to the 

states. Therefore, the State of Texas holds traditional power over the school system in the 

state. The Fourteenth Amendment and the Bill of Rights of the United States 

Constitution, provide a basis for litigation against public schools and the governing 
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bodies which reside over them (Walsh et al., 2014). Civil liberties are also protected by 

the Bill of Rights of the Texas Constitution.  

Statutory Law. 

Statutory laws passed by the Texas legislature directly affect the daily operation 

and management of schools in Texas. The Texas Education Code (TEC), which is 

accumulation of Texas statutory laws, explicitly states the duties and responsibilities of 

the State Board of Education (SBOE), school boards, Texas Education Agency (TEA), 

school personnel, and charter schools (Walsh et al., 2014). Although states serve as the 

authority over the public school system, federal statutes also have an influence over 

public school operation. The federal government’s power over public education is closely 

tied to their power to fund or withhold federal funding from public schools. A list and 

description of important federal statutes, which directly affect the everyday operation of 

Texas public schools, are included in Table 1 (Walsh et al., 2014). 
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Table 1. Importan t Federal S tatu tes Which Impact the Operation of  Texas Public Schools. 

Table 1  

Important Federal Statures Which Impact the Operation of Texas Public Schools 

Federal Statute Description 

42 U.S.C §1981  Affords the right to make and enforce contracts free of 

racial discrimination in both the public and private 

sectors (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 26). 

42 U.S.C §1983  Allows suits for injunctive and compensatory relief 

against public school districts that through policy or 

practice deprive persons of U.S. constitutional and 

statutory rights (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 26). 

Title VI Civil Rights Act 

(1964) 

Prohibits intentional discrimination with respect to 

race, national origin, or color in federally assisted 

programs (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 27). 

Age Discrimination in 

Employment Act (ADEA) 

(1990) 

Prohibits discrimination against an individual age 

forty or over unless age is a bona fide qualification 

reasonably necessary to carry out job responsibilities 

(Walsh et al., 2014, p. 27). 

American with Disabilities 

Act (ADA) of 1990 

Accords persons with disabilities meaningful access to 

the programs and facilities of public and private 

schools as well as most businesses in the country 

(Walsh et al., 2014, p. 27). 

Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) 

Requires public schools to identify children with 

disabilities and provide them a free, appropriate public 

education in the least restrictive environment (Walsh 

et al., 2014, p. 27). 

Title IX Education 

Amendment (1972) 

Prohibits discrimination against persons on the basis 

of sex in any federally assisted education program 

(Walsh et al., 2014, p. 27-28). 

No Child Left Behind  An amendment to the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965, attempts to raise student 

achievement levels by holding states and school 

districts to strict accountability standards. ((Walsh et 

al., 2014, p. 28). 
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Administrative Law. 

 Administrative law is comprised of the rules, decisions, and regulations which are 

issued by administrative bodies to implement federal and state statutory laws (Walsh et 

al., 2014). On the federal level, the United States Department of Education implements 

extensive regulations and programs, such as Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 

which apply the law to realities of day-to-day schooling. At the state level, specifically in 

Texas, the State Board of Education and the Texas Commissioner of Education serve as 

the administrative law entity for the school system in the state. The rules and regulations 

the governing body enacts are compiled in volume 19 of the Texas Administrative Code 

(TAC) (Walsh et al., 2014). On the local level, school districts have administrative law 

authority to institute policy manuals and handbooks. Local-level administrative law is 

constituted by TEC §11.151, which indicates that school trustees “may adopt rules and 

bylaws necessary to carry out powers and duties.” Figure 1 illustrates the flow of 

administrative law at the state and local levels; rules, policies, and regulations are passed 

down by the governing entities to administrators, teachers, students, and parents. 

Furthermore, the local school boards, School Board of Education, and State 

Commissioner of Education also play a role in the resolution of complaints and appeals.  
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Figure 1. The Overall Structure of Texas Administrative Law (Walsh et al., 2014) 

Judicial Law. 

The last source of educational law is judicial law, which encompasses federal and 

state court decisions. Judicial law serves to resolve disputes which arise under 

constitutional, statutory, and administrative law (Walsh et al., 2014). In general, the 

judicial system does not participate is school based matters until all administrative 

remedies have been exhausted. With that said, a complaint must first be handled at the 

local school board level, if no resolution is achieved the compliant is handed to the state 

commissioner of education. If still no resolution is made by the commissioner, then the 

complaint will be taken to the judicial system. However, there are some exceptions in the 

way certain complaints are handled. For example, some school board decisions, such as 

school discipline issues, may bypass the commissioner of education and be given to the 

Texas District Court. When a dispute involves alleged United States Constitutional 
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Rights infractions, the complaint can be sent directly to the federal judicial system 

(Walsh et al., 2014).  

The Texas Judicial System is comprised of three courts: Texas District Court, 

Texas Court of Appeals, and the Texas Supreme Court. The composition of federal courts 

includes the United States District Courts, United States Court of Appeals, and the United 

States Supreme Court (Walsh et al., 2014).   

 

Figure 2. Relationship of Law to Establishment and Operation of Texas Public Schools 

(Walsh et al., 2014) 

Impactful statutes and legislation 

Special education. 

A multitude of factors have attributed to the drastic increase in school-based 

litigation, but the key area of litigation growth pertains to special education issues 

(Leonard, 2007). According to Walsh et al. (2014), “no area of school law has 

experienced such explosive growth over the past forty years as special education” (p. 86). 
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In support of Walsh et al.’s notion, Karanxha and Zirkel (2014) stated that “Special 

education litigation continues to be a growth industry” (p. 60). 

The rights of students with disabilities and impairments have steadily grown over 

the past decades, and the issue of special education has been brought into the spotlight. 

Until the mid-1970s, the handling of students with special needs was left to the states 

discretion. In 1975, congress declared that the education of students with special needs 

was being neglected. Hence, congress adopted the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) (20 U.S.C. § 1400-1414, 2004), which mandated states follow the policies 

and procedures set forth for special needs students in order for states to receive federal 

funding. More specifically, the federal government required that each student with a 

disability receive a free and appropriate public education (FAPE). According to the 

United States Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R. 34 § 300.17): 

FAPE means special education and related services that (a) are provided at 

public expense, under public supervision and direction, and without 

charge, (b) meet the standards of the SEA, including the requirements of 

this part, (c) include an appropriate preschool, elementary school, or 

secondary school education in the State involved; and (d) are provided in 

conformity with an individualized education program (IEP) that meets the 

requirements of §§300.320 through 300.324 (C.F.R. 34 § 300.17, 2010, p. 

15). 

In essence, students with disabilities are permitted attendance to public schools 

and will receive needed educational services, with no added financial burden on the 

parents.  According to Walsh et al, (2014), the federal government appropriates “up to 40 
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percent of the excess cost states encountered in serving students with disabilities” (p. 89). 

Cedar Rapids Community School Dist. v. Garret F. (1999), a United States Supreme 

Court Case, illustrates the extent to which FAPE provides disabled students with medical 

accommodations. Based on section 300.17 (i.e., FAPE) of the Code of Federal 

Regulations, the Supreme Court ruled that the school district was financially responsible 

to provide the student with the necessary services (i.e., wheelchair, ventilator, and 

qualified school nurse) needed to attend school.  

One of the main aspects of the IDEA was the establishment of Individualized 

Educational Programs (IEP). An IEP is a written statement, developed by an Admission, 

Review, and Dismissal (ARD) committee, which list the services each student with 

disabilities is entitled to receive. The federal law requires that IEPs contain: (1) a 

summary of the students current educational performance levels, (2) measurable goals 

and short-term objectives, (3) A statement of special education services, program 

modifications, supplementary aids, and supports school personnel are to implement, (4) 

an exclusion explanation of the student from extracurricular and classroom activities, (5) 

a statement of accommodations the child is to receive on statewide (e.g., STAAR Test) or 

districtwide test, (6) the dates in which the students will be provided the services and the 

duration, frequency, and location of where the services will be provided, (7) and a 

statement of how the student’s parents will be notified of the student’s progress in 

achieving short-term and annual goals (Walsh et al., 2014).  

 The IDEA set forth strict guidelines which mandates the procedures for ARD 

committees and IEP implementation. More specifically IDEA statutory provisions require 

that at the “beginning of each school year, each local educational agency, state 
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educational agency, or other state agency, as the case may be, shall have in effect, for 

each child with a disability in the agency’s jurisdiction, an individualized educational 

program” (20 U.S.C. §1414(d)(2)(A)). Therefore, special education services should be 

available to the student immediately after the development of the IEP. To make sure the 

prescribed services are available to the student, IEPs must be accessible to the teachers 

which are required to provide the services (34 C.F.R. §300.323(d)(1)). According to 

Martin (2012), “a failure to show that teachers received copies of the IEP they were 

responsible for implementing can be fatal to a school’s defense of a legal action claiming 

a failure to implement” (p. 1). School districts and school personnel do incur risk when 

the accommodations and modifications of IEPs are not carried out correctly, but past case 

law (Gillette v. Fairland B.O.E., 1989; Houston ISD v. Bobby R., 2000) indicated 

leniency was shown to schools who acted in “good faith”. In regard to the Houston ISD v. 

Bobby R. case, the Fifth Circuit Court posited the legal standard for the liability 

associated with the implementation of special needs services: 

[W]e conclude that to prevail on a claim under the IDEA, a party challenging the 

implementation of an IEP must show more than a de minimis failure to implement 

all elements of that IEP, and, instead, must demonstrate that the school board or 

other authorities failed to implement substantial or significant provisions of the 

IEP. This approach affords local agencies some flexibility in implementing IEP's, 

but it still holds those agencies accountable for material failures and for providing 

the disabled child a meaningful educational benefit (Houston ISD v. Bobby R., 

2000, p. 4). 
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In contrast to the aforementioned special education cases (i.e., Gillette v. Fairland 

B.O.E., 1989; Houston ISD v. Bobby R., 2000), the West Virginia Circuit Court case, Doe 

v. Withers (1993), serves as an example of the ramifications of a teacher failing to 

implement the IEPs. In this case, Michael Withers, a West Virginia high school history 

teacher, refused to comply with a student’s IEP modifications, which included oral 

administration of test. The court handed down a ruling in favor of the student, due to the 

teachers’ refusal to comply with the special education guidelines, and provide the student 

with a Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) (United States Code Section 

1983). Mr. Withers was ordered to pay “$5,000 in compensatory damages and $10,000 in 

punitive damages” (Doe v. Withers, 1993, p. 9). 

Need for the Study  

The need for this three-phase research study, which sought to evaluate the cycle 

of learning related to legal issues in in-service professional development and pre-service 

education,  was exemplified by the myriad of former studies (Bounds, 2000; Littleton, 

Higham, & Styron, 2001; Paul, 2001; Wagner, 2006), which indicated teachers have a 

dismal knowledge of educational law. The unique job responsibilities of agricultural 

science teachers, such as working with livestock, serving as a chaperone for overnight 

trips, or conducting supervised agricultural education program (SAE) visits (Hainline, 

Ulmer, Ritz, Burris, & Gibson, 2015), compounded with the gap in research that has 

examined agricultural science teacher’s competency in educational law, heightened the 

need for this study.  

 It is imperative that teachers have an adequate knowledge on the laws which 

dictate their professional security. Teachers who decide to remain ignorant or ignore 
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local, state, and federal educational laws will do so at their own peril (Paul, 2001). This 

notion is supported by Gajda (2008) who noted “An adequate level of legal literacy will 

better enable teachers to avoid costly litigation, address issues of child abuse and neglect, 

take reasonable disciplinary actions, integrate students with special needs, impart the 

principles of a democratic society, and uphold the rights of their students” (p. 15).  

 According to previous educational law studies, legal literacy can be attained 

through in-service professional development events (Bounds, 2000; Harris, 2001; Imber, 

2008; Koch, 1997; Littleton, 2008; Mirabile, 2013), undergraduate courses in teacher 

preparation programs (Clark, 1990; Imber, 2008; Littleton, 2008; Mirabile, 2013 Ogletree 

& Garrett, 1981), and through professional organizations (Bounds, 2000; Mirabile, 2013).  

Despite numerous recommendations which have been made to include a 

preservice educational law course in teacher preparation programs, only one state, 

Nevada, requires a course on this subject matter (Gajda, 2008). One barrier to the 

implementation of an educational law courses is the restriction of class hours available. 

Most undergraduate programs in Texas operate on a 120 hour degree plan, leaving little 

room for an additional course. Although there is merit in the implementation of this 

course, this study focused on the educational law professional development needs of 

Texas agricultural science teachers. In order to provide effective and valuable educational 

law workshops to agricultural science teachers, it was first important to determine the 

areas of educational law which represented the largest areas of liability to the teachers’ 

professional securities. No previous study on teachers’ knowledge of educational law 

have focused on the educational law competence of agricultural science teachers. 

Therefore, a Delphi study, which included a panel of experts consisting of school district 
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superintendents and attorneys, was conducted to identify the most important areas of 

educational law for agricultural science teachers. This method was also utilized by 

Gallagher (2013), which sought to identify key educational law issues for special 

education teachers.  

The needs identified in the Delphi study were used to develop an educational law 

professional development workshop. In the state of Texas, one of the only in-service 

opportunities for agricultural science teachers to acquire knowledge on educational law is 

the one hour workshop at the Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association of Texas 

(VATAT) summer conference.  At the 2016 VATAT summer conference, located in 

Corpus Christi Texas, 1,819 (85.8%) of the 2,119 Texas agricultural science teachers 

were in attendance at the conference. Of the 1,819 teachers at the conference, only 64 

teachers attended the educational law workshop provided by the association’s legal 

counsel, representing less than four percent of the population of Texas agricultural 

science teachers (K. Jones, personal communication, September 29, 2016). Other sources 

of educational law training are needed in the state of Texas. To address this need, the 

researchers conducted a needs assessment to determine agricultural science teachers’ 

critical needs. Subsequently, a professional development event was developed and 

implemented based on the needs identified by the agricultural science teachers and the 

school district superintendents and attorneys.  

The fifth priority of the American Association for Agricultural Education 

National Research Agenda supports this notion of providing innovative professional 

development for agricultural science teachers. More specifically, research Priority Five, 

efficient and effective agricultural education programs, indicated the need for 
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professional development improvement in agricultural education Thoron, Myers, and 

Barrick (2016) According to Thoron et al., (2016) “The knowledge and skill needed by 

agricultural education professionals, including university faculty, will continue to grow as 

our society and the needs of stakeholders continue to become more complex” (p. 45).  

Purpose and Objectives  

 The overarching purpose of this research study was to evaluate the cycle of 

learning related to legal issues in in-service professional development and pre-service 

education. To accomplish this purpose, three distinct, yet related study phases (i.e., 

Delphi of experts, in-service teacher needs assessment, and professional development 

implementation) were incorporated in this research study. The first study segment sought 

to determine the most important educational law topics for Texas agricultural science 

teachers. This phase of the overall study incorporated the Delphi method to inquire 

school district superintendents’ and attorneys’ professional opinions on the most 

important educational law issues. Next, a needs assessment was conducted, constituting 

the second phase of the overall study, to determine Texas in-service agricultural science 

teachers’ educational law training needs. Lastly, the third phase involved the 

development, implementation, and assessment of an educational law professional 

development event. The specific purpose and research objectives for each phase of the 

study are presented below. 
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Phase I - Purpose & Objectives: School District Superintendents’ and Attorneys’ 

Perceptions of the Most Important Educational Law Issues Impacting the 

Professional Security of Agricultural Science Teachers 

The purpose of this Delphi study was to identify legal issues, in general and 

related to agricultural education, which are most relevant to current teachers. Identifying 

the important legal issues will serve to understand which areas of educational law 

teachers struggle with. The following objectives guided this Delphi study: 

1. Identify important general education law topics for agricultural science teachers. 

2. Identify important educational law topics, in the field of agricultural education, for 

agricultural science teachers. 

Phase II Purpose & Objectives: Assessment of Educational Law In-service Needs 

and Perceived Competencies of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

The purpose of this needs assessment study was to explore in-service needs of 

Texas Agricultural Science Teachers specifically related to educational law and the 

influence of professional experiences on perceived needs. In general, this research study 

served as a formative assessment to gauge Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ training 

needs regarding educational law. The professional development of agricultural education 

teachers is a component of the National Research Agenda for Agricultural Education, 

Research Priority Five: Efficient and Effective Agricultural Education Programs. Thoron, 

Myers, and Barrick (2016) noted “research in the context of agricultural education – 

formal and non-formal education settings – is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of 

these established professional development attributes and can greatly improve the body 

of knowledge on effective professional development” (p. 45). Five research objectives 
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guided this study. Additionally, three null hypotheses guided the statistical analysis for 

the examination of background characteristics effects on teachers’ perceived competence 

of educational law. 

Research Objectives 

1. Describe the professional experiences (i.e., affiliation with professional 

organizations, prior educational law training, and previous experience with 

school-based law litigation) of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers.  

2. Distinguish between the educational law training needs of Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers by career phase.  

3. Compare the induction phase and non-induction phase teachers’ perceived 

competence of educational law. 

4. Determine the main effects of teacher’s career phase and previous educational law 

training, and the interaction effect between those two factors on the Texas 

Agricultural Science Teachers’ perceived competency in educational law. As a 

means of assessing objective four, the following null hypotheses were tested: 

H01: In the population, there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived 

educational law knowledge of agricultural science teachers due to the interaction 

of teacher’s career stage and teacher’s previous educational law training. 

H02: In the population, there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived 

educational law knowledge of agricultural science teachers due to the teacher’s 

career stage. 
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H03: In the population, there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived 

educational law knowledge of agricultural science teachers due to their previous 

educational law training. 

Phase III Purpose & Objectives: Evaluation of Educational Law Professional 

Development Program for Pre-service Agricultural Science Teachers 

The purpose of this descriptive research was to evaluate the Educational Law 

Literacy Program (ELLP). More specifically, this study sought to determine participants’ 

reactions toward the ELLP and their self-perceived level of learning in the program. The 

assessment of training effectiveness aligns with the National Research Agenda for 

Agricultural Education, Research Priority Five: Efficient and Effective Agricultural 

Education Programs (Thoron, Myers, & Barrick, 2016). Specifically, the research agenda 

calls for agricultural education research to evaluate the effectiveness of professional 

development programs (Thoron et al., 2016). With that said, three research objectives 

guided the program evaluation of the ELLP. 

1. Describe the agricultural education preservice teachers’ affective reactions to the 

Educational Law Literacy Program seminar (Kirkpatrick level one). 

2. Describe the agricultural education preservice teachers’ intention/cognition 

reactions to the Educational Law Literacy Program seminar (Kirkpatrick level 

one). 

3. Describe the preservice agricultural science teachers’ self-perceived learning in 

the Educational Law Literacy Program seminar (Kirkpatrick level two). 
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Theoretical Framework  

Throughout the years, numerous theories have been posited to explain the 

initiation and maintenance of protective behaviors. Weinstein (1993) studied differences 

and similarities between four main theories focused on health-protective behaviors, 

including: Protection Motivation theory (PMT), the Health Belief Model (HBM), the 

Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), and the Subjective Expected Utility (SEU). 

Weinstein indicated all four protective behavior theories shared a common link, the idea 

that an individual’s motivation toward protection is derived from a perceived threat and 

the desire to avoid undesirable outcomes. Floyd, Prentice-Dunn, and Rogers (2000) 

further explained that all four theories incorporated a cost-benefit analysis, where an 

individual weighs the benefit of taking a specific course of action against the cost of 

taking the protective action. Although, many similarities have been noted to exist 

between these theories, differences can be found in regard to the risk and non-risk 

variables of each theory. One key differentiator is the focus on response efficacy. An 

individual’s perceived effectiveness of choosing a given action to reduce risk (i.e., 

response efficacy) is an important variable in the PMT and HBM, but not in the TRA and 

SEU. When the PMT and HBM are compared, the greatest difference in these two 

models is the way in which they are organized (Floyd et al., 2000). 

More specifically, Floyd et al. indicated the HBM (see Figure 3) contained a 

catalog of contributing variables to behavior, and the PMT is organized along two 

cognitive mediating processes which attempt to link individual’s cognitive processes in 

assessing threats and selecting coping strategies.  
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Figure 3. The Health Belief Model (Becker, 1974) 

There is a need to assess agricultural science teachers’ competency of educational 

law, the threat they associated with educational law issues, and their perceptions in regard 

to the effectiveness of coping strategies to mitigate legal risk. Therefore, the Protection 

Motivation Theory (PMT) (Rogers, 1983) served as the overarching theoretical 

framework for this study. The PMT evaluates how an individual processes a threat and 

how the individual responds to cope with the risk associated with the threat. Threat, in the 

context of the study, was associated with the legal liability of teachers in the realm of 

educational law. The protection motivation theory has served as the theoretical 

framework for influencing and predicting various behaviors, such as promoting healthy 

behavior (Dinoff & Kowalski, 1999; Plotnikoff & Higginbotham, 1995), increasing 

online security and reducing online harassment (Boehmer, LaRose, Rifon, Alhabash, & 

Cotton, 2015; Woon, Tan, & Low, 2005), and increasing food safety (Zhang & Steiner, 

2010).  
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The PMT can be broken apart into three distinct sections: sources of information, 

cognitive mediating process, and behavior. Sources of information is the educational 

portion of the model. In essence, this is the message or information which an entity wants 

to disseminate to an audience. The source of information in earlier persuasive 

communication models, such as the curvilinear model of fear appeals (Hovland, Janis, & 

Kelly, 1953) or the Parallel Process Model (Leventhal, 1970), mainly utilized fear 

appeals to influence subjects’ intentions (Tannenbaum, Hepler, Zimmerman, Saul, 

Jacobs, Wilson, & Albarracín (2015). Although fear appeals are one source of 

information which can be used in the PMT, inputs such as environmental (e.g., verbal 

persuasion or observational learning) and intrapersonal (e.g., previous experiences or 

personality aspects) sources of information can be used in the protection motivation 

theory model to initiate cognitive activity and lead to protection motivation (Crossler, 

2010; Floyd et al., 2000).  

The second phase of the PMT relates to the cognitive mediating processes. This 

phase is comprised of the threat appraisal process and the coping appraisal process (see 

Figure 1). These processes “undergird peoples' adoption of protective behaviors when 

faced with a threat or hazard” (Neuwirth, 1995, p. 6). The threat appeal process occurs 

when an individual appraises the factors which heighten or lower their susceptibility to 

risk. On the other hand, the coping appraisal process occurs when an individual assesses 

the ability to avert and cope with a threatened danger (Floyd et al., 2000). Of the two 

mediating processes encompassed in the protection motivation theory, the threat appraisal 

process is addressed first by an individual because risk has to be identified before 

evaluating various coping options to mitigate risk.  
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Figure 4. A Schematic Representation of Protection Motivation Theory (Rogers, 1983). 

Threat Appraisal Process 

 The threat appraisal process is comprised of three factors: maladaptive response 

rewards, perception of threat severity, and perception personal vulnerability to the threat. 

A maladaptive response reward is any intrinsic and extrinsic reward associated with the 

participation in a risky behavior. Floyd et al., (2000) indicated rewards increase the 

chances of deciding to engage in a maladaptive response (not to protect themselves from 

risk). Unlike maladaptive rewards, which is a response inhibiting factor, the other two 

factors (i.e., severity and vulnerability) of the threat appraisal process are facilitating 

factors which lead to avoidance of a given risk. Severity refers to the magnitude of 

consequences an individual associates with a threat. Therefore, when an individual 

perceives a threat to be severe and feels vulnerable to the dangers associated with the 

threat, they are more likely to avoid the maladaptive response and consider coping 

processes to mitigate the threat (Floyd et al., 2000).  
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Coping Appraisal Process 

The second cognitive mediating process of the protection motivation theory is the 

coping-appraisal process. After an individual has identified or perceived a threat, they can 

then evaluate coping appraisal processes (adaptive responses) to avoid threats. The 

coping appraisal process is comprised of three simultaneous judgements: a decision on 

the effectiveness of a preventative measure (response efficacy), a belief in one’s ability to 

successfully implement an adaptive response (self-efficacy), and an assessment of the 

cost affiliated with the preventative course of action (response cost) (Neuwirth, 1995).  

Response efficacy, a response facilitating factor of the protection motivation 

theory, is the belief that a preventative course of action will be effective in mitigating a 

threat. According to Floyd et al., (2000), the more response efficacy an individual 

associates with an adaptive response, the more likely they are to follow through with the 

coping response. Along with response efficacy, self-efficacy is another facilitating factor 

of the protection motivation theory. The initial protection motivation theory (Rogers, 

1975) did not include self-efficacy as a factor in the danger-control process, but in 1983 

Maddux and Rogers expanded the protection motivation theory to include the self-

efficacy component. Tanner, Day, and Crask (1989) supported this theory expansion by 

stating the “knowledge of an effective coping response was not enough for the subject to 

adopt that response; the subject must also believe in his or her own ability to perform that 

behavior” (p. 269). An individual’s belief in their ability to perform a coping response 

will increase the probability of the individual selecting the adaptive response; in turn, the 

individual will mitigate the behavior which presents a threat (Floyd et al., 2000). The 

third simultaneous judgement made by individuals in the coping appraisal process is 
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response cost. The response cost consist of any cost (e.g., monetary, effort, time) 

associated with the decision to perform the adaptive coping response. The cost of 

adaptive behavior is a response inhibiting factor; therefore, the more cost an individual 

associates with an adaptive coping response, the less likely they are to adhere to the 

coping process.  

Protection Motivation 

 Protection motivation serves as the main mediator of the relationship between the 

two cognitive mediating processes (i.e., coping and threat appraisal processes). 

According to Milne et al. (2000) protection motivation is: 

Synonymous with the intention to perform a behavior and is a positive linear 

function of the beliefs that (a) the threat is severe, (b) the individual is personally 

vulnerable to the threat, (c) the recommended response is effective, (d) the 

individual is able to perform the recommended response, and is a negative linear 

function of the belief that (e) the perceived costs of the recommended coping 

response would be high (pp. 109-110). 

 Similar to other forms of motivation, protection motivation arouses, sustains, and directs 

and individual’s intentions to carry out or not carry out an action. An individual’s 

protection motivation intentions cannot be directly observed, rather the protection 

motivation of an individual is an inferred mental state of behavioral intention. Behavioral 

intentions have been noted as the best behavioral predictor (Ajzen, 1985; Kim & Hunter, 

1993). Although the factors of the threat and coping appraisal processes offer insight into 

the protection motivation, an individual’s behavioral decisions cannot be directly 

predicted.  
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Application of the Protection Motivation Theory in the Educational Law Training 

of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

 A three-phase study was designed to evaluate the cycle of learning related to legal 

issues in in-service professional development and pre-service education. Further, this 

study developed, implemented, and assessed the effectiveness of an educational law 

workshop which trained teachers about the important issues. Using the protection 

motivation theory, the researchers assessed how the Texas agricultural science teachers 

processed educational law issues, which represent threats to their professional security. 

Two sources of educational law information were provided to the Texas agricultural 

science teachers in this research study: a list of important educational law issues and an 

educational law professional development workshop.   

 The first source of information, a list of important educational law issues, was 

garnered from a Delphi study which asked school district superintendents and attorneys 

to identify pertinent educational law issues. The important educational law issues which 

were identified served as an environmental source of information (i.e., verbal persuasion) 

for Texas agricultural science teachers in the first part of the study. The educational law 

professional development workshop constituted the second source of information in this 

study. To operationalize other sources of information available to the teachers (e.g., 

intrapersonal sources), the background characteristics of participants was gathered. For 

example, the Texas agricultural education teachers were asked to identify previous 

educational law training experiences and their previous involvement in educational-based 

litigation.  
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 The protection motivation theory posits an individual’s perception of a threat’s 

severity and their vulnerability to the threat are two response inhibiting factors in the 

threat appraisal process. In this study, the Texas agricultural science teachers were asked 

to evaluate the important education law issues and indicate how important they perceived 

the issue to be to ensuring their professional security. More specifically, the factors of 

severity and vulnerability of each identified educational law threat were operationalized 

by asking the participants “how important is it for you to be knowledgeable in the 

following issue”, on a five-point Likert type scale (1 = not important, 2 = slightly 

important, 3 = moderately important, 4 = important, 5 = very important).  

 In regard to the coping appraisal process of the protection motivation theory, the 

Texas agricultural science teachers’ perceived self-efficacy on educational law issues was 

assessed. For each educational law issue presented (source of information) the Texas 

agricultural science teachers were asked “how knowledgeable are you in the following 

educational law issue?” The evaluation of self-efficacy was assessed on a five-point 

Likert type scale (1 = I have no knowledge on this issue, 2 = slightly knowledgeable, 3 = 

moderately knowledgeable, 4 = knowledgeable, 5 = very knowledgeable). According to 

Floyd et al., (2000), if teachers believe their knowledge is adequate to perform a coping 

response, the teacher will have a greater propensity to select an adaptive response to 

mitigate a threat.  

 Although the protection motivation theory guided this research study, this study 

falls short of assessing all factors which predict protection motivation. Three such factors 

which this research study did not assess were maladaptive rewards, response efficacy, 

and the cost of adaptive behavior. The unexplored factors of the protection motivation 
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theory served as a key limitation in this study. This study did not purport to predict 

protection motivation intentions of the Texas agricultural science teachers in regard to 

educational law issues. Rather, this study provided an over view of Texas agricultural 

science teachers’ perceptions of important educational law issues, and their perceived 

ability to avoid threats associated with the misunderstanding of the issues.      

Definitions 

For the purpose of this study, the following words are defined: 

Administrative Law = rules, regulations, and decisions that are issued by administrative 

bodies to implement state and federal statutory laws (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 3). 

Agricultural Science Program = “a systematic instruction in agriculture and natural 

resources at the elementary, middle school, secondary, postsecondary, or adult levels 

for the purpose of preparing people for entry or advancement in agricultural 

occupations and professions, job creation and entrepreneurship and agricultural 

literacy”; with three instructional components of classroom instruction, SAE, and 

FFA (Phipps, Osborne, Dyer, & Ball, 2008, p. 4-5). 

Agricultural Science Teacher = “ an educator who has responsibility for teaching 

agricultural and natural resources courses/ curricula in schools and community 

colleges” (Phipps et al., 2008, p. 528). 

Appellant (Plaintiff) = the person who brings a lawsuit against another person (Walsh et 

al., 2014, p. 424). 

Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARD) Committee = a committee which develops 

Individualized Educational Programs (IEPs) for students with disabilities, determines 

student placement, makes decisions on disciplinary actions of students with IEPs, and 
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decides on evaluation activities. An ARD committee is “comprised of (1) the 

parent(s), (2) a regular education teacher, (3) a special education teacher or service 

provider, (4) someone who can interpret the instructional implications of the 

assessment data, (5) a representative of the school district, (6) others who, in the 

judgement of the parent(s) or the school, have special knowledge or expertise, (7) 

when appropriate, the student” (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 95). 

Civil Case = every lawsuit other than a criminal proceeding. Most civil cases involve a 

lawsuit brought by one person against another and usually concern money damages 

(Walsh et al., 2014, p. 421). 

Civil Rights = rights that provide access to the legal system and equitable treatment 

before the law. Civil rights can be provided by a constitution or action of a legislative 

body (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 421). 

Constitutional Law = A written constitution is a body of precepts that provides a 

framework of law within which orderly governmental processes can operate 

(Alexander & Alexander, 2012, p. 3).  

Compensatory Damages = Damages that relate to the actual loss suffered by a plaintiff, 

as opposed to punitive damages (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 422). 

Complaint = the first main paper filed in a civil lawsuit in federal court. This includes the 

statement of the wrong or harm supposedly done to the plaintiff by the defendant and 

a request for specific help from the court (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 422). 

Criminal Case = a case involving crimes against the laws of the state; unlike in civil 

cases, the state is the prosecuting party (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 422). 
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Damages = an award to a party which has been injured by the wrongful act of another. 

Compensatory, or legal, damages are designed to redress a wrong and place an 

injured party in the financial position that she or he would have been in for the injury 

(Russo, 2009, p. 1238). 

Defendant (appellee) = the person against whom a legal action is brought (Walsh et al., 

2014, p. 422). 

De Minimis = lacking significance or importance; so minor as to merit disregard 

(Merriam-Webster, 2016). 

Guilty = legally responsible for a criminal matter (Russo, 2009, p. 1239). 

Hearing = an oral proceeding before a court or quasi-judicial tribunal (Walsh et al., 2014, 

p. 423). 

Individualized Education Program (IEP) = is a written statement of the services to be 

provided and the goals to be achieved by the student with disabilities. The IEP 

contains (1) a statement of the child’s current levels of educational performance, (2) a 

statement of measurable annual goals, (3) a statement of related services, 

supplementary aids, program modifications, supports for school personnel that will 

provide the services, (4) an explanation of any exclusion from regular classrooms, (5) 

a statement of accommodations which will be made for the student, (6) dates, 

frequency, duration, and location of services to be provided, and (7) a statement 

detailing how the parent(s) will be informed of the child’s progress. (Walsh et al., 

2014, p. 96). 
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Judicial Law (Case Law) = comprised of state and federal court decisions. When disputes 

arise under constitutions, statutes, and administrative law, the court system has the 

authority to make the final say (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 5). 

Jurisdiction = right of a court to hear a case, also the geographic area within which a 

court has the right and power to operate (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 424). 

Liable = legally responsible for a civil matter (Russo, 2009, p. 1239). 

Mediation = the involvement of a neutral third party to facilitate agreement (Walsh et al., 

2014, p. 424). 

Negligence: A tort or civil wrong that involves failure to exercise reasonable care when 

one has a duty to do so and as a result someone or something is harmed (Walsh et al., 

2014, p. 424). 

Opinion = reasoning that explains a court’s judgement. The opinion of the court is the 

reasoning accepted by a majority of participating judges; it authoritatively enunciates 

the law of a case (Russo, 2009, p. 1240). 

Precedent = a court decision on a question of law that gives authority or direction on how 

to decide a similar question of law in a later case with similar facts (Walsh et al., 

2014, p. 425). 

Punitive Damages = money awarded to a person by a court that is over and above the 

damages actually sustained, and serve as a deterrent to similar acts in the future 

(Walsh et al., 2014, p. 425). 

Qualified Immunity = a Texas educational provision which provides in part that a 

professional employee of a school district is not “personally liable for any act that is 

incident to or which the scope of the duties of the employee’s position of employment 
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and that involves the exercise of judgement or discretion on the part of the employee” 

(T.E.C. §22.0511; Walsh et al., 2014, p. 385). 

Sovereign Immunity = the government’s freedom from being sued for money damages 

without its consent (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 425). 

Statutory Law = an act of government expressing legislative will and constituting a law 

of the state (Alexander & Alexander, 2012, p. 3). Statutory laws consist of laws 

passed by legislatures and are recorded in public documents (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 

424). 

Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) = “a series of planned, sequential agricultural 

activities (SAE projects) of educational value conducted by students outside of class 

and laboratory instruction for which systematic instruction and supervision are 

provided by the teacher” (Phipps et al., 2008, p. 536). 

The National FFA Organization = “an educational, nonprofit, nonpolitical national 

organization for students enrolled in school-based agricultural education programs; an 

integral component of agricultural education in the public schools that focuses on 

student leadership and career development; it consist of chartered state associations 

and student members in local middle school and high school chapters” (Phipps et al., 

2008, p. 531). 

Tort = a civil wrong done by one person to another. For an act to be considered a tort, 

there must be a legal duty owed by one person to another, a breach of that duty, and 

harm done as a direct result of the action (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 425). 

Trial = a process occurring in a court in which opposing parties present evidence, subject 

to instructional commands (Walsh et al., 2014, p. 426). 
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Assumptions 

According to Gay and Airasian (2000), an assumption is “any important ‘fact’ 

presumed to be true but not actually verified,” (p. 56). The assumptions of this study 

included: 

 The school district superintendents’ and attorneys’ responses accurately reflect 

their professional opinion. 

 The panel of experts, which participated in the educational law Delphi, included 

school district superintendents and attorneys. The superintendents which were 

asked to participate on the panel had previous teaching experience in agricultural 

education, and the attorneys which were recruited were either on retainer for 

agricultural education teaching associations or represented school districts which 

had agricultural science programs. Based on the selection criteria used to 

construct the panel of experts, it was assumed that the participants not only had an 

extensive understanding of educational law issues, they also had a basis of 

understanding in regard to educational law issues related specifically to 

agricultural education.   

 It is also assumed that the issues which are identified by the panel of experts are 

the issues which are most detrimental to the professional security of agricultural 

science teachers.  

 Collecting perceptions of a larger group of people is less likely to produce 

inaccurate results in comparison to the perceptions of one individual (Hasson, 

Keeney, & McKenna, 2000). Therefore, it was assumed that conducting the needs 
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assessment with a probabilistic sample of Texas agricultural science teachers 

would garnish generalizable results.  

 Based on the Protection Motivation Theory (Rogers, 1983), an individual must 

first be cognizant of a threat, evaluate the severity and their perceived 

vulnerability to the given threat, then evaluate potential coping options to mitigate 

the risk. Based on the tenets of the Protection Motivation Theory it is assumed 

that Texas agricultural science teachers are unsure of what to do to avoid disputes 

in school-based law decision-making; otherwise they would.  

 An assumption was made that the agricultural science teachers which participated 

in this study answered the questionnaire honestly.  

 The participants who participated in the educational law needs assessment were 

all current in-service agricultural science teachers. Based on their experience in 

the field of education, an assumption was made that the participants were familiar 

with the educational law topics included on the instrument. 

 The participants of the Educational Law Literacy Program were all senior-level 

agricultural education students, who were currently taking educational courses in 

their methods block. Therefore, it was assumed the participants of the Educational 

Law Literacy Program were in a position to see relevance in the subject matter.  

 The second portion of the study, the educational law needs assessment of in-

service agricultural science teachers, served as foundational guide to better 

understand the educational law training needs of agricultural science teachers. 

Moreover, the perceived training needs of the in-service teachers assisted in 

determining the main topics of the Educational Law Literacy Program, which was 
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provided to pre-service agricultural science teachers. Although in-service teachers 

had real-world experience in the educational setting, it was assumed that the pre-

service teachers’ training needs closely mimic the educational law training needs 

of beginning teachers.  

Limitations 

Phase I Limitations.  

The Delphi technique was used in the first phase of this study to determine the 

most important educational law issues, which present the greatest risk to Texas 

agricultural science teachers’ professional security. Although the Delphi method serves 

as a valuable tool in generating experts’ opinions, some limitations are associated with 

this method of research.  

One limitation of the Delphi method is the pressure on experts to conform to the 

majority opinion; minority viewpoints in a panel of experts can potentially be 

overshadowed (Keeney, Hasson, & McKenna, 2011). Keeney, Hasson, & McKenna 

(2010) asserted the issues which constitute the final consensus may not be representative 

of the correct issues, instead it might solely represent the issues which were agreed upon. 

Another limitation of the Delphi technique is the proper assessment of instrument 

reliability. Determining the reliability of a Delphi study is problematic because this 

technique yields judgements, not measurements. In general, a measurement consist of an 

error component and a true score; the error of a measurement consist of random 

variables, which have a tendency to cancel each other out (Woudenberg, 1991). In 

comparison to the error component of a measurement, the error component of a 

judgement is influenced by situation- and person-specific factors, such as bias. To 
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mitigate situation-specific biases, the researcher standardized the recruitment procedure, 

background information, design of the instrument, the number of rounds, and the content 

of the first-round questionnaire. Furthermore, the Delphi instrument was administered 

under equal circumstances and the in the same period of time. Person specific-bias were 

existent in this research study, and consequently, future applications of Delphi instrument 

can be interpreted as a new instrument of measurement (Woudenberg, 1991). 

Nevertheless, the reliability of the Delphi technique serves as a key limitation to this 

study.  

Phase II Limitations. 

 The second phase of the research study was an educational law needs assessment 

of Texas agricultural science teachers. The response rate on the needs assessment was 

65.5%. Although this response rate meets acceptable standards, it does not fully depict 

the needs of all the teachers in the sample, which constitutes a limitation in this study.  

 Another limitation of the educational law needs assessment was the limited scope. 

The needs assessment only included a randomized sample of Texas Teachers because the 

laws and statutes addressed in the instrument were specific to educational entities in 

Texas. Aside from federal laws and legislation (e.g., No Child Left Behind & Individuals 

with disabilities Education Act) the local and state torts and statures vary between states. 

Therefore, the findings pertaining to the needs assessment should only be generalized to 

Texas agricultural science teachers. Further, caution should be exercised when 

generalizing these findings beyond the state lines of Texas.  
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Phase III Limitations. 

The program evaluation of Educational Law Literacy Program was conducted on 

a convenience sample of pre-service agricultural education teachers at Texas Tech 

University. The use of a convenience sample serves as the single largest limitation on the 

program evaluation. Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, and Walker (2014) described convenience 

sampling as a “sample based on availability, time location, or ease of access” (p. 459). 

Furthermore, Ary et al. (2014) noted that the use of convenience sampling restricts the 

researcher’s ability to estimate error introduced by the non-probabilistic sampling 

technique. Due to the limitations regarding the sampling technique, caution should be 

exercised when attempting to generalize the findings of the program evaluation to any 

other population.   

 Aside from limitations deriving from the sampling technique, the scope of the 

program evaluation served as another limitation. The program evaluation of the 

Educational Law Literacy Program encompassed the first two levels of Kirkpatrick’s 

(1994) program evaluation model, reaction and learning. The Kirkpatrick program 

evaluation model is not considered to be hierarchal, and it is fairly commonplace to 

assess selected measures in program evaluations which follow Kirkpatrick’s model.  

Morgan and Casper (2000) indicated affective reaction measures serve as a potential 

predictor of more costly training evaluation criteria such as behavior and results 

measures. Furthermore, previous research (Ajzen, 1985; Kim & Hunter, 1993) has 

indicated that intention measures serve as the best predictor of future behavior.  
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Granted, even if the reaction (i.e., affective and intention/cognitive) and learning 

measures provide insight on participants future behavior, the lack of assessing behavior 

after training serves as a limitation. 

 Along with the scope of the program evaluation, the assessment of learning 

measures could potentially serve as a limitation for the Educational Law Literacy 

Program evaluation. In the present study, learning was operationalized by a three item 

retrospective pre-test. More specifically, Educational Law Literacy Program participants 

were asked to report their initial and post training competency on the items: “my ability 

to demonstrate comprehension of this subject,”  “My ability to apply concepts to an 

actual problem or situation in this subject area,” and “my understanding of educational 

law.” The use of attitudinal scales to assess learning provides an insight on the 

participant’s perceived understanding, but this attitudinal assessment fails to provide 

explicit data on what the participant actually learned. Moreover, qualitative follow-up 

data was not collected to better understand why the pre-service teachers responded as 

they did.  

Overarching Limitations.  

This study did not directly explore all factors of the Protection Motivation 

Theory. Certain maladaptive response factors (i.e., severity and vulnerability) and 

adaptive response factors (i.e., response efficacy and self-efficacy) were indirectly 

assessed in the program evaluation of the Educational Law Literacy Program. The factors 

which were assessed provide a deeper understanding of agricultural science teachers’ 

evaluation of threats associated with educational law issues (i.e., threat appraisal process) 

and preventative actions which can be taken to mitigate risk (i.e., coping appraisal 
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process). Albeit, response facilitating factors of the threat and coping appraisal process 

such as advantages of maladaptive behavior and cost of adaptive behavior were not 

evaluated in this study. These factors play a key role in the cognitive mediation processes 

which serves to predict the protection motivation towards avoiding threats.  

Summary 

The litigious manner of today’s society, illustrated by the drastic increase of 

litigation and legislation, has bolstered the need for teachers to have an adequate 

knowledge of educational law. Although there is a strong need for teachers to be well 

versed in educational law, research has indicated that teachers have a dismal level of 

educational law knowledge. The complexity and perpetually changing nature of 

educational law are contributing factors to lack of educational law knowledge of teachers. 

In regard to the complexity of educational law, this chapter elaborates on the four sources 

of educational law (i.e., constitutional, statutory, administrative, and judicial) in the state 

of Texas. Along with the identification and description of the sources of educational law, 

educational law issues, such as teacher’s rights were discussed in this chapter. Qualified 

immunity, which serves as a shield for teachers against personal liability, was discussed 

along with the limitations of protection in regard to this statute. This chapter also sought 

to differentiate between personal liability protection provided by the state of Texas 

(T.E.C. Section § 22.0511) and by the federal Law (Paul D. Coverdell Teacher Protection 

Act of 2001). Moreover, limitations to federal liability protection for teachers and 

preemption and election of state and federal laws were discussed in this chapter.  

 The educational law knowledge and professional development needs of teachers 

have previously been examined by scholars, but there is a gap in research pertaining to 
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the educational law knowledge of agricultural science teachers. The need to address this 

gap in research was discussed. This research study encompassed three separate, yet 

related phases (viz., Delphi of educational law experts, needs assessment of in-service 

teachers, and professional development implementation for preservice teachers). The 

purpose, objectives, definitions, assumptions, and limitations were discussed for each 

phase of the educational law study.  
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II DELPHI OF IMPORTANT TOPICS 

School District Superintendents’ and Attorneys’ Perceptions of the Most Important 

Educational Law Issues Impacting the Professional Security of Agricultural Science 

Teachers 

Abstract 

Teachers are tasked with the important role of educating and empowering the Nation’s 

youth.  Although, teaching is a rewarding vocation, teachers are subjected to risk and 

liabilities on a daily basis. The rising number of school-based litigation and the litigious 

nature of today’s society bolster the need for teachers to abide and understand the 

administrative, statutory, judicial, and constitutional laws mandated in the state of Texas. 

Aside from the general liabilities faced by educators, agricultural science teachers are 

exposed to additional liabilities due to their unique professional responsibilities. A 

systematic delivery of educational law training could potentially aid in improving the 

educational law competency of teachers in Texas. However, educational law training 

events and courses are only viable if the most pertinent educational law issues are being 

addressed. To identify the most important educational law topics—which pose the 

greatest threat to agricultural science teachers—this Delphi study involved the inquiry of 

school district superintendents’ and attorneys’ opinions of the most important 

educational law topics. Findings revealed the panel of experts perceived teacher rights, 

student discipline, special education, and teacher’s communication with students as the 

most important general educational laws issues. In regard to important educational law 

issues specifically related to agricultural education, findings indicated student 

safety/supervision, communication with parents and superiors, and financial 
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responsibility were the most important issues faced by Texas agricultural science 

teachers. 

Keywords: educational law issues, agricultural education 

Introduction 

Teachers are tasked with the important role of educating and empowering the 

Nation’s youth. The field of education can be a rewarding profession, but teachers are 

subjected to risk and liabilities on a daily basis. The litigious manner of society today has 

inundated public schools with legal problems caused by legislation and litigation (Imber 

& Gayler, 1988). Furthermore, litigation in the school setting has risen dramatically. For 

example, in 1970, approximately 300 school districts were named as parties in lawsuits. 

In 2001, the number of school district-related lawsuits escalated to over 1,800 (Redfield, 

2003). The drastic increase of school-based litigation prompts the question: what is the 

cause for the skyrocketing number of legal issues in our schools? The answer to this 

question is not clear or concise. Previous researchers have asserted factors contributing to 

the increase of school litigation include the lack of teacher training (Corcoran, 2007; Pell, 

1981; Schimmel & Militello, 2008), increase of special education mandates (Ahearn, 

2002; Leonard, 2007; Wagner, 2006; Zirkel, 2006), courts’ increased recognition of 

teacher and student rights (Gordon, 1996; Lupini and Zirkel, 2003; McDaniel, 1983; 

Reglin, 1990), increase of state and federal legislation (Koch, 1997; McCarthy, 1976), 

and abrogation of government immunity by courts and legislatures (McCarthy, 1976). 

 In the current educational environment “law and education are not only 

intertwined, they are inseparable” (Heubert, 1997, p. 538). Texas teachers are expected to 

understand and abide by the administrative, statutory, judicial, and constitutional laws 
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which govern Texas education.  These four sources of educational law provide guidelines 

(i.e., torts, statutes, & judicial decisions) on educational issues such as student’s rights, 

teacher’s rights, employment contracts, student discipline, and qualified immunity. 

Although the laws and regulations are publicly available to teachers, they are perpetually 

changing due to current legislation and state and federal court decisions—adding to the 

complexity of educational law. Although educational laws are constantly changing, 

ignorance of educational laws is not a justifiable excuse for teachers. Paul (2001) stated 

“teachers ignore or remain ignorant of the law at their own peril, endangering their 

professional careers and their reputations” (p. 178). Therefore, it is imperative teachers 

have a working knowledge of current laws and regulations and are cognizant of ongoing 

augmentations to school law.  

Along with the general liabilities faced by educators, agricultural science teachers 

are exposed to additional liabilities due to their unique professional responsibilities. 

These responsibilities include maintaining a school farm, working with livestock, 

transporting students (in school and personal vehicles), hosting after school events (e.g., 

practices for judging contests), and serving as chaperones for overnight trips. The 

additional job requirements, which yield added liability for agricultural science teachers, 

are constantly changing due to state mandates and judicial decisions.  

Previous studies in Texas (Littleton, Higham, & Styron, 2001) and around the 

nation (Bounds, 2000; Clark, 1990; Koch, 1997; Moore, 1997; Ogletree & Garrett, 1981; 

Paul, 2001; Wagner, 2008) have concluded teachers have an inadequate level of 

educational law knowledge. If teachers have a low level of educational law knowledge, 

what programs or events could be implemented to narrow the legal knowledge gap? 
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According to the literature, legal literacy can be acquired through pre-service teacher 

preparation programs (Clark, 1990; Imber, 2008; Littleton, 2008; Mirabile, 2013 Ogletree 

& Garrett, 1981), in-service professional development events (Bounds, 2000; Harris, 

2001; Imber, 2008; Koch, 1997; Littleton, 2008; Mirabile, 2013), and professional 

organizations (Bounds, 2000; Mirabile, 2013).  

In regard to pre-service teacher preparation, previous studies reported teacher 

training in educational law was inconsistent in most states (Corcoran, 2007; Mirabile, 

2013; Schimmel & Militello, 2008). In fact, Nevada is the only state which requires pre-

service teachers to take an educational law course (Gajda, 2008). Further, Bon, 

Schimmel, Eckes, and Militello (2008) indicated only eight percent of teacher preparation 

programs in the nation offer an educational law course for undergraduates. Along with 

recommendations supporting the implementation of educational law courses, numerous 

researchers have proposed the enactment of educational law professional development 

events. Moreover, previous research indicated periodic professional development training 

was the most popular and effective method to close the legal knowledge gap (Bounds, 

2000; Harris, 2001; Koch, 1997). Imber (2008) recommended state certification agencies 

and school districts develop interactive online tutorials to provide periodic educational 

law training for teachers. 

The notion of providing innovative professional development for teachers was 

supported by research priority five, efficient and effective agricultural education 

programs, of the American Association for Agricultural Education National Research 

Agenda (Thoron, Myers, & Barrick, 2016). Research priority five indicated the need for 

professional development improvement in agricultural education. More specifically, 
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Thoron et al., (2016) indicated “The knowledge and skill needed by agricultural 

education professionals, including university faculty, will continue to grow as our society 

and the needs of stakeholders continue to become more complex” (p. 45). Providing 

professional development to in-service teachers, and career preparation for preservice 

teachers, is only viable if the most pertinent issues are addressed. Therefore, this study 

sought to determine the important educational law issues, which pose the greatest threat 

to Texas agricultural science teachers based on the perceptions of school district 

superintendents and attorneys in Texas.  

Theoretical Framework 

This research study was guided by the protection motivation theory (Rogers, 

1983) which evaluates how individuals process threats and decide how to cope with the 

danger associated with the threat. The protection motivation theory has been widely used 

to assess the cognitive mediating process of individuals, such as promoting the 

determinants of online safety behavior (Boehmer, LaRose, Rifon, Alhabash, & Cotton, 

2015), promoting healthy behavior (Dinoff & Kowalski, 1999), and increasing food 

safety behavior (Zhang & Steiner, 2010). In the context of this study, the protection 

motivation theory guided the assessment of Texas agricultural teachers’ cognitive 

processing of educational law threats (e.g., litigation). 

The protection motivation theory (see Figure 4) is comprised of three distinct 

components: sources of information, cognitive mediation processes (i.e. threat appraisal 

process & coping appraisal process), and coping modes (i.e., adaptive or maladaptive 

coping) (Crossler, 2010).  
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Figure 4. A Schematic Representation of Protection Motivation Theory (Rogers, 1983) 

In essence, the source of information serves as the catalyst to propel an individual 

to engage in the cognitive mediating processes. The first cognitive mediating process, the 

threat appraisal process, occurs when an individual evaluates the factors which heighten 

or lower their susceptibility to a threat. According to Floyd et al. (2000), the threat 

appraisal process precedes the coping appraisal process because an individual must 

identify and assess a threat before evaluating coping options to mitigate the threat. When 

an individual perceives a threat to be severe and feels vulnerable to the threat’s danger, 

they are more likely to consider factors (i.e., response efficacy, self-efficacy, and cost of 

adaptive behavior) of the coping processes to mitigate a threat (Floyd et al., 2000). The 

two cognitive mediation processes (i.e., coping and threat appraisal processes) are 

mediated by protection motivation, which is the individual’s intention to perform 

adaptive coping behaviors (to protect the self or others) or maladaptive coping behaviors 

(not to protect the self or others) (Crossler, 2010; Milne, Sheeran, & Orbell, 2000). 
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Information sources in the protection motivation theory serve as the educational 

elements of the model and constitutes the inputs for the cognitive mediation processes 

(i.e., threat appraisal process and coping appraisal process). The sources of information in 

the protection motivation theory are generally comprised of intrapersonal (e.g., previous 

experiences or personality aspects) and environmental (e.g., verbal persuasion, fear 

appeal, or observational learning) sources (Floyd et al., 2000; Milne et al., 2000). The 

main focus of this study was to identify the most important educational law issues which 

have the propensity to impede the professional security of Texas Agricultural Science 

Teachers. The educational law issues served as an information source for subsequent 

studies which evaluated the other components (i.e., cognitive mediating processes and 

coping modes) of the protection motivation theory. 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this Delphi study was to identify important educational law topics 

which present risk to the professional security of Texas agricultural science teachers. The 

following objectives guided this Delphi study: 

1. Identify important general education law topics for agricultural science teachers. 

2. Identify important educational law topics specific to the field of agricultural 

education for agricultural science teachers. 

Method 

This study was structured using the Delphi method to obtain a general consensus 

among school district attorneys and school district superintendents on the important 

educational law issues, in general and specifically related to agricultural education, which 

are most relevant to current teachers. The Delphi technique is a method for building a 
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consensus among a panel of selected participants using a series of questionnaires for data 

collection (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). The general purpose of the Delphi technique is to 

develop a consensus on a particular issue without bringing subjects in personal contact 

with each other. Chizari (1990) indicated that in the beginning stages of the Delphi 

technique, the panel of experts will have a variety of opinions about the issue in question. 

Upon completion of the Delphi, the panel members should reach a consensus on the 

issues being studied.  

 In theory, the Delphi process should be iterated continuously until a consensus 

has been achieved (Hsu & Sandford, 2007). Historically, the traditional Delphi technique 

was comprised of four rounds (Young & Hogben, 1978). Yet, a multitude of research 

indicated that two (Duncan, 1995; Gustafson, Shukla, Delbecq, & Walster, 1973; 

Roberson, Collins, & Oreg 2005) to three (Brooks, 1979; Custer, Scarcella, & Stewart, 

1999; Cyphert & Grant, 1971; Fan & Cheng, 2006; Ludwig, 1994, 1997) iterations are 

sufficient to reach a consensus and collect the needed information. Schmidt (1997) 

indicated that not having enough iterations may result in meaningless results, and having 

too many iterations may cause sample fatigue and tax resources. This educational law 

study utilized a three-round Delphi technique, based on the high utilization of this 

iteration amount in previous research. An open ended questionnaire was developed for 

the first round of the study. The second and third round of the Delphi study was 

conducted using a questionnaire with four-point scaled item responses (1 = Not 

Important; 2 = Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Extremely Important) for each of 

the items generated in round one. 
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Population. 

Stitt-Gohdes and Crews (2004) indicated the “careful selection of the panel of 

experts is the keystone to a successful Delphi study” (p. 5). In general, individuals are 

deemed eligible to be included to participate in a Delphi study if they have related 

experiences and backgrounds concerning the target issue, are capable of contributing 

meaningful inputs, and are willing to revise their initial judgements to attain a consensus 

(Oh, 1974; Phill, 1971). The panel of experts in this Delphi study consisted of school 

district attorneys and superintendents. The principle investigator utilized selection criteria 

to guide the nomination process of participants. The selection criteria for membership of 

attorneys on the panel was threefold: (a) the person must be licensed to practice law in 

Texas, (b) the person must be involved in school law, (c) and the attorney must serve as 

general counsel for a school district or professional teaching association in Texas. The 

criteria for selecting superintendents included: (a) the person must currently serve as a 

superintendent of a school district in Texas, (b) the person must reside over a school 

district with an agricultural science program, and (c) the superintendent must have 

previously taught agricultural education.  

A snowball sampling technique was utilized to form the panel of experts. 

Snowball sampling is a sampling procedure which “occurs when the initially selected 

subjects suggest the names of others who would be appropriate for the sample, the latter 

suggest another, and so on” (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, & Walker, 2014, p. 682). Three 

superintendents, with an agricultural education background, were identified as having 

extensive experience in educational law and met the selection criterion. Each 

superintendent was asked to identify four to five additional superintendents with an 
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agricultural education background. After receiving the nominations from the 

superintendents, the additional subjects were vetted using the established selection 

criteria; a total of 18 superintendents were invited and 11 agreed to participate in the 

study.  

Similar to the procedure for selecting superintendents, attorneys were also 

selected with the snowball sampling technique. Three individuals with an extensive 

educational law experience were asked to identify four to five additional attorneys who 

practiced school law. At the conclusion of the snowball selection process a total of 17 

school district and professional teacher association attorneys were identified. Of the 17 

attorneys identified, only 10 agreed to serve on the panel of experts. The nomination 

process was conducted separately for the superintendents and attorneys, but all recruited 

participants served on an aggregate panel. 

Of the 35 participants which were asked to participate in this study, 20 agreed to 

participate on the panel of experts. The contact information (i.e., name, phone number, 

email address) of the perspective participants was collected from the nominator. If the 

person who made the nomination lacked the nominees contact information, publicly 

available directories (i.e., Texas Council of School Attorneys and Vocational Agriculture 

Teachers Association of Texas) were utilized to find the contact information.    

In regard to the appropriate number of subjects to be included in a Delphi study, 

Ludwig (1997) indicated that the number of experts is “generally determined by the 

number required to constitute a representative pooling of judgements and the information 

processing capability of the research team” (p. 52). A consensus on the number of 

optimal subjects in a Delphi study is non-existent in previous literature. Although, no 
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guidelines have been established to determine the appropriate number of Delphi subjects, 

a multitude of studies have utilized between 10 and 15 respondents (Brungs & Jamieson, 

2005; Burns, 1998; Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gustafson, 1975; Keil, Tiwana, & Bush, 

2002; Ludwig, 1997; Nambisan, Agarwal, & Tanniru, 1999; Schmidt, Lyytinen, Keil, & 

Cule, 2001). Delphi panel sizes have been previously noted as a factor in instrument 

reliability. Dalkey, Rourke, Lewis, and Snyder (1972) posited a Delphi panel consisting 

of 11 members yields a reliability of .70, and a reliability of .90 is attained with a panel of 

at least 13 members. Based on the sample sizes of previous Delphi studies and 

indications of reliability based on sample size, the targeted sample size for all three 

rounds was 11 to 15 (Round 1, n = 20; Round 2, n = 14; Round 3, n = 13).  

Instrumentation. 

  Three instruments were used in the research study, one for each round. The initial 

instrument, distributed in round one, consisted of two open-ended questions:  

 What legal issues (in general) are most relevant for teachers today?  

 What legal issues (specifically related to agricultural education) are most relevant 

for teachers today?”  

Responses from the open-ended instrument were reviewed and duplicate 

responses were consolidated (Shinn, Wingenbach, Briers, Linder, & Baker, 2009), 

resulting in the identification of 52 unique educational law topics. The instrument used 

for round two was developed using the individual items that resulted from round one. 

Each item contained a four-point Likert type scaled rating (1 = Not Important; 2 = 

Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Extremely Important). Participants were asked 

to review the items and indicate the level of importance for the professional security of an 
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agricultural science teacher, they associated with each issue. The instrument also 

included an open-ended question which asked participants to identify any other 

educational law issues not included on the second round survey instrument. Dillman, 

Smyth, and Christian (2009) recommended breaking long surveys up into palatable 

sections, to assist participants in processing the information and to mitigate the number of 

items a participant will skip when scrolling through a long questionnaire. Therefore, 13 

randomized items were presented at a time.  

At the conclusion of the second round, the items were analyzed to determine if 

they met the threshold for consensus, based on consensus criteria used in previous 

agricultural education Delphi studies (Lundry, Ramsey, Edwards, & Robinson, 2015; 

Ramsey, 2009; Shinn et al., 2009). More specifically, when an item received a score of 3 

(Important) or 4 (Extremely Important) from at least 75% of the participants, consensus 

on the issue was considered to be met. The items which received a score of 3 (Important) 

or 4 (Extremely Important) by 51% of the participants were presented on the third round 

survey for reassessment. The items which received less than 51% agreement of 

importance were excluded from further consideration. The third round instrument 

contained the items which received 51% or more, but less than 75% agreement of 

importance on the second round instrument. Similar to the second round instrument, 

participants were asked to indicate the level of importance they associate with each 

educational law issue, on a four-point Likert-type scale. All three rounds of the Delphi 

were constructed and distributed on the Qualtrics online survey platform.  
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Validity and Reliability. 

Content validity of an instrument is “determined systematically by content experts, who 

define in precise terms the universe of specific content that the test is assumed to 

represent, and then determine how will that content universe is sampled by the test items” 

(Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 196). The content validity of the open-ended questionnaire, 

utilized in the first round of the Delphi study, was validated by a panel of experts. The 

panel included five faculty members in the Texas Tech University Department of 

Agricultural Education and Communications, one faculty member in the Department of 

Educational Leadership at Texas Tech University, and a currently-practicing school 

district attorney. The panel of experts were asked to review the content of the instruments 

used in the first and second rounds of the study, to determine the appropriateness of each 

item, and to identify any other questions that might be relevant to the study. Edits (e.g., 

rewording of items) were made to the instruments based on the panels’ recommendations. 

According to Goodman (1987), content validity can also be established in a Delphi study 

by carefully selecting participants who have an interest in the topic of the study. 

Accordingly, the superintendents and attorneys were carefully selected based on the 

aforementioned selection criteria. In regard to concurrent validity, Hasson, Keeney, and 

McKenna (2000) indicated the implementation of successive rounds in a Delphi study 

increases concurrent validity. Based on this assertion, the three-round Delphi technique 

implemented in this study bolstered the concurrent validity.  

 The reliability of an instrument refers to the degree of consistency with which it 

measures what it purports to measure (Ary et al., 2014). Dalkey et al. (1972) indicated if 

a Delphi panel consisted of 11 or more members, a reliability of .70 or greater could be 
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attained. Furthermore, Dalkey et al. (1972) stated a group size of 13 was required to 

ascertain a reliability with a correlation coefficient of .90. Therefore, the 13 school 

district superintendents and attorneys, who participated in all three rounds of the study, 

implied an expected reliability of .90, as stated by Dalkey et al. (1972).  

Data Collection. 

Round 1 

 The first round instrument (see Appendix B) of this Delphi study was sent to the 

panel members on the morning of June 22, 2016. Dillman et al. (2009) indicated the 

delivery of survey instruments, to recipients’ inboxes, early in the morning yield higher 

response rates. In addition to the first round instrument, the participants were also sent a 

recruitment letter and a study information sheet, explaining the purpose of the study and 

an explanation of the Delphi technique (see Appendix C). Six days after the round one 

instrument was disseminated, non-responders were sent a reminder email to encourage 

their participation in the study (see Appendix D). Of the 35 participants who were invited 

to participate in the study, only 20 participants (57% response rate) completed the first 

round instrument. 

Round 2 

The second round Delphi instrument was sent to the 20 participants of the first 

round, on July 8th 2016. Similar to the distribution of the first instrument, Qualtrics© 

survey platform was used to disseminate the survey instruments. A reminder email was 

sent to non-respondents six days after the initial round two instrument was distributed. Of 

the 20 participants invited to participate in round two, only 14 subjects (70% response 

rate) competed the second round instrument.  
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Round 3 

 On July 21st 2016, the final Delphi instrument was sent to the participants who 

participated in the second round (n = 14). A subsequent email was sent out a week later to 

encourage the superintendents and attorneys to participate. Thirteen of 14 participants 

responded in the third round, yielding a 92.8% response rate. 

Data Analysis. 

At the conclusion of data collection, data was transferred to IBM® SPSS® 

(Version 22) for data analysis. In rounds two and three, the frequency distribution valid 

percentage was calculated to determine if the educational law issue reached consensus 

(i.e., Important or Extremely Important was indicated by ≥75% of school district 

superintendents and attorneys).  

Limitations of the Study. 

The evaluation of reliability of a Delphi study is difficult because this technique 

yields judgements, not measurements. A measurement consist of an error component and 

a true score. The error component of measurements consist of random variables, which 

tend to cancel each other out (Woudenberg, 1991). In contrast to the error component of a 

measurement, the error component of a judgement is influenced by situation- and person-

specific factors (i.e., bias). To abate the effects of situation-specific biases, the 

recruitment procedure, background information, design of the instrument, the number of 

rounds, and the content of the first-round questionnaire was standardized. Furthermore, 

the Delphi instrument was administered under equal circumstances and the in the same 

period of time. Person specific-bias still exist in this study, and consequently, future 

applications of this method can be interpreted as a new instrument of measurement 
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(Woudenberg, 1991). Because of these factors, the reliability of the Delphi technique was 

a key limitation to this study. Aside with limitations pertaining to the establishment of 

reliability, the state-specific nature of this study also serves as a limitation for 

generalizing the findings of this Delphi study beyond state lines.  

Results 

Round One Findings. 

At the conclusion of round one, 131 educational law issues were garnered from 

the 20 of the 35 school district attorneys and superintendents who were asked to 

participate in the study (n = 20; 57.1 % response rate). Eighty-two educational law topics 

were indicated for the first question, what legal issues (in general) are most relevant for 

teachers today? Forty-nine topics were provided for the second question, what legal 

issues (specifically related to agricultural education) are most relevant for teachers 

today? Responses to round one were examined, and duplicate responses were eliminated 

or combined. Of the 131 original topics, 52 were retained for examination in the second 

round. Thirty-three of the final 52 topics addressed the general legal issues facing 

teachers (i.e., question one), and the remaining 19 were issues related to agricultural 

education issues (i.e., question two). Although the first round of the Delphi process was 

comprised of two open-ended questions, the responses for both items were aggregated 

and presented as one list of educational law issues on the second and third round 

instruments. Dillman et al. (2009) indicated the grouping of similar items on an 

instrument assist respondents in processing the items. Based on this assertion, the 

educational law topics were grouped into seven categories (i.e., student discipline, 

student safety/supervision, teacher communication, special education, teacher rights, 
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liabilities of teachers, and teacher’s duty to report). The categories were organized 

according to the main areas of educational law predicated by Walsh, Kemerer and 

Maniotis (2014).  

Round Two Findings. 

A total of 14 school district superintendents and attorneys, of the 20 who 

participated in round one, participated in the second round, yielding a response rate of 

70%. The participants were asked to indicate the level of importance they associate with 

each educational law issue. Of the 32 topics identified for the first question, what legal 

issues (in general) are most relevant for teachers today?, 16 topics received a score of 3 

(Important) or 4 (Extremely Important) by 75% or more of the school district 

superintendents and attorneys (see Table 2).  

Table 2. Round Two and Three Findings: Important Law-Based Topics Related to General Education 

Table 2 

Round Two and Three Findings: Important Law-Based Topics Related to General 

Education 

Educational Law Topic % Agreement  

Inappropriate communication with parents and students via text 

messaging.a 

100 

Inappropriate contact between educators and students (verbal, 

physical, & on social media). a 

100 

Student discipline in school. a 100 

Complying with special education mandates (IEPs). a 92.9 

Proper accommodation and modification of curriculum for 

students with disabilities. a 
92.9 

Properly dealing with students behavioral issues (BIPs). a 
92.9 

Teacher contract rights. a 
92.9 
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Understanding teacher employment contracts and compensation. a 
92.9 

Educator code of ethics. a 85.7 

Sexual harassment. a 85.7 

Student confidentiality (FERPA). a 85.7 

Bullying. a 78.5 

Duty to report suspected child abuse and neglect under state law. a 78.5 

Harassment issues based on sex (with or without sexual conduct), 

race, color, religion, national origin, age, disability, and 

protected activity (includes employee-to-student and student-

to-student harassment). a 

78.5 

Title IX complaints. a 78.5 

Understanding school district/board policy (laws impact policy 

then policy impacts local decisions). a 
78.5 

Liability of dealing with hostile and empowered students.b 76.9 

Note. aStatements that reached consensus in round two. bStatements that reached 

consensus in round three. 

 

Fifteen topics received a score of 3 (Important) or 4 (Extremely Important) by 

75% or more of the school district superintendents and attorneys on the second question, 

what legal issues (specifically related to agricultural education) are most relevant for 

teachers today? (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 

Round Two and Three Findings: Important Law-Based Topics Related to Agricultural 

Education 

Educational Law Topic % Agreement  

Supervising students on an overnight stay (providing proper 

supervision when students are “out of view”). a 

100 

Communication with parents. a 92.9 

Financial literacy among teaches in regard to proper 

management/handling of money (fundraising, budget, and public 

funds). a 

92.9 

Student risk assessment in activities. a 92.9 

Student safety in the agricultural mechanics shop. a 92.9 

Student safety in the agricultural science classroom. a 92.9 

Student supervision at extracurricular events (leadership 

development events, career development events, convention). a 

92.9 

Student transportation (in school or personal vehicles). a 92.9 

Communication with supervisors and administrators. a  92.3 

Liabilities associated with the handling of livestock animals (on 

and off-campus). a 
85.7 

Student code of conduct (at school and on extracurricular events). a 85.7 

Student discipline on extracurricular activities. a 85.7 

Student safety at school farm. a 85.7 

Student supervision at livestock shows. a 85.7 

Dealing with booster club/support organizations. b 84.6 

Operating and maintaining a motorized vehicle. b 84.6 

Qualified immunity issues under state law. a 78.5 

Supplemental duties as an extracurricular sponsor. b 76.9 

Note. aStatements that reached consensus in round two. bStatements that reached 

consensus in round three. 
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Round Three Findings. 

Thirteen of the 14 school district superintendents and attorneys in round two 

responded in the third round, yielding a 92.8% response rate. In the final round of the 

Delphi study participants were asked to evaluate ten items from the second round which 

received a score of 3 (Important) or 4 (Extremely Important) by 51% or more of the 

participants. Similar to the second round, consensus was operationalized by having at 

least 75% of Delphi participants perceive the item to be important or extremely 

important. Based on the consensus threshold set in this study, consensus was reached for 

a total of four additional topics in the third round. One topic was associated with the first 

question, what legal issues (in general) are most relevant for teachers today?, and three 

topics were associated with the second question, what legal issues (specifically related to 

agricultural education) are most relevant for teachers today? Overall, a total of 35 

educational law topics reached consensus of importance after the three rounds of the 

Delphi were finalized. 

Conclusions and Implications 

Objective 1. 

In regard to objective one, the school district superintendents and attorneys, who 

served as the panel of experts in this study, reached a consensus on the importance of 17 

general educational law issues. Although, these educational law topics are not exclusively 

related to agricultural science teachers, they have the potential to pose a threat to the 

professional security of these teachers. A narrow focus on educational law issues solely 

in an agricultural education context would neglect to examine important issues 

agricultural science teachers face as classroom instructors. Based on Walsh et al. (2014) 
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main areas of educational law which were used to categorize the items in this study, the 

experts reached the strongest consensus with items belonging to the teacher rights, 

student discipline, special education, and teacher communication categories. 

The issue of teacher rights has previously been indicated (Imber, 2008; Schimmel 

& Militello, 2007) as an educational law topic which teachers need to be competent in. 

Based on findings of previous studies (Clark, 1990; Paul, 2001; Reglin, 1992; Schimmel 

& Militello, 2007), teachers have an inadequate knowledge of legal issues regarding 

teacher’s rights. Imber (2008) asserted “Teachers who misunderstand their personal 

rights may put their jobs at risk” (p. 96). Conversely, Heubert (1997) noted that a teacher 

who does not understand their professional rights could potentially fail to exercise their 

authority fully.   

The panel of experts also identified the topic of student discipline as being one of 

the most important current educational law topics. This finding coincides with results of 

previous studies (Bon et al., 2008; Wagner, 2008) which asserted student discipline was 

an educational law topic of great importance. Student discipline has been linked to 

burnout (Evertson & Weinstein, 2006) and job dissatisfaction (Mitchell & Arnold, 2004) 

of teachers. Teacher’s self-efficacy in classroom management and student discipline was 

found to be lowest in novice teachers (Evertson & Weinstein, 2006; Mitchell & Arnold, 

2004). Along with classroom management, the topic of student discipline encompasses 

school district policies and management procedures. According to Walsh et al. (2014), 

the Texas Education code (TEC § 37.00I(a)) requires Texas school districts to adopt a 

student code of conduct which specify student conduct standards. Walsh et al. (2014) 

asserted the student code of conduct “is a basic rule of due process that students can only 
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be punished for misconduct after they are advised that such conduct is prohibited” (p. 

305). It is important that agricultural science teachers understand the policies in their 

district’s student code of conduct, to ensure student’s rights of due process are not 

infringed. A disciplinary decision, made by a teacher or administrator, can have long-

term implications on the future of a student, and their perception of the educational 

system (Kajs, 2006).  

Similar to findings of Bon et al. (2008), the experts indicated special education 

was an important educational law topic. Court cases, involving special education, have 

drastically increased over the years (Ahearn, 2002; Leonard, 2007; Wagner, 2008; Zirkel, 

2006; Zirkel & D’Angelo, 2002). The number of level one hearings (i.e., hearings 

initiated at the state level), which involved special education disputes, increased 92% 

over a nine year period (Ahearn, 2002). Mirabile (2013) asserted the increase in litigation 

involving special education was likely due to the emphasis on the quality of special 

education services mandated by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 

Act (IDEA, 2004) and the No Child Left Behind Act (2001).  

Furthermore, a lack of vital special education training has also been cited 

(Brookshire, 2002; Singletary, 1996) as a contributor to the increase of special education 

litigation. The mainstreaming of special education students in regular education 

classrooms, such as an agricultural science classroom, establishes a need for agricultural 

science teachers to have a working knowledge of special education law. Previous 

agricultural education research has indicated agricultural science teachers generally have 

a low competency in regard to working with special education students (Andreasen, 
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Seevers, Dormody, & VanLeeuwen, 2007; Sorenson, Tarpley, & Warnick, 2005), and 

need special education training (Cotton, 2000). 

Another educational law issue identified by the panel of experts was teacher 

communication and contact with students. Of the 17 educational law topics which 

reached consensus for the first objective of this study, two of the highest rated topics 

were related to inappropriate communication with students. This topic is explicitly 

addressed in the Texas Teacher Code of Ethics (TAC §247.2.) and the Texas Penal Code 

(i.e., Sections 21.12 & 33.021). The importance of this issue is supported by Shakeshaft 

(2004), who conducted a synthesis of literature on educator-student sexual misconduct. 

Findings of this study indicated that over 4.5 million students in the U.S. experience 

some form of sexual misconduct from an educator between kindergarten and the 12th 

grade. Bon, Bathon, and Balzano (2013) noted the number of sexual misconduct cases 

has increased due to social media. Texas agricultural science teachers need to be 

conscious about keeping ethical boundaries with students and taking precautions to avoid 

accusations.  

Objective 2. 

Objective two sought to identify important educational law topics related to 

agricultural education. A consensus was reached by the panel of experts on 18 

educational law topics specifically related to agricultural education. The topics which 

reached the highest level of consensus were related to the main educational law 

categories (Walsh et al., 2014) of student safety, student supervision, communication 

with superiors and parents, and financial responsibility.   
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The safety and supervision of students was identified as an important 

agriculturally related educational law category in this study. It is likely that concern for 

student safety is intensified due to the inquiry-based learning which occurs in classrooms, 

horticultural facilities, agricultural mechanics shops, school farms, and other off-campus 

locations. This assumption supports findings by Dyer and Andreasen (1999) who 

suggested laboratories are potentially hazardous places for both work and study. Further, 

taking students on extracurricular trips poses a special concern for teachers in terms of 

student safety (Greene, 1998).  

In addition to student safety, the school district superintendents and attorneys 

indicated communication with parents and supervisors was an important educational law 

topic. Responsibilities of an agricultural science teacher, such as classroom instruction, 

FFA advisement, SAE supervision, booster club advisement, and chaperoning overnight 

trips, heightens the need for quality communication between agricultural science teachers 

and parents. Although parent involvement has been found to enhance student 

achievement (Cotton & Wikelund, 2000; Sheldon & Epstein, 2001; Sirvani, 2007: Van 

Voorhis, 2001) and student behavior (Cotton & Wikelund, 2000; Simon, 2000), teachers 

have become fearful of legal issues when dealing with demanding parents (Wagner, 

2008).  

Along with parent communication, communication with supervisors and 

administrators was also identified as an important educational law topic, related to 

agricultural education. The need for professional communication with administrators is 

further exacerbated when considering the portion of agricultural science teachers have 

two governing bodies, their campus school administration and district career and 
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technical education (CTE) administration. According to Robin Painovich, the executive 

director of the Career and Technical Association of Texas, roughly 400 (R. Painovich, 

personal communication, February 21, 2017) out of the 1,247 (Texas Education Agency, 

2014) school districts in Texas have CTE directors and coordinators. The various 

responsibilities and expectations set forth by the different administrative entities might 

hinder an agricultural science teacher’s ability to adhere to all expectations and properly 

communicate with each supervisor.  

Financial responsibility of agricultural science teachers was another important 

educational law topic identified by the panel of experts. The importance of this 

educational law topic is explicitly expressed in the Texas Teacher Code of Ethics (TAC 

§247.2., Standard 1.2.), which states educators “shall not knowingly misappropriate, 

divert, or use monies, personnel, property, or equipment committed to his or her charge 

for personal gain or advantage” (p. 1).     

The various job responsibilities of an agricultural science teacher require them to 

handle money. These responsibilities might include collecting fundraising money, 

handling budget money, handling student money for purchasing livestock, or handling 

travel funds. The management and handling of money presents an inherent risk of 

liability for agricultural science teachers.  

Recommendations for Additional Research 

Redfield (2003) reported “the legal issues confronting schools are legion” (p. 

614). This study supported the notion that there is a multitude of educational law issues 

which are important to agricultural science teachers in Texas. Although the panel of 

experts perceived these educational law issues to be currently important, the importance 
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of the identified issues may change over time due to new legislation and court decisions 

at the local, state, and federal levels. Mirabile (2013) indicated the need for a systematic 

and comprehensive method for keeping pace with changes in the law, due to the 

influence of legislation on the educational system. Additional studies are needed to 

identify educational law issues which arise in the future years; therefore, additional 

research should be periodically conducted to stay abreast of important educational law 

issues.  

The findings of this study identified the most important educational law issues, 

which Texas teachers currently face. Yet, this research does not examine teacher’s 

perceived importance or competency of these identified issues. Based on previous 

findings (Bounds, 2000; Daley, 1994; Paul, 2001; Wagner, 2008), teachers possess a 

dismal understanding of legal issues and education law pertaining to their jobs. 

Furthermore, Littleton, Higham, and Styron (2001) found Texas teachers possessed an 

inadequate level of educational law knowledge. Therefore, further research should 

examine Texas agricultural science teachers’ perceived competencies and levels of 

importance they associate with the identified educational law topics. Additionally, an 

educational law needs assessment of pre-service and in-service agricultural science 

teachers should be conducted on a state-by-state basis. 

Additionally, former studies have indicated pre-service educational law courses 

(Clark, 1990; Ogletree & Garrett, 1981), in-service educational law workshops (Bounds, 

2000; Harris, 2001; Koch, 1997), affiliation with professional organizations (Bounds, 

2000), and years of teaching experience (Bounds, 2000; Clark, 1990; Daley, 1994; Koch, 

1997) bolster teachers competency in educational law. Further research should explore 
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the influence of background and demographic characteristics on agricultural science 

teachers’ perceived competency of educational law.  

Recommendations for Practice 

Whether or not an agricultural science teacher has received formal educational 

law training, a teacher must achieve a working knowledge of the laws which govern 

them. Agricultural science teachers should do their due diligence by reading the student 

and teacher handbooks provided by the school district. When an issue arises which is not 

explicitly addressed in a handbook, a teacher should consult a knowledgeable superior 

(Greene, 1998) before making a uniformed decision. Aside from student issues, teachers 

need to understand their professional rights such as teacher contracts and compensation. 

 It is recommended that agricultural science teachers familiarize themselves with 

district policies, state torts, federal laws, and landmark Supreme Court decisions. 

District’s board policy manuals contain policies which govern the operation the district. 

For example, the infractions which constitute “good cause” for teacher termination are 

established at the local level. In regard to state torts, teachers can use the Texas Education 

Code (TEC) as a resource for constructing a working knowledge of educational laws. 

Along with resources on the local and state level, teachers should enhance their 

familiarity with constitutional laws and educationally-related Supreme Court decisions. 

School administrators can also play an instrumental role in the enrichment of 

teacher’s knowledge of educational law issues. To assist in this effort, Administrators 

could potentially include aspects of educational law training during in-service. In most 

districts, it is customary for teachers to be required to attend campus-based in-service 

workshops at the beginning of the school year. This would serve as a wonderful platform 
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to provide teachers with the essential knowledge they need to avoid educationally-based 

liabilities. I further recommend that administrators use the findings of this Delphi study 

as a guide to determine which educational law topics should be addressed in the proposed 

in-service events. Furthermore, administrators should collaborate with the legal staff 

(e.g., school district attorney) of their district to assist in the development and 

implantation of the educational law training. The Vocational Agriculture Teachers 

Association of Texas (VATAT) legal staff and resources should be leveraged by 

administrators to provide training exclusively for agricultural science teachers.     

Teacher educators and professional teacher organizations (i.e., VATAT, Texas 

Classroom Teachers Association (TCTA), Texas State Teachers Association (TSTA), & 

the National Association of Agricultural Educators (NAAE)) should collaborate to inform 

teachers about important educational law issues. This collaboration could potentially 

encompass the development of pre-service educational law courses and the 

implementation of educational law professional development events for Texas 

agricultural science teachers. Littleton (2008) indicated 88% of the teaching force had 

three or more years of teaching experience, which implied a large portion of the teaching 

force is far removed from pre-service preparation. Therefore, it is important to provide 

periodic educational law training for Texas agricultural science teachers. Periodic 

educational law training, a proven effective method (Bounds, 2000; Harris, 2001; Koch, 

1997), will provide teachers up-to-date information on current educational law issues.  
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III EDUCATIONAL LAW PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

ASSESSMENT 

Assessment of Educational Law In-Service Needs and Perceived Competencies of 

Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

Abstract 

Litigation in the realm of education has drastically risen over past decades, representing 

the need for teachers to have a foundational knowledge of the educational laws which 

govern them. The myriad of educational law sources and the perpetually changing nature 

of school law serve as barriers for teachers’ competence in educational law. The purpose 

of this study was to identify the specific in-service educational law training needs of 

Texas agricultural science teachers. Furthermore, this study sought to determine the 

effect of background characteristics on teacher’s perceived competency on educational 

law issues. An educational law needs assessment was distributed to a probabilistic 

sample of Texas agricultural science teachers (n = 325) in the fall of 2016. A total of 213 

teachers completed the needs assessment, yielding a response rate of 65.5%. The Texas 

agricultural science teachers identified (1) qualified immunity, (2) search and seizure of 

students, (3) transportation of students in school and (4) personal vehicles, and (5) 

teacher-initiated removal of students as their highest-ranked educational law in-service 

needs. Furthermore, the results of a factorial ANOVA indicated the educational law 

competency of teachers was significantly different based on the amount of previous 

educational law training the teacher had received.   
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Introduction/ Literature Review 

 Our society has become increasingly litigious in all areas and education is no 

exception (Newnham, 2000). Litigation in public school systems has risen dramatically 

over past decades (Redfield, 2003), which represents a need for teachers to be 

knowledgeable of school law. One culprit of the rising litigation in education is the 

complexity of educational law. For example, in Texas, there are four different sources of 

educational law: administrative, statutory, judicial, and constitutional laws (Walsh et al., 

2014). These sources of educational law are not only verbose, they are also constantly 

changing. Current court decisions in district, state, and federal courts along with current 

state and federal legislation contribute to perpetually changing nature of educational law. 

According to Walsh, Kemerer, and Maniotis (2014) the rulings of these courts (i.e., 

district, state and federal courts) “have become an important part of school law and are 

ignored at one’s peril” (p. 7). With that said, teachers who are ignorant of educational 

laws place themselves at risk for litigation. 

With the rise of school-based litigation, complexity of school law, and perpetual 

change of legislation, it is imperative for teachers to have a working knowledge of 

school-based legal issues. Unfortunately, educational law training for teachers has 

remained inconsistent around the nation. For example, a previous study indicated only 

eight percent of teacher preparation programs, in the United States, offer an 

undergraduate course focused on educational law (Bon, Schimmel, Eckes, & Militello, 

2008). The lack of educational law training in pre-service programs presents the need for 

in-service teacher training. Although some educational law professional development 

opportunities are available to Texas teachers, a critical factor in training successful 
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teachers is properly identifying their largest training needs (Layfield & Dobbins, 2002). 

One method which can be used to identify training needs of teachers is conducting a 

needs assessment.  

Historically, needs assessments have been conducted to determine the training 

and professional development needs of in-service agricultural science teachers 

(Birkenholz & Harbstreit, 1987; Duncan, Ricketts, Peake, & Uesseler, 2006; Edwards & 

Briers, 1999; Garton & Chung, 1996; Golden, Parr, & Peake, 2014; Haynes & Stripling, 

2014; Joerger, 2002; McKim & Saucier, 2012; Saucier, Vincent, & Anderson, 2014; 

Sorensen, Lambert, & McKim, 2014). Past studies, which incorporated agricultural 

science teacher needs assessments, have focused on teacher competencies (Duncan, et al., 

2006; Edwards & Briers, 1999; Garton & Chung, 1996; Golden, et al., 2014; Sorensen, et 

al., 2014), math integration (Haynes & Stripling, 2014), and laboratory safety needs 

(Saucier, et al., 2014). 

Past research has also sought to differentiate the training needs of beginning 

teachers and experienced teachers. Sorensen et al. (2014), focused on the in-service needs 

of agricultural science teacher at various career phases and reported some differentiation 

between the needs of induction-phase (i.e., 0-5 years of experience) and non-induction 

phase teachers (i.e., six or more years of experience). Findings from this needs 

assessment indicated that both groups of teachers had some common needs, but the needs 

also differed by experience. Moreover, a difference was observed in the types of needs of 

the teachers. The highest ranked needs of the induction teachers related to knowing the 

job while non-induction teachers’ highest needs were associated with attaining efficiency. 

Birkenholz and Harbstreit (1987) indicated professional development entities should 
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“periodically monitor the needs of beginning teachers as they change over time and 

provide assistance based on current needs” (p. 48). Sorensen, et al. (2014) reinforced this 

idea by positing“agriculture teachers at the beginning of their career differ from 

experienced teachers regarding their professional development needs” (p. 142). Aside 

from the teacher competency needs identified by Sorensen et al. (2014), other studies 

have identified classroom management (Duncan, et al., 2006; Joerger, 2002), managing 

the work of an FFA program (Edwards & Briars, 1999; Joerger, 2002), and preparing 

FFA degree and award programs (Duncan, et al., 2006; Edwards & Briars, 1999; Garton 

& Chung, 1996) as being significant areas of needs for agricultural science teachers.  

These aforementioned studies provide insight on the instructional, programmatic, 

and general training needs of agricultural science teachers, yet they fail to examine 

teachers’ training needs on educational law issues. Previously identified teacher’s needs 

(e.g., organization skills, AET record book understanding, and utilizing local advisory 

committees) are important to the overall success of teachers, but they do not represent 

areas of needs which could potentially cause harm the professional security of the 

teachers. Research supports this notion. Paul (2001) indicated “teachers who ignore or 

remain ignorant of the law at their own peril, endangering their professional careers and 

their reputations” (p. 178). Mead (2008) posited unfortunate personnel actions and 

employment disputes could be averted with improved legal literacy among educators. 

Phase 1 of this research project determined the most important educational law issues, 

which pose the greatest threat to the professional security of Texas agricultural science 

teachers. The findings identified seven areas of educational law most relevant to 

agricultural science teachers in Texas: 
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 Safety and supervision 

 Student discipline 

 Teacher communication 

 Teacher rights 

 General liabilities of teachers 

 Teacher’s duty to report 

 Special education 

Student safety and supervision constitute an area of concern when working with 

students in the classroom, agricultural mechanics lab, school farm, and at extracurricular 

activities.  Daniels (1980) and Gliem and Hard (1988) noted safety was not only an 

important consideration for teachers, it was also associated with moral, legal, and 

professional obligations. Swortzel (1996) posited the greatest responsibility of an 

agricultural science teacher was providing adequate student supervision. Dyer and 

Andreasen (1999) found agricultural mechanics teachers supported laboratory safety 

concepts, but failed to fully implement safety procedures warranted by dangers present in 

the shop. They additionally concluded “this failure [to implement the proper safety 

practices] results in increased danger to both students and teachers, and increased liability 

of teachers” (Dyer & Andreasen, 1999, p. 50). Aside from shop safety concerns, safety in 

the context of supervised agricultural experiences has also been identified as an area of 

need for agricultural science teachers (Lawver, Pate, & Sorensen, 2016). 

One educational law issue commonly encountered by agricultural science teachers 

is student discipline. Over the past decades, the pendulum of educational power has 

swung from the authoritative teacher to the empowered student. Walsh et al. (2014) noted 
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“many believe that the era of student rights, with its emphasis on freedom of expression 

and due process, has left educators fearful of litigation and hamstrung in dealing with 

disruptions in the school setting” (p. 298). It is imperative that teachers receive training 

on the proper implementation of student discipline. If teachers fail to exercise their power 

to discipline students, classroom management issues might occur. On the other hand, if 

Texas teachers use excessive punishment when disciplining students they will forfeit 

qualified immunity protection from the state (Texas Education Code §22.0511).  

Based on the findings of Phase I, proper communication and contact with students 

is another educational law issue which has the propensity to affect the professional 

security of Texas agricultural science teachers. Shakeshaft (2004) conducted a synthesis 

of literature on educator sexual misconduct and discovered an alarming number of 

employee-student sexual misconduct cases. The researcher noted “more than 4.5 million 

students are subject to sexual misconduct by an employee of a school sometime between 

kindergarten and 12th grade” (Shakeshaft, 2004, p. 18). Along with inappropriate 

educator-student physical conduct, unprofessional conduct of teachers can also occur in 

cellular communication and social media. Bon, Bathon, and Balzano (2013) indicated 

social media has contributed to the concern of unprofessional conduct of teachers. In the 

context of this study, the researchers are not identifying inappropriate educator-student 

behavior as a training need; rather, this study will focus on the safeguards and 

precautions teachers should take to mitigate false accusations of inappropriate contact 

with students. In addition to proper professional communication, teacher’s duty to report 

is another main area of agricultural science teachers’ educational law training needs 

identified in Phase I. All educators in the state of Texas are required to report suspected 
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child abuse or neglect. The Texas Family Code, section §261.101(b), specifies a 

professional is required to file a report not later than 48 hours after the teacher first 

suspects the child has been abused or neglected. Failing to report suspected child abuse or 

neglect will result in a Class A misdemeanor (TFC §261.109). Along with suspected 

child abuse and neglect, Texas teachers also have the obligation to report FERPA and 

Title IX violations. These specific procedures related to these reporting obligations 

constitute an area of teacher in-service needs. 

Agricultural science teachers understanding of legal liability is another 

educational law training need which was identified by a panel of experts in Phase I. The 

Texas Education Code (TEC §22.0511) provides Texas public school employees with 

qualified immunity from tort liability (Carmen, 2009). More specifically, a professional 

employee of the state is not personally liable for an incident if they are acting in the scope 

of their professional duties and exercising judgment or discretion. Employees are not 

protected from qualified immunity if they use excessive force in discipline or if they are 

operating or maintaining a motor vehicle (TEC §22.0511(b)).  The use of school-owned 

agricultural trucks is commonplace in Texas agricultural education programs. In 2011, 

the Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association of Texas (VATAT) conducted a study 

which inquired about the teachers’ use of school vehicles. The findings of the study 

indicated that 86% of the Texas agricultural science teachers had school issued vehicles. 

Furthermore, 8% of the teachers indicated they received a stipend to use their own 

vehicle (VATAT, 2011). Therefore, it is important for Texas agricultural education 

teacher to understand their protection afforded by qualified immunity.  
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Previous research (Ahearn, 2002; Leonard, 2007; Wagner, 2008; Zirkel, 2006; 

Zirkel & D’Angelo, 2002) indicated the number of special education court cases has risen 

consistently over the past decades. Walsh et al. (2014) noted “since the early 1970s, the 

rights of students with disabilities have been increasingly a subject of legislation and 

litigation” (p. 86). Mirabile (2013) suggested the increase in special education litigation 

was a result of a “greater emphasis on the quality of special education services as dictated 

by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) and the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) in 2004” (p. 3). Another possible contributing 

factor to the skyrocketing number of special education court cases is teachers’ lack of 

educational law knowledge pertaining to special education. Brookshire (2002) conducted 

a study to determine teachers’ understanding of IDEIA. Findings of this study indicated 

regular education teachers and special education teachers lack a sufficient level of 

understanding of IDEIA to prevent litigation and comply with the law.  

Prior research has identified the topics in educational law which have the greatest 

propensity to lead to litigation for agricultural science teachers. To further the 

investigation on teachers training needs in educational law, agricultural science teachers’ 

perceptions of their own needs is required. Newcomb, McCracken, Warmbrod, and 

Whittington (2004) recommended the individuals which will be involved in a 

professional development events should take part in the planning process of the program.  

Theoretical/ Conceptual Framework 

Andragogy 

 Knowles’ (1980) theory of andragogy served as the theoretical foundation for this 

study. The theory of andragogy posits “adults are more deeply motivated to learn topics 
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that they see the need to learn” (Layfield & Dobbins, 2002, p. 47). Conversely, 

preplanned educational activities, which do not consider the self-directed nature of adult 

learners, could potentially result in adult learners feeling apathetic and resentment 

towards the learning experience. With that said, adult learners are self-directed and 

should “participate in the diagnosis of their learning needs, the planning and 

implementation of the learning experiences, and the evaluation of those experiences” 

(Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2007, p. 85). Therefore, to determine the 

educational law training needs of Texas agricultural science teachers, which will lead to 

the development and implementation of educational law in-service training, the teachers 

themselves should be involved first-hand in the learning process. This notion is supported 

by Waters and Haskell (1989) which noted “gathering data from potential clientele and 

actively involving them in the process of identifying potential educational programs 

increases the likelihood of implementing relevant educational programs; thus, increasing 

the likelihood of achieving appropriate outcomes” (p. 26). 

Needs Assessment 

 Previous research (Cannon, Kitchel, & Duncan, 2013; Duncan et al., 2006; Garton 

& Chung, 1996; Joerger, 2002; Layfield & Dobbins, 2002) has indicated the Borich 

Needs Assessment Model is an effective tool for identifying the inservice needs of 

teachers. Borich (1980) described the needs assessment model as a “self-evaluative 

procedure which relies on teachers’ judgments about their own performances. The 

assumption underlying the needs model is that the performer (teacher) can best judge his 

or her own performance and, when explicitly asked to do so, can make an objective 

judgement” (p. 42). The Borich Needs Assessment Model assesses the teachers’ 
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perceived importance and perceived competency they associate with training needs. 

Barrick, Ladewig, and Hedges (1983) concluded the Borich Model, which incorporates 

two perceived rankings (e.g., importance and competence), provides “defensible data in 

identifying important topics in which teachers need further knowledge” (p. 19). 

Therefore, the Borich Needs Assessment Model was used in this study to identify the 

educational law in-service needs of Texas agricultural science teachers. 

Career Stage 

The examination of in-service needs of Texas agricultural science teachers is not 

one dimensional; rather, a multitude of factors can influence the professional 

development needs of teachers. Fessler and Christensen (1992) noted career stages, 

personal environment, and organizational environment all play a role in determining 

teacher’s professional development needs. In an attempt to conceptualize the non-linear 

process of teacher development, Fessler and Christensen posited the Teacher Career 

Cycle Model. This model is comprised of eight career stages: preservice, induction, 

competency building, enthusiastic and growing, career frustration, stability, career wind-

down, and career exit. Lynn (2002) suggested that “educational leaders should view a 

teacher's professional development and provide in-service and professional growth 

opportunities in light of his or her career cycle phase” (p. 182). The Vocational 

Agriculture Teachers Association of Texas (VATAT), is the main professional 

organization which provides in-service to agricultural science teachers in Texas. This 

organization offers an educational law workshop each year for teachers of all teaching 

experience levels. In order to understand if the educational law in-service needs of all 
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career phases of teachers are being addressed, there is a strong need to identify the 

specific training needs of each group.   

Objectives/ Research Objectives 

The purpose of this study was to explore in-service needs of Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers specifically related to educational law and the influence of professional 

experiences on perceived needs. In general, this research study served as a formative 

assessment to gauge Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ training needs regarding 

educational law. The professional development of agricultural education teachers is a 

component of the National Research Agenda for Agricultural Education, Research 

Priority Five: Efficient and Effective Agricultural Education Programs. Thoron, Myers, 

and Barrick (2016) noted “research in the context of agricultural education – formal and 

non-formal education settings – is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of these 

established professional development attributes and can greatly improve the body of 

knowledge on effective professional development” (p. 45). Five research objectives 

guided this study. Additionally, three null hypotheses guided the statistical analysis for 

the examination of background characteristics effects on teachers’ perceived competence 

of educational law. 

Research Objectives 

1. Describe the professional experiences (i.e., affiliation with professional 

organizations, prior educational law training, and previous experience with 

school-based law litigation) of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers.  

2. Distinguish between the educational law training needs of Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers by career phase.  
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3. Compare the induction phase and non-induction phase teachers’ perceived 

competence of educational law. 

4. Determine the main effects of teacher’s career phase and previous educational law 

training, and the interaction effect between those two factors on the Texas 

Agricultural Science Teachers’ perceived competency in educational law. As a 

means of assessing objective four, the following null hypotheses were tested: 

H01: In the population, there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived 

educational law knowledge of agricultural science teachers due to the interaction 

of teacher’s career stage and teacher’s previous educational law training. 

H02: In the population, there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived 

educational law knowledge of agricultural science teachers due to the teacher’s 

career stage. 

H03: In the population, there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived 

educational law knowledge of agricultural science teachers due to their previous 

educational law training. 

Methods 

Population 

The population consisted of all secondary Agricultural Science Teachers in the 

state of Texas (N = 2,118); the online Agricultural Science Teacher (AST) Directory on 

judgingcard.com served as the frame to determine the accessible population. The 

directory is not considered to be a comprehensive list of all agricultural science teachers 

in Texas; rather, it constitutes the best available list. A probabilistic sample of 325 

teachers was selected from the accessible population, using a sampling formula which 
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took into account desired confidence levels and acceptable sampling error (Dillman, 

Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Of the 325 Texas Agricultural Science Teachers which were 

recruited to participate in this needs assessment study, 213 (65.5%) completed the 

instrument. 

Of the 213 agricultural science teachers which participated in this study, 131 

(61.5%) were male and 82 (38.5%) were female. The teachers had an average of 11.87 

(SD = 10.41) years of teaching experience and 37.19 (SD = 11.56) was the average age of 

the Texas agricultural science teachers in this study. 

Instrumentation 

A modified version of the Borich Needs Assessment Model (Borich, 1980) was 

used to assess the educational law training needs of Texas agricultural science teachers in 

this study. A list of educational law competencies needed by agricultural science teachers 

was developed from the findings of a Delphi study which examined the most important 

educational law issues for Texas Agricultural Science Teachers in Phase I of this larger 

research project. The panel of experts in the Delphi study, comprised of school district 

superintendents and attorneys, identified a total of 35 educational law issues which were 

currently important to Texas Agricultural Science Teachers. Although the findings from 

the Delphi study guided this needs assessment, statements were augmented for readability 

and to eliminate double-barreled items. For example, the item “inappropriate contact 

between educators and students (verbal, physical, and on social media)” was broken 

apart into three items to assess the Texas agricultural science teacher training needs on 

verbal, physical, and social media educator-student contact. The final instrument included 

a total of 37 educational law issues. These issues were grouped into five educational law 
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categories: student safety, supervision and discipline (10 items), teacher communication 

(6 items), teacher rights (7 items), liabilities of teachers (6 items), special 

education/teachers duty to report (9 items).  

For each of the 37 educational law items, the Texas agricultural science teachers 

were asked to indicate their perceived competency of the issue, on a five-point Likert-

type scale (1 = Not Competent, 2 = Little Competence, 3 = Somewhat Competent, 4 = 

Competent, 5 = Very Competent). Additionally, the participants were asked to indicate 

their perceived importance of each educational law issue. Similar to the scale used to 

assess perceived competency, the teachers’ perceived importance of issues was assessed 

on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not Important, 2 = Slightly Important, 3 = 

Moderately Important, 4 = Important, 5 = Very Important). The instrument also contained 

items which sought to determine the background characteristics (i.e., years of teaching 

experience, membership of professional teaching organizations, path taken to teacher 

certification, primary source for previous educational law training, and whether or not the 

teacher has been directly involved in a school-based lawsuit) and demographic 

characteristics (i.e., biological sex and age) of the teachers. 

To assess the face and content validity of the educational law needs assessment 

instrument, the survey instrument was reviewed by a panel of experts. The panel of 

experts included three agricultural education faculty members from three separate 

institutions, a faculty member in the Department of Educational Leadership, a currently-

practicing school district attorney, and an agricultural education graduate student. 

Following the suggestions of the panel of experts, the wording of the educational law 

items and the layout of the instrument was augmented to enhance readability. Also, the 



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

101 

experts indicated the initial demographic and background items were limited in scale of 

measurement. Accordingly, the items which asked the participants to indicate their age 

and years of teaching experience were changed to short answer format to collect scale-

level data. Changes were also made to the item inquiring about the teacher’s path to 

certification, which of these best describes your path to certification? A member on the 

panel of experts indicated the item’s format was restrictive and did not encompass all 

available paths to certification. Therefore, based on the expert’s recommendation, the 

item was separated into three distinct items: which of these best describes your path to 

teacher certification?, what was your major for your undergraduate degree?, and what 

was your major for your master’s degree? Lastly, the item which sought to determine the 

teacher’s primary source of educational law training was changed from multiple choice 

format to select all that apply. The experts indicated this change would allow the 

researcher to obtain a more comprehensive assessment of the Texas agricultural science 

teacher’s previous training in educational law.   

A pilot study, which encompassed 26 Texas agricultural science teachers, was 

conducted to assess the reliability of the instrument. The pilot test participants were 

Texas agricultural science teachers who were not selected to participate in this study. 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated for both the teacher’s competence ratings 

(α = .96) and importance ratings (α = .91) (see Table 4). Based on the results of the pilot 

test, it was assumed the survey instrument had a high level of internal consistency. 
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Table 4. Cronbach’s Alpha Reliabil ity Coefficients  for the Five Constructs Included in the Educational  Law Needs Assessment  

Table 4 

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficients for the Five Constructs Included in the 

Educational Law Needs Assessment. 

Construct No. of 

Items 

Perceived 

Importance 

Perceived 

Knowledge 

Student Safety, Discipline, and 

Supervision 10 .81 .87 

Teacher Communication 6 .81 .78 

Teacher rights 6 .85 .84 

Liabilities of teachers 6 .56 .92 

Duty to report/ Special education 9 .81 .89 

Overall Reliability 37 .91 .96 

 

Data Collection 

 The educational law needs assessment instruments were distributed to participants 

using the Qualrics online survey platform on the morning of September 28th, 2016. The 

survey instruments were sent in the morning based on Dillman et al. (2009) indication 

that sending survey instruments early in the morning yield higher response rates. Along 

with the instrument, the perspective participants received an information sheet explaining 

the purpose of the study and a linked survey instrument which allowed the participants to 

enter a drawing. The instrument used to collect names for the drawing was linked to the 

end of the educational law needs assessment instrument, but the data was collected 

separately to protect the identity of participants. 

 Five days after the initial instrument was distributed, a reminder email and a link 

to the instrument was disseminated to non-respondents. A third reminder email, with a 

link to the survey instrument, was distributed five days after the first reminder email, to 
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those who had still not participated in the study. The distribution schedule, set at five day 

increments, was implemented based on Yun and Trumbo’s (2000) findings which 

indicated more than 80% of data is collected within the first three days of a stimuli. At 

the conclusion of the data collection, a total of 213 out of the 325 Texas agricultural 

science teachers in the random sample participated in this study, yielding a response rate 

of 65.5%.  

Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, and Walker (2013) indicated if a response rate less than 

75% is achieved, an attempt to describe the difference between respondents and non-

respondents should be made. Accordingly, a comparison between early and late 

respondents was analyzed to assess non-response error and mitigate external and 

statistical conclusion validity. Miller and Smith (1983) noted non-respondents tend to be 

similar to late respondents in survey research. Following suggestions of Lindner, 

Murphy, and Briars (2001), late respondents were operationally defined as participants 

who responded after the last stimulus (i.e., final recruitment email). Primary variables of 

interest were compared between the early and late responders. The results of the 

independent samples t-tests indicated no significant differences existed between early and 

late responders. Therefore, the sample was assumed to be unbiased and the results of this 

study are generalizable to the target population. 

Data Analysis 

Objective 1. 

 Data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS©) 

version 22. Descriptive statistics (i.e., frequencies, standard deviations, and means) were 
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computed to analyze the background characteristics of the Texas agricultural science 

teachers.  

Objective 2  

To analyze data for research objective two, identify the educational law training 

needs of Texas agricultural science teachers, discrepancy scores, weighted discrepancy 

scores, and mean weighted discrepancy scores were calculated. The discrepancy scores 

were calculated for each educational law topic by subtracting the participant’s 

competence rating from their perceived importance rating. Then, each participants’ 

weighted discrepancy score was calculated by multiplying the mean importance rating by 

the discrepancy score for each of the educational law items. A mean weighted 

discrepancy score (MWDS) was calculated for each educational law issue by dividing the 

sum of the weighted discrepancy scores by the total number of observations. Along with 

the overall MWDS analysis (n = 213) of all teachers, a separate calculation of MWDS 

were calculated for induction phase teachers (n = 80) and non-induction phase teachers (n 

= 133). The 37 educational law items were then ranked from high to low based on their 

respective MWDS. The Excel-Based Mean Weighted Discrepancy Score Calculator 

(McKim & Saucier, 2011) was used to calculate the discrepancy scores, weighted 

discrepancy scores, and the MWDS. According to McKim and Saucier, the Excel-based 

MWDS calculator reduces user error.  

Objective 3. 

 To accomplish research objective three, the MWDS of the induction and non-

induction teachers were compared. This evaluation was two-fold. First, a ranking 

comparison was made on the individual items between the two groups. Then, the two 
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groups were assessed for similarities and differences based on the MWDS of each 

educational law construct. 

Objective 4. 

 To address objective four, a 3 x 2 factorial ANOVA was conducted to compare 

the main effects of the teachers’ career stage (i.e., induction teacher and non-induction 

teacher), previous educational law training (i.e., no previous training, one source of 

previous educational law training, and two or more sources of previous educational law 

training) and the interaction effect between career stage and previous educational law 

training on teachers perceived competency of educational law. The teacher’s perceived 

competency scores, which served as the dependent variable, were calculated by averaging 

the reported competency scores on the 37 items, for each individual. The analysis of 

variance evaluated the factors’ influences on the grand mean competency score. The 

significance level was set at .05 a priori, and Levene’s test of equality was employed to 

assess compliance with the assumption of homogeneity of variance. Partial eta squared 

(ηp
2) were calculated to determine practical significance of the findings. The effect size 

(ηp
2) was interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) effect size descriptors. Namely, (1) 0.20 

indicates a large effect size, (2) 0.08 indicates a medium effect size, and (3) 0.009 

indicates a small effect size. 

Findings 

Objective 1. 

The first objective sought to describe the professional characteristics (i.e., 

affiliation with professional organizations, prior educational law training, and previous 

experience with school-based law litigation) of the Texas Agricultural Science Teachers. 
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The average teaching experience of the participants was 11.87 (SD = 10.41) and the 

highest frequency of teachers reported having five or less years of teaching experience (n 

= 80, 37.56%). Six to ten years of teaching experience was the teaching experience range 

with the second highest frequency (n = 43, 20.18%). In regard to the teacher affiliations 

with professional organizations, the majority of teachers (n = 204, 99.03%) were 

members of the Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association of Texas (VATAT). Only 

11 percent of the teachers in this study were affiliated with the National Association of 

Agricultural Educators (NAAE), which accounted for the second highest frequency of 

teacher professional affiliation (see Table 5). Out of the 206 teachers who responded to 

this item, 170 (82.52%) indicated being affiliated with one professional organization, 31 

(15.05%) were members of two organizations, and five (2.43%) had a professional 

membership with three organizations.  
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Table 5. P rofess iona l Characteris tics o f Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

Table 5 

Professional Characteristics of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

Characteristic f % 

Years of Teaching Experience (n = 213)   

1 – 5 years 80 37.56 

 6 – 10 years 43 20.18 

11- 15 years 25 11.74 

16 – 20 years 24 11.27 

21 and over 41 19.25 

Affiliation with professional teaching organizations (n = 206)   

Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association of Texas 

(VATAT) 

204 99.03 

National Association of Agricultural Educators (NAAE) 23 11.27 

Association of Texas Professional Educators (ATPE) 10 4.85 

Texas State Teachers Association (TSTA) 4 1.94 

Association for Career and Technical Education (ACTE) 2 0.97 

Texas Classroom Teachers Association (TCTA) 2 0.97 

TIVA  2 0.97 

American Federation of Teachers (AFT) 1 0.48 

Science Teachers of Texas (STT) 1 0.48 

 

The typical respondent obtained a traditional teacher certification (n = 172, 

81.13%), received educational law training through professional development activities 

(n = 112) or from their professional development organizations (n = 100), and had no 

previous involvement in an educational-based law suit (n = 199, 93.40%). Although, the 
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majority of teachers earned their teaching certificate in a traditional manner, 36 (17.45%) 

teachers were alternatively certified, and two (0.92%) were not certified teachers (see 

Table 6). Of the 213 Texas agricultural science teachers in this study, only 151 (70.89%) 

teachers reported prior participation in educational law training.  

Table 6. B ackground Characterist ics of Texas Agr icultu ral Science Teachers  

Table 6 

Professional Characteristics of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

Characteristic  f % 

Path taken to obtain teaching certification (n = 212)   

Traditional teacher certification 173 81.63 

Alternative teacher certification 37 17.45 

I do not have a teacher certification 2 0.92 

Primary source for previous educational law training (n = 213)   

I completed an educational law course as an undergraduate. 29  

I completed a separate course in education law as a graduate 

student. 

27  

I have participated in professional development activities 

directly related to educational law. 

112  

I have gained knowledge though my professional 

organizations. 

100  

I have no previous training in educational law.  62  

Other 7  

Previous involvement in a school-based law suit. (n = 213) f % 

No 199 93.40 

Yes 14 6.60 
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Objective 2. 

The second research objective was to identify the educational law training needs 

of Texas agricultural science teachers as a whole, and at different career phases (i.e., 

induction and non-induction career phases). A Borich (1980) needs assessment model 

was used to determine the educational law training needs of the participants in this study. 

The MWDS were used to determine the educational law training needs of the agricultural 

science teachers. The educational law topics which had a higher MWDS were perceived 

to be the areas of greatest professional development need. The educational law topics 

were ranked based on their level of training need. Table four displays the MWDS and 

ranking of training needs of the 37 educational law topics for teachers in each career 

phase and the aggregate of both groups.   

Table 7. E ducational Law Train ing Pr iori ty Areas fo r Pro fessional Development as Perceived by Texas Agricultura l Science Teachers Using the Borich Needs A ssessment Model 

Table 7 

Educational Law Training Priority Areas for Professional Development as Perceived 

by Texas Agricultural Science Teachers Using the Borich Needs Assessment Model  

 Total Teachers  Inductiona   Non-Inductionb  

Educational Law Topic Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS 

Personal liability protection 

for Texas school personnel 

(Qualified immunity). 

1 6.77  1 6.96  1 6.67 

Proper search and seizure of a 

student based on their 

constitutional rights. 

2 5.55  2 6.73  4 4.90 

Teacher’s liability associated 

with student transportation in 

school vehicles. 

 

 

3 5.53  4 5.40  3 5.60 
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 Total Teachers  Inductiona   Non-Inductionb  

Educational Law Topic Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS 

         

Teacher’s liability associated 

with student transportation in 

personal vehicles. 

4 5.44  5 4.98  2 5.75 

Procedure and justification for 

properly removing a student 

from class (teacher-initiated 

removal) 

5 4.41  11 4.38  5 4.46 

Understanding teacher 

employment contracts and 

compensation. 

6 4.07  13 4.09  7 4.06 

Teacher’s right to planning 

and preparation time within 

the instructional day. 

7 4.02  10 4.39  9 3.81 

Understanding state laws and 

procedure regarding the 

termination or nonrenewal of 

a term contract teacher. 

8 4.01  19 3.37  6 4.43 

Appropriate administration of 

student discipline on 

extracurricular events. 

9 3.98  6 4.93  11 3.41 

Proper supervision of students 

in the agricultural mechanics 

shop to ensure safety. 

10 3.97  3 5.57  17 3.02 

Understanding state laws and 

procedure regarding the 

termination of a probationary 

contract teacher. 

11 3.96  14 4.01  8 3.96 

Proper implementation of 

modifications for students 

with disabilities. 

 

12 3.90  8 4.69  15 3.20 
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 Total Teachers  Inductiona   Non-Inductionb  

Educational Law Topic Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS 

         

Proper implementation of 

accommodations for students 

with disabilities. 

13 3.89  7 4.89  12 3.31 

Following proper procedures 

for reporting suspected child 

abuse. 

14 3.73  9 4.44  13 3.31 

Following proper procedures 

for reporting suspected child 

neglect. 

15 3.55  17 3.57  10 3.53 

Proper supervision of students 

on an overnight stay 

(supervision when students 

are “out of view”). 

16 3.48  16 3.91  14 3.23 

Proper implementation of 

student’s Individual 

Education Plan (IEP). 

17 3.47  12 4.22  16 3.04 

Appropriate administration of 

student discipline in the 

classroom. 

18 3.24  15 3.94  19 2.84 

Proper enforcement of school 

district policies on bullying. 

19 2.96  18 3.39  20 2.75 

Proper supervision of students 

at livestock shows to ensure 

safety. 

20 2.87  20 3.25  22 2.64 

Proper supervision of students 

at the school farm to ensure 

safety. 

21 2.71  25 2.65  18 2.86 

Duty to report discrimination 

based on sex (Title IX 

Complaints). 

22 2.59  24 2.66  23 2.56 
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 Total Teachers  Inductiona   Non-Inductionb  

Educational Law Topic Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS 

Duty to report sexual 

harassment (student-to-

student). 

23 2.53  26 2.57  24 2.50 

Duty to report sexual 

harassment of co-workers. 

24 2.50  21 2.90  26 2.31 

Understanding of an 

agricultural science teachers’ 

supplemental duties as an 

extracurricular sponsor. 

25 2.47  31 2.08  21 2.71 

Proper supervision of students 

at extracurricular events 

(Leadership Development 

Events (LDEs), Career 

Development Events (CDEs), 

conventions, etc.). 

26 2.45  22 2.88  27 2.20 

Proper social media contact 

between educators and 

students. 

27 2.34  23 2.77  28 2.08 

Proper management/handling 

of travel funds.  

28 2.02  27 2.43  29 1.82 

Duty to report discrimination 

of pregnant and parenting 

students (Title IX 

Complaints). 

29 1.98  35 1.13  25 2.49 

Proper management/handling 

of budget and public funds.  

30 1.88  29 2.20  30 1.74 

Proper cellular texting contact 

between educators and 

students. 

31 1.78  28 2.42  31 1.41 

Proper management/handling 

of fundraising money.  

 

32 1.17  33 1.34  33 1.11 
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 Total Teachers  Inductiona   Non-Inductionb  

Educational Law Topic Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS 

Teacher’s right to join or 

refuse to join any professional 

association. 

33 1.14  36 0.89  32 1.30 

Proper physical contact 

between educators and 

students. 

34 1.11  32 1.45  34 0.79 

Proper communication with 

parents. 

35 1.09  30 2.19  36 0.47 

Proper communication with 

supervisors and 

administrators.  

36 0.62  34 1.33  37 0.20 

Proper verbal contact between 

educators and students. 

37 0.61  37 0.65  35 0.59 

Note. aInduction Phase Teachers = Teachers with 0-5 years of teaching experience (n = 

80); bNon-Induction Phase Teachers = Six or more years of teaching experience (n = 

133); cMWDS = Mean Weighted Discrepancy Score.  

 

The top five perceived educational law training needs for all teachers in this study 

were: personal liability protection for Texas school personnel (6.77), proper search and 

seizure of a students (5.55), liability associated with student transportation in school 

(5.53) and personal vehicles (5.44), and the procedure and justification for properly 

removing a student from class (4.41).  

The educational law topics which induction teachers indicated the highest level of 

perceived training needs were: personal liability protection for Texas school personnel 

(6.96), proper search and seizure of a student based on their constitutional rights (6.73), 

proper supervision of students in the agricultural mechanics shop to ensure safety (5.57), 

teacher’s liability associated with student transportation in school (5.40) and personal 
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(4.98) vehicles. In regard to non-induction teachers, the highest perceived educational 

law training needs were: personal liability protection for Texas school personnel (6.67), 

teacher’s liability associated with student transportation in school (5.57) and personal 

(5.60) vehicles, proper search and seizure of a student based on their constitutional rights 

(4.90), and the procedure and justification for properly removing a student from class 

(4.46). 

Objective 3. 

Objective three sought to compare the induction phase and non-induction phase 

teachers’ perceived competence of educational law. The top educational law training 

needs were similar between the teachers of both career phases. More specifically, five of 

the top ten educational law training needs were the same for both groups and eight of the 

bottom ten educational law training needs were shared by the induction and non-

induction teachers. Although, some similarities were found between the groups on 

educational law training needs, discrepancies were also observed between the teachers in 

different career stages (see Table 8).  
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Table 8. Largest MWDS Discrepancies between Induction and Non-Induction  Teachers 

Table 8 

Largest MWDS Discrepancies Between Induction and Non-Induction Teachers.  

 Inductiona   Non-

Inductionb  

 Difference 

Educational Law Topic MWDSc  MWDS  MWDS 

Proper supervision of students in the 

agricultural mechanics shop to ensure 

safety. 

5.57  3.02  2.55 

Proper search and seizure of a student 

based on their constitutional rights. 6.73  4.90  1.83 

 

Proper communication with parents. 2.19  0.47  1.72 

Proper implementation of 

accommodations for students with 

disabilities. 

4.89  3.31  1.58 

Appropriate administration of student 

discipline on extracurricular events. 4.93  3.41  1.52 

Proper implementation of modifications 

for students with disabilities. 4.69  3.20  1.49 

Duty to report discrimination of pregnant 

and parenting students (Title IX 

Complaints). 

1.13  2.49  -1.36 

Proper implementation of student’s 

Individual Education Plan (IEP). 4.22  3.04  1.18 

Following proper procedures for reporting 

suspected child abuse. 4.44  3.31  1.13 

Proper communication with supervisors 

and administrators. 1.33  0.20  1.13 

Note. MWDS = Mean Weighted Discrepancy Score; aInduction Phase Teachers = 

Teachers with 0-5 years of teaching experience (n = 80); bNon-Induction Phase 

Teachers = Six or more years of teaching experience (n = 133). 

 

The largest differences in MWDS of the induction and non-induction teachers 

were regarding the proper supervision of students in the agricultural mechanics shop 

(MWDS Difference = 2.55), proper search and seizure of a student based on their 

constitutional rights (MWDS Difference = 1.83), proper communication with parents 
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(MWDS Difference = 1.72), proper implementation of accommodations for students with 

disabilities (MWDS Difference = 1.58), appropriate administration of student discipline 

on extracurricular events (MWDS Difference = 1.52), proper implementation of 

modifications for students with disabilities (MWDS Difference = 1.49), and the duty to 

report discrimination of pregnant and parenting students (Title IX Complaints) (MWDS 

Difference = -1.36). Of the ten educational law topics with the largest MWDS 

discrepancy between the two groups, induction teachers had a higher educational law 

training needs for nine of the topics. Only one educational law topic, the duty to report 

discrimination of pregnant and parenting students (Title IX Complaints), represented an 

area where the in-service training needs were higher for non-induction teachers. 

Additionally, dispersion of the induction and non-induction teachers MWDS were 

observed by educational law constructs. With an exception of the teacher rights, contracts 

and compensation construct, induction teachers had higher MWDS scores on all other 

constructs when compared to the MWDS of the non-induction teachers. Student 

discipline, safety and supervision was the construct which induction teachers had the 

highest MWDS (MWDS = 4.16). Incongruently, non-induction teachers’ highest MWDS 

was related to the liability of teachers construct (MWDS = 3.78). Although the groups 

MWDS rankings varied on most constructs, the teacher professionalism and 

communication construct was the lowest ranked competency for both groups of teachers. 

When comparing induction and non-induction teachers, the construct with the largest 

difference in MWDS was student discipline, safety, and supervision. According to 

Sorensen et al. (2014), “large differences in MWDS indicate large differences when 
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comparing induction teachers to non-induction teachers as it relates to in-service needs” 

(p. 148). 

Table 9. Mean Weighted Discrepancy Scores for the Educational Law Constructs 

Table 9 

Mean Weighted Discrepancy Scores for the Educational Law Constructs 

 Induction  Non-Induction  Difference 

Educational Law Construct Rank MWDS  Rank MWDS  MWDS 

Student Discipline, Safety, & 

Supervision 

1 4.16  3 3.23  0.93 

Liability of Teachers 2 3.88  1 3.78  0.10 

Teachers’ Duty to report/ Special 

Education 

3 3.45  4 2.92  0.53 

Teacher Rights, Contracts, & 

Compensation 

4 3.43  2 3.75  -0.32 

Teacher Professionalism & 

Communication 

5 1.80  5 0.93  0.87 

Note. Induction phase teachers (0 – 5 years of teaching experience), n = 80; Non-

Induction phase teachers (6 or more years of teaching experience), n = 133; GM = 

Grand Mean. 

 

Objective 4. 

 The final objective was to determine the main effects of teacher’s career phase 

and previous educational law training, and the interaction effect between the two factors 

on the agricultural science teachers’ perceived competency in educational law. In regard 

to perceived competency in educational law, induction teachers (M = 4.05, SD = 0.32) 

indicated a slightly higher level of perceived competence, in comparison to non-induction 

teachers (M = 4.00, SD = 0.42). A total of 63 teachers indicated having no previous 

educational law training, the mean score for perceived competence for this group was 

3.92 (SD = 0.05). The teachers which reported having one previous source of educational 
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law training (n = 58) had a slightly higher mean score (M = 4.00, SD = 0.05) that those 

who had never received educational law training. With a mean score of 4.12 (SD = .05), 

teachers who previously attended two or more educational law training events (n = 92) 

had a higher perceived competence of educational law than the two other groups.  

Table 10.  Summated Means of Teachers' Perceived Competency Scores for Treatment Condit ions Career Phase and P revious Educationa l Law Tra ining  

Table 10 

Summated Mean of Techers’ Perceived Competency Scores for Treatment Conditions 

Career Phase and Previous Educational Law Training. 

Characteristic n M SD 

Career phase    

Induction teachers 80 4.05 0.32 

Non-induction teachers 133 4.00 0.42 

Number of previous educational law 

training(s) 

   

0 63 3.92 0.05 

1 58 4.00 0.05 

2 or more 92 4.12 0.05 

Note. Perceived competency was assessed on a 5-point scale:1 = Not Competent, 2 = 

Little Competence, 3 = Somewhat Competent, 4 = Competent, 5 = Very Competent.  

 

Prior to conducting the factorial ANOVA, the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance was assessed by conducting a Levene’s Test. The test of equality yielded a non-

significant result F(5, 206) = 1.80, p =.114. The significance value for this test of 

homogeneity of variance (i.e., p = .114), was greater than .05; therefore, the assumption 

of homogeneity of variance was met and the variances are roughly equal for the different 

groups in the study. A 3x2 factorial ANOVA was conducted to determine  the interaction 
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and main effects (see Table 11).The interaction effect between teacher’s career phase and 

previous educational law training, on the teacher’s perceived competence in educational 

law was not statistically significant F(2, 206) = 1.20, p = .304. Therefore, we failed to 

reject the null hypothesis. According to Kirk (1995), main effects in a two-way ANOVA 

should be analyzed when the interaction effect is not statistically significant.  

 
Table 11.  Analys is of Variance Source Tab le of Effects of Teachers' Career Stage and  Previous E ducational Law Training on the Dependent Variable of Teachers' Perceived Competence on Educa tiona l Law (n = 133)  

Table 11 

Analysis of Variance Source Table of Effects of Teachers’ Career Stage and Previous 

Educational Law Training on the Dependent Variable of Techers’ Perceived 

Competence on Educational Law Topics (n = 133) 

Source SS df MS F p ηp
2 

Corrected 

Model 

2.496 5 .499 3.493   

Intercept 2870.896 1 2870.896 20089.978   

Career Stage .487 1 .487 3.405 .066 - 

PELT 1.448 2 .724 5.066 .007 .047 

Career Stage x 

PELT 

.342 2 .171 1.196 .304 - 

Error 29.438 206 .143    

Total 3463.921 212     

Note. R2 = .078, Adjusted R2 = .056, *p < .05, PELT = Previous educational law 

training. 

 

The main effect of career stage on the teacher’s perceived competence on 

educational law topics yielded an F(1, 206) = 3.41, p = .07. Hence, the main effect of 

career phase was deemed to be non-significant; therefore, the second null hypothesis was 

accepted. Conversely, the main effect of previous educational law training on teacher’s 
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perceived competence on educational law topics was statistically significant (F(2, 206) = 

5.07, p = .007, ηp
2  = .047). The third null hypothesis was rejected with the probability of 

.007 of making a Type I error.  

A Bonferroni post hoc test was conducted to determine where the differences 

existed in regard to the main effect of previous educational law training (see Table 12). 

The post hoc analysis revealed a statistically significant difference in perceived 

competency between teachers who attended two or more sources of educational law 

training (p = .005) and teachers who received only had one source of educational law 

training. Additionally the educational law competency scores of teachers who had no 

previous educational law training were significantly different (p = .028) from the 

competency scores of teachers who indicated they utilized one source of educational law 

training. 

 
Table 12.  Comparison of Teachers' Perceived Competence of Educational Law Top ics Based Upon the Bon ferron i Post  Hoc Test  

Table 12 

Comparison of Teachers Perceived Competence of Educational Law Topics Based 

Upon the Bonferroni Post Hoc Test 

Group n M 1 SD 

No previous educational law training 62 3.92a 0.05 

One source of educational law training 58 4.00b 0.05 

Two or more sources of educational law 

training 

92 4.12ab 0.05 

Note. 1 = Subscripts with differing letters are significantly different at <.05). 
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Conclusions 

 The purpose of this research study was to determine the educational law training 

needs of Texas agricultural science teachers. Moreover, this study sought to compare the 

professional development needs of teachers in differing career phases. Similar to 

Sorenson et al.’s (2014) study on professional development needs of Oregon agricultural 

science teachers, this study utilized a two stage conceptualization (i.e., induction and non-

induction) of the career cycle model (Fessler and Christensen, 1992). 

Objective 1. 

Over 70% (n = 151) of the agricultural science teachers in this study indicated 

they had previously received educational law training. Based on the educational law 

training needs expressed by the teachers in this study, the relevance and effectiveness of 

their previous training is in question. Historically, researchers have recommended the 

implementation of preservice courses (Bounds, 2000; Zirkel, 2006), and professional 

development events (Littleton, 2008) to bolster teachers’ knowledge of educational law. 

Twenty-nine Texas agricultural science teachers (13%) reported taking an undergraduate 

course in educational law. The low number of teachers who reported taking an 

educational law course coincides with findings of previous educational law studies. 

Wagner (2008) indicated over 75% of the Ohio teachers had not taken an undergraduate 

course on school law. Additionally, a research study on South Carolina teachers’ 

educational law knowledge (Reglin, 1990) reported that 83.4% of teachers had no 

preservice classes pertaining to educational law. Despite the reported findings (Clark, 

1990; Ogletree & Garrett, 1981) which indicated an undergraduate course in executional 

law improves the educational law knowledge of teachers, the inclusion of a stand-alone 
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course in educational law is contrary to practicality. Most teacher preparation programs 

are based on a 120 credit-hour program, leaving little room for an additional course. 

Albeit, the feasibility of implementing a stand-alone course on educational law is 

questionable, there is a strong need to provide educational law training for preservice 

teachers. Teacher educators should develop lessons in their existing curriculum to address 

important educational law issues. Professional organizations, such as the VATAT should 

provide campus-based educational law training for pre-service teachers. The 

collaborative effort between teacher educators and professional teaching organizations 

will assist future agricultural science teachers in developing a foundational knowledge of 

educational law. 

The majority (99.03%) of Texas agricultural science teachers indicated being 

members of the VATAT, and 47% indicated their previous educational law training was 

provided from professional organizations. To that end, the educational law professional 

development events, held at the 2016 summer professional development conference, only 

had a total of 64 attendees. Of the 2,119 VATAT members, 1,819 (85.8%) attended the 

conference, signifying less than four percent of the teachers attended the educational law 

professional development events (K. Jones, personal communication, September 29, 

2016). Three implications can be made from the lack of attendance in these educational 

law in-service events: (1) teachers have attended a professional development events 

before and feel competent, (2) teachers don’t understand the risk associated with the 

misinterpretation of educational law, (3) teachers are not aware of the professional 

development offerings in this area.    



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

123 

Objective 2. 

The top five ranked educational law topics which teachers indicated the largest 

amount of professional development need involved qualified immunity, search and 

seizure of students, transportation of students in school and personal vehicles, and 

teacher-initiated removal of students, respectively.  

The issue of qualified immunity (Texas Education Code §22.0511), which 

provides professional protection for Texas teachers, is tied to many other educational law 

issues. Qualified immunity assures that professional employees in the state of Texas are 

protected from personal liability when they act within the scope of their teaching duties 

and are exercising discretion. Although this section of the Texas Education Code offers 

protection to teachers, this statute has limitations. A teacher is not covered by qualified 

immunity if they use excessive force in the discipline of students or negligence resulting 

in bodily injury. Furthermore, protection is not provided when the teacher is operating or 

mainlining a motorized vehicle (Texas Education Code §22.0511). Therefore Texas 

teachers who have ample knowledge of this overarching statute will be better suited to 

understand liability on other issues. For example, the issue of transporting students in 

personal or school vehicles, a top rated issue in this study, could be understood if the 

teacher understands the limitations of qualified immunity.  

Based on the magnitude of this educational law and the strong in-service need 

indicated by the teachers, it is recommended that qualified immunity be an area of focus 

for any training program implemented by a school districts, educational service centers, 

professional organizations, and teacher preparation program. It is also recommended that 
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previous case law, related to qualified immunity, be used in training programs to provide 

a real-world learning experience for trainees.  

The search and seizure of students and their belongings was another top ranked 

educational law issue in this study. Similar to any other educational law, there are many 

exceptions and conditions associated with the search of students. First it is important to 

remember that students do not forfeit constitutional rights at the schoolhouse gate. The 

major Supreme Court decision, related to search and seizure of students, is New Jersey v. 

T.L.O (1985). The ruling from this court decision put forth a two-pronged test to 

determine if the search of students and their belongings is lawful. First, the school official 

must establish a reasonable cause for believing the student has violated a school rule or 

law. Secondly, the search has to be reasonable in scope in light of the age and sex of the 

student and the nature of the offense at hand. Teachers must either avoid the search and 

seizure of students or carefully contemplate the two-pronged test.  

It is recommended that teachers be trained to turn over issues involving the search 

of students to school administrators or campus resource officers to mitigate their personal 

liability. In some agricultural science programs it is commonplace to check student’s 

luggage prior to departing on an off-campus trip. Once again, it is recommended that 

teachers be trained to evaluate the relevance of a given search using the two-pronged test.  

 Another educational law issue which teachers indicated a high need for training 

was teacher-initiated removal of students. Along with the other top rated educational law 

issues, qualified immunity (i.e., T.E.C. §22.0511), the removal of students from the 

classroom falls into the omnibus category of teachers’ rights. The inclusion of teacher-

initiated removal (T.E.C. §37.002) in the Texas Education Code bolsters the authority of 
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teachers, allowing them to maintain order and discipline in their classroom. The reason 

behind removing students from the classroom is threefold: (1) for student assistance, (2) 

discretionary teacher removal, and (3) mandatory teacher removal of students (Walsh et 

al., 2014). More specifically, the Texas Education Code indicates a teacher has the 

authority to remove a student “who has been documented by the teacher to repeatedly 

interfere with the teacher's ability to communicate effectively with the students in the 

class or with the ability of the student's classmates to learn” or “whose behavior the 

teacher determines is so unruly, disruptive, or abusive that it seriously interferes with the 

teacher's ability to communicate effectively with the students in the class or with the 

ability of the student’s classmates to learn” (T.E.C., §37.002(b)). If a teacher initiates the 

removal of a student, and the reasons behind the removal meet the standards of 

§37.002(b), administrators cannot force the teacher to allow the student back into their 

classroom. In fact, based on the guidelines set forth by the Texas Education Code, an 

administrator is required to convene a conference within three days of the teacher-

initiated removal. Following the conference, the administrator can place the student in 

another classroom or assign in school suspension or a DAEP placement. Yet, at this point 

of the process, the administrator still lacks the authority to force the teacher to allow the 

student back to class. To override the teacher’s wishes, the principal must convene a 

Placement Review Committee (PRC), and the committee members must demonstrate 

how the teacher’s classroom “is the best or only alternative available” (T.E.C., 

§37.002(c), §37.003). Knowledge of these statutes will help teachers to understand their 

disciplinary authority both in class and their rights as a teacher when dealing with 

administration.  
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The highest ranked educational law-related professional development needs for 

induction teachers were qualified immunity, search and seizure of students, supervision 

of students in the agricultural mechanics shop, and liability associated with student 

transportation in school and personal vehicles. The induction teachers concerns about 

supervision of students in the agricultural mechanics shop coincides with past findings. 

Previous studies in Texas (Saucier & McKim, 2011), Missouri (Saucier, Terry, & 

Schumacher, 2009), and Wyoming (McKim & Saucier, 2011) posited agricultural science 

teachers had strong professional development needs in the areas of shop safety, managing 

hazardous materials, and equipment repair. Despite past recommendations to remedy this 

issue, the same professional development needs are still pertinent. Along with focusing 

on effective ways to train teachers in shop management, it is also important to supply 

agricultural science teachers with educational law information related to shop 

supervision. A top-down approach should be taken when training agricultural science 

teachers about their liability associated with shop supervision. Specifically, professional 

development entities should begin educational law trainings by emphasizing the 

protection and limitations to qualified immunity (T.E.C. §22.0511). Adequate knowledge 

of this statute will serve as a resource to assess personal liability in other areas. 

Furthermore, the principles of Andragogy should be considered when developing and 

delivering educational law training for teachers. One way to implement self-directed 

learning in regard to educational law is to have the adult learners assess real-world court 

cases involving agricultural science teachers (e.g., Barr v. Bernhard, 1978; Pierce v. 

Hearne ISD, 2015; Pierson v. Houston ISD, 1985).Without providing the court decisions, 
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have the teachers evaluate the case, and the potential liability of the teacher, based on 

their knowledge of qualified immunity.  

The non-induction teachers’ top professional development needs were similar to 

the induction teachers in regard to the in-service needs on qualified immunity, search and 

seizure of students, and transportation of students in school and personal vehicles. One 

educational topic which was a top ranked need, unique to non-induction teachers, was the 

procedure and justification to remove students from class. Despite the non-induction 

agricultural science teachers experience in public education, the need for professional 

development on student discipline is still needed. Classroom management and student 

discipline are areas of training needs commonly associated with induction teachers 

(Touchstone, 2015). However, non-induction teachers’ needs associated with the issue of 

teacher-initiated removal might be tied to the lack of educational law training, not ability 

or self-efficacy. Educational law statutes, such as teacher-initiated removal (T.E.C. 

§37.002), bolster teachers’ authority in the classroom, an authority which cannot be 

infringed upon by administration. Heubert (1997) noted consequence of educational law 

ignorance can cause teachers to “unknowingly exceed their authority and others to 

unknowingly fail to exercise their authority fully” (p. 540). To address this issue, 

educational law training for induction teachers should not only cover the justifiable 

reasons for student removal, it should also address the administrative procedures which 

are required by state law.  

Objective 3. 

Overall, the teachers of both career phases, had similar educational law 

professional development needs. Many similarities were found on the two groups’ 
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highest and lowest ranked in-service needs. Although numerous parallels were observed 

between the induction and non-induction teachers’ training needs, in-service needs for 

each group varied on certain educational law topics. Sorensen et al. (2014) posited that 

“large differences in MWDS indicate large differences when comparing induction 

teachers to non-induction teachers as it relates to in-service needs” (p. 148). Therefore it 

is important to examine where these differences in in-service needs are, and plan 

professional developments accordingly for each group of teachers.  

The induction teachers indicated a higher need for educational law training on 29 

of the 37 topics addressed in this study. The educational law topic with the greatest 

MWDS difference between the two phases of teachers was supervision of students in the 

agricultural mechanics shop. Induction phase teachers indicated a larger need for training 

on this issue. Other topics, which had large differences in MWDS between groups, in 

which induction teachers needed more training included: communication with parents 

and special education issues (i.e., IEPs, accommodations, and modifications).  

Conversely, reporting Title IX issues was the topic with a large difference in 

MWDS in which non-induction teachers expressed a higher level of need for training. 

The sentiment of higher educational law training needs for induction teachers was also 

observed when looking at the MWDS for each construct. Other than the teacher rights, 

compensation, and contracts construct, induction teachers had an overall greater need for 

in-service on all other educational law constructs. Teacher preparation programs should 

discuss and address these educational law topics in their curriculum. Teacher educators 

should also consider using local resources, such as local school district attorneys and 

district superintendents to help them instruct their preservice teachers on these issues. 



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

129 

Currently, in Texas, the VATAT serves as one of the only professional development 

entities which offers educational law training for agricultural science teachers. Other state 

and federal teaching associations should also focus on providing educational law training.  

Objective 4. 

 Although induction and non-induction teachers indicated differences in 

educational law professional development needs, the teachers’ perceived competence on 

educational law issues was not significantly different. The findings of previous studies on 

the effect of teaching experience on educational law knowledge is mixed. While some 

prior research (Brookshire, 2002; Koch, 1997) noted the increase of educational law 

knowledge with greater years of teaching experience, others (Bounds, 2000; Clark, 1990) 

noted amount of teaching experience was not significantly related to higher educational 

law knowledge. Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that professional 

development entities focus equally on developing the educational law competency of 

teachers of all career phases. Furthermore, professional development should be focused 

on the areas of training needs for both the induction and non-induction teachers. Future 

research should examine teachers’ competency of educational law by career stage using a 

more granular lens. Although, no significant differences were found between induction 

and non-induction teachers in this study, replicating this study using Fessler and 

Christensen’s (1992) eight career stage model may provide more insight into the 

dispersion of teacher’s competence levels based on experience.  

Contrary to the findings on differences on career phase, statistically significant 

differences on teachers’ perceived competency in educational law were discovered 

between teachers with the amount of previous educational law training a teacher 
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received. More specifically, teachers who had participated in two or more educational 

law trainings had a significantly higher perceived competency in educational law when 

compared to teachers who only experienced one or no previous educational law training. 

Koch (1997) found teachers who participated in in-service training experiences had a 

significantly higher knowledge of educational law. Moreover, Koch posited that when 

teachers participated in two or more educational law in-service events, they had a greater 

knowledge in regard to Multicultural Educational Training and Advocacy (META), 

Section 504, and educational law in general. In-service training events should be 

provided by teaching associations and other professional development entities. 

Furthermore, preservice institutions can also play a vital role by providing preservice 

teachers with a foundational knowledge of educational law. Regardless of whether state 

licensure entities require educational law training, it is imperative teachers have the 

resources they need to develop a foundational knowledge of the laws which govern them. 

In regard to future research, it is recommended the latency of professional development 

be examined.     
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IV Evaluation of Educational Law Professional Development Event for Pre-service 

Agricultural Science Teachers 

Abstract 

The Educational Law Literacy Program (ELLP) is a teacher development program which 

provides agricultural education pre-service teachers with training regarding the rights of 

teachers and the liabilities associated with teaching in a secondary school. The purpose 

of this descriptive research was to evaluate pre-service teachers’ reactions toward the 

ELLP and assess the participants’ self-perceived learning in the program. The 

Kirkpatrick (1994) program evaluation model served as the conceptual framework to 

assess reaction (Level 1) and learning (Level 2) measures of  pre-service agricultural 

education students (n = 18), from a major southwestern university in the United States. 

Reaction measures evaluated the participants’ affective and cognitive/intention reactions 

toward the program. Overall the agricultural science pre-service indicated positive 

affective reactions toward the ELLP training. In contrast, participants reported strong to 

moderate disagreement with the negative affective reaction measures. Furthermore, the 

participants’ showed moderate to strong agreement with the items pertaining to 

intention/cognition reactions, indicating they felt the training program improved their 

overall understanding and interpretation of educational law. Learning measures (Level 

2),operationalized by a retrospective pre-test, evaluated participants’ self-perceived 

understanding, ability to demonstrate comprehension, and ability to apply concepts to 

real-world scenarios regarding educational law. On all three learning measures, 

participants indicated their understanding of educational law, ability to demonstrate 

comprehension on educational law topics, and ability to apply concepts to real-world 
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scenarios increased from poor-fair to good-very good based on their participation in the 

ELLP. 

Introduction/ Literature Review 

The Nation’s public school teachers bear the important role of providing 

educational enrichment for students and preparing them for future academic and 

vocational pursuits, but with the litigious nature of today’s society, teachers actively 

engage in trench warfare against liability to retain their professional security. Previous 

research (Joyce, 2000) indicated school-based litigation has risen over the past decades. 

Redfield (2003) noted “In 1960, the education law reporters published some 300 suits 

with schools named as parties; in 1970, it was about 700; and by 2000, over 1,800” (p. 

614). Leonard (2007) estimated the number of lawsuits filed against school districts was 

up to approximately 15,000 a year. However, Leonard argued the number of 

educationally-based lawsuits have had a modest increase since 1987, matching the 

increase in the number of students in public schools.  

Researchers have attributed the rise of school-based litigation to lack of teacher 

training (Cocoran, 2007; Militello & Schimmel, 2008), court’s increased recognition of 

student rights (Lupini & Zirkel, 2003; Mirabile, 2103), and the increase in special 

education mandates (Leonard, 2007; Wagner, 2008). Although, a variety of factors have 

been identified as the culprit of the heightened rate of litigation, the major area of 

litigation growth has been in special education (Leonard, 2007). In agreement with 

Leonard, Karanxha and Zirkel (2014) noted “Special education litigation continues to be 

a growth industry” (p. 60). Regardless of the genesis, the dramatic increase of litigation 
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in school across the nation prompts the need for teachers to have a strong knowledge of 

federal and state educational laws. A teacher’s ignorance of educational laws increase 

their vulnerability to personal liability (Wagner, 2006) and place their respective school 

districts at risk (Redfield, 2003). Heubert (1997) noted that teacher’s ignorance of 

educational law increase their propensity to “unknowingly exceed their authority and 

others unknowingly fail to exercise their authority fully” (p. 540).  

Past research studies have reported in-service teachers (Brookshire, 2002; Imber, 

2008; Koch, 1997; Paul, 2001; Schimmel & Militello, 2007) and pre-service teachers 

(Wheeler, 2003) have low levels of educational law literacy. In regard to the specific 

areas of educational law which teachers are uniformed in are: teacher rights (Schimmel & 

Militello, 2007; Wattam, Benson, & Byers-Kirsch, 2011), student rights (Imber, 2008; 

Schimmel & Militello, 2007), freedom of speech, religious freedom, special education, 

and parental rights (Leonard, 2007: Wattam et al., 2011). [AUTHORS, DATE] conducted 

a needs assessment to determine the most important educational law issues in the field of 

agricultural education. Using a Borich (1980) needs assessment model, the researchers 

assessed the perceived educational law training needs of a probabilistic sample of 

agricultural science teachers in Texas. Findings indicated qualified immunity, teacher 

rights (e.g., limit class size and teacher-initiated removal), transportation of students, and 

employment contracts were the areas of educational law which the teachers indicated the 

highest need for training.  

To counteract and mitigate this problem, actions must be taken to increase the 

educational law literacy of teachers. Mirabile (2013) recommended teachers can ascertain 

legal literacy by taking undergraduate and graduate educational law courses, in-service 
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professional development events, or though their professional organizations. The 

recommendation of implementing an undergraduate educational law course has been 

made by a myriad of researchers (Clark, 1990; Imber, 2008; Littleton, 2008; Schimmel & 

Militello, 2007); however, Bon et al. (2008) indicated only 8% of teacher preparation 

programs in the United States offer an educational law course. Furthermore, Nevada is 

the only state which requires teacher education programs to implement a separate course 

devoted to educational law (Gajda, 2008).  

Educational Law Literacy Program for agricultural science teachers (ELLP) 

The National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) 

serves as the authority in establishing teacher preparation program standards. The 

NCATE Professional Standards for the Accreditation of Teacher Preparation Institutions 

requires preservice teachers to understand and be able to apply knowledge related to 

professional ethics and school law. Although federal standards encourage state licensing 

authorities to address educational law in their preparation programs, the recommendation 

has largely fallen on deaf ears. Gajda (2008) indicated 56% of state licensing agencies’ 

standards do not address educational law issues. McCarthy (2008) noted the lack of 

stand-alone educational law courses in teacher preparation programs is partially due to 

the lack of room in the curriculum. 

One possible way to teach the concepts and intricacies of educational law to 

preservice teachers, without developing a stand-alone educational law course, is to 

implement supplemental educational law lessons in existing teacher preparation 

programs. The Educational Law Literacy Program (ELLP) was designed to provide a 
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means of educational law training for pre-service teachers in agricultural education 

teacher preparations programs in Texas.   

The educational topics incorporated in the ELLP were selected based on an 

educational law needs assessment of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers (Hainline, 

Burris, Ritz, Ulmer, & Hartmeister, 2016). Fundamentally, the ELLP was structured 

around the educational concept of case-based instruction. This instructional method 

involves the evaluation and discussion of fictional or real cases which might be 

experienced by the students in future applied settings Mayo (2002). According to 

Kolodner (1993), Case-based reasoning involves “adapting old solutions to meet new 

demands, using old cases to explain new situations, using old cases to critique new 

solutions, or reasoning from precedents to interpret a new situation or create an equitable 

solution to a new problem” (p. 4).  

Historically, case-based instruction has served as an instructional technique for 

over a century in the field of law. In fact, this form of instruction was first implemented 

in 1870 (Merseth, 1991). The faculty of the Harvard Law School would emphasize the 

discussion and analysis of previous cases in order to bolster law students’ ability to 

“generalize particular decisions into broader understandings of principles of law” 

(Merseth, 1991, p. 243). Along with the genesis of case-based instruction in law schools, 

this instructional method has been commonplace in other fields such as business, 

medicine, teacher education, natural and behavioral sciences, auto mechanization, and 

engineering (Jonassen, 2002; Kolodner, 1992; Mayo, 2002).  

The strategic plan of ELLP relies on five specific goals: (1) Develop/implement a 

long-range, needs assessment plan, (2) Interpret legislation and educational policy and 
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provide training to comply with regulations which affect agricultural science teacher’s 

professional security, (3) Develop and deliver educational law training activities for pre-

service agricultural science teachers to increase educational law literacy, (4) 

Develop/implement educational law professional development events for in-service 

agricultural science teachers to increase educational law literacy, and (5) Assist in 

developing educational plans for selected educational law issues and problems. In lieu of 

a stand-alone educational law course, this program aims to provide periodic training for 

teachers on current issues in educational law. Previous research (Bounds, 2000; Harris, 

2001) indicated periodic educational law training is the most effective method of 

delivering relevant educational law-based information to preservice and in-service 

teachers. 

Conceptual Framework 

Kirkpatrick’s (1994) evaluation model evaluates training outcomes by four 

measures: reactions, learning, behavior, and results. The first level of Kirkpatrick’s 

model, reaction, is concerned with the trainee’s feelings about the program and whether 

they liked or disliked the design and delivery of the program. According to Morgan and 

Casper (2000), participant reactions serve three main purposes: (1) provides substantive 

input for the improvement and design of training programs, (2) serves as a “customer 

relations” function to show participants sincerity of the training program, and (3) serves 

as a potential predictor of costly training evaluation criteria (e.g., learning, behavior, or 

results). Alliger and Tannenbaum (1995) decomposed the first level of Kirkpatrick’s 

evaluation model into three categories: affective reactions, utility reactions, and a 

combination of the two reactions. Affective reactions reflect trainees’ attitudes and 
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motivations towards the program and cognitive reactions reflect the cognitive strategies 

and knowledge of the trainee (Kraiger, Ford, & Salas, 1993). Tan, Hall, and Boyce 

(2003) noted the reaction measures may indicate a participant’s motivation to learn, but 

the authors cautioned that positive reactions may not ensure learning is actually 

occurring. In fact, findings from Tan et al. (2003) indicated negative reaction evaluations 

were the greatest unique predictor of learning. In a broad sense, trainees who disliked the 

program had higher levels of learning.  

Level two, learning, refers to the skills and knowledge ascertained by the trainees 

during the program. This level of Kirkpatrick’s model is commonly assessed by 

distributing declarative knowledge test to trainees (Kraiger et al., 1993), and has 

previously been broken down into four components: knowledge retention, immediate 

post-training knowledge, and behavior and skill demonstration (Alliger, Tannenbaum, 

Bennet, Traver, & Shotland, 1997).  

Kirkpatrick (1994) described the third level, behavior, as the transfer of 

knowledge and skills acquired from training to the workplace. Behavior is commonly 

assessed though trainee and supervisor performance appraisals (Tan et al., 2003). The 

fourth and final level is results, the results take into account the overall outcome which 

takes place because of the participants training (Kirkpatrick, 1994). Tan et al. (2003) 

noted results could be quantified by “increased production, improved quality, decreased 

costs, reduced frequency and severity of accidents, increased sales, reduced turnover, and 

higher profits and return on investments” (p. 399).  
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Theoretical Framework 

The Protection Motivation Theory and Kirkpatrick’s Model 

The Protection Motivation Theory (PMT) (Rogers, 1983) served as the 

overarching theoretical framework for this program evaluation. The PMT appraises the 

processing of a threat by an individual and how they respond to cope with the threat’s 

risk. In this program evaluation, threat was operationalized by the legal liability of 

teachers in the realm of educational law. The PMT has served as the theoretical 

framework for influencing and predicting various behaviors, such as promoting healthy 

behavior (Dinoff & Kowalski, 1999), increasing online security and reducing online 

harassment (Boehmer, LaRose, Rifon, Alhabash, & Cotton, 2015) and increasing food 

safety (Zhang & Steiner, 2010).  

The PMT model has three distinct sections: sources of information, cognitive 

mediating process, and behavior (see Figure 5).  
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Figure 5. A Schematic Representation of the Protection Motivation Theory (Rogers, 

1983) 

The first phase, sources of information, is the educational portion of the model. 

Fundamentally, this is the message disseminated to an audience. The source of 

information in earlier persuasive communication models (e.g., Curvilinear model) 

generally used fear appeals to influence subjects’ intentions. Albeit fear appeals are one 

source of information which can be used in the PMT, inputs such as intrapersonal (e.g., 

previous experiences or components of personality) and environmental (e.g., verbal 

influence or observational learning) information sources can be used in the PMT model 

to initiate cognitive activity and lead to protection motivation (Floyd, Prentice-Dunn, & 

Rogers, 2000; Milne, Sheeran, & Orbell, 2000).  

The second phase of the PMT model, the cognitive mediating processes, is 

comprised of the threat appraisal process and the coping appraisal process. The two 

processes undergird individual’s adoption of precautionary behaviors when a threat is 

encountered (Neuwirth, 1995). The threat appeal process transpires when an individual 

appraises the factors which amplify or mitigate their vulnerability to a given risk. 
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Alternatively, the coping appraisal process takes place when an individual evaluates their 

ability to cope with a threat (Floyd et al., 2000). Of the two mediating processes in the 

PMT model, the threat appraisal process occurs first, because an individual must identify 

the risk of a threat prior to evaluating coping strategies. 

Threat Appraisal Process 

Maladaptive response rewards, severity, and vulnerability are the three factors of 

the threat appraisal process. Maladaptive response rewards are any reward (i.e., intrinsic 

or extrinsic) related to engaging in a risky behavior. The presence of rewards in the threat 

appraisal process increases the propensity of an individual to endure risk (Floyd et al., 

2000). In contrast to maladaptive rewards, severity and vulnerability are facilitating 

factors leading to risk avoidance. According to Floyd et al. (2000), when an individual 

perceives a threat to be severe and feels vulnerable, the individual is more likely to avoid 

the maladaptive response, and consider coping processes to mitigate risk.  

Coping Appraisal Process 

The coping-appraisal process is the second cognitive mediating process of the 

PMT. Once an individual has identified a threat, coping appraisal processes (adaptive 

responses) can be evaluated to avoid threats. The process of coping appraisal consist of 

three simultaneous judgements: (1) evaluating effectiveness of a preventative measure 

(i.e., response efficacy), (2) a belief in one’s ability to successfully carry out an adaptive 

response (i.e., self-efficacy), and (3) a cost assessment of the preventative course of 

action (i.e., response cost) (Neuwirth, 1995). 

Response efficacy, an individual’s belief in the effectiveness of a coping response 

to mitigate threats, and self-efficacy, an individual’s belief in their ability to perform a 
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coping behavior, are the two facilitating factors of the coping appraisal process. 

According to Floyd et al. (2000), the more response and self-efficacy an individual 

associates with an adaptive response, the more likely they are to follow through with the 

coping response. Conversely, the third simultaneous judgment in the coping appraisal 

process, response cost, is a response inhibiting factor. Response cost involves any cost 

(e.g., monetary, effort, time) associated with performing adaptive coping response. 

Therefore, the more cost an individual associates with an adaptive coping response, the 

less likely they are to use coping process.  

Protection Motivation 

Protection motivation serves as the chief mediator between the coping and threat 

appraisal processes. Analogous to other forms of motivation, protection motivation 

arouses and directs and individual’s intentions to carry out or not carry out a course of 

action. The protection motivation intentions of individuals cannot be observed directly, 

but protection motivation constitutes an inferred mental state of behavioral intention, 

which serves as the best predictor of behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Kim & Hunter, 1993).  

 In regard to the PMT model, the program evaluation of ELLP focused on the 

training program (i.e., source of information) as well as components of the coping 

appraisal process of the participants. Moreover, affective and intention/cognition 

reactions (i.e., Kirkpatrick Level 1) and learning measures (i.e., Kirkpatrick Level 2) of 

the ELLP participants were collected to gauge their response and self-efficacy of the 

educational law material covered. The adaptive responses of the PMT model provide 

insight on factors attributing to the protection motivation of the participants.     
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Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this descriptive research was to evaluate the Educational Law 

Literacy Program. More specifically, this study sought to determine participants’ 

reactions toward the ELLP and their self-perceived level of learning in the program. The 

assessment of training effectiveness aligns with the National Research Agenda for 

Agricultural Education, Research Priority Five: Efficient and Effective Agricultural 

Education Programs (Thoron, Myers, & Barrick, 2016). Specifically, the research agenda 

calls for agricultural education research to evaluate the effectiveness of professional 

development programs (Thoron et al., 2016). With that said, three research objectives 

guided the program evaluation of the ELLP. 

1. Describe the agricultural education preservice teachers’ affective reactions to the 

Educational Law Literacy Program seminar (Kirkpatrick level one). 

2. Describe the agricultural education preservice teachers’ intention/cognition 

reactions to the Educational Law Literacy Program seminar (Kirkpatrick level 

one). 

3. Describe the preservice agricultural science teachers’ self-perceived learning in 

the Educational Law Literacy Program seminar (Kirkpatrick level two). 

Method 

A descriptive research design was used to assess the research objectives. An 

ELLP educational law seminar was delivered to pre-service agricultural science teachers 

at Texas Tech University. Using an online survey instrument, the pre-service teachers’ 

perceived reactions and learning was assessed.  
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Sample 

 The population of interest for this educational law study was pre-service teachers 

enrolled in a teacher preparation program in agricultural education. A convenience 

sample of 18 pre-service agricultural education students from a major southwestern 

university in the United States, were the participants in this educational law program. The 

Educational Law Literacy Program (ELLP) was implemented as part of the course 

curriculum for the classroom management course. The pre-service teachers’ perceived 

reactions and perceived level of learning from the program will assist in further 

development of the ELLP, but the findings from this convenience sample cannot be 

generalized beyond this sample of pre-service teachers. 

The average participant was an undergraduate (n = 16, 88.9%) interdisciplinary 

agricultural science major (n = 14, 77.8%), female (n = 15, 83.3%), and had no 

affiliations with professional teaching organizations (n = 18, 100%). The average age of 

the pre-service teachers was 21.67 (SD = .97) and the majority of preservice teachers 

reported having no previous training in educational law (n = 15, 83.3%). The 

demographic and background characteristics of the agricultural education pre-service 

teachers is displayed in table 13.  
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Table 13.  Demograph ic and Background Characteristics of Pre-Service Teachers (n = 18) 

Table 13 

Demographic and Background Characteristics of Pre-Service Teachers (n = 18) 

Characteristic f % 

Sex   

Female 15 83.3 

Male 3 16.7 

Major   

Interdisciplinary agriculture 14 77.8 

Agricultural communications 3 16.7 

Agricultural leadership 1 5.5 

Classification   

Undergraduate 16 88.9 

Masters 2 11.1 

Source(s) of educational law training   

I completed an educational law course as an 

undergraduate. 

1 5.5 

I completed an education law course as a graduate 

student. 

2 11.1 

Professional development activities directly related to 

educational law. 

1 5.5 

I have no previous training in educational law. 14 77.8 

Note. Age (M = 21.67, SD = .97) 

 

Procedure 

A descriptive research design was used to conduct a program evaluation of the 

ELLP, and assess the associated research objectives. An ELLP educational law seminar 
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was delivered to pre-service agricultural science teachers at Texas Tech University in Fall 

2016. The ELLP seminar was designed to provide preservice teachers with information 

on important educational law topics identified by a previously conducted educational law 

needs assessment of Texas agricultural science teachers. Based on the findings of 

(Author, Date), Qualified immunity, student discipline, student supervision, teacher 

rights, teacher’s duty to report, and special education were the main educational law 

topics addressed in the seminar. Although educational law material was discussed in the 

seminar, preservice teachers were pre-warned on the nature of the workshop; the ELLP 

program sought to provide teachers with information on important issues, but did not 

qualify as legal advice.  

For each educational law topic addressed in the seminar, participants were 

provided with state and federal statutes and case law briefs associated with the topic. For 

example, the issue of personal liability of teachers, Qualified Immunity, was instructed 

by having students read the Texas Education Code (TEC) §22.0511, which explicitly 

outlines teacher’s protection and limitations to personal liability protection. Along with 

covering the associated statues, participants were provided with case briefs which involve 

the statute. For Qualified Immunity, trainees were asked to read and discuss case briefs 

(i.e., Barr v. Bernhard, 1978; Pierce v. Hearne ISD) in two separate groups. Then, the 

two groups explained the pertinent facts of the case to the entire seminar, and attempted 

to apply the statute to the case brief. Following the discussions, all ELLP participants 

were given the official court’s rulings, to assess their evaluation of the case at hand. The 

educational law topics, statutes, and case briefs addressed in the ELLP seminar are 

outlined in Table 14 (see Appendices Y – DD). 
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Table 14.  Educational Law Literacy Program Seminar Topics, A ffil iated S tatu tes, and A ssocia ted Case Briefs  

Table 14 

ELLP Seminar Topics, Affiliated Statutes, and Associated Case Briefs. 

Topic Affiliated Statutes Case Law Covered 

Qualified Immunity TEC §22.0511 Barr v. Bernhard (1978) 

Pierce v. Hearne ISD 

Student Discipline TEC §22.0511 New Jersey v. T.LO. (1985) 

Student Supervision TEC §22.0511 Wagner v. Alvarado ISD 

Teacher Rights TEC  §21.404 

TEC  §37.002 

Canutillo Educators 

Association v. Canutillo ISD 

(2010) 

Teachers’ Duty to Report TFC §261.101- 

106 

 

Special Education IDEIA 

NCLB 

Doe v. Withers 

Houston ISD v. Bobby R. 

(2000) 

Note. TEC = Texas Education Code; TFC = Texas Family Code; IDEIA = 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004); NCLB = No Child 

Left Behind Act (2001). 

 

Data Collection 

At the conclusion of the seminar, ELLP participants were asked to complete a 

survey instrument. The instrument was developed and distributed on the Qualtrics online 

survey platform. Guided by Kirkpatrick’s (1994) program evaluation model, reaction and 

learning measures were assessed. 
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Measures 

Reaction. 

The participants’ reactions toward the ELLP training program were 

operationalized using a modified version of the Reaction Measure Dimensions Instrument 

developed by Tan, Hall, and Boyce (2003). The instrument’s developers indicated the 

internal consistency estimates were adequate for both the cognitive/intention (α = .89) 

and affective (α = .86) reaction scales. Ten items evaluated the affective reactions of the 

participants by asking them to agree with positively worded statements such as, “I have 

an overall good feeling about how the training program was carried out” and negatively 

worded statements such as, “this training program taught me nothing I will use on the 

job.” All ten items were paired with a five-point Likert-type response scale (1 = strongly 

disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = strongly agree). 

Additionally, 11 items inquired about the participants’ intention/cognition reactions 

towards the educational law training. Trainees were asked to indicate their level of 

agreement with intention/cognition reaction statements such as, “the training program 

allowed me to gain new insight into the risk I face as a teacher”, on a five-point Likert-

type scale. 

Learning. 

Learning, the second level of Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model, was operationalized 

by administering a retrospective pre-test. Participants were asked to recall their 

understanding, ability to demonstrate comprehension, and ability to apply concepts to 

real-life problems regarding educational law prior to the intervention, on five-point (1 = 

poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 = very good, 5 = excellent) Likert-type items. Secondly, 
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participants were asked to assess their post-intervention understanding of educational 

law, ability to demonstrate comprehension of educational law, and ability to apply 

concepts to real-life educational law problems, on the aforementioned five-point Likert-

type scale. 

Howard, Ralph, Gulanick, Maxwell, and Gerber (1979) indicated the use of a 

retrospective pre-test mitigates response shift bias. Furthermore, Howard et al., noted the 

retrospective pre-test provides a more accurate measure of pre-intervention knowledge 

when participants do not have adequate knowledge to judge their initial functioning. In 

regard to teachers’ competency of educational law, Phase II of this research study 

indicated Texas Agricultural Science Teachers had a moderate self-perceived educational 

law competency. Therefore, a retrospective pre-test served as a tool to measure the 

impact of the ELLP training seminar.       

Data Analysis 

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 22, was used to 

analyze the data. Descriptive statistics were calculated for the demographic data, reaction 

measures, and learning measures. Frequencies and percentages were analyzed to describe 

the demographic and background characteristics of the participants, and means and 

standard deviations were calculated to analyze the participants’ reaction and learning 

measures. 

Limitations of the Study 

The use of a convenience sample in the program evaluation of the ELLP serves as 

the single largest limitation on the program evaluation. Convenience sampling has been 

described as a “sample based on availability, time location, or ease of access” (Ary, 
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Jacobs, Sorensen, & Walker, 2014, p. 459). Moreover, Ary et al. (2014) noted that the 

use of convenience sampling restricts the researcher’s ability to estimate error introduced 

by the non-probabilistic sampling technique. Due to the limitations regarding the 

sampling technique, caution should be exercised when attempting to generalize the 

findings of the program evaluation to any other population. Also, the ELLP was designed 

based on educational law statures pursuant to the Texas Education Code and other 

various sources of Texas Statutory Law. The state-specific nature of this study serves as a 

limitation to generalizing the findings in other states.   

 Aside from limitations deriving from the sampling technique, the scope of the 

program evaluation served as another limitation. The program evaluation of the 

Educational Law Literacy Program encompassed the first two levels of Kirkpatrick’s 

(1994) program evaluation model, reaction and learning. The Kirkpatrick program 

evaluation model is not considered to be hierarchal, and it is fairly commonplace to 

assess selected measures in program evaluations which follow Kirkpatrick’s model.  

Morgan and Casper (2000) indicated affective reaction measures serve as a potential 

predictor of more costly training evaluation criteria such as behavior and results 

measures. Furthermore, previous research (Ajzen, 1985; Kim & Hunter, 1993) has 

indicated that intention measures serve as the best predictor of future behavior.  

Granted, even if the reaction (i.e., affective and intention/cognitive) and learning 

measures provide insight on participants future behavior, the lack of assessing behavior 

after training serves as a limitation. 

 Along with the scope of the program evaluation, the assessment of learning 

measures could potentially serve as a limitation for the Educational Law Literacy 
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Program evaluation. In the present study, learning was operationalized by a three item 

retrospective pre-test. More specifically, Educational Law Literacy Program participants 

were asked to report their initial and post training competency on the items: “my ability 

to demonstrate comprehension of this subject,”  “My ability to apply concepts to an 

actual problem or situation in this subject area,” and “my understanding of educational 

law.” The use of attitudinal scales to assess learning provides an insight on the 

participant’s perceived understanding, but this attitudinal assessment fails to provide 

explicit data on what the participant actually learned. Moreover, qualitative follow-up 

data was not collected to better understand why the pre-service teachers responded as 

they did.  

Findings/Results 

Objective 1: Affective Reactions 

Objective one sought to describe the agricultural education preservice teachers’ 

affective reactions to the ELLP seminar. Table 15 presents the results of the affective 

reaction measures; the first six items are positive affective evaluation measures and the 

final four are negative affective evaluation measures.  
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Table 15.  Pre-Service Teachers' Perceived Affective Reactions to  Educational Law Literacy Program Train ing 

Table 15 

Preservice Teachers’ Perceived Affective Reactions to ELLP Training (n = 18) 

Statement M SD 

I would recommend this program to other agricultural education 

preservice teachers who have the opportunity. 

5.00 0.00 

I would recommend that every agricultural education preservice teacher 

take part in this training program. 

4.94 0.24 

The training program is very useful. 4.94 0.24 

The training program was, overall, very effective. 4.72 0.46 

I have an overall good feeling about how the training program was 

carried out. 

4.67 0.59 

The training program allowed me to develop specific skills that I can 

use on the job. 

4.56 0.62 

This training program taught me nothing I will use on the job. 1.17 0.38 

The training program was conducted poorly. 1.11 0.32 

This training program was a useless waste of my and/ or others’ time. 1.06 0.24 

The training program was useless for me. 1.06 0.24 

Note. Responses made on a 5-point Likert Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat 

disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = strongly agree) 

 

The positive reactions ranged from 4.56 to 5.00. The item which received the 

strongest agreement from participants was “I would recommend this program to other 

agricultural education preservice teachers who have the opportunity” (M = 5.00, SD = 

0.00). Based on the participants’ responses, they found the ELLP program to be useful 

(M = 4.94, SD = 0.24) and effective. (M = 4.72, SD = 0.46). Overall, the ELLP 

participants “strongly” or “somewhat” disagreed with the negative affective response 

items. The negative affective response item with the highest level of agreement was “this 
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training program taught me nothing I will use on the job” (M = 1.17, SD = 0.38). 

Conversely, the two items with the lowest level of agreement were “this training program 

was a useless waste of my and/ or others’ time” (M = 1.06, SD = 0.24) and “the training 

program was useless for me” (M = 1.06, SD = 0.24). 

Objective 2: Intention/Cognition Reactions 

The second objective was to describe the agricultural education preservice 

teachers’ intention/cognition reactions to the ELLP seminar. The intention/cognition 

reactions were analyzed individually by item, and collectively by intention/cognition 

scale (see Table 16).  

Table 16.  Pre-Service Teachers' Perceived Intention/Cogn ition Reactions  to the Educational Law Literacy Program Train ing (n = 18) 

Table 16 

Preservice Teachers’ Perceived Intention/Cognition Reactions to ELLP Training (n = 

18) 

Statement GM M SD 

Understand Scale 4.67  0.37 

The training program allowed me to gain new insight into the risk 

I face as a teacher. 

 4.72 0.46 

The training program allowed me to gain new insight into my 

rights as a teacher. 

 4.72 0.46 

The training program gave me a better understanding of 

educational law. 

 4.67 0.49 

The problem-based training was a good way to take the “textbook 

material” to the real world. 

 4.56 0.51 

Hands-on Scale 4.44  0.54 

The problems-based training gave me new skills that I could take to 

the job. 

 4.56 0.62 
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The problems-based training sharpened my current educational law 

skills. 

 4.56 0.51 

The problems-based training gave me plenty of practice so I can 

perform my job under Texas Education Law. 

 4.22 0.65 

Improves Scale 4.40  0.44 

The information covered in the training program contributed to my 

learning. 

 4.72 0.46 

The training program will make me a better agricultural science 

teacher. 

 4.61 0.50 

I will come out of this training with a new understanding that I can 

use when working with students. 

 4.56 0.62 

As a result of this training, I could explain educational law topics 

to a non-expert. 

 3.72 0.75 

Note. Responses made on a 5-point Likert Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat 

disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = strongly agree); GM = Grand Mean. 

 

On the scale level, participants “somewhat” or “strongly” agreed with the 

statements of the Understand (GM = 4.67, SD = 0.37), hands-on (GM = 4.44, SD = 0.54), 

and improves (GM = 4.40, SD = 0.44) scales. With means of 4.72 (SD = 0.46), the 

individual statements with the highest overall levels of agreement were “the training 

program allowed me to gain new insight into the risk I face as a teacher”, “the training 

program allowed me to gain new insight into my rights as a teacher”, and “the 

information covered in the training program contributed to my learning.” Conversely, “as 

a result of this training, I could explain educational law topics to a non-expert” (M = 3.72, 

SD = 0.75) was the statement which participants reported the lowest level of agreement 

with. 
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Objective 3: Perceived Learning (Kirkpatrick’s Stage 2) 

Objective three sought to describe the preservice agricultural science teachers’ 

self-perceived learning in the Educational Law Literacy Program seminar. Based on the 

results of the retrospective pre-test, participants indicated their understanding, ability to 

demonstrate comprehension, and ability to apply concepts to a real-life situations 

involving educational law had increased after participation in the ELLP (See Table 17).  

Table 17.  Pre-Service Teachers' Perceived Learning in the E ducational Law Literacy Program  Training (n = 18) 

Table 17 

Preservice Teachers’ Perceived Learning in the ELLP Training (n = 18) 

 PRIOR  AFTER  

Statement M SD  M SD ΔM 

My ability to demonstrate 

comprehension of this subject… 

1.67 0.91  3.78 0.94 2.11 

My ability to apply concepts to an 

actual problem or situation in this 

subject area… 

1.72 0.75  3.76 1.03 2.04 

My understanding of educational 

law… 

1.50 0.71  3.61 0.85 2.11 

Note. Responses made on 5-point Likert Scale (1 = poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 = very 

good, 5 = excellent); ΔM = Change in mean score. 

 

The largest improvements, in regard to difference in pre-post learning measures, 

related to participants’ understanding of educational law (ΔM = 2.11) and their perceived 

ability to demonstrate comprehension of the subject (ΔM = 2.11). Participants initially 

rated their ability to apply concepts to real-world situations (M = 1.72, SD = 0.75) highest 

of all learning measures, yet this measure had the lowest incremental increase (ΔM = 

2.04) of the three learning measures. 
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Conclusions and Implications 

Objective 1 

 Overall the agricultural science pre-service teachers had positive affective 

reactions toward the ELLP training. In fact, the participants strongly agreed the ELLP 

was useful, effective, developed their educational law skills, and had a good feeling about 

how the program was carried out. Additionally, the participants indicated they would 

recommend the program to other preservice teachers. The ELLP participants’ positive 

affective reactions towards the effectiveness of this training program link to the response 

efficacy variable in the PMT. Floyd et al. (2000) noted that response efficacy is an 

individual’s belief that an adaptive response will be effective in mitigating personal risk. 

Moreover, Floyd et al. indicated response efficacy significantly facilitated adaptive 

intentions or behaviors. In support of Floyd et al.’s assertion, Ifinedo (2012), who 

assessed employees understanding of information systems security policy (ISSP) through 

the lens of the PMT, stated “factors such as self-efficacy, response efficacy, and social 

norms… positively influence employee’s ISSP behavioral compliance” (p. 12). 

Therefore, it is can be implied that the ELLP participant’s positive affective reactions 

might indicate their belief in the program’s ability to mitigate their risk. 

In contrast to the findings on positive affective reaction measures, participants 

reported strong to moderate disagreement with the negative affective reaction measures. 

Although these findings are desirable for the ELLP, previous research (Tan et al., 2003) 

indicated negative affective evaluations served as the best predictor of employee learning. 

Tan et al. asserted that negative affective reaction’s relationship with learning might be 

due participants’ higher pre-training knowledge, ability, or expectations. Future ELLP 
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training programs should assess these variables to assist in the evaluation of results. In 

the context of this study, the pre-service teachers training needs were determined by the 

results of an educational law training needs assessment of in-service agricultural science 

teachers. An assumption was made that the needs of the pre-service teachers closely 

mimicked the needs of the in-service teachers. It is recommended that researchers 

conduct a needs assessment on the pre-service teachers’ specific educational law training 

needs prior to conducting the ELLP training.  

Objective 2 

In congruence with the affective reactions, the ELLP participants reported 

moderate to strong agreement with the items pertaining to intention/cognition reactions. 

Moreover, participants showed high agreement with all three intention/cognition reaction 

scales (i.e., understand scale, hands-on Scale, & improves scale). Tan et al., (2003), who 

conducted a correlational research study on measures of Kirkpatrick’s model, reported 

that the improves dimension was positively correlated with post-training learning, and 

hands-on measures had a positive relationship with post-training self-ratings of behavior. 

Furthermore, Ruona, Leimbach, Holton, and Bates (2002) indicated utility reactions are 

correlated to transfer effort and motivation to transfer learning. The participants’ 

intentions and attitudes towards performing a given adaptive response influence their 

likelihood of performing the protective behavior, but they are merely behavioral 

dispositions until the individual has a chance to convert them into action (Tan et al., 

2003). Albeit, the participant’s behavior after training is of great importance, it was not 

evaluated in the context of this program evaluation.  
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The intention/cognition reaction measures provide an insight on components of 

the cognitive mediating process, serving as an antecedent to protection motivation. Milne, 

Sheeran and Orbell (2000) indicated response efficacy was moderately associated with 

intention, and self-efficacy had a significant correlation with intention. Based on the 

ELLP participants responses on the intention/cognition measures, it can be implied the 

participants feel the ELLP training will help them to avoid threats associated with 

educational law (i.e., response efficacy), and they believe in their ability to carry out the 

adaptive response (i.e., self-efficacy). While the participants’ responses indicate they are 

engaged in the coping appraisal process, the limited scope of this study serves as a barrier 

to predict the protection motivation of the participants. Future program evaluations of the 

ELLP should be conducted with a larger sample size to ascertain generalizable results. 

Objective 3 

The preservice teachers indicated having a low level of educational law 

competency on the retrospective pre-test. This finding coincides with the participants’ 

demographic data which specified almost 80 percent of the pre-service teachers have no 

previous training in educational law. With pre-service teachers receiving little to no 

previous training, can we expect them to learn this complicated subject matter on their 

own? If so, we are assuming the pre-service teachers are aware of educational law 

statutes and the ramifications associated with noncompliance of the laws. In 

consideration of the cognitive mediating processes in the PMT, an individual must first 

perform a threat appraisal process before deciding how to mitigate (i.e., coping appraisal) 

a given threat. In other words, pre-service teachers cannot fear and avoid a potential 

educational law issue if they are not cognizant of the issue itself, or the risk associated 



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

167 

with an issue. Therefore, it is recommended that teacher educators, professional 

development entities, school district administrators, and professional teaching 

organizations strive to inform teachers of the important educational law issues. At the 

least, sources of information on educational law need to be disseminated to teachers, 

providing them with the opportunity to engage in the cognitive mediating processes to 

address this important issue. 

While many possible solutions exist, such as the implementation of educational 

law courses and professional development events (Mirabile, 2013), the ELLP serves as a 

means to educate teachers about these important issues. In fact, the pre-service teachers 

indicated their understanding, ability to demonstrate comprehension, and ability to apply 

educational law concepts to real-world situations had improved after participation in the 

ELLP. On the self-reported learning measures, all participants noted they felt “good” or 

“very good” about their competency in educational law.  

This program evaluation of the ELLP offers implications for practice. Based on 

the positive reaction and learning measures of the participants, subsequent ELLP 

trainings should be offered across the state of Texas. Future ELLP trainings should be 

conducted at teacher preparation programs and at the annual VATAT summer 

conference. Expansion in these two areas will provide educational law resources and 

training to both pre-service and in-service agricultural science teachers. Additionally, 

Imber (2008) and Littleton (2008) recommended school districts and state certification 

agencies should develop an interactive web-based tutorial to provide periodic training for 

teachers. The ELLP provides a curriculum which could be leveraged for periodic online 
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training on educational law. Future research should explore the viability and effectiveness 

of providing an online educational law training.   

While this study was exclusively based in Texas, expansion of this program in 

other states is recommended. Many aspects of the ELLP are applicable in other states 

(i.e., Federal Laws and Federally-based case law), but additional research is necessary to 

augment the ELLP training to address the specific educational laws of each state.  
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V IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overall Study  Summary 

This three-phase study sought to determine the important educational law issues, 

evaluate Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ educational law training needs, and to 

develop, implement, and evaluate an educational law professional development event for 

pre-service teachers. Previous research has assessed the educational law literacy of 

general education teachers and special education teachers, yet no study has focused on 

the educational law literacy of agricultural science teachers. Can we assume that 

agricultural science teachers face the same educational law issues as these general and 

special education teachers? Furthermore, do the supplementary duties (e.g. transportation 

of students in school and personal vehicles, hosting after-school CDE practices, or 

visiting SAE projects located at students’ houses) of agricultural science teachers make 

them more susceptible to higher levels of risk and liability? 

The empirical nature of this research on agricultural science teachers’ competency 

of educational law, beckoned the need to determine which educational law issues were 

most relevant and had the greatest propensity to cause harm to the professional security 

of agricultural science teachers. The Delphi study, which included a panel of experts 

comprised of school district attorneys and superintendents, served as a means to identify 

the important educational law issues. The experts were asked to identify the most relevant 

educational issues, in general and specifically related to agricultural education, that 

agricultural science teachers currently face. After the third round of the educational law 

Delphi, responses were condensed to form 37 total which fit into five distinct constructs. 

The educational law constructs derived from the results of the Delphi study included:  
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 Student safety, discipline, and supervision 

 Teacher communication 

 Teacher rights  

 Liabilities of teachers  

 Duty to report and special education 

The 37 educational law issues were then presented to a probabilistic sample (n = 

213) of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers to determine their perceived educational law 

training needs. Operationalized by the Borich (1980) needs assessment model, the Texas 

Agricultural Science Teachers were asked to specify their competency of the educational 

law topics and the importance they associated with the issues. The needs assessment data 

was analyzed holistically and at a granular level by determining the affect of teaching 

experience and previous educational law training on the teacher’s perceived competence 

of educational law. When considering the omnibus results, all 37 items were associated 

with a positive mean weighted discrepancy score (MWDS), indicating the Texas 

Agricultural Science Teachers desired in-service training on all issues. Educational law 

issues with the highest reported MWDS included:   

 Personal liability protection for Texas school personnel (MWDS = 6.77) 

 Proper search and seizure of students based on constitutional rights (MWDS = 

5.55) 

  Teachers liability associated with student transportation in school vehicles 

(MWDS = 5.53) 

 Teachers liability associated with student transportation personal vehicles 

(MWDS = 5.44) 
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 Procedure and justification for properly removing a student from class (i.e., 

teacher-initiated removal) (MWDS = 4.41) 

In regard to the factors (i.e., career phase and previous educational law training 

experience) which were assessed for their impact on the teachers’ competence of 

educational law, career phase had no significant affect on competency, but the main 

effect of previous educational law training on educational law competency was 

significant (F(2, 206) = 5.07, p = .007, ηp
2  = .047). Specifically, teachers who had 

previously attended two or more educational law trainings (M = 4.12, SD = 0.05) had a 

significantly higher competency of educational law than teachers who had only attended 

one training (M = 4.00, SD = 0.05) or no trainings at all (M = 3.92, SD = 0.05).  

Based on the findings of the needs assessment, the Educational Law Literacy 

Program (ELLP) was developed and delivered to pre-service teachers. The ELLP 

program was a three hour training program which provided pre-service teachers with 

training on educational laws and statures. Problems-based training activities were 

incorporated into the program, allowing the pre-service teachers to apply the educational 

law subject matter to real-world scenarios and construct their own understanding of how 

educational law is interpreted. A program evaluation of the ELLP was conducted to 

determine the training effectiveness of the program, conceptualized by the Kirkpatrick 

(1994) needs assessment model. The evaluation included two measures: reactions 

measures (i.e., affective and intention/cognitive) and learning measures. The participants 

reported strong agreement with both the affective and intention/cognitive reaction 

measures, indicating the pre-service agricultural science teachers liked how the program 

was organized and delivered, and felt the subject matter was useful in understanding 
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components of educational law. The learning measures were operationalized by a 

retrospective pre-test. The pre-service teachers perceived their initial knowledge of 

educational law to be “poor” to “fair,” and after participating in the ELLP, they perceived 

their educational law knowledge to be “good” to “very good.” The evaluation of the 

ELLP rendered positive results and this program serves as a means of providing pre-

service and in-service teachers with educational law training.  

Implications/Recommendations for study 1: School District Superintendents’ and 

attorneys’ Perceptions of the Most Important Educational Law Issues Impacting the 

Professional Security of Agricultural Science Teachers 

 The most important educational law issues identified by the panel of experts 

contained topics pertaining to general education issues and issues specifically related to 

agricultural education. The duality of the topics imply agricultural science teachers face 

the common educational issues analogous to regular and special education teachers, but 

due to the nature of their job responsibilities, they also encounter issues which are unique 

to the profession. Issues such as supervision of students in the agricultural mechanics 

shop, school farm, and extracurricular events (e.g., CDE contest) constitute a need for 

agricultural education-specific professional development events. In essence, professional 

development events geared to enhance teachers’ competency of educational law should 

not be “one size fits all,” rather administrators, professional teaching organizations, and 

professional development entities should design educational law in-service events to 

specifically address general education topics and topics related to agricultural education.  
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General educational law issues which received high agreement 

 Inappropriate communication with students (i.e., via text, verbal, physical, and 

social media), administration of student discipline in school, and complying with special 

education mandates and services (e.g., Individualized Educational Programs) were the 

top-ranked general educational law topics identified by the superintendents and school 

district attorneys. Similar findings were reported by Wagner (2007), who asked teachers, 

principals, and university professors to identify the most important legal issues which 

should be included in teacher preparation programs. The participants reported the most 

important legal issues included compliance with special education mandates (i.e., 

Individuals with Disabilities Educational Improvement Act (IDEIA) and No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB)), reporting child abuse and neglect, and adhering to discipline policies 

(Wagner, 2007).  

The importance of educational law issues related to special education 

(Brookshire, 2002; Leonard, 2007; Littleton, 2008; Monts, 1998) and student discipline 

(Militello, Schimmel & Eberwein, 2009; Monts, 1998) have been emphasized in a 

multitude of previous studies. The findings of these previous studies echo the findings of 

the Delphi study on the most important educational law topics for Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers. The perpetual identification of school discipline and special education 

as pertinent legal issues, over the past decades, implies that teachers continue to struggle 

with the proper implementation and abidance with these issues.  

Karanxha and Zirkel (2014) described litigation in the realm of special education 

as a “growth machine” (p. 60), with reported special education cases involving rising 

67%, from 2003-2007 to 2008-2012.  
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Many implications can be made in respect to the reasons behind the skyrocketing 

number of special education cases. First, the rise in special education litigation might 

imply that the parents/guardians of special needs students are more knowledgeable of 

state and federal mandates, and in turn have become more litigious. Another possible 

implication is the vastness and ambiguity of federally mandated special education laws 

(e.g., IDEIA and NCLB) are inundating the school system. Lastly, it is implied that 

teachers’ ignorance of  regulations, mandates, and laws related to special education have 

attributed to the rising number of special education cases. Although all three of the 

aforementioned reasons serve as a possible culprits for heightened litigation, 

administrators, teacher educators, professional organizations, special education 

counselors, and professional development entities should focus on bolstering teachers’ 

knowledge of special education law. Augmenting parents, sentiment of litigiousness or 

extenuating the state and federal mandates regarding special education is infeasible, yet 

the aforesaid individuals who provide professional development for teachers have the 

platform to enhance agricultural science teachers’ legal knowledge pertaining to special 

education.  

Educational law issues, related to agricultural education, which received high 

agreement 

 The educational law topics, specifically related to agricultural education, which 

received the highest level of agreement from the panel of experts included:  

 Supervision of students on an overnight stay  

 Communication with parents  
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 Financial literacy among teachers in regard to proper management/handling of 

money 

 Student risk assessment in activities 

The need for in-service training involving the supervision of students on 

overnight stays is applicable to agricultural science teachers, coaches, and other 

extracurricular sponsors. The supervision of students in the classroom or laboratory 

setting is a difficult task, but supervising students when they are “out of sight” 

exacerbates the complexity of supervision. Is the teacher expected to be vigilant at all 

hours of the night? If so, how are teachers supposed to fulfil their supervision 

responsibilities when students are located in adjacent hotel rooms? Furthermore, if a 

student injury or discipline problem arises while on the trip, what is the proper procedure 

to handle the situation? These are the eventualities faced by agricultural science teachers 

when chaperoning students on an overnight trip. Unlike typical educational situations, 

where a school nurse and administrators are present, on overnight trips agricultural 

science teachers are tasked with the sole-responsibility of contacting the appropriate 

authorities and making judgment calls to diffuse situations. It is recommended that 

teacher preparation programs train teachers about these eventualities and procedures for 

dealing with certain situations .Furthermore, it is recommended that Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers discuss a plan of action for handling student injuries and discipline 

problems with their administration before traveling with students. 

Another educational law issue, identified as being important for agricultural 

science teachers, is conducting risk assessments for activities. Agricultural science 

teachers need to conceptualize and anticipate potential areas of risk in the classroom, 
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laboratory, horticultural facilities, school farm, and other venues used in the agricultural 

education program. In support of this notion, Frantz, Freidenberg, Gregson, Walter and 

Miller (1996) indicated “teachers must be prepared to demonstrate their commitment to 

providing for the welfare of the students through the implementation of a comprehensive 

plan for accident prevention” (p. 26). Frantz et al. (1996) posited that an effective 

accident prevention plan should include the following critical components:  

(1) analyzing the laboratory for potential hazards, (2) designing and 

implementing strategies to eliminate or control identified hazards, (3) 

integrating safety instruction throughout the curriculum, (4) developing, 

practicing, and enforcing appropriate safety rules, (5) developing and 

practicing accident and emergency procedures, and  (6) providing, 

demonstrating, and requiring the use of appropriate personal safety 

equipment. (Frantz et al., 1996, p. 25). 

Assessing the potential dangers in various learning environments, will assist 

agricultural science teachers in fulfilling their ethical and moral obligations to their 

students and the precautionary plan will assist in fortifying their assurance of qualified 

immunity. It is recommended that agricultural science teachers utilize available resources 

such as administrators, school district safety personnel, and Occupational Safety Health 

Administration (OSHA) inspectors, to develop risk assessments and safety plans.  
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Implications/Recommendations for study 2: Assessment of Educational Law In-

Service Needs and Perceived Competencies of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

Comparison with other AGED needs assessments: 

A myriad of previous research, in the field of agricultural education, has focused 

on the in-service training needs of agricultural science teachers. These studies have 

sought to determine the professional development needs of agricultural science teachers 

in Georgia (Duncan, Ricketts, Peake, & Uesseler, 2006), Kentucky (Saucier, Vincent, & 

Anderson, 2014), Minnesota (Joerger, 2002), Missouri (Garton & Chung, 1997), Oregon 

(Sorensen, Lambert, & McKim, 2014), Texas (Saucier & McKim, 2011), and Wyoming 

(Haynes & Stripling, 2014; McKim & Saucier, 2011). Professional development topic 

areas such as technology needs, teaching and learning needs, program management 

needs, leadership and supervised agricultural experience (SAE) projects development, 

and agricultural mechanics laboratory safety have been readably evaluated in former 

agricultural education needs assessments. However, the issues addressed in the needs 

assessments tend to focus on the broad competencies needed by agricultural science 

teachers, and fail to assess the teachers’ needs in regard to compliance with legal 

mandates (i.e., local, state, or federal) and associated legal ramifications of the 

professional development issues.  

Implementation of IEPs and working with students with disabilities 

Analogous to educational law issues evaluated in this study, a commonly 

addressed professional development area in prior agricultural education needs 

assessments is teaching students with learning disabilities. Table 18 illustrates the 



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

186 

findings of previous studies in regard to agricultural science teachers’ in-service training 

needs on teaching students with disabilities.   

Table 18. Comparison of Findings with Previously Indicated Needs of Agricultural Science Teachers Regarding 

Teaching Learning Disabled Students. 

Table 18 

Comparison of Findings with Previously Indicated Needs of Agricultural Science 

Teachers’ Regarding Teaching Learning Disabled Students. 

Study Population of Focus Competency MWDS 

Joerger (2002)  Beginning Minnesota 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Teaching learning disabled 

students (p. 16) 

4.21 b 

1.61 a 

Duncan, Ricketts, 

Peake, and Uesseler 

(2006)  

Georgia Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Teaching learning disabled 

students (p. 30) 

3.32 

Garton and Chung 

(1997)  

Beginning Missouri 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Teaching learning disabled 

students (p. 54) 

3.17 

Sorensen, Lambert, 

and McKim (2014)  

Oregon Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Teaching students with 

learning disabilities (p. 

147) 

1.94 

Haynes and 

Stripling (2014) 

Wyoming Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Modifying math instruction 

for special needs students 

(p. 56) 

1.77 

Note. a = MWDS of 2000 cohort (Joerger, 2002); b = MWDS of 2001 cohort (Joerger, 

2002); MWDS = Mean Weighted Discrepancy Score. 

 

The educational law needs assessment of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers 

contained two items which addressed the proper implementation of Individualized 

Education Plans (IEPs). For both educational law items pertaining to implementation of 

IEPs, “proper implementation of modifications for students with disabilities” (MWDS = 

3.90) and “proper implementation of accommodations for students with disabilities” 
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(MWDS = 3.89), the Texas Agricultural Science Teachers indicated a high levels of 

professional development needs. In comparison to previous studies, the Texas 

agricultural science teachers’ level of perceived professional development needs, 

pertaining to the implementation of IEPs, was higher than the need indicated by teachers 

in some studies (Duncan et al., 2006; Garton & Chung, 1997; Haynes and Stripling, 

2014; Sorensen et al., 2014) but lower than the 2001 cohort reported by Joerger (2002). 

The Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ reported need for professional development in 

this area adds credence to previous needs assessments’ findings, but this study builds on 

the in-service needs regarding special education by evaluating the topic trough a legal 

lens.  

Student supervision in the agricultural mechanics laboratory 

Along with expressed training needs related to implementing special needs 

services for students, the supervision of students in the agricultural mechanics laboratory 

was an issue in this study which was also identified as an area of need in previous studies 

(Duncan et al., 2006; Joerger, 2002; Sorensen et al., 2014). Proper supervision of students 

in the agricultural mechanics shop ranked 10th (MWDS = 3.97) in regard to Texas 

Agricultural Science Teachers’ highest training needs. Furthermore, the induction 

teachers (i.e., 0 – 5 years of teaching experience) (MWDS = 5.57, Rank = 3) expressed a 

higher overall training need regarding this issue when compared to the reported training 

needs of non-induction (i.e., 5 or more years of teaching experience) (MWDS = 3.02, 

Rank = 17) agricultural science teachers. In comparison to the findings of former 

agricultural education professional development needs assessments, the Texas teachers 
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reported higher in-service training needs involving the proper supervision of students in 

the laboratory setting (see Table 19).  

Table 19. Comparison of Findings with Previously Indicated Needs of Agricultural Science Teachers Regarding the 

Supervision of Students in the Laboratory Setting. 

Table 19 

Comparison of Findings with Previously Indicated Needs of Agricultural Science 

Teachers’ Regarding the Supervision of Students in the Laboratory Setting. 

Study Population of Focus Competency MWDS 

Hainline, Burris, 

Ulmer, Ritz, and 

Hartmeister (2017) 

Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Proper supervision of 

students in the agricultural 

mechanics shop 

3.97 

Duncan, Ricketts, 

Peake, and Uesseler 

(2006)  

Georgia Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Organizing and supervising 

teaching laboratories (p. 

30) 

2.68 

Sorensen, Lambert, 

and McKim (2014)  

Oregon Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Teaching in laboratory 

settings (p. 147) 

2.38 

Joerger (2002)  Beginning Minnesota 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Teaching in laboratories (p. 

16) 

123 b 

1.01 a 

Note. a = MWDS of 2000 cohort (Joerger, 2002); b = MWDS of 2001 cohort (Joerger, 

2002); MWDS = Mean Weighted Discrepancy Score. 

 

 Based on a multitude of needs assessments, which indicated the supervision of 

students in the laboratory setting was a large training need, it is implied that this is an 

issue perpetually faced by agricultural teachers across the nation. In fact, in a previous 

study which focused on the consequences of school injury, Barrios, Jones, and Gallagher 

(2007) indicated 7.6% of school-injuries, which lead to litigation, arose from shop or 

laboratory related injuries. Furthermore, Barrios et al. (2007) also noted that “among 
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cases with injured students, 58% noted failure of proper supervision as contributing to the 

injury” (p. 278).  

 In the same vein of student supervision in the agricultural mechanics laboratory, 

Saucier, Vincent, and Anderson (2014) indicated there was a strong need for professional 

development in the area of laboratory safety. Moreover, Saucier et al. (2014) noted that 

correcting hazardous laboratory conditions (MWDS = 2.10), properly 

installing/maintaining safety devices (MWDS = 2.03), maintaining the agricultural 

mechanics laboratory in compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

(OSHA) standards (MWDS = 2.00), administering first aid (MWDS = 1.94), and 

providing students with safety instruction (MWDS = 1.81) were areas which constituted 

high areas of training needs for agricultural science teachers.   

Based on the findings of Saucier et al. (2014), it is recommended that future 

educational law needs assessments incorporate a more in-depth exploration of elements 

pertaining shop safety and accident prevention.   

The dispersion between the narrow focus of this study on student supervision in 

the agricultural mechanics shop and the broad range of topics associated with shop safety 

begs the question: are teachers protected from personal liability solely based on their 

ability to supervise students in the shop? Further, if an agricultural education teacher is 

providing exemplary supervision, but fails to maintain equipment and safety equipment 

in the shop, will the shield of qualified immunity still provide them with personal 

protection? 

 Pursuant to Section § 22.0511, of the Texas Education Code, Texas agricultural 

science teachers are protected from personal liability if they are acting within the scope of 
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their professional duties and using judgement or discretion. On the other hand, qualified 

immunity is revoked from teachers who use excessive force in student discipline, when 

they display negligence which results in bodily injury to students, or when they are 

operating or maintaining a motorized vehicle (TEC Section § 22.0511). If a teacher is 

found to be negligent in a given situation, are they still covered by personal liability 

protection afforded by the state of Texas? Past documented court decisions, which 

considered the liability of teachers who displayed negligence, have resulted in favorable 

verdicts for both the defendant/appellee (e.g., Barr v. Bernhard, 1978; Hopkins v. Spring 

Independent School District, 1987; Wagner v. Alvarado I.S.D., 1980) and the 

plaintiff/appellant (e.g., Heuser ex rel. Jacobs v. Community Insurance Corporation, 

2009; Myers v. Doe, 2001).  The Heuser ex rel. Jacobs v. Community Insurance 

Corporation (2009) case involved a Wisconsin science teacher who was overseeing 

students engaged in a flower dissection lab. As part of the lab, students were tasked with 

dissecting the reproductive parts of a flower using a scalpels. During the first period 

class, two students cut themselves with the scalpels, and the teacher filled out student 

accident report forms, noting she “would limit scalpel use or have the students use 

scissors instead” (Heuser ex rel. Jacobs v. Community Insurance Corporation, 2009, p. 

4). In the subsequent classes, the science teacher made no augmentations to the original 

lab plan, failed to limit the use of scalpels, failed to provide scissors as an option, and did 

not provide a demonstration of proper scalpel use. In her final class period, Andrew 

Heusser, the plaintiff in this case, cut through two of his fingers and severed a tendon in 

his hand with the scalpel. Upon sustaining these injuries, the Heussers brought forth a suit 

against the teacher for gross negligence. In a trail court hearing, Judge Brown stated 
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“while the teacher had the option to pick one precautionary measure over another, she 

certainly did not have the option to do nothing” (Heuser ex rel. Jacobs v. Community 

Insurance Corporation, 2009, p. 36). Ultimately, the teacher’s display of gross 

negligence resulted in her assurance of qualified immunity to be revoked. This case 

serves as an illustration of the limitation to qualified immunity protection regarding 

negligence. Furthermore, the Heuser ex rel. Jacobs v. Community Insurance Corporation 

(2009) case provides clarification on the courts’ differentiation between proper 

supervision responsibilities and teacher negligence. It is implied, based on the 

recommendations of Frantz et al. (1996) that developing an accident prevention plan 

could assist agricultural science teachers in preventing injuries. Granted, the development 

of an accident prevention plan for an agricultural laboratory is rendered void if the 

agricultural science teachers fails to do their due diligence in the implementation of the 

plan. 

Student behavior and discipline 

Other areas of reported professional development needs identified in the second 

phase of the study, such as student behavior and discipline, communication with fellow 

teachers and administrators, and communication with parents, were also noted as areas of 

professional development needs in previous studies. In regard to the administration of 

student discipline, the Texas Agricultural Science Teachers reported the need for training 

on the appropriate administration of student discipline in the classroom (MWDS = 3.24), 

on extracurricular events (MWDS = 3.98) and on the proper enforcement of school 

district bullying policies (MWDS = 2.96).  Managing student behavioral problems was 
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also reported in earlier needs assessment studies as an area of in-service training needs 

(see Table 20).  

Table 20. A Comparison of Findings with Previously Indicated Needs of Agricultural Science Teachers Regarding 

Student Behavior and Discipline. 

Table 20 

A Comparison of Findings with Previously Indicated Needs of Agricultural Science 

Teachers Regarding Student Behavior and Discipline. 

Study Population of Focus Competency MWDS 

Joerger (2002)  Beginning Minnesota 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Managing student behavior 

problems (p. 15) 

7.54a 

4.91b 

Hainline, Burris, 

Ulmer, Ritz, and 

Hartmeister (2017) 

Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Appropriate administration of 

student discipline on 

extracurricular events 

3.98 

Duncan, Ricketts, 

Peake, and Uesseler 

(2006)  

Georgia Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Managing student behavior 

problems (p. 30) 

3.60 

Hainline, Burris, 

Ulmer, Ritz, and 

Hartmeister (2017) 

Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Appropriate administration of 

student discipline in the 

classroom 

3.24 

Hainline, Burris, 

Ulmer, Ritz, and 

Hartmeister (2017) 

Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Proper enforcement of school 

district bullying policies 

2.96 

Sorensen, Lambert, 

and McKim (2014)  

Oregon Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Managing student behavior 

(p. 147) 

2.24 

Note. a = MWDS of 2000 cohort (Joerger, 2002); b = MWDS of 2001 cohort (Joerger, 

2002); MWDS = Mean Weighted Discrepancy Score. 

 

The issue of administering student discipline is not one-dimensional in the field of 

agricultural education. Rather agricultural education teachers are faced with unique 

eventualities in a multitude of educational settings (e.g., classroom, laboratory, at an 
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extracurricular event). For example, when an agricultural science teacher is traveling with 

students to a convention, stock show, or career development event, the protocol for 

handling discipline problems might be augmented due to the lack of administrative 

presence. The assessment of professional development needs regarding administration of 

student discipline, need to coincide with the multidimensionality of the issues faced by 

agricultural science teachers. 

Communication with parents, teachers, and administration 

 Aside from the issue of student discipline, similarities can be found between the 

needs identified in the present study and previous studies involving communication with 

administration, fellow teachers, and parents. The issue of developing relationships with 

fellow teachers and administrators was identified as an area of professional development 

need for agricultural science teachers in previous studies (see Table 21).  

Table 21.  Comparison of Findings with Previous ly Indicated Needs o f Agr icultu ral Science Teachers Regarding Proper Commun ication with Adm inis trators and Parents. 

Table 21 

Previously Indicated Needs of Agricultural Science Teachers’ Regarding Proper 

Communication with Administrators and Parents. 

Study Population of Focus Competency MWDS 

Communication with 

Administrators 

   

Joerger (2002)  Beginning Minnesota 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Developing relations 

with fellow teachers 

and administrators. (p. 

15) 
 

3.02a 

2.68b 

Garton and Chung 

(1997) 

Beginning Missouri 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Developing relations with 

fellow teachers and 

administrators (p. 54) 

2.24 
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Duncan, Ricketts, 

Peake, and Uesseler 

(2006)  

Georgia Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Developing relations with 

fellow teachers and 

administrators (p. 31) 

1.80 

Hainline, Burris, 

Ulmer, Ritz, and 

Hartmeister (2017) 

Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Proper communication 

with supervisors and 

administrators 

0.62 

Communication with 

Parents 

   

Sorensen, Lambert, 

and McKim (2014) 

Oregon Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Working with parents (p. 

147) 

2.27 

Duncan, Ricketts, 

Peake, and Uesseler 

(2006)  

Georgia Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Conducting parent/teacher 

conferences (p. 30) 

1.93 

Garton and Chung 

(1997) 

Beginning Missouri 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Conducting parent/teacher 

conferences (p. 54) 

1.65 

Joerger (2002)  Beginning Minnesota 

Agricultural Science 

Teachers (In-service) 

Conducting parent/teacher 

conferences (p. 16) 

1.88b 

1.53a 

Hainline, Burris, 

Ulmer, Ritz, and 

Hartmeister (2017) 

Texas Agricultural 

Science Teachers (In-

service) 

Proper communication 

with parents 

1.09 

Note. a = MWDS of 2000 cohort (Joerger, 2002); b = MWDS of 2001 cohort (Joerger, 

2002); MWDS = Mean Weighted Discrepancy Score. 

 

In respect to teachers’ needs to properly communicate with administrators and 

parents, the Texas Agricultural Science Teachers reported lower-level training needs in 

comparison to the in-service needs reported in previous agricultural education needs 

assessments (Duncan et al., 2006; Garton & Chung, 1997; Joerger, 2002; Sorensen et al., 

2014). The MWDS for the study in Texas and the previous studies are considerably lower 

for the issue of proper communication with administrators and parents. The lower 
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indicated needs may imply that agricultural science teachers feel decently confident in 

their ability to communicate with administrators and parents, but would still be open to 

becoming better communicators. Professional development entities and teacher 

preparation programs should not interpret these findings and conclude that these issues 

lack merit or importance. Rather, the issue of communicating with administration and 

parents might be an acquired competency which in-service teachers acquire through 

experience. Teacher preparation professionals should train teachers about the proper 

communication methods and channels to use when dealing with parents or administrators.  

Although a few similarities were found between the training needs identified in 

this study and previous agricultural education needs assessment studies, many unique 

professional development training needs were identified in the educational law needs 

assessment of Texas Agricultural Science Teachers. For example, personal liability 

protection for school personnel (i.e., qualified immunity) (MWDS = 6.77), proper search 

and seizure of students (MWDS = 5.55), liability associated with the transportation of 

students in school (MWDS = 5.53) and personal (MWDS = 5.44) vehicles, procedure and 

justification of removing a student from class (MWDS = 4.41), teacher employment 

contracts (i.e., probationary and term) and compensation (MWDS = 4.07), and teachers 

rights to planning time and preparation within the instructional day (MWDS = 4.02) were 

the top-ranked areas of teachers’ professional development needs, which were not 

previously evaluated in former in-service agricultural education teachers needs 

assessments. The aforementioned agricultural education needs assessments provide 

valuable insight on professional development needed by teachers pertaining to the 

complete agricultural education program. This study adds to the repository of knowledge 
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on professional development needs of agricultural education teachers by illuminating the 

liabilities and risk associated with the duties and responsibilities of teachers in 

agricultural education.  

Aside from the importance of agricultural education teachers’ competence of 

issues associated with liability, competence of educational law also fortifies their 

cognizance of their rights as a teacher. A teacher’s ignorance of educational law related 

to teaching contract rights might make them susceptible to deceit in the hiring or 

termination processes. For example, beginning teachers are generally given a 

probationary contracts for their first three years of employment (Section § 21.102 (b)). At 

any point in the employment relationship, a probationary teacher can be terminated by the 

board of trustees of a school district without providing a reason for termination. 

Although, chapter 21 of the Texas Education Code mandates  

The board of trustees must give notice of its decision to terminate the 

employment to the teacher not later than the 10th day before the last day 

of instruction required under the contract.  The notice must be delivered 

personally by hand delivery to the teacher on the campus at which the 

teacher is employed, except that if the teacher is not present on the campus 

on the date that hand delivery is attempted, the notice must be mailed by 

prepaid certified mail or delivered by express delivery service to the 

teacher's address of record with the district (TEC, Section § 21.103, 1999). 

Furthermore, the Texas Education Code, Section § 21.103, Subsection b, specifies that 

the board of trustees is obligated to employ the probationary teacher in the same capacity, 
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if they fail to provide the teacher with a termination notice within the mandated time 

frame (i.e., 10th day before last day of instruction). 

Without knowledge of this portion of the Texas Education Code, it is likely that a 

teacher, who receives a late notification of termination, would be unaware of their right to 

a subsequent year of employment. An implication is not being made that board of trustees 

knowingly or purposefully intend to infringe the contractual rights of teachers. Rather it 

is important that teachers are cognizant of their rights and protect themselves from these 

issues.   

Implications/Recommendations for study 3: Evaluation of Educational Law 

Professional Development Event for Pre-service Agricultural Science Teachers 

In a three-hour professional development which focused on important educational 

law topics, a positive impact was observed in regard to the students overall competency 

of educational law. Moreover, the pre-service teachers reported a strong level of 

agreement with affective reaction measures, and indicated an increase in their 

competency, ability to demonstrate competency, and ability to apply educational law 

information to real-world scenarios, based on their participation in the program. The pre-

service agricultural science teachers indicated their initial ability to comprehend and 

demonstrate comprehension of educational law was “poor” to “fair”, but after completing 

the ELLP they reported their levels of understanding to be “good” to “very good.” The 

additional comments, provided by the participants, provide insight on the students’ 

perceptions of the program and of their perceived learning. The comments displayed 

sentiments of confidence “I really enjoyed this lesson! I feel really confident in dealing 

with situations as a teacher,” advocacy “I really think this would be an important 
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experience for all pre service teachers”, and contentment with program organization 

“Good job bringing very very broad topics to where someone would be able to use this 

information”. Along with the positive comments, the pre-service agricultural science 

teachers provided remarks in regard to aspects of the ELLP training which could be 

improved upon. Including “I would make a bulleted points of situations and boldly 

explain what would happen if... But still very good points!" and “Defining "law terms" 

would be useful because some of these words are way too intelligent for me." These 

constructive comments serve as a guide for enhancing the ELLP. These comments might 

signify that the ELLP lessons did not start at the readiness level of all students. 

Facilitators of future ELLP professional development events should consider 

administering a pre-test to gauge the students’ initial understanding of educational law. 

Furthermore, facilitators should mitigate the amount of legal jargon used in the 

presentation and provide participants with a pamphlet with an explanation of legal terms. 

The program evaluation of the ELLP was conducted on a seminar provided to 

pre-service teachers at Texas Tech University. The use of convenience sampling in this 

study inhibits the generalization of the findings, and the results are only representative of 

the 18 students in the program. To enhance the generalizability of this study, a similar 

study should include a probabilistic sample of ELLP participants. Although the program 

evaluation of the ELLP cannot be generalized to other populations, the impact of the 

relatively short professional development event adds credence to the effectiveness of 

providing educational law training to pre-service teachers. 

The ELLP training is applicable for all agricultural science teachers in the state of 

Texas and can be leveraged to provide educational law training for teachers at the annual 
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Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association of Texas (VATAT) Conference. The 

VATAT serves as the largest gathering of agricultural science teachers in the state of 

Texas. Using this platform to provide educational law training would provide the greatest 

reach, but smaller trainings should be provided throughout the state at district and area 

professional development meetings. It is recommended that educational law professional 

development events be offered throughout the year to update teachers on new legislation, 

statutes, and court decisions. Another target area for training would be in agricultural 

education teacher preparation programs. The ELLP could serve as a resource teacher 

educators could draw upon to instruct their pre-service teachers on areas of educational 

law. 

Linking the Studies: Overall Implications/Conclusions: 

In this three-part study of Texas agricultural science teachers competency of 

educational law, the importance of educational law topics were observed through the lens 

of educational and law experts, and the lens of agricultural science teachers. Many 

similarities and differences were observed when comparing the important educational law 

topics identified by the experts (i.e., Phase I) and teachers’ (i.e., Phase II) perceived 

training needs on these topics. One such educational law topic, which had a large 

difference in regard to the perceptions’ of the experts and the teachers was professional 

communication (i.e., appropriate relationships and communication with students). On this 

issue, the panel of experts (i.e., superintendents and school district attorneys) showed a 

strong agreement on the importance of this issue, yet the in-service teachers did not 

perceive this topic to be of great importance in regard to in-service training needs.  



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

200 

Is this topic too obvious, or is it discussed regularly when teachers are taught 

about ethics? Were the in-service teachers fully forth-coming with their competency and 

importance of this issue? By indicating not being competent, were they sub-consciously 

worried about their reputation as an educator? 

Maybe the in-service teachers, who participated in the educational law needs 

assessment associated ethical contact with students to only be of a sexual and immoral 

nature. Although, inappropriate teacher/student relationships commonly happen in the 

educational setting, as we see on the news, the issue of ethical contact is also concerned 

with the avoidance of false accusations. Has the occurrence of inappropriate 

teacher/student communication in schools really skyrocketed over the last decade, or has 

modern technology placed teacher communication under the highest objective lens of the 

educational microscope?  

As mentioned in the literature review, Bon et al. (2013) noted that the presence of 

cellular communications and social media outlets provides more channels of concern in 

regard to unethical teacher/student communication. It is implied that most teachers 

understand the ethical boundaries when it comes to communicating with students, but 

teachers must be cognizant of the words (verbally or electronically) and the tone of 

messages used to communicate with students. For example, when an agricultural science 

teacher is sending a text message to a student about meeting at the school barn to 

administer a vaccination to an animal, the teacher should not text “meet me at the barn at 

5PM.” The teacher’s intentions in this situation are presumably prudent, yet the 

ambiguous text message can be grossly misinterpreted by the student, parents, and 

administrators. The teacher should ensure that the message (verbal or electronic) is 
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explicit, to obviate the possibility of misinterpretation. For most agricultural science 

teachers, cellular communication with students, in certain circumstances (e.g., traveling 

with students to livestock shows or judging contest), is inevitable.  

To that same end, it is important for teacher educators, administrators, and 

associates of teacher associations, to understand the current climate of communication. 

Some of individuals who provide professional development and pre-service training for 

pre-service teachers, are a couple decades removed from the classroom. For those who 

fall into this category, communicating via text messages, emails, and social media with 

students was not an issue when they taught. Therefore, it is important for these 

individuals, who greatly influence the preparation of teachers, to understand the 

relevance and necessity of electronic communication with students. The aforementioned 

professional development entities and teacher educators can play a significant role in 

improving teachers understanding of proper communication with students, and help 

teachers avoid the legal ramifications associated with improper teacher/student 

communication.  

Aside from the issue of teacher communications, other discrepancies were 

observed between the indicated importance of educational law topics between the panel 

of experts and the in-service teachers. For instance, educational law topics such as 

“qualified immunity issues under state law” and “liability of maintaining and operating a 

motorized vehicle” received a low level of agreement on to the importance of these issues 

by the panel of experts, but the in-service teachers perceived these topics to be a critical 

areas of training needs. In fact, these two issues, which finally reached consensus in the 

final round of the Delphi study, only accumulated an 84.6% level of agreement by the 
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panel of experts. On the other hand, personal liability protection for Texas school 

personnel (MWDS = 6.77) was the top-ranked educational law issue in regard to in-

service teachers’ training needs, and teachers’ liability associated with the transportation 

of students in school (MWDS = 5.53) and personal (MWDS = 5.44) vehicles were ranked 

as the third and fourth most important issues. The large discrepancy of teachers’ training 

needs between the professionals who provide teacher training (i.e., administration and 

attorneys) and those who receive the training (i.e., teachers) is alarming.  

The dispersion between the differing opinions indicates the need to consider the 

tenets of Andragogy. According to Merriam, Caffarella, and Baumgartner (2007), adult 

learners are considered to be self-directed learners, and these individuals should 

“participate in the diagnosis of their learning needs, the planning and implementation of 

the learning experiences, and the evaluation of those experiences” (p. 85). Hence, the 

Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ perceived training needs should be strongly 

considered by professional development entities. This issue is two-dimensional in nature. 

The self-perceived training needs of teachers in this study do not necessarily trump the 

opinions of experts in the field. Especially when considering previously reported lack of 

educational law training for teachers and the teachers’ overall dismal understanding of 

educational law (Littleton, Higham, & Styron, 2001).  

It is assumed that the superintendents and school district attorneys on the panel of 

experts identified the educational law issues which are most important in the school 

setting. Specifically, the panel of experts were asked to identify the educational law 

issues, in general and specifically related to agricultural education, which are most 

relevant to teachers today. This open-ended prompt used in Phase I could have been 
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conceptualized in two ways: (1) what legal issues are most commonly dealt with in the 

educational setting, or (2) which issues have the greatest propensity to cause injuries to 

the livelihood of teachers. It is recommended that this item on the Delphi instrument be 

separated into two separate items in future studies.  

Educational Law Training in Teacher Preparation Programs: A Top-Down 

Approach 

The recommendation of providing educational law training in teacher preparation 

programs is commonplace in previous literature (Imber, 2008; Littleton, 2008; Mirabile, 

2013; Schimmel & Militello, 2007). Generally, the proposed stand-alone educational law 

course is dismissed due to the restrictions of limited availability in undergraduate degree 

plans. Is schedule availability really the only barrier to the implementation of an 

educational law course for pre-service teachers? Putting this notion aside, can we expect 

agricultural education faculty members to accurately train pre-service teachers about the 

complex subject of educational law? As previously discussed, educational law is 

embedded with complexity and is perpetually changing due to ongoing legislation and 

court decisions. Therefore, we cannot reasonably expect agricultural education faculty 

members, with no previous law training, to effectively teach pre-service teachers about 

educational law.  

To remedy this predicament, two potential options exist. First, teacher educators 

can draw on university (e.g., law school faculty) and community resources (e.g., school 

district superintendents or attorneys) to assist in training teachers about educational law 

concepts. The second potential option is to take a top-down approach and provide 

ongoing educational law training for agricultural education faculty members. Even if the 
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responsibility of teaching the pre-service teachers about educational law is delegated to a 

professional (i.e., university-based or community-based), it is important for agricultural 

education faculty members to have a working knowledge of educational law.  

Educational law concepts are not limited to a stand-alone educational law courses 

or an educational law lesson. Rather, the constitutional, statutory, administrative, and 

judicial laws have an impact on a variety of aspects in the teacher preparation program. 

Therefore, it is imperative that teacher educators have a general understanding of 

educational law when training pre-service teachers about teaching contracts, student 

supervision, or issues regarding special education. These concepts are innately tied to 

educational law regardless of the focus of the lesson. The ability of a teacher educator to 

supplement common lessons taught in teaching methods courses, with educational law 

perspectives will provide justifiable relevance to the lessons. The agricultural education 

faculty member’s working knowledge of educational law can transform an anecdotal 

statement regarding teacher liability into a valuable learning experience.  

The Protection Motivation Theory (PMT) – Theoretical links to the findings. 

Sources of Information 

Floyd, Prentice-Dunn, and Rogers (2000) posited that the Protection Motivation 

Theory Model had two major inputs (see Figure 6). The first type of input is intrapersonal 

sources, which could include feedback from earlier experiences and aspects of 

personality. According to Floyd et al. (2000) previous experiences encompass feedback 

from earlier experiences which are associated with specific adaptive and maladaptive 

responses. Crossler (2010) added that intrapersonal experiences, which serve as sources 
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of information, can be derived from an individual’s previous experience with performing 

the behavior of interest.  

 

Figure 6. Overall model of Protection Motivation Theory (Floyd et al., 2000) 

 

In the context of this study, the teachers’ intrapersonal sources of information 

might vary based on their level of teaching experience and the job responsibilities which 

they are engaged in. For example, a teacher who has taught agricultural mechanics for ten 

years, and has personally had his/her students injured in the agricultural mechanics shop, 

might have more personal experience with educational law issues related to supervision 

of students. Although, experienced in-service teachers have a greater propensity to have 

personal experience with dangerous situations, pre-service teachers, who have extensive 

experience working in an agricultural mechanics setting, might have personally suffered 

the injuries themselves.  

The amount of personal experiences with certain educational law issues, might 

not be contingent on teaching experience, but certain intrapersonal sources of information 

(e.g., serving as a chaperone for overnight visits, transporting students in school and 

personal vehicles, implementing modifications and accommodations for students with 
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Individualized Educational Plans (IEP)) in the educational setting could be more 

abundant for teachers with experience. With that said, even if a teacher (pre-service or in-

service) has personal experiences with issues related to educational law, it cannot be 

assumed the experiences lead to the threat appraisal process, and subsequently the coping 

appraisal process. Based on previous studies (Bounds, 2000; Littleton et al., 2001; 

Wagner, 2006) which concluded teachers have a dismal knowledge of educational law, it 

is implied that teachers might not connect these previous personal experiences with 

associated threats, serving as a barrier to engaging in the threat appraisal process. 

The second source of information in the Protection Motivation Theory Model is 

environmental sources of information, which includes aspects such as observational 

learning and verbal persuasion (Floyd et al., 2000). The environmental sources of 

information provided in this study included the experts’ (i.e., superintendents and school 

district attorneys) perceptions of the most important educational law issues provided on 

the educational law needs assessment, and the information provided to the pre-service 

agricultural science teachers in the Educational Law Literacy Program. More specifically, 

the educational law issues identified and presented to the teachers served as a form of 

verbal persuasion for the in-service and pre-service agricultural education teachers. 

Granted, the researchers are not attempting to imply the issues addressed in the 

educational law needs assessment and the Educational Law Literacy Program are the only 

environmental sources of information ascertained by the teachers. For example, 

agricultural science teachers could have received verbal persuasion regarding educational 

law issues in formal and non-formal settings. In a formal context, pre-service teachers 

might be warned about issues arising from handling fundraising money or the importance 



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

207 

of maintaining a professional relationship with students in a teaching methods course. 

Informally, verbal persuasion regarding educational law issues might arise from 

conversations with other teachers and administrators. 

Also, the observation of other teachers facing legal ramifications, in-person or via 

the media, could potentially serve as an environmental source of information. Bandura 

(1997) indicated the Social Cognitive Theory distinguishes between three environmental 

structures including: selected environment, constructed environment, and imposed 

environment. In essence, an agricultural science teacher does not have to personally be 

involved with litigation to understand the risk associated with the issue itself. The 

teachers’ conceptualization of consequences resulting from litigation could be derived 

from observing another teacher’s involvement in an educationally-based law suit. 

Threat Appraisal Process 

 Along with assessing the sources of educational law information, various 

components of the Protection Motivation Theories’ cognitive mediating processes (i.e., 

threat appraisal process and coping appraisal process) were also evaluated in this study. 

Previous research (Floyd et al., 2000; Neuwirth, 1995) noted the threat appraisal process 

is the initial cognitive mediating process because a threat has to be identified before an 

individual can evaluate options to mitigate or cope the given risk. In the present study, 

the response inhibiting factors (i.e., severity and vulnerability) of the threat appraisal 

process were operationalized by two metrics: (1) the perceived in-service training needs 

indicated by the teachers on the educational law needs assessment and (2) the pre-service 

teachers’ perceived intention/cognition reactions related to the Understand Scale. In 

regard to the teachers’ perceptions of in-service training needs, all 37 educational law 
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items had a positive MWDS rating, indicating the teachers’ overall perceived importance 

of the educational law issues surpassed their overall perceived competence related to the 

issues. In regard to the Educational Law Literacy Program, certain intention/cognition 

reaction items such as “the training program allowed me to gain new insight into the risk 

I face as a teacher” potentially shed light on the teachers’ engagement in the threat 

appraisal process. On the aforementioned intention/cognition reaction item, pre-service 

agricultural science teachers indicated strong agreement (M = 4.72, SD = 0.46) with this 

item, indicating they might have associated severity and personal vulnerability with the 

subject matter presented in the Educational Law Literacy Program. According to Floyd et 

al. (2000) when an individual feels vulnerable to the dangers associated with a threat and 

perceives the threat to be severe, they are more likely to consider coping processes to 

mitigate threat and avoid maladaptive responses. Although these metrics add credence to 

the probability of agricultural science teachers’ engagement in the threat appraisal 

process, no direct measures of severity or vulnerability were evaluated in this study. 

Therefore, only assumptions can be made about the participants’ assessments of threats.  

 Aside from severity and vulnerability, the threat appraisal process also includes a 

response facilitating factors such as perceived advantages of maladaptive behavior. The 

three-phase study did include metrics to specifically determine the participants’ perceived 

advantages of maladaptive behavior, but the agricultural science teachers’ large level of 

perceived educational law training needs implied a desire to seek a coping appraisal 

process. On the other hand, some educational law issues included in the needs assessment 

received lower levels of in-service training needs. One construct, teacher 

communications, was ranked least important in regard to induction (MWDS = 1.80) and 
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non-induction (MWDS = 0.93) teachers’ perceived training needs. The low indication of 

training needs associated with teacher communications can be interpreted in two ways (1) 

the teachers feel competent in their ability to communicate professionally with students, 

parents, and administrators or (2) the teachers associate communications with intrinsic or 

extrinsic rewards, and decide to participate in risky behavior. Floyd et al. (2000) asserted 

that rewards increase the probability of an individual to engage in maladaptive responses 

and avoid protecting themselves from risk. Although, a possibility exist that teachers 

associate rewards with failing to communicate in a professional manner, it is very 

unlikely. Therefore, the findings of the needs assessment imply teachers do not engage in 

unprofessional communication because of intrinsic or extrinsic rewards, rather they feel 

confident in their ability to communicate professionally and use proper contact with 

students, parents, and administrators. 

Coping Appraisal Process 

Along with the initial cognitive mediating process, the threat appraisal process, 

the second mediating process of the Protection Motivation Theory Model is the coping 

appraisal process. The coping appraisal process contains three individual yet 

simultaneous judgments: (1) a belief in an individual’s ability to successfully implement 

an adaptive response (self-efficacy), (2) an individual’s decision on the effectiveness of a 

preventative measure (response-efficacy), and (3) an individual’s assessment of 

associated cost with making an adaptive response (response cost) (Neuwirth, 1995).  

Response Efficacy. 

Response efficacy, a response facilitating factor of the coping appraisal process, 

was operationalized by the preservice teachers’ affective reaction measures. As part of 
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the program evaluation of the Educational Law Literacy Program, participants were 

asked to report their level of agreement with a total of six positive affective measures and 

four negative affective measures on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 

somewhat disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = strongly agree). Findings of the 

program evaluation indicated pre-service agricultural education teachers had moderate to 

strong agreement with positive affective items such as “the training program is very 

useful” (M = 4.95, SD = 0.24), “the training program was, overall, very effective” (M = 

4.72, SD = 0.46), and “the training program allowed me to develop specific skills that I 

can use on the job” (M = 4.56, SD = 0.62). Furthermore, the pre-service agricultural 

education teachers indicated high response efficacy with the Educational Law Literacy 

Program, when they indicated they would serve as an advocate for the program. For 

example, the participants indicated strong agreement for items such as “I would 

recommend this program to other agricultural education preservice teachers who have the 

opportunity” (M = 5.00, SD = 0.00) and “I would recommend that every agricultural 

education preservice teacher take part in this training program” (M = 4.94, SD = 0.24). 

 The pre-service teachers’ perception of response efficacy of the Educational Law 

Literacy Program was also shown when considering their evaluation of negative affective 

evaluations. Specifically, the pre-service agricultural education teachers indicated strong 

to moderate disagreement with affective items such as “this training program taught me 

nothing I will use on the job” (M = 1.17, SD = 0.38) and “this training program was a 

useless waste of my and/ or others’ time” (M = 1.06, SD = 0.24).  

Aside from affective reaction measures collected from the program evaluation of the 

Educational Law Literacy Program, the intention/cognition reactions also shed light on 
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the response efficacy pre-service agricultural education teachers associated with the 

coping appraisal process. On a five-point Liker type scale analogous to the affective 

reaction scale, pre-service agricultural education teachers showed moderate to strong 

agreement with intention/cognition items such as “the training program allowed me to 

gain new insight into the risk I face as a teacher” (M = 4.72, SD = 0.46), “the training 

program allowed me to gain new insight into my rights as a teacher” (M = 4.72, SD = 

0.46), and “the problem-based training was a good way to take the “textbook material” to 

the real world” (M = 4.56, SD = 0.51). 

Collectively, the pre-service agricultural education teachers’ responses on both 

the affective and intention/cognition reaction measures imply the teachers considered the 

Educational Law Literacy Program to be an effective prevention measure in mitigating 

threats associated with educational law.   

Self-Efficacy. 

Along with response efficacy, self-efficacy is another response facilitating factor 

of the Protection Motivation Theory. The factor of self-efficacy in the coping appraisal 

process refers to the belief in an individual’s ability to successfully perform an adaptive 

behavior. In the present study, self-efficacy was operationalized by intention/cognition 

reaction measures and learning measures derived from the program evaluation of the 

Educational Law Literacy Program. 

 Various items from the intention/cognition reaction measures shed light on the 

pre-service teachers’ perceptions on the effectiveness of the educational law training 

program (i.e., response efficacy), but measures concerning self-efficacy were also 

reported. Items linked to the self-efficacy received moderate to strong agreement from 
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the pre-service agricultural education teachers who participated in the training program. 

For example, the participants indicated high levels of agreement with statements such as 

“I will come out of this training with a new understanding that I can use when working 

with students” (M = 4.56, SD = 0.62) and moderate levels of agreement with 

intention/cognition reaction statements such as “As a result of this training, I could 

explain educational law topics to a non-expert” (M = 3.72, SD = 0.75). 

 The fortification of teachers’ self-efficacy related to educational law was also 

apparent regarding the learning measures. Operationalized by a retrospective pre-test, he 

pre-service agricultural education teachers were asked to assess (1) their perceived 

understanding of educational law, (2) their perceived ability to demonstrate 

comprehension of educational law, and (3) their ability to apply concepts to actual 

educational law situations on a five-point Likert type scale (1 = poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 

= very good, 5 = excellent). The pre-service teachers reported their ability was good to 

very good in regard to their post-training “ability to demonstrate comprehension of this 

subject” (M = 3.78, SD = 0.94), “ability to apply concepts to an actual problem or 

situation in this subject area” (M = 3.76, SD = 1.03), and “understanding of educational 

law” (M = 3.61, SD = 0.85). Based on the results of the learning measures, it is implied 

that the pre-service agricultural education teachers are efficacious in regard to their 

ability to understand and apply educational law concepts.  

More importantly, the response facilitating factors (i.e., response efficacy and 

self-efficacy) of the coping appraisal process provide insight on teachers’ intentions of 

protection motivation. Findings of Milne, Sheeran and Orbell (2000) indicated response 

efficacy was moderately associated with intention, and self-efficacy was significantly 
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correlated with intention. Based on these previous findings, it is implied that the pre-

service agricultural education teachers see merit in the Educational Law Literacy 

Program and they believe in their ability to follow coping strategies which mitigate risk. 

Furthermore, the teachers evaluation of response efficacy and self-efficacy components, 

which are factors of the coping appraisal process, imply the pre-service teachers associate 

severity and vulnerability with the educational law issues addressed in the Educational 

Law Literacy Program. According to Floyd et al. (2000), the coping appraisal process 

only takes place after an individual takes part in the threat appraisal process. 

Protection Motivation & Behavior. 

 The result of the cognitive mediating processes (i.e., threat appraisal process and 

coping appraisal process) is determining to use the applicable behavior of interest or 

adaptive response (Crossler, 2010). Once an individual has evaluated both of the 

cognitive mediating processes for a given threat, they then choose between two types of 

adaptive behaviors: adaptive coping or maladaptive coping. Adaptive coping behavior 

involves an individual choosing to protect themselves and others. Conversely, 

maladaptive coping is when an individual decides not to protect themselves and others 

from a given threat (Crossler, 2010). 

 Although protection motivation can lead to maladaptive or adaptive coping 

behaviors, the protection motivation intentions of an individual cannot be directly 

observed because protection motivation is an inferred metal state of behavioral intention. 

According to Ajzen (1985) and Kim and Hunter (1993), behavioral intentions serve as the 

best predictor of behavior.  
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In the context of this study on Texas agricultural science teachers’ competency of 

educational law, the agricultural science teachers’ protection motivation intentions were 

inferred based on threat appraisal process (i.e., maladaptive rewards, severity, and 

vulnerability) and coping appraisal process (i.e., response efficacy, self-efficacy, and cost 

of adaptive behavior) measures.  

Recommendations for future research 

 The educational law topics which served as the focus of this overall study were 

identified by superintendents and school district attorneys who participated on the panel 

of experts. Moreover, these legal topics were presented to the in-service teachers on the 

educational law needs assessment. Conclusions have been drawn in regard to the 

comparison of the expert’s perceptions of the most important legal topics and the in-

service agricultural science teachers’ perceptions of their greatest areas of educational 

law in-service training needs.  

The analytical comparison between the views of the two groups was limited due 

to a lack of a parallel assessment, serving as an overall limitation of this study. Future 

studies should administer a ubiquitous educational law needs assessment to both the 

teachers and the members which served on the panel of experts. Collection of this data 

would allow researchers to determine if significant differences exist between the teachers 

and experts’ perceived importance and competence of school-based legal issues. 

Furthermore, the MWDS and the ranking of educational law items would aid in 

determining the gap between what teachers need and what experts think they need.   

 Parallel to the need to assess teachers’ training needs between teachers and 

experts, it is also important to assess the similarities and differences in the educational 
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law training needs of in-service teachers and pre-service teachers. Granted, the 

educational law needs assessment of in-service teachers sought to determine agricultural 

science teachers’ training needs at two career phases. Specifically, the teachers’ 

educational law training needs were assessed for induction phase teachers (i.e., teachers 

with five or less years of teaching experience), non-induction phase teachers (i.e., 

teachers with 6 or more years of teaching experience) and an aggregate of the two groups. 

Although, career phase was considered in the study of agricultural science teachers’ 

educational law training needs, both groups were comprised of in-service teachers. The 

third phase of the study, the program evaluation of the Educational Law Literacy 

Program (ELLP), was delivered to pre-service agricultural science students. The pre-

service teachers did not complete a needs assessment, and it was assumed that the 

identified educational law needs of the in-service teachers mimicked the needs of the pre-

service teachers. A total of 80 (37.56%) in-service teachers who participated in the needs 

assessment reported being induction phase teachers. Therefore, the pre-service teachers’ 

lack of teaching experience is comparable to those who are in the infancy of their 

teaching career. This assumption prompts the question, do teacher training needs greatly 

vary between teachers who are still in teacher preparation programs and those who have 

already been established in the school setting? Are there unique experiences encountered 

by in-service teachers, which pre-service teachers are unaware of? If so, how do these 

experiences affect the training needs of these two groups? To provide a greater insight on 

this issue, it is recommended that researchers conduct educational law needs assessments 

on both pre-service and in-service teachers, to determine differences in their training 

needs. 
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 Future studies, evaluating important educational law issues and teachers 

competency of educational law, should be conducted on Texas Agricultural Science 

Teachers. It is assumed that as the state and federal laws will continue change and new 

landmark court decisions will be rendered in the future. These changes in educational law 

will facilitate the need for ongoing research to determine the needs and competence of 

Texas Agricultural Science Teachers regarding educational law.  

This three-phase educational law study was developed to assess agricultural 

science teachers in the state of Texas, but the illiteracy of educational law is not limited 

to the Lone Star State. According to Littleton (2008), teachers in 13 states (i.e., Alabama, 

Alaska, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Mississippi, Ohio, South 

Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia) were evaluated for their knowledge of educational 

law, and all reported studies indicated “teachers possessed an inadequate level of 

knowledge of education law” (p. 72). Therefore, it is recommended that this educational 

law study be expanded to other states across the nation. It is further recommended that 

future expansions of this study be conducted state-by-state, not on a national focus, 

because educational laws and the interpretation of the laws differ between states. 

Therefore, the genesis of future studies on agricultural science teachers’ competency of 

educational law should be initiated by determining the most important educational law 

issues specific to the teachers of the given state. Granted, certain aspects of this 

educational law study are transferable to other states such as federal statutes case law 

components of the ELLP. 
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APPENDIX B  

ROUND ONE DELPHI RECRUITMENT LETTER 

 

June 22, 2016 

 

Dear _______________: 

 

Good morning! My name is Mark Hainline and for my doctoral degree at Texas Tech, I 

am investigating legal issues in secondary agricultural education. 

As you know, teachers are tasked with the important role of educating and empowering 

the nation’s youth. The field of education can be a rewarding profession, but teachers are 

often subjected to risk and liabilities on a daily basis. The purpose of this study is to 

identify the most pertinent educational law-based topics faced by agricultural science 

teachers. 

This Delphi study relies on information from experts in the field and you have been 

identified as someone with professional expertise. Round one is comprised of two 

questions and will only take you about 5-10 minutes to complete. 

 

This study will have three rounds: 

• Round 1: Open-ended questionnaire asking about your opinion of the most important 

school based topics (only 2 questions). 

• Round 2: The responses from the first round will be gathered and you will be asked to 

rate them on overall importance. 

• Round 3: you will be asked to review/revise the list of topics from the first and second 

round.  

 

To begin the first round, please click here: Take the Survey 

For any questions pertaining to this study, please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can also be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

  

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

 

 
Scott Burris Ph.D. 

Professor 

Texas Tech University 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=aUWf8o2TzV1swrr_9uj1gW7ZsmigxU1_MLRP_39soU0fogHob6PX&Q_CHL=email
mailto:mark.hainline@ttu.edu
mailto:scott.burris@ttu.edu
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Fred Hartmeister, J.D., Ed.D. 
Professor of Educational Law 

Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX C  

DELPHI INFORMATION SHEET 

 

Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ Perceived Competence of Educational Law 

Information Sheet 

What is this project studying? 

The title of this study is “Texas Agricultural Science Teachers’ Perceived Competence of 

Educational Law.” The purpose of this study is to identify the most important educational 

law-based topics, faced by agricultural science teachers. 

 

What would I do if I participate? 

The first round of this study you will be asked open-ended questions about your opinion 

of the most important educational law topics (only 2 questions). After all experts have 

submitted their list of important law topics, the topics will be combined and you will be 

asked to rate the topics based on your overall perceived importance of the topic. Lastly, 

after all experts have rated the topics you will be sent the list one more time to review and 

revise the list of topics. Your knowledge of educational law will strongly aid in 

developing a current list of the most important educational law topics.  

 

Can I quit if I become uncomfortable? 

Yes, participation in this study is strictly voluntary. Feel free to skip any question you do 

not feel comfortable answering and you may withdraw from the survey at any time. 

However, your participation in this study is appreciated. 

 

How long will participation take? 

We are asking for 5-10 minutes of your time.  

 

How are you protecting my privacy? 

Your responses in this study will not be associated to any personal information. Your 

data will never be reported by individual; rather it will only be displayed as group data. 

 

How will the field of agricultural education benefit from my participation? 

Your participation in this study will help to identify the important educational law topics 

which are most commonly faced by teachers in agricultural science. This information will 

assist teacher preparation programs and in-service teacher professional development 

groups to develop training programs to address these important topics. The educational 

law training—developed from the important topics you identified—will assist in training 

agricultural science teachers on areas of educational law which could prevent personal 

legal action.  

 

I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask? 
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 This study is being conducted by Mr. Mark Hainline and Dr. Scott Burris from the 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communications at Texas Tech 

University. 

 The Human Research Protection Program (HRPP) at Texas Tech is a Board which 

protects the rights of people who participate in research. You can contact the 

HRPP Board to ask questions at (806) 742-2064, they can be reached by email at 

www.hrpp@ttu.edu, and questions can be sent by mail to the Human Research 

Protection Program, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech 

University, Lubbock, Texas 79409. 
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APPENDIX E  

FOLLOW-UP DELPHI RECRUITMENT LETTER FOR FIRST ROUND  

June 28, 2016 

Dear ________________: 

 

A few days ago you should have received an email regarding a research study on the 

most pertinent educational law-based topics faced by agricultural science teachers. As of 

today, I have not received your completed survey. This Delphi study relies on 

information from experts in the field, and you have been identified as someone with 

professional expertise. Round one is comprised of two questions and will only take 

you about 5-10 minutes to complete. 

 

To begin the first round, please click here: Take the Survey 

For any questions pertaining to this study, please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisors, Dr. Scott Burris and Dr. Fred 

Hartmeister, can also be contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu or fred.hartmeister@ttu.edu.  

Thank you, 

  

Mark Hainline 
Ph.D. Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

Scott Burris Ph.D. 
Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

Fred Hartmeister, J.D., Ed.D. 
Professor of Educational Law 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=aUWf8o2TzV1swrr_9uj1gW7ZsmigxU1_MLRP_e9fLrqCpKuyciBT&Q_CHL=email
mailto:mark.hainline@ttu.edu
mailto:scott.burris@ttu.edu
mailto:fred.hartmeister@ttu.edu
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APPENDIX F  

LIST OF 51 EDUCATIONAL LAW ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN ROUND ONE 

 Understanding proper safety precautions which must be taken by student and 

teacher. 

 Student code of conduct (at school and on extracurricular events). 

 Employee rights 

 Bullying 

 Leaves and absences 

 Liability associated with agricultural science teacher providing personal opinion 

on a financial investment of a student (Animal Project Selection (SAE)). 

 Understanding teacher employment contracts and compensation. 

 Supervising students on an overnight stay (providing proper supervision when 

students are “out of view”). 

 First amendment rights of public employees (in classroom and on social media). 

 Proper allotment of time between classroom instruction and extracurricular 

events. 

 Discrimination on the basis of disabilities (Section 504). 

 Student supervision at livestock shows. 

 Student discipline in school 

 Understanding school district/board policy (laws impact policy then policy 

impacts local decisions). 

 Inappropriate communication with parents and students via text messaging. 

 Student transportation (in school or personal vehicles) 

 Inappropriate contact between educators and students (verbal, physical, & on 

social media). 

 Reduction of force in public schools 

 Properly dealing with students behavioral issues (BIPs). 

 Operating and maintaining a motorized vehicle. 

 Supplemental duties as an extracurricular sponsor. 

 Student safety in the agricultural science classroom. 

 Harassment issues based on Sex (with or without sexual conduct), race, color, 

religion, national origin, age, disability, and protected activity (includes 

employee-to-student and student-to-student harassment). 

 Liabilities associated with the handling of livestock animals (on and off-campus). 

 Title IX Complaints 

 Sexual Harassment 
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 Proper accommodation and modification of curriculum for students with 

disabilities. 

 Cyberbullying 

 Educator code of ethics 

 Transgender students (LGBT) 

 Communication with supervisors and administrators. 

 Student confidentiality (FERPA) 

 Financial literacy among teaches in regard to proper management/handling of 

money (fundraising, budget, and public funds). 

 Duty to report suspected child abuse and neglect under state law 

 Properly dealing with ELL Students 

 Student safety at school farm. 

 Teacher’s right to remove a student from class. 

 Dealing with booster club/support organizations. 

 Academic freedom of public school teachers (in regard to source material guiding 

class discussion). 

 Student rights of free speech and expression 

 Liability of dealing with hostile and empowered students. 

 Employment insecurity because of performance evaluation scores skewed by 

student test results. 

 Land use issues 

 Student discipline on extracurricular activities. 

 Student safety in the agricultural mechanics shop. 

 Communication with parents. 

 Teacher Contract Rights 

 Special education compliance 

 Student supervision at extracurricular events (Leadership development events, 

career development events, convention, etc.) 

 Qualified immunity issues under state law 

 Complying with special education mandates (IEPs). 
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APPENDIX G 

 ROUND TWO DELPHI RECRUITMENT LETTER 

 

Greetings! 
 
Thank you for participating in the initial round of the Texas Agricultural Science 
Teachers’ Perceived Competence of Educational Law research 
study.  Collectively, your input resulted in the identification of a total of 52 
educational law issues. The second part of this process is to identify the 
importance of each of those topics.  Please take a few minutes to rate the 
importance of these identified items. 
 
  

 To begin the second round, please click here:__________ 
 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey! 
  

 
Mark Hainline 

Ph.D. Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

  

 
Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

  

 
Fred Hartmeister, J.D., Ed.D. 
Professor of Educational Law 

Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX H  

SECOND ROUND DELPHI INSTRUMENT 
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APPENDIX I 

 FOLLOW-UP DELPHI RECRUITMENT LETTER FOR SECOND ROUND  

 

Good morning, 
 

Thank you for participating in the initial round of the Texas Agricultural Science 
Teachers’ Perceived Competence of Educational Law research study. 
Collectively, your input resulted in the identification of a total of 52 educational 
law issues. A few days ago you should have received the second round survey. 
As of today, I have not received your completed survey. The second part of this 
process is to identify the importance of each of those topics.  Please take a few 
minutes to rate the importance of these identified items. 
 

To begin the second round, please click here ___________________________ 
 
For any questions pertaining to this study, please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 
636-7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisors, Dr. Scott Burris 
and Dr. Fred Hartmeister, can also be contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu or 
fred.hartmeister@ttu.edu.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Mark Hainline 
Ph.D. Candidate 
Texas Tech University 
 
Scott Burris Ph.D. 
Professor of Agricultural Education 
Texas Tech University 
 
Fred Hartmeister, J.D., Ed.D. 
Professor of Educational Law 
Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX J 

 DELPHI RECRUITMENT LETTER FOR THIRD ROUND  

 

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for participating in the first two rounds of the Texas Agricultural 
Science Teachers’ Perceived Competence of Educational Law research 
study.  Based on your importance ratings in round two, a total of 31 educational 
law issues reached consensus.  
 
The third and final part of this process is to review the importance of 10 topics, 
which received 51% or more, but less than 75% average importance ratings. 
Please take a few minutes to rate the importance of these identified items. 
 
 

To begin the third round, please click here:__________ 
 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study! 
 
  

Mark Hainline 

Ph.D. Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

  

Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

  

Fred Hartmeister, J.D., Ed.D. 
Professor of Educational Law 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

250 

APPENDIX K  

THIRD ROUND DELPHI INSTRUMENT 
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APPENDIX L 

PILOT TEST RECRUITMENT LETTER 

Good morning, 

 
My name is Mark Hainline and for my doctoral degree at Texas Tech University, I am 

conducting a needs assessment of Texas agricultural science teachers' perceived 

competence in educational law. I know the schedule of an agricultural science teacher is 

hectic, but I would greatly appreciate your participation in this study. 
 
The purpose of this study is to explore the factors which influence an agricultural science 

teacher’s perceived competency of educational law topics. 

 

This survey includes 53 educational law topics, which were identified by school district 

superintendents and attorneys, as being important to Texas agricultural science teachers. 

Please evaluate each topic and specify how important it is for you to be 

knowledgeable of the educational law issue. Then, specify how knowledgeable you 

are on each issue. This survey will take about 10-15 minutes to complete.   
 
To begin the survey, please click here:${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the survey} 

 

For any questions pertaining to this study please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu.  
 
Thank you in advance for your participation in this study, 

 

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

                                                                                               

Scott Burris Ph.D. 
Interim Department Chair 

Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 

${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe} 
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APPENDIX M 

PILOT TEST INSTRUMENT 
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APPENDIX N  

NEEDS ASSESSMENT RECURITMENT LETTER FOR DOUBLE INCENTIVE 

Dear [Participants Name]:  

 

Good morning! My name is Mark Hainline and for my doctoral degree at Texas Tech 

University, I am conducting a needs assessment of Texas agricultural science teachers' 

perceived competence in educational law. Your participation in this study is completely 

voluntary, but your assistance would be greatly appreciated.  

As an incentive for your participation, you will be entered for a chance to win a 
30oz. Camo Yeti® Rambler (3 Ramblers will be given away).  

 

This survey instrument includes 38 educational law topics, which were identified by 

school district superintendents and attorneys, as being important to Texas agricultural 

science teachers. Please evaluate each topic and specify how important it is for you to 

be knowledgeable on the issue. Then, rate how knowledgeable you think you are on 

the issue. This survey will only take about 5-10 minutes to complete. After completing 

the survey, you will be prompted to a separate link to enter your name to win 1 of 3 30oz. 

Camo Yeti® Ramblers. 

 

To begin the survey, please click here: Take the survey 

 

If you complete the survey by Friday (October 7th), you will DOUBLE your chances 

of winning a Yeti® Rambler. 

 

For any questions pertaining to this study please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu.  

 

Sincerely, 

  

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

                                                                                                ,  

Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Interim Department Chair 

Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=eQWZZBYBOshwaA5_5yYG6fTAGeTmMOp_MLRP_e4YQgQh6ZgGXywB&Q_CHL=email
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APPNDIX O 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT RECURITMENT LETTER FOR SINGLE INCENTIVE 

Dear [Participants Name]:  

 

Good morning! My name is Mark Hainline and for my doctoral degree at Texas Tech 

University, I am conducting a needs assessment of Texas agricultural science teachers' 

perceived competence in educational law. Your participation in this study is completely 

voluntary, but your assistance would be greatly appreciated.  

As an incentive for your participation, you will be entered for a chance to win a 
30oz. Camo Yeti® Rambler (3 Ramblers will be given away).  

 

This survey instrument includes 38 educational law topics, which were identified by 

school district superintendents and attorneys, as being important to Texas agricultural 

science teachers. Please evaluate each topic and specify how important it is for you to 

be knowledgeable on the issue. Then, rate how knowledgeable you think you are on 

the issue. This survey will only take about 5-10 minutes to complete. After completing 

the survey, you will be prompted to a separate link to enter your name to win 1 of 3 30oz. 

Camo Yeti® Ramblers. 

 

To begin the survey, please click here: Take the survey 

 

For any questions pertaining to this study please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu.  

 

Sincerely, 

  

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

                                                                                                ,  

Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Interim Department Chair 

Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

 

 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=eQWZZBYBOshwaA5_5yYG6fTAGeTmMOp_MLRP_e4YQgQh6ZgGXywB&Q_CHL=email
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APPENDIX P 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT RECURITMENT LETTER WITH NO INCENTIVE 

Dear [Participants Name]:  

 

Good morning! My name is Mark Hainline and for my doctoral degree at Texas Tech 

University, I am conducting a needs assessment of Texas agricultural science teachers' 

perceived competence in educational law. Your participation in this study is completely 

voluntary, but your assistance would be greatly appreciated.  

 

This survey instrument includes 38 educational law topics, which were identified by 

school district superintendents and attorneys, as being important to Texas agricultural 

science teachers. Please evaluate each topic and specify how important it is for you to 

be knowledgeable on the issue. Then, rate how knowledgeable you think you are on 

the issue. This survey will only take about 5-10 minutes to complete.   

 

To begin the survey, please click here: Take the survey 

 

For any questions pertaining to this study please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu.  

 

Sincerely, 

  

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

                                                                                                ,  

Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Interim Department Chair 

Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=eQWZZBYBOshwaA5_5yYG6fTAGeTmMOp_MLRP_e4YQgQh6ZgGXywB&Q_CHL=email
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APPENDIX Q 

EDUCATIONAL LAW NEEDS ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 
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APPENDIX R 

INCENTIVE ENTRY FORM 
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APPENDIX S 

NEEDS ASSESMENT RECRUITMENT LETTER – DOUBLE INCENTIVE 

 

Dear [Participants Name]:  

 

Last week you should have received an email regarding the Texas Agricultural Science 

Teachers’ Perceived Competence of Educational Law research study. As of today I have 

not received your completed survey. Your participation in this study is completely 

voluntary, but your assistance would be greatly appreciated. 

 

As an incentive for your participation, you will be entered for a chance to win a 30oz. 

Camo Yeti® Rambler (3 Ramblers will be given away). If you complete the survey 

by Friday (October 7th), you will DOUBLE your chances of winning a Yeti® 

Rambler. 

 

Please evaluate each educational law topic and specify how important it is for you to be 

knowledgeable on the issue. Then, rate how knowledgeable you think you are on the 

issue. This survey will only take about 5-10 minutes to complete.   

 

To begin the survey, please click here: Take the survey 

 

For any questions pertaining to this study please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu.  

 

Sincerely, 

  

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

                                                                                                ,  

Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Interim Department Chair 

Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

 

 

 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=eQWZZBYBOshwaA5_5yYG6fTAGeTmMOp_MLRP_e4YQgQh6ZgGXywB&Q_CHL=email
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APPENDIX T 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT REMINDER EMAIL – SINGLE INCENTIVE 

 

Dear [Participants Name]:  

 

Last week you should have received an email regarding the Texas Agricultural Science 

Teachers’ Perceived Competence of Educational Law research study. As of today I have 

not received your completed survey. Your participation in this study is completely 

voluntary, but your assistance would be greatly appreciated. 

 

As an incentive for your participation, you will be entered for a chance to win a 30oz. 

Camo Yeti® Rambler (3 Ramblers will be given away). 

 

Please evaluate each educational law topic and specify how important it is for you to be 

knowledgeable on the issue. Then, rate how knowledgeable you think you are on the 

issue. This survey will only take about 5-10 minutes to complete.   

 

To begin the survey, please click here: Take the survey 

 

For any questions pertaining to this study please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu.  

 

Sincerely, 

  

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

                                                                                                ,  

Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Interim Department Chair 

Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=eQWZZBYBOshwaA5_5yYG6fTAGeTmMOp_MLRP_e4YQgQh6ZgGXywB&Q_CHL=email
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APPENDIX U 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT REMINDER EMAIL – NO INCENTIVE 

 

Dear [Participants Name]:  

Last week you should have received an email regarding the Texas Agricultural Science 

Teachers’ Perceived Competence of Educational Law research study. As of today I have 

not received your completed survey. Your participation in this study is completely 

voluntary, but your assistance would be greatly appreciated. 

 

Please evaluate each educational law topic and specify how important it is for you to be 

knowledgeable on the issue. Then, rate how knowledgeable you think you are on the 

issue. This survey will only take about 5-10 minutes to complete.   

 

To begin the survey, please click here: Take the survey 

 

For any questions pertaining to this study please contact Mark Hainline at (281) 636-

7174 or via email at mark.hainline@ttu.edu. My advisor, Dr. Scott Burris, can be 

contacted at scott.burris@ttu.edu.  

 

Sincerely, 

  

Mark Hainline 
Doctoral Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

                                                                                                ,  

Scott Burris, Ph.D. 
Interim Department Chair 

Professor of Agricultural Education 

Texas Tech University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://aecttu.az1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=eQWZZBYBOshwaA5_5yYG6fTAGeTmMOp_MLRP_e4YQgQh6ZgGXywB&Q_CHL=email
mailto:mark.hainline@ttu.edu
mailto:scott.burris@ttu.edu


Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

279 

APPENDIX V 

PRESERVICE TEACHER NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
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APPENDIX W 

REACTION AND LEARNING MEASURES FOR ELLP WORKSHOP 
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APPENDIX X 

PARTICIPANT’S COMMENTS ON THE ELLP TRAINING 

 

 “I really enjoyed this lesson! I feel really confident in dealing with situations as a 

teacher.” 

 "This was a very helpful lesson. I recommend it for all other AGED block 

students in the future." 

 "Good job bringing very very broad topics to where someone would be able to 

use this information." 

 "I really think this would be an important experience for all pre service teachers" 

 "I would make a bulleted points of situations and boldly explain what would 

happen if... But still very good points!" 

 "Defining "law terms" would be useful because some of these words are way too 

intelligent for me." 

 "Very helpful considering I had no prior knowledge in educational law." 
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APPENDIX Y 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF PROMPT - BARR V. BERNHARD (1989) 

 

Barr v. Bernhard (Kerrville ISD) 

 

Plaintiffs (Appellants) – Milton Bernhard (Father of Mark Bernhard) 

Defendants (Appellees) – Kerrville ISD, Paul Barr (ag teacher) 

 

 

Mark Bernhard was a student at Tivy High School and was enrolled in a 

vocational-agricultural course that called for him to raise a calf in order to satisfy the 

course requirements. The School District maintained a 73-acre facility, hereinafter 

referred to as the Ag Farm, where the students in the course could keep or raise their 

animals. It was not mandatory that the students keep their animals at the Ag Farm; but 

they could do so after obtaining permission from their instructors. 

 

The Saturday on which the accident occurred, Mark was at the Ag Farm with his 

parents and some friends to care for his calf. There were no school personnel present at 

that time. After weighing his calf, Mark and his friends attempted to lead the calf back 

into an old army barracks that was used as a barn. The calf struck a metal pole which 

supported a gable roof over the entrance to the barn. The pole gave way and the roof 

collapsed, pinning Mark underneath the structure and severely injuring him. 

 

Bernhard brought suit against the Kerrville Independent School District and the 

agricultural science teacher, Paul Barr, alleging that they were negligent in several 

respects: (1) by failing to properly inspect the facility; (2) by failing to maintain or 

supervise the facility; and (3) by allowing the facility to be used while in a condition of 

disrepair. 
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APPENDIX Z 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF DECISION - BARR V. BERNHARD (1989) 

 

Barr v. Bernhard – Decision 

 

 District (Trial Court) ruling: Summary judgement for Kerrville ISD & Ag 

teacher (qualified immunity) 

 

 Appeals court ruling: Summary judgement for Kerrville ISD; reversed 

judgement for Agricultural science teacher (found the teacher liable)  

 

 TX Supreme Court: Reversed ruling of appeals court and awarded summary 

judgment for school district and agricultural science teacher. 

 

The suit against the district and all employees was dismissed by the trial court due to 

sovereign immunity. The appellate court affirmed summary judgment for the school 

district but reversed judgment for the employees. The Supreme Court of Texas reversed 

the decision of the appellate court regarding the employees. As part of the decision, the 

court commented on the wording of the statute. The phrase in question from T.E.C. 

21.0511, was: “except in circumstances where professional employees use excessive 

force in the discipline of students or negligence resulting in bodily injury to students.” 

The Texas Supreme Court concluded that the Texas Legislature intended this clause to be 

limited to certain acts related to the disciplining of students as it was the only way the 

entire section as a whole could be reasonably interpreted. In summary, Kerrville ISD and 

individual defendants were awarded summary judgment. 
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APPENDIX AA 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF PROMPT – PIERCE V. HEARNE I.S.D. 

 

Pierce v. Hearne ISD 

 

Plaintiffs (Appellants) – Samuel Pierce (Father of De’Jon Pierce) 

Defendants (Appellees) – Hearne ISD, Darrel Trojacek, Carl Trojacek, & Principal 

Anthony McGill. 

 

This case involves the tragic death of De’Jon Pierce, a junior at Hearne High 

School. De’Jon’s death occurred in March 2012 when he lost control of an all-terrain 

vehicle (“ATV”) owned by Darrell Trojacek, his “Ag Mechanics” teacher, and crashed 

into a tree. Trojacek, with the permission of Principal Anthony McGill, regularly 

withdrew De’Jon and other students from school to work on his farm as part of their 

coursework. He allowed the students to drive his ATV on these occasions. 

 

On the day of the accident, Trojacek withdrew De’Jon and other students from 

school to clean pigs at his farm. After cleaning the pigs, Trojacek instructed De’Jon and 

another student to deliver a tool to his father’s ranch, which was approximately one mile 

away. De’Jon made this trip without incident. On the return trip, however, he lost control 

of the ATV and struck a tree. While the passenger survived, De’Jon died of blunt force 

trauma. Pierce’s parents filed claims in federal district court under the Texas Tort Claims 

Act (TTCA) against Hearne ISD; claims under Section 1983 against Hearne ISD, McGill, 

and Trojacek; and state law claims against Trojacek’s father. 

 

In this case, De’Jon was driving the ATV at the time of his accident. 

Nevertheless, the Pierces argue that they are entitled to recover because Trojacek, a 

school employee, ordered De’Jon to drive the ATV. In support of this contention they 

cite two decisions in which Texas state courts applied the motor-vehicle exception even 

though a government employee was not operating the vehicle that caused the plaintiff’s 

injuries. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/CP/htm/CP.101.htm
http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:42%20section:1983%20edition:prelim


Texas Tech University, Mark S. Hainline, May 2017 

295 

APPENDIX BB 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF DECISION – PIERCE V. HEARNE I.S.D. 

 

Pierce v. Hearne ISD – Decision 

 

On January 7, 2015, the Fifth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals unanimously 

affirmed the dismissal of De’Jon’s parents’ lawsuit.  While the court acknowledged 

De’Jon’s death as tragic, they ruled that neither the district nor school officials could be 

held liable for the student’s death. 

 

The Texas Supreme Court has held that the motor-vehicle exception does not 

apply to situations in which a government employee was not operating the vehicle that 

caused the plaintiff’s injuries. In this case, Trojacek instructed De’Jon to drive his ATV 

to his father’s farm and back, but he was not present at the time of the accident and did 

not exercise control over De’Jon’s movements during the trip. 
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APPENDIX CC 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF PROMPT– WAGNER V. ALVARADO I.S.D. (1980) 

 

Wagner v. Alvarado Independent School District (1980) 

 

Plaintiffs (Appellants) – Mr. Wagner (Father of Susan Wagner) 

Defendants (Appellees) – Alvarado ISD; Arthur Rasmussen (Physics Teacher); Jay 

Martin (Alvarado HS Principal); David Wilkinson (Alvarado ISD Superintendent)  

 

 

In this case, students in a Physics class taught by Arthur Rasmussen were given 

the opportunity to tour a new science building that had been completed and would be 

used the following school year for classes. All of the science equipment and supplies had 

been moved over to the new building, with the exception of twelve bottles of acid. Mr. 

Rasmussen suggested that the students help by carrying these bottles over to the new 

building. All but one student agreed to do so. The students were told to be careful and 

were supervised as a group by Mr. Rasmussen in carrying the bottles to the new building. 

All students and bottles arrived safely to the new building.  

 

Susan Wagner and a friend decided, without requesting or getting permission, to 

return to the classroom for two remaining bottles of acid. On the return trip, Susan fell on 

the stairs, which resulted in a bottle of acid breaking. Susan received injuries from the 

acid. 

 

Susan’s father filed a civil suit against Alvarado I.S.D., Arthur Rasmussen 

(Susan’s Physics teacher), Jay Martin (Alvarado High School Principal), and David 

Wilkinson (Superintendent of Alvarado I.S.D.).  
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APPENDIX DD 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF DECISION – WAGNER V. ALVARADO I.S.D. (1980) 

 

Wagner v. Alvarado Independent School District - Decision 

 

The trial court granted Alvarado I.S.D. summary judgment based on sovereign 

immunity and granted the three employees summary judgment based on qualified 

immunity under the Texas Education Code.  

 

Mr. Wagner appealed the lower court’s decision regarding the immunity of the 

employees. He stated that to apply immunity in this case would establish a policy that 

“when we send our children to school for purposes of education, we submit them to any 

and all acts, however dangerous or irresponsible, and however unrelated to the purpose of 

education, that any teacher or administrator may decide upon” (Wagner v. Alvarado 

I.S.D., 1980, p. 53).  

 

The appeals court upheld the lower court’s decision and explained that the law 

does not create an absolute immunity for educators, as indicated by Mr. Wagner. Instead, 

the qualified immunity of educators is determined by three factors: the acts are not acts of 

discipline, which through the use of excessive force or negligence, resulted in bodily 

injury; the acts fall within the scope of employment; and the acts involve the exercise of 

judgment and discretion of the employee (Wagner v. Alvarado I.S.D., 1980). 
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APPENDIX EE 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF PROMPT – DOE V. WITHERS (1993) 

 

Doe v. Withers (1993) 

 

This court case takes place in a West Virginia School system in Taylor County, 

when a general education high school history teacher failed to comply with an IEP for 

one of his learning disabled students. The defendants of this court case were Michael 

Withers, a teacher at Grafton High School; Greg Cartwright Principal of Grafton High 

School; Wendell Teets the Superintendent of Schools of Taylor County; and the Taylor 

County Board of Education.  

 

The learning disabled 16 year old student D.D. Doe, child of Jane and John Doe, 

used an alias to protect the family and child from any further embarrassment or publicity 

regarding the child’s handicap. In this case, Withers refused to comply with the 

requirements on an IEP for D.D. Doe, which tests be read orally to a student with 

learning disabilities. This was an action pursuant case where a jury assessed monetary 

damages against a teacher under Section 1983; (institution of Free Appropriate Public 

Education, FAPE). This was the first special education jury trial and the first special 

education dollar damages case. 
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APPENDIX FF 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING MATERIALS – 

CASE BRIEF DECISION – DOE V. WITHERS (1993) 

 

 

Doe v. Withers (1993) - Decision 

 

 

In conclusion, a jury found in favor of the parents and awarded them damages 

against Withers, the history teacher, in the amount of $5,000 in compensatory damages 

and $10,000 in punitive damages. The special education teacher and Director of Special 

Education were not defendants in the civil suit because there was documentation in the 

file that they directed to the teacher to follow the IEP. In addition, the Superintendent and 

School Principal were also dismissed from the case because they too, had told Withers to 

follow the IEP. 
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APPENDIX GG 

EDUCATIONAL LAW LITERACY PROGRAM (ELLP) TRAINING 

PRESENTATION 
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