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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

Since the early 1900's, agricultural education has been present in the 

public school system. Various tjrpes of agricultural education courses have 

been implemented, with the first courses taught being academic, non-

vocational courses (Lockaby, 1995). Following passage of the Smith-Hughes 

Act in 1917, the teaching of agriculture in secondary schools of Texas 

commenced. During the school year 1917-1918, 32 vocational agriculture 

departments were established. However, the number of departments 

incorporated remained small during the first few years due to rigid state 

requirements and an insufficient supply of qualified vocational agriscience 

teachers. The year 1963 was a significant for agriculture with the 

implementation of the Vocational Education Act, which had a tremendous 

affect on the vocational agriculture program (Stockton, Dillingham, Cepica, & 

Eggenberger, 1988). This act resulted in the beginning movement from the 

farm to an increase in production agriculture with career instruction such as 

horticulture, wildlife and agribusiness. Also broadening the scope of 

agriculture was the passage of the Carl D. Perkins Act and the Applied 

Technology Education Act. In 1988, a national study was released entitled 

"Understanding Agriculture, New Directions for Education" which formed a 

National Strategic Plan for Agricultural Education. This effort increased 



visibility of and responsibility for agricultural literature, which resulted in 

another milestone for vocational agriculture programs (Case & Whitaker, 

1998). 

Throughout the years, legislation prevailed in vocational education's 

favor and the program developed into what it has become today. Agricultural 

education will continue as a strong high school program in the year 2000, 

according to the NAAE (1999). Then National Association of Agricultural 

Education reported agricultural education programs in approximately 8,000 

schools in the United States at the turn of the twenty-first century (NAAE, 

1999). 

The current goal of agricultural education is to prepare and support 

individuals for careers, build awareness and develop leadership for the food, 

fiber, and natural resource systems, which accurately articulates the vision of 

the future of agriculture ( Case & Whitaker, 1998). The main mission of 

agricultural educators is to convey practical application and transfer of 

knowledge, skills, and attitudes into real-world settings (Phipps & Osborne, 

1988). However, updating instruction in agricultural education programs 

will always be a challenge. Primarily evolving from production to the ever-

changing science, business and technology of agriculture involves major 

changes in the content of instruction (Case & Whitaker, 1998). The 

agricultural evolvement in the United States has been advanced through 

literacy, personal freedom, politics, technological changes, and the growth of 

mass and specialized media (Burnett, & Tucker, 1990). This explosion of 

knowledge in agriculture and a parallel revolution in communications have 



placed a demand upon agricultural communications for curriculum 

evaluation (Evans, 1975). Furthermore, aggressive changes in technology 

attest to a need to evaluate the curriculum in agricultural communications in 

an effort to make it more applicable to high school students (Paulson & 

Metzger, 1990). 

Along with problem solving and teamwork skills, communication is a 

key ingredient to a person's recipe for success and is vital to a successful 

career in the agriculture industry (IMS, 1998). The Texas Agricultural 

Science Association has conducted pilot studies to determine the 

appropriateness of courses in agricultural communications. Texas agriscience 

programs recently implemented a high school agricultural communications 

curriculum (Lockaby & Vernon, 1998). Agricultural communications 

(Agriscience 315) was developed because of requests by teachers of 

agricultural science and technology (IMS, 1998). The course includes a 

hands-on study of news writing, feature writing, photography, public 

speaking, product presentation and career opportunities in agricultural 

communications (Lockaby & Vernon 1998). Agriscience 315 is a technical 

course for students in grades 9-12 and is designed as a 90-hour, one-semester 

course of instruction. The communications course is also compatible with full 

semester, trimester, block, or accelerated-block programs (IMS, 1998). 

Several studies have been conducted to determine the curriculum needs for 

university students enrolled in agricultural communications programs 

(Evans et al., 1994; Sprecker & Rudd, 1998) however, a review of research 



indicates there has never been a study to determine curriculum needs of 

students enrolled in Texas high school agricultural communications courses. 

To revise the agricultural communications curricula, an in-depth 

assessment of present curricular offerings is a necessity (Larson & Hoiberg, 

1987; Sledge, 1987; Kroupa & Evans, 1976); however, researchers have noted 

that only a few detailed studies of agricultural communications curriculum 

exist (Duncan, 1957; Evans & Bolick, 1982). This information brings us to 

the question, '*What is the academic base for agricultural communications?" 

(Evans, 1969, p. 2). 

Flatt (1991) stated "A study should be devoted solely to curriculum to 

further investigate what courses should be required for each emphasis area, 

as well as, core curriculum" (p. 44). 

Purpose of This Study 

The major purpose of this study was to evaluate the agricultural 

communications curriculum (Agriscience 315) in Texas high schools, using 

perceptions of agriscience teachers in Texas high schools. The secondary 

purpose was to determine perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach 

agricultural communications courses. 



Questions to Frame the Study 

As a means of accomplishing the purpose of the study, answers to the 

following questions were sought. 

1. What are the characteristics of Texas teachers who were teaching 

agriscience in the 1999-2000 school year as related to: (a) number of years 

teaching; (b) number of years teaching high school agriculture; (c) 

experience in agricultural communications; (d) years teaching agricultural 

communications; (e) number of teachers in agricultural program; (f) size of 

school; (g) number of students enrolled in agriscience classes; (h) 

predominant agricultural curriculum being taught; (i) gender; (j) age; and 

(k) ethnicity? 

2. What are the perceived important disciplines that should be included in 

the curriculum for agricultural communications in Texas high schools, as 

identified by agriscience teachers? 

3. For each discipline identified, what competencies do teachers think 

students should possess in agricultural communication classes in Texas 

high schools? 

4. What are the perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach 

agricultural communications classes? 



Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms were defined as 

follows. 

Agricultural Communications: academic programs that involve both 

agriculture and a variety of communication specializations such as 

journalism, advertising and public relations (Evans, 1994). 

Agricultural Education: Also refers to "agriscience" and "vocational 

agriculture." Systematic instruction in agriculture at elementary, secondary, 

post-secondary, or adult levels for the purpose of preparing persons for initial 

entry or reentry into occupations in agriculture and which meet state and 

federal requirements as part of a career and technology instructional 

program (Phipps & Osborne, 1988). 

Agriscience Programs: Refers to educational programs in secondary 

schools for the purpose of providing students information about agriculturally 

related topics. These programs were also referred to as vocational 

agriculture or agriscience in other regions of the United States. 

Agriscience teacher: Anyone who was hired by the school district to 

teach the curriculum of agriculture in high school. 

Competencies: Specifically described knowledge, skills, and behaviors 

that will enable a student to meet performance criteria for classroom 

teaching. 



Limitations 

The following limitations apply to the study and must be taken into 

consideration when applying the results: 

1. This study is limited to only agricultural education instructors who 

where teaching in public, secondary schools in Texas during the 1999-

2000 school year. 

2. This study is limited to those instructors whose names were 

obtained from the Vocational Agricultural Teachers Association of 

Texas Directory. 

3. This study is limited to the evaluation of current curriculum content 

in agricultural communications programs in Texas high schools. 

Basic Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made on this particular study: 

1. The study was representative of all Agriscience teachers in Texas. 

2. All participants of the study answered the items on the questionnaire 

truthfully and to the best of their ability. 

Significance of the Study 

Since the agricultural education curriculum was established in Texas 

high schools in 1917, there has been no formal assessment conducted to 

determine what disciplines and competencies need to be included. 



Agricultural education must meet high standards to play an intergal part in 

preparing and supporting students to the best of their ability for agricultural 

careers, building awareness of the industry and developing leadership skills. 

"One of the strengths of this great nation is an abundance of food and fiber 

produced due to an excellent educational program" (Stockton, Dillingham, 

Cepica, & Eggenberger, 1988, p. 50). It is vital that agricultural education 

adapt to the vast changes in technology and the agricultural industry itself. 

An explosion of knowledge in agriculture and a parallel insurrection in 

communications have placed a demand for an evaluation of the agricultural 

communications curriculum (Evans, 1975). To include agricultural 

communications in high school agricultural education programs, a study 

must be conducted to aid in identifying weaknesses in the curriculum itself, 

as well as the instructor's ability to teach the necessary material. 

The results of this study will enable high school agriscience educators 

to enhance their current agricultural communications curriculum and will 

serve as a foundation for future development of agricultural education 

programs. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE 

This review of related literature was conducted to establish a basis 

upon which to build the theoretical base for this study. 

Curricula re-development is a necessity for all agricultural programs. 

There is no question as to whether it should be revised and revitalized, we 

accept it as a given that it should be (Wilkinson, 1987). 

This review is divided into sections based on information through 

found literature research detailing studies involving high school agricultural 

education and connnunications. The sections are: (a) history of agricultural 

education in Texas high schools; (b) agricultural science teachers in Texas; (c) 

the need to communicate agriculture to the public; (d) history of agricultural 

communications programs in Texas high schools; (e) evaluation of 

agricultural communications curriculum; and (f) perceptions and attitudes of 

high school agriscience teachers. 

History of Agricultural Education 

Agriculture education has been around in America since the first 

colonist came to this country (Lockaby, 1997), However, agricultural 

education in public schools is a relatively new concept. The best known t5^e 

of agricultural education in public schools is vocational education in 

agriculture and can be defined as: 

The systematic instruction in agriculture at the elementary, secondary, 
post-secondary, or adult level for the purpose of preparing persons for 
initial entry or reentry into occupations in agriculture. Furthermore, 



vocational education in agriculture carries the additional of instruction 
leading to job creation, development, and entreprenuership. It also 
may be designed for occupational awareness, exploration, orientation 
or job preparation and creation, depending on the age of students 
enrolled in the program. (Phipps & Osborne, 1988, p. 3) 

Agriculture in public schools of less-than-college grade began in an 

elementary school in Massachusetts in 1858 and teaching agriculture in 

secondary schools began in El3rria, Ohio, in 1902. The first action to provide 

agricultural education of less-than-college age pupils at the public's expense 

and under public control was taken by local school districts. In 1907, aiding 

in its approval, first bill proposing national aid was introduced to Congress 

(Hamlin, 1956). The Smith-Hughes Act provided federal funds to promote 

vocational education in agriculture. Prior to the act's passage on February 

23, 1917, only 30 states had established agriculture courses in the public 

schools. The Smith-Hughes Act, along with subsequent acts, was very 

effective in promoting the establishment in courses of vocational education in 

agriculture (Phipps & Osborne, 1988). The teaching of agriculture in Texas 

secondary schools also began with the implementation of the Smith-Hughs 

Act. J.D. Blackwell, Texas's first state director, began his job on September 

1, 1917, and the first Texas State Plan for vocational agriculture was 

approved on October 18, 1917. During the school year 1917-1918, 32 schools 

in Texas were approved to establish vocational agriculture departments. 

Unfortunately, due to rigid state requirements and an insufficient supply of 

qualified vocational teachers, few Texas vocational agriculture programs 

were established during the first few years (Stockton et al., 1988). Industrial 
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growth after World War I also played a detrimental role in the inadequate 

amount of instructors to teach the agriculture curriculum (Phipps & Osborne, 

1988). 

From the start, the main focus of agricultural instruction was to 

prepare young people for farming however, it yielded much more than just 

farmers. Vocational agriculture programs also helped spread knowledge 

about innovations, the proper use of soil, as well as animal husbandry 

(National Research Council, 1988). The Founding of the Future Farmers of 

America (FFA) in 1928, was a primary development in the course of 

agricultural education. The FFA allowed young farm boys opportunities to 

excel in areas such as self-confidence and sense of pride (Vaughn, Fraze, & 

Lockaby, 1995). 

Various acts such as the Vocational Education Act of 1946, provided 

further developments of vocational education. For instance, additional funds 

for the salaries of teachers were authorized (Stockton, Dillingham, Cepica, & 

Eggenberger, 1988). Other legislation that had a tremendous effect on 

agricultural programs was the Vocational Act of 1963, which explained 

production agriculture it include aquaculutre, floriculture, food technology, 

and wildlife ecology (Case & Whitaker, 1998). Money was made available to 

fund training programs that would certify teachers for these programs. 

Instructional materials were also made available to the teachers, improving 

the overall vocational agricultural program. All of which was funded by the 

Vocational Act of 1963 (Stockton, Dillingham, Cepica, & Eggenberger, 1988). 
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More recently, the Carl D. Perkins Act, which also provided federal 

funding for agricultural education, placed more emphasis on the special 

needs of women, members of minority groups, disabled and disadvantaged 

students (National Research Council, 1988). Also, in 1984, the National 

Council for Agricultural Education was created to provide guidance for 

agricultural education. In 1988, a National Strategic Plan for agricultural 

education was spurred by the National Research Council's release of a 

national study entitled "Understanding Agriculture, New Directions for 

Education." Consequently, there was an increased visibility of and 

responsibility for agricultural literacy (Case & Whitaker, 1998). It has also 

been stated that high school students will instead be studying topics such as 

genetic engineering, agricultural systems management, and aquaculture 

(Akers, 1999). 

W.K. Kellogg funded a project in the late 1990's titled "Reinventing 

Agricultural Education in the Year 2020." A report titled "A New Era in 

Agriculture" was released in 1998 by the project (National Council for 

Agriculture Education, 1998) which outlined changes needed in order to 

develop the types of agricultural education programs needed to meet future 

demands. It was noted in the report that agricultural education programs 

were included in more than 800,000 middle schools, secondary, post-

secondary and adult students throughout the 50 states and three U.S. 

territories (Puerto Rico, Guam, U.S. Virgin Islands), but agricultural 

education was not reaching all students who could benefit. The report 
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indicated a need to collaborate in order to develop and disseminate 

contemporary agriculture curricula for all students. 

The Year 2000 finds a move to emphasize a more modem agricultural 

education. For instance, Texas, which has the largest agricultural education 

enrollment in the nation, has dropped the former title vocational agriscience 

teachers and replaced it with "Agriscience and Technology^' teachers (IMS, 

1999) in an effort to emphasize a more science and technology based 

agriculture. 

Agricultural Science Program in Texas 

There were around 90,000 Texas high school students enrolled in 

Agricultural Science and Technology courses in 1999 (TEA, 1999). Like the 

rest of the nation, a majority of the programs in Texas have moved away from 

a production agriculture focus to emphasize agricultural science, 

biotechnology, sales or marketing (Connors, 1998). 

The Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) was implemented 

in the 1998-1999 school year by the Texas Education Agency (TEA, 1998). It 

set the guidelines of what must be taught in enrichment courses, such as 

agricultural sciences. In the new TEKS, agricultural science can offer Career 

and Technology Education for Students with Disabilities (CTED), although 

inclusion is preferred; work-based learning, previously known as pre-

employment laboratories; and innovative courses, which are experimental 

courses. There are currently 49 courses offered in high school agricultural 
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education, which includes traditional classroom teaching and experience-

based learning (TEA, 1998). 

Furthermore, community involvement and support are the 

cornerstones of a successful agricultural education program (Isreal & Hoover, 

1996). Agriscience programs must continue to evolve and change to meet the 

needs of our communities and students. Should education fail to evolve and 

change to meet the needs of conmiunities and students, programs such as 

these will become extinct (Burton, 1995). 

Agricultural Science Teachers in Texas 

According to Case and Whitaker (1998), the current mission of 

agricultural education is to prepare and support individuals for careers, build 

awareness and develop leadership for the food, fiber, and natural resource 

systems which accurately articulates the vision of the future of agriculture. 

Along with preparing and supporting students for careers, agricultural 

education aids in development of students' problem solving ability as well as 

skills in collecting and interpreting data. In addition to contributing to the 

objectives of all types of education, Phipps and Osborne (1988), claim that a 

comprehensive program of agricultural education should result in the 

following: 

1. Develop understanding of the influence of research on agriculture 

and on other aspects of our society, such as medicine and consumer 

products. 
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2. Develop understanding of interrelationships of agriculture and 

other segments of society. 

3. Develop understanding of the influence of public policy on 

agriculture. 

4. Develop understanding and appreciation of agriculture for 

vocational and leisure interests. 

5. Promote creative activities and students. 

6. Promote meaningful and practical applications of the content of 

other subject matter areas, such as science and mathematics. 

7. Provide guidance regarding the opportunities in occupations 

requiring knowledge and skills in agriculture. 

8. Assist in improving the economic efficiency of agriculture and 

individuals in agriculture. 

9. Promote balance and meaning in the total educational program of 

the school and of the individuals. 

10. Develop understanding of the contributions of agriculture to 

society. 

11. Assist present and prospective workers in agricultural education 

occupations in improving their efficiency (pp. 9-10). 

Teacher's roles in agricultural education are to provide a broad array of 

technical information for the diverse occupational needs of their students 

(Case & Whitaker, 1998). 
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Certification in Texas for Agricultural Education 

Becoming a certified agricultural science teacher in Texas requires the 

following: a bachelors degree, 60 hours of general education, 48 hours of 

academic specialization, and 18 hours of professional development. 

Additionally, candidates for certification must demonstrate basic skills by 

passing tests in reading, mathematics, and writing prior to admission to a 

teacher preparation program or show evidence of these skills on other 

appropriate alternative assessments. Persons must pass examinations of 

professional knowledge and knowledge of content. The Examination for the 

Certification of Educators in Texas (ExCET) is designed to ensure that each 

educator has the necessary content and professional knowledge to teach or be 

employed in any position requiring a certificate to teach in the Texas public 

schools. An agricultural science teacher must take and pass the content 

specialization portion of the ExCET, which is either Vocational Agriculture: 

Horticulture or Vocational Agriculture: Production. They must also pass the 

Professional Development: Secondary test (TSEBC, 1998). The content 

specialization portion is currently suspended pending revision and it is 

anticipated these tests will resume in the year 2000 (S. Fraze, personal 

contact, June 14, 2000). 

A Need to Communicate Agriculture to the Public 

Along with building awareness, the foundation of vocational education 

is to prepare and support individuals for careers by recognizing their need for 

lifelong learning (Case & Whitaker, 1998). As a whole, the population's 
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involvement in agriculture is declining, thus the general public lacks 

knowledge and is unable to understand the entire agricultural cycle. 

Birkenholtz (1993) stated that although fewer people are involved directly in 

production agriculture, the number of United States citizens becoming more 

vocal about issues related to agriculture, food and natural resources has 

increased. Therefore, agricultural instructors should increase their 

involvement in educating more students about agriculture. "The American 

people must be literate about their food system if we are to continue to 

prosper" (Case & Whitaker, 1998, p. 6). Mawby (1984), supported the need to 

educate the public about agriculture when he stated that, "many bad 

decisions affecting food production can be traced to a lack of understanding 

about agriculture on the part of the 97 percent of our people who don't live on 

farms" (p. 72). In order for citizens to make intelligent decisions about issues 

that are affecting agriculture, there is a need for people to possess a 

minimum level of understanding about food, food production and agriculture 

(Russell, McCracken, and Miller, 1990). A proactive approach to inform the 

public about the importance of agriculture and their reliance upon it has 

never been more crucial. Reversing the trends in awareness and perceptions 

of agriculture will take well organized, concerted efforts on the parts of 

educators, commodity groups, agri-businesses and governmental agencies. 

There is an immense need for individuals who are knowledgeable in the field 

of agriculture and possess the abilities and skills essential to communicate 

the importance of agriculture to others (Akers, 2000). 
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History of Agricultural Communications in Texas High Schools 

Texas has recently implemented an agricultural communications 

curriculum in high school agriscience programs. Russell Graves and Roy 

Novak, two agriscience instructors from Childress High School in Childress, 

Texas, spurred the interest in this field of agriculture and development of the 

curriculum (IMS, 1998). To develop the agri-science curriculum for the State 

of Texas took the effort of many legislators, higher education, administrators, 

teachers, and former students of agriculture, see appendix A (IMS, 1998). 

For a complete list of contributors to the curriculum, please refer to Appendix 

A. The new curriculum began as a pilot program in 1994, and was adopted 

for use by the state in 1998. According to curriculum guide for Agriscience 

315, the purpose of the agricultural communications curriculum is to help the 

student attain essential knowledge and skills in using appropriate spoken, 

written, and visual communication techniques and procedures in the 

agricultural workplace. Agriscience 315 is a technical course for students in 

grades 9-12 and is designed as a 90-hour, one-semester course of instruction. 

The communications course is compatible with full semester, trimester, block, 

or accelerated-block programs (IMS, 1998). Each topic is set up in hour-long 

lessons with some units taking up to seven hours. This curriculum counts as 

one-half credit. The curriculum entails a hands-on study of news writing, 

feature writing, photography, public speaking, product presentation, and 

career opportunities in agricultural communications (Lockaby & Vernon, 

1998). All in all, the curriculum was developed to meet the need for 
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agricultural awareness. The agricultural industry needs the youth to be 

spokes-people for the industry (IMS, 1998). 

Many different teaching models are suggested in this curriculum such 

as various different cooperative learning activities as well as direct 

instruction. Specific content the curriculum incorporates includes: Careers in 

Agricultural Conmiunications, Verbal Communication, Research and 

Communicating Factual Information, Applying Preparation Skills for Oral 

Presentations, Applying Preparation Skills for Oral Presentations, Applying 

Prepared Speaking Skills, Identifying Interviewing Skills and Procedures, 

Developing Your Speaking Style, Identifying Written Communication Skill, 

Written Communication, Appl)dng Professional Writing Techniques, 

Applying Personal Writing Techniques, Recognizing Bias Information in 

Written Materials, Preparing a Written Informative Report, Using 

Photography in Effective Communications, Preparing Video-Essays and 

Photo-Essays, Utilizing The Mass Media for Effective Communication, and 

Using Technology in Agricultural Communications. This curriculum 

emphasizes process. The students are taught skill procedures and methods of 

writing, photography, public speaking and identifying bias materials. This 

curriculum is very practical in nature and utilizes many hands on activities 

(IMS, 1998). There are also many vocabulary lists and short answer 

questions in the mastery section, which require students to understand the 

content (facts, terminology and principles). Students are evaluated by 

standard tests provided in the curriculum (Curriculum Guide for Agriscience 

315, 1998). Furthermore, current PEIMS information states that there were 
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529 high school students enrolled in agricultural communications classes in 

Texas (TEA, 1999) 

Evaluation of Agricultural Communications Program 

Curriculum, as stated by Posner (1995) comes from a group of people 

striving to establish what people should learn. A curriculum analysis can be 

defined as an attempt to split a curriculum apart, examine those parts, the 

way they correlate with each other and then put it back together. The next 

step entails identifying the beliefs and ideas the developers were aiming for 

and examine the quality of them for the purpose of the educational 

experience (Posner, 1995). Posner also stated that to bring about an 

understanding of the guiding principles of the development of curriculum 

would offer reason to what people should learn (1995). 

The word curriculum didn't come into widespread use in education 

until 1900 when textbooks were introduced to teachers preparing in normal 

schools. Once the curriculum has been created and adopted into the school, 

delivery must take effect. Curriculum delivery refers to any act of 

implementing, supervising, monitoring, or using feedback to improve the 

curriculum (English, 1992). 

Evaluation is a process for finding out how far the learning experience 

has developed and are actually producing the desired results which will 

indefinitely involve the process of identifying the strengths and weaknesses 

of the curriculum and plan of action. In return, this will help to check the 

validity of the basic hypothesis upon which the instructional program was 
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developed. Furthermore, a thorough evaluation will also check the 

effectiveness of the particular instruments, such as the teachers, that are 

being used to present the instructional material (Tyler, 1949). Updating 

instruction in agricultural education and expanding programs will always be 

a challenge (Case & Whitaker, 1998). 

Attitudes and Perceptions of Agriscience Teachers 

Attitudes are often characterized as traits of personality and can and 

do go much deeper than just gregariousness or sociability (Christensen & 

Baker, 1994). Perceptions refer to an individual's current appraisal of an 

object, or program, as experienced in the immediate situation. Attitudes 

guide these appraisals, and current research is consistent in its assertion 

that attitudes do influence behavior (Luzar & Cosse, 1998). 

Attitudes and perceptions are multi-dimensional. A person may have 

several attitudes about a program. Their attitude reported at any specific 

time may be a function of the information presented to a respondent, and it 

has been established that thorough reflection about a program, can increase 

or decrease the correlation between attitude and behavior (Luzar & Cosse, 

1998). 

According to Senge (1999), if a curriculum is going to be implemented, 

high school teachers must have an ownership in the curriculum. This could 

be accomplished by having teachers assist and become part of the team in the 

evaluation of the curriculum. Teamwork is defined, as the extent to which 

there is an expression of confidence in each professional's skills and abilities 
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and appreciation for work are done. Another way to improve teacher's 

perceptions and attitudes about the agricultural communications curriculum 

is through program development. This is defined as the extent to which there 

is a sharing of information about goals, objectives, and resources (Martin, 

Nwozuzu, & Gleason, 1986). Teachers overall do not believe they have much 

influence over establishing curriculum, but they do feel they have 

considerable influence over classroom decisions (Anderson, 1994). Teachers 

strongly believe that it is their efforts in the classroom that cause students to 

achieve mastery in the subject area (Evers & Bacon, 1994). Teachers need to 

be comfortable and knowledgeable in the subject area to convey the message 

effectively (Akers, 1999). 

Dyer and Osborne (1997) researched the theory that an individual's 

personal experiences, observations, and knowledge about agriculture affect 

their beliefs, intentions, and decision, to participate or recommend others to 

participate in agriculturally related programs. To combat the fear and 

anxiety of agriscience teachers towards this new facet of instruction, it is 

necessary that training sessions and support be available (Dyer & Osborne, 

1997.) 

Summarv of Review of Literature 

Agricultural communications and agricultural education are an 

integral part of each other. In return, the partnership is making the high 

school agricultural program stronger and will continue to do so in the future 
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(Lockaby & Vernon, 1998). In order to enhance the agricultural 

communications curriculum, instructors must be confident in their teaching. 

As all parts of the world are changing rapidly through science and 

technology, the agricultural system is also being effected. Since agriculture 

contributes to and is strongly influenced by world trade and consumer 

lifestyles, the system must adjust accordingly and someone must interpret 

these changes and communicate them to the public (IMS, 1998). 

The process of evaluating the agricultural communications curriculum 

is essentially the process of determining to what extent the educational 

objectives are actually being realized by the program of curriculum and 

instruction. As a result of this evaluation, it will be possible to note in what 

respects the curriculum is effective and in what respects it needs 

improvement. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The major purpose of this study was to evaluate the agricultural 

communications curriculum (Agriscience 315) in Texas high schools, using 

perceptions of Agriscience teachers in Texas high schools. The secondary 

purpose was to determine perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach 

agricultural communication courses. 

As a means of accomplishing the purpose of the study, answers to the 

following questions were sought: 

1. What are the characteristics of Texas teachers who were teaching 

agriscience in the 1999-2000 school year as related to: (a) number of 

years teaching; (b) number of years teaching high school agriculture; 

(c) experience in agricultural communications; (d) years teaching 

agricultural communications; (e) number of teachers in agricultural 

program; (f) size of school; (g) number of students enrolled in 

agriscience classes; (h) predominant agricultural curriculum being 

taught; (i) gender; (j) age; and (k) ethnicity? 

2. What are the perceived important disciplines that should be included 

in the curriculum for agricultural communications in Texas high 

schools, as identified by agriscience teachers? 

3. For each discipline identified, what competencies do teachers think 

students should possess in agricultural communication classes in 

Texas high schools? 
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What are the perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach 

agricultural conmiunications classes? 

Design for the Study 

The format for this study is a descriptive survey (Ary, Jacobs, & 

Razavieh, 1985). In addition to collecting information regarding Texas 

agricultural education teachers' perceptions of the agricultural 

communications curriculum, perceived abilities of teachers to teach the 

curriculum was analyzed. A mailed questionnaire was used to gather the 

data for this study. 

Population and Sample 

The target population of this study was all Texas high school 

agriscience teachers who were teaching in the 1999-2000 school year. During 

this year, there were approximately 1,511 teachers in the 254 counties in the 

state of Texas. 

Because this was such a large population, it was impractical to survey 

all teachers. A list of participants was acquired from the Texas Teachers of 

Agricultural Science & Technologv Directorv (1999-2000). A formula for 

estimating sample size recommended by Cochran (1977) and Dillman's (1978) 

suggested response rate were used to determine a minimum return sample 

size. By using this formula (see Appendix C), it was determined that a 

sample of 180 was sufficient. A total of 200 names were selected from the 

Agricultural Science & Technology Directorv using sampling techniques as 
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described by Borg and Gall (1994). The sample is proportional and stratified 

by the area. Due to the large number of agricultural science programs in 

Texas, the state is divided into ten areas. Dillman's (1978) suggested 

response rate (70 percent), was used to determine a minimum return rates. 

Instrumentation 

In an effort to control for non-response error, portions of the Total 

Design Method (TDM) developed by Dillman (1978) was adopted as "tested 

guidelines on construction of the cover letter and questionnaire" (Miller & 

Smith, 1983, p. 46). 

The survey was composed in a booklet format according to TDM. The 

first part was used to determine demographic information from the subjects. 

The second divided into two sections. Part two-A was designed to survey 

which discipline the agriscience teachers believed to be the most adequate 

and useful in instruction. Part two-B consisted of a two-column, four-point 

Likert-tj^e scale using questions to determine perceptions of agriscience 

teachers towards the agricultural communications curriculum as well as 

perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach the material. The 

competencies used in the survey were obtained from the existing Texas 

Agriscience 315 curricula. 

The responses for each item in question will be scored from 1 to 4 

according to the Likert-type scale (1= poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 = excellent). 
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Establishing Validitv and Reliability of the Instrument 

Validity and reliability in this case refers to the method being used and 

will indicate the degree to which the evaluation device actually provides 

evidence of the outcomes desired (Tyler, 1975). Content validity of the 

instrument was established by submitting a draft of the instrument to a 

panel of agricultural educators at Texas Tech University. The panel 

consisted of professors and graduate students. The panel's recommendations 

were used to verify the validity of the instrument's content. A pilot test of the 

instrument was conducted using a test-retest method. The student teaching 

block in the Department of Agricultural Education and Communication at 

Texas Tech University was surveyed for the pilot test. Changes and 

clarifications were incorporated into the final version of the instrument prior 

to distributing the survey. 

Data Collection 

The claim for exemption was approved by the human subject 

committee (see Appendix B), and data collection began the second week of 

April 2000, after using a mailed survey instrument. Procedures 

recommended for data analysis came from Dillman's (1978) Total Design 

Method. A cover letter, questionnaire, and self-addressed, stamped envelope 

was mailed to each of the teachers randomly selected for the sample. The 

survey package was mailed with first class postage with a handwritten 

mailing address and return address. The cover letter was then hand signed 

by the researcher as well as the committee chairman. The first mailing 
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occurred on April 4, 2000, and was received by the teachers during the second 

week of April. 

Each questionnaire was coded to identify the respondents and non-

respondents. Reminder post-cards were also mailed to all non-respondents 

on April 17, 2000. On April 28, 2000, a second mailing of the questionnaire, 

accompanied with a cover letter and a self-addresses, stamped envelope was 

sent to each of the non-respondents followed two weeks later (May 12, 2000) 

by a second mailing of reminder post-cards to non-respondents. A total of 145 

surveys were returned. The response rate for this study was 72.5%. 

Data Analysis 

Survey instrument responses were coded and transferred into a 

computer file for analysis. Statistical analysis of the data files were 

completed using SPSS for the Macintosh. Descriptive statistics were used to 

summarize the data pertaining to: (a) the demographic background; (b) 

teacher responses concerning competencies to be taught; and (c) perceived 

level of teaching skill for each competency. Frequencies were used to describe 

the data. 
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CHAPTER rv 

FINDINGS 

This chapter includes a description of the findings of this study and 

was organized around the questions to be answered. The research questions 

to be answered were: 

1. What are the characteristics of Texas teachers who were teaching 

agriscience in the 1999-2000 school year as related to: (a) number of years 

teaching; (b) number of years teaching high school agriculture; (c) 

experience in agricultural communications; (d) years teaching agricultural 

communications; (e) number of teachers in agricultural program; (f) size of 

school; (g) number of students enrolled in agriscience classes; (h) 

predominant agricultural curriculum being taught; (i) gender; (j) age; and 

(k) ethnicity? 

2. What are the perceived important disciplines that should be included in 

the curriculum for agricultural communications in Texas high schools, as 

identified by agriscience teachers? 

3. For each discipline identified, what competencies do teachers think 

students should possess in agricultural communication classes in Texas 

high schools? 

4. What are the perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach 

agricultural communications classes? 
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Findings Related to Question One 

Question one dealt with the demographic characteristics of agriscience 

teachers involved in the study. These characteristics are identified in Tables 

1-11. 

Years in the Teaching Profession 

Table 1 illustrates the teachers' responses when asked how long they 

had taught high school. The range of responses was from one to 39 years. 

Slightly under one-fourth (18.8%) of teachers had taught from one to five 

years; slightly less (14.7%) had taught from 6-10 years. Of the teachers, 

11.2% ranged from 11-15 years of teaching, between 16 to 20 years there was 

18.8%, 13.3% of all teachers questioned ranged from 21-25, shghtly larger 

was 26-30 years (14%), and 7% ranged from 31-34 years. Only 2.8% had 

taught 35 years or more. The average years of teaching from the respondents 

was 17.2 years. The median was 17 years, and the mode was 20 years. 
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Table 1 

Number of years in the teaching profession 

Years Frequency Percent 

1-5 27 18.8 

6-10 21 14.7 

11-15 16 11.2 

16-20 27 18.8 

21-25 19 13.3 

26-30 20 14 

31-34 10 7 

35-39 4 2.8 

TOTAL 144^ lOOCT 

^N = 144, no missing responses 
Mean = 17.2; Median = 17; Mode = 20 

Years Teaching Agriculture 

Teachers were also asked to indicate the number of years they had 

been teaching agriculture. Table 2 indicates that almost one-fourth (20.3%) 

had been teaching agriculture from one to five years. Another 17.5% had 

taught agriculture for 6-10 years, 9.8% between 11-15 years, 19.6% had 

taught from 16-20 years, and somewhat less (13.3%) between 21-25. Between 
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26-30,11.9% taught, 5.6% from 31-35, and the least percent was 2.1%, which 

was all teachers who had taught agriculture for over 35 years. The average 

number of years the respondents had been teaching agriculture was 15.8 

years. The median was 16 years, and the mode 20 years. 

Table 2 

Number of years the teaching agriculture 

Years Frequency Percent 

T 5 29 20.3 

6-10 25 17.5 

11-15 14 9.8 

16-20 28 19.6 

21-26 19 13.3 

26-30 17 11.9 

31-34 8 5.5 

35-39 3 2.1 

TOTAL 143^ 100.0 

N̂ = 144, one missing response 
Mean =15.87; Median = 16; Mode = 20 
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Experience in Agricultural Communications 

When asked to respond to the question "do you have experience in the 

field of agricultural communications," the majority (67.4%), of the teachers in 

the study responded they have no experience in the field (Table 3). A little 

over one-third (32.6%) of the 141 teachers who responded to this question had 

experience in the area of agricultural communications. 

Table 3 

Experience in the field of agricultural communications 

Experience 

Yes 

No 

TOTAL 

Frequency 

46 

95 

141" 

Percentage 

32.6 

67.4 

100 

*N=144, three missing responses 

Years Teaching Agricultural Communications 

Table 4 illustrates how many years the teachers had taught 

agricultural communications. Well over one-half of the respondents (67.4%) 

had never taught agricultural communications. Almost one-fourth (22.2%) of 

the teachers had taught agricultural communications between one to five 

years, 1.5% between six to 10 years, .7% between 11 and 14 years, and 8.2% 

responded that they had taught agricultural communications for over 25 

years. 
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Table 4 

Number of years the teaching agricultural communications 

Years Frequency Percent 

"O 91 6 7 X ~ 

1-5 30 22.2 

5-10 2 1.5 

10-25 1 .7 

Over 25 11 8.2 

TOTAL 135^ 100.0 

"N = 144, nine missing responses 
Mean =3.; Median =0; Mode = 0 

Number of Agricultural Teachers in School 

The teachers were asked to indicate how many teachers besides 

themselves taught agriculture in the school. Their responses are illustrated 

in Table 5. Of the teachers questioned, 36.9% were the only agariscience 

teacher in the school. The highest percentage (41.8%) were part of a two 

teacher program, 17.7% had a total of three agriscience teachers and the 

lowest, 3.6%, indicated there were four teachers teaching agriculture in the 

school. 

34 



Table 5 

Response to the question "How many agriculture teachers are there at your 
School?" 

Number of Agriculture Teachers Frequency Percent 

"l ~ 52 36.9 

2 59 41.8 

3 25 17.7 

4 3.6 

TOTAL 141" 100.0 

N̂ = 144, three missing responses 

Size of High School 

One of the variables included in the study was size of the school where 

the teacher was employed. Of the teachers that responded, 20% were 

teaching in a 1-A school. Twenty-five percent of the teachers taught in a 2-A 

school, 26.1% in a 3-A school, 16.9% in 4-A school, and the lowest percent 

(13.4%) were employed in a 5-A school. 
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Table 6 

Size of High School 

Size of High School Frequency Percent 

1-A 

2-A 

3-A 

4-A 

5-A 

27 

35 

37 

24 

19 

20 

24.6 

26.1 

16.9 

13.4 

TOTAL 142^ 100.0 

*N = 144, two missing responses 

Number of Students in Agriculture Courses 

Most of the teachers had fewer than 150 students in their agriculture 

courses (Table 7). Less than one percent (.7%) had fewer than 20 students in 

their classes. One-fourth (20.1%) had 20-50 students; 39.6% had 51-100 

students, and from 101-150 students there was 22.3%. Slightly more than 

ten percent (10.8%), had 151-200 students, only 3.6% had between 201-300 

students, 2.2% of teachers had from 301-500 students, and .7% of teachers 

had over 500 students enrolled in agriculture classes. The average number of 

students enrolled in agriculture classes was 137 students. The median was 

90 students, and the mode was 60 students. 
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Table 7 

Number of students in agriculture classes 

Number of Students 

Less than 20 

20-50 

51-100 

101-150 

151-200 

201-300 

301-350 

Over 500 

Frequency 

28 

55 

31 

15 

5 

3 

1 

Percent 

.7 

20.1 

39.6 

22.3 

10.8 

3.6 

2.2 

.7 

TOTAL 139^ 100.0 

"N = 144, five missing responses 
Mean =137; Median = 90; Mode = 60 

Predominant Agricultural Curriculum being Taught 

Teachers were asked to indicate the predominant agricultural 

curriculum being taught. Their responses are illustrated in Table 8. A 

majority of the teachers (73.4%) indicated the predominant course being 

taught was production agriculture. Only 4.3% indicated horticulture as the 

predominant agriculture curriculum being taught. The second most common 
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curriculum was agricultural mechanics (15.2%), animal science was 5.8%, 

and the least taught curriculum was agricultural communications (.7%). 

Table 8 

Predominate agricultural curriculum 

Course Frequency Percent 

Production Agriculture 102 73.4 

Horticulture 6 4.3 

Agriculture Mechanics 21 15.2 

Animal Science 8 5.8 

Agricultural Communications 1 .7 

TOTAL 138^ 100.0 

"N = 144, six missing responses 

Gender 

Table 9 reveals that a substantial majority (93%), of teachers in the 

study were male. Only 10 of the 133 teachers who responded to the question 

were females (7%). 
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Table 9 

(render of agriscience teachers 

Gender Frequency Percent 

Female 

Male 

10 

133 

7 

93 

TOTAL 143* 100.0 

*N = 144, one missing response 

Age 

Teachers were asked to report their age. Table 10 indicates the lowest 

percentage (4.2%) of teachers was between the ages of 23-25. Between ages of 

26 to 30, was 14.7%, 9.1% were 31 to 35, 18.2% were 36 to 40, and between 

41-45 was 14%. Almost one in five (18.2%) were 46 to 50, 14% were 51-55, 7% 

were 56 to 59, and only .6% were 60 or over. The average age of teachers 

was 41.5 years, the median age was 9.9 years, and the most common age was 

48 years. 
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Table 10 

Age of Respondents 

Age 

23-25 

26-30 

31-35 

36-40 

41-45 

46-50 

51-55 

56-59 

Over 60 

Frequency 

6 

21 

13 

26 

20 

26 

20 

10 

1 

Percent 

4.2 

14.7 

9.1 

18.2 

14 

18.2 

14 

7 

.6 

TOTAL 142* 100.0 

"N = 144, one missing response 
Mean =41.5: Median =9.9; mode = 48 

Ethnic Background 

Table 11 illustrates responses of teachers regarding their ethnic 

background. A substantial majority of teachers (88.8%) indicated they were 

Caucasian-American/White, and 6.3% of teachers were Hispanic. Three 

catagories, African American, Asian American, and other, responded with 

.7% and 2.8% of the teachers preferred not to respond. 
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Table 11 

Ethnicity of respondents 

Background Frequency Percent 

African-American 1 .7 

Caucasian/White 127 88.8 

Asian American 1 .7 

Hispanic 9 6.3 

Other 1 .7 

Prefer Not To Respond 7 2.8 

TOTAL 143̂ ^ 100.0 

"N = 144, one miss ing response 
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Findings Related to Questions Two. Three and Four 

Questions two and three dealt with the perceptions of agricultural 

teachers towards disciplines and competencies related to agricultural 

communications and question four dealt with their level of skill teaching 

each competency. 

Percent Level of Agreement for Communication 
Techniques and Procedures 

Teachers were given six competencies for communication techniques 

and procedures and were asked to indicate whether they thought it should or 

should not be included in the curriculum. Table 12 reveals the highest rated 

competency was "Communicating Verbally." A large majority (99.3%) 

indicated this competency should be included in the agricultural 

communications curriculum for high school students. Other competencies 

receiving a 90% level of agreement or higher included "Preparing and 

Delivering Speeches" (97.9%), "Interviewing Skills and Procedures" (97.9%), 

"Researching and Communicating Factual Information" (96.5%), 

"Communicating Non-Verbally" (94.3%), and "Speaking Style," (91.5%). 
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Mean Level of Teaching Skill for 
Communication Techniques and Procedure 

Teachers were also asked to indicate their level of teaching skill as it 

pertained to each competency (based on a scale of 4 = excellent; 3 = good; 2 = 

fair; and 1 = poor). Table 12 also reveals a relatively high level of teaching 

skill in all four competencies. The competencies ranked in order from highest 

level of teaching skill to lowest were "Communicating Verbally" (3.2), 

"Identifying Interviewing Skills and Procedures" (3.1), "Communicating Non-

verbally" (2.9), "Researching and Communicating Factual Information" (2.9), 

"Preparing and delivering Speeches" (2.9), and "Developing Your Speaking 

Style" (2.8). 

Table 12 

Teacher responses to the competencies for communication techniques & 
procedures 

% Level of Mean Level of 
Competency Agreement Teaching Skill" 

1. Communicating verbally 99.3 3.2 

2. Preparing and delivering 97.9 2.9 
speeches 

3. Interviewing skills and 97.9 3.1 
procedures 

4. Research and communicate 

factual information 96.5 2.9 

5. Communicate non-verbally 94.3 3.0 

6. Speaking style 91.5 2^8 
"Based on a scale where 4 = excellent, 3 = good, 2 = fair, 1 = poor 
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Percent Level of Agreement on Effective 
Written Communication Skills 

Teachers were asked to indicate whether four competencies related to 

effective written conmiunication skills should or should not be incorporated 

into the agricultural communications curriculum. "Preparing a Written 

Informative Report" had the highest positive response rate (95.8%). Second 

was "Targeting an Audience and Choosing a Method of Delivery" (90.8%). 

Slightly lower was "Recognizing Bias Information in Written Materials" 

(90.1%). The lowest percentage was "Preparing a Written Informative 

Report" (77.9%). 

Mean Level of Teaching Skills for Effective 
Written Communication Skills 

Table 13 also represents respondents' perceived level of teaching skill 

for the four competencies in relation to written communication skills. Again, 

all teachers indicated they had a good level of teaching skill. Ranked in order 

from highest level of teaching skill to lowest were, "Preparing a Written 

Informative Report" (3.0), "Targeting an Audience and Choosing a Method of 

Delivery" (2.9),), "Recognizing Bias Information in Written Materials" (2.8), 

and "Identifying Your Writing Style," (2.6). 
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Table 13 

Teacher responses to the competencies for written communication skills 

Competency 
% Level of 
Agreement 

Mean Level of 
Teaching Skill" 

1. Preparing a written informative 
report 

2. Method of delivery 

3. Recognizing bias 

4. Identifying your writing style 

95.8 

90.8 

90.1 

77.9 

3.0 

2.9 

2.8 

2.6 
'Based on a scale where 4 = excellent, 3 = good, 2 = fair, 1 = poor 

Percent Level of Agreement of Employment Characteristics 
of a Successful Worker in the Modern Workplace 

The third discipline, shown in Table 14, was in relation to employment 

characteristics of a successful worker in the modern workplace. Teachers 

were asked to indicate whether the following nine competencies for 

employment characteristics should or should not be included in agricultural 

communications curriculum. The highest rated of these competencies was 

"Career Opportunities" with 98.6% of the agriscience teachers indicating that 

it should be included in the high school curriculum. Other competencies 

receiving a 90% level of agreement or higher included "Supervised 

Agricultural Experience Activities" (97.0%), "Selection and AppHcation of 

Employer Expectations" (97.2%), "Workplace Safety" (95.8%), "Career 

Development Relating to Entrepreneurship and Employment" (95.1%), 
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Interpersonal Relations" (95.1%), "Social, Organizational, and Technological 

Systems" (92.9%), and "Information Processing" (91.5%). Last was "Resource 

Allocation in Systems of Operation in Agricultural Communications" with 

87.2% of the teachers indicating that it should be included in the agricultural 

communications curriculum. 

Mean Level of Teaching Skill for Employment 
Characteristics of a Successful Worker in the Modern Workplace 

Emplojrment characteristics of a successful worker in the modem 

workplace involved nine competencies. Table 14 represents teachers 

perceived level of skill towards each identified competency. All responding 

agriscience teachers believed they possessed a good level of teaching or better 

for each competency. Ranked in order from highest level of teaching skill for 

competencies to lowest were, "Career Opportunities" (3.5), "Supervised 

Agricultural Experience Activities" (3.4), "Selection and Application of 

Employers Expectations" (3.2), "Personal and Occupational Safety Practices 

in the Workplace" (3.1), "Career Development Relating to Entrepreneurship 

and Employment" (3.0), "Interpersonal Relations" (3.0), "Social, 

Organizational and Technological Systems" (2.8), "Information Processing" 

(2.8), and "Resource Allocation in Systems of Operation in Agricultural 

Communications" (2.6). 
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Table 14 

Teacher responses to the competencies for employment characteristics of a 
successful worker in the modem workplace 

Competency 

1. Career opportunities 

2. SAEP 

3. Employer expectations 

4. Workplace safety 

5. Selection and application of 
employers expectations 

% Level of 
Agreement 

98.6 

97.9 

97.2 

95.8 

95.1 

Mean Level of 
Teaching Skill" 

3.5 

3.4 

3.2 

3.1 

3.2 

6. Interpersonal relations 95.1 3.0 

7. Social, organizational, and 92.9 2.8 
technological systems 

8. Information processing 91.5 2.8 

9. Resource allocation 87.2 2.6 
"Based on a scale where 4 = excellent, 3 = good, 2 = fair, 1 = poor 
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Percent Level of Agreement for Effective 
Visual Communication Skills 

Table 15 illustrates competencies involving effective visual 

communication skills. Ranked in order from highest percentage of teachers 

indicating the competencies should be included in high school agricultural 

communications curriculum were, "Using Technology in Agricultural 

Communications" (92.9%), "Using Photography in Effective Communications" 

(81.6%), and "Preparing Video-Essay and Photo-Essays" (73.8%). 

Level of Teaching Skill for Effective 
Visual Communication Skills 

Competencies were also ranked on level of teaching skill. Table 15 

illustrates that teachers only believed they possessed a good level of teaching 

towards "Using Technology in Agricultural Communications" (2.5). 

"Preparing Visual-Essays and Photo-Essays Received a Fair Level of 

Teaching" (2.4), and Using Photography in Effective Communications" (2.2). 
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Table 15 

Teacher responses to the competencies for effective visual communication 
skills 

% Level of Mean Level of 
Competency Agreement Teaching Skill" 

1. Technology in agricultural 92.9 2.5 
Communications 

2. Using photography in effective 81.6 2.2 
Communications 

3. Preparing video-essay and photo- 73.8 2.4 
Essays 

'Based on a scale where 4 = excellent, 3 = good, 2 = fair, 1 = poor 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The major purpose of this study was to evaluate the agricultural 

communications curriculum (Agriscience 315) in Texas high schools, using 

perceptions of Agriscience teachers in Texas high schools. The secondary 

purpose was to determine perceived abilities of agri-science teachers to teach 

agricultural communication courses. 

Questions To Frame The Study 

As a means of accomplishing the purpose of the study, answers to the 

following questions were sought. 

1. What are the characteristics of Texas teachers who were teaching 

agriscience in the 1999-2000 school year as related to: (a) number of years 

teaching; (b) number of years teaching high school agriculture; (c) 

experience in agricultural communications; (d) years teaching agricultural 

communications; (e) number of teachers in agricultural program; (f) size of 

school; (g) number of students enrolled in agriscience classes; (h) 

predominant agricultural curriculum being taught; (i) gender; (j) age; and 

(k) ethnicity? 

2. What are the perceived important disciplines that should be included in 

the curriculum for agricultural communications in Texas high schools, as 

identified by agriscience teachers? 
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3. For each discipline identified, what competencies do teachers think 

students should possess in agricultural communication classes in Texas 

high schools? 

4. What are the perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach 

agricultural communications classes? 

Procedure 

The target population for this study was all secondary agricultural 

teachers who taught in public secondary schools in Texas during the 1998-

1999 school year. A population was taken from the Texas Teachers of 

Agricultural Science & Technologv Directorv (1999-2000). A mailed 

questionnaire, prepared by the researcher using the Total Design Method 

(Dillman, 1978) was used as the data collection instrument. A review panel 

of agricultural educators was used to validate the instrument. It was pilot 

tested by a group of cooperating student teachers in the Department of 

Agricultural Education and Communications at Texas Tech University. A 

proportional, random sample of 200 teachers was selected from the Texas 

Teachers of Agricultural Science & Technologv Directory and served as the 

sample for the population. The sample was also stratified by area. 

Individuals selected for the sample were surveyed starting the first week in 

April, 2000, and continued until the May 19, 2000. One hundred forty-five 

teachers responded to the survey for a return rate of 72.5%. One of the 

returned instruments was unusable. 
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Survey responses were entered and used to construct data files. 

Statistical analysis of the data files was completed using SPSS for Macintosh. 

Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the data pertaining to: (a) the 

demographic background; (b) teacher responses concerning competencies to 

be taught; and (c) perceived level of teaching skill for each competency. 

Summarv of Finding.^ 

Characteristics of Respondents 

The mean years of teaching for the respondents was 17.2 years, and 

they taught agricultural education for an average of 15.9 years. A majority of 

respondents (67.4%) have had no experience in agricultural communications 

and 67.4% of teachers have also never taught agricultural communications. 

Over one-third (36.9%) of teachers were in single teacher departments, 

although the majority of teachers (41.8%) were in two teacher programs. 

Most of the teachers (70.7%) taught in a 3-A school or smaller and the 

average amount of students enrolled in agriculture courses was 137. 

Production Agriculture was the predominant agricultural curriculum being 

taught (73.4%). 

An overwhelming amount of teachers (93%) were male. The average 

age of the respondents was 42 years, with the youngest being 23 years old 

and oldest 61 years old. Furthermore, a substantial majority of agriscience 

teachers (88.8%) were white/non-Hispanic. 
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Percent Level of Agreement with Competennips 

Level of Agreement for Communication Techniques and Procedures 

Teachers were given six competencies for communication techniques 

and procedures and asked to indicate whether it should or should not be 

included in the curriculum. The highest rated competency was 

"Communicating Verbally." A large majority (99.3%) indicated this 

competency should be included in the agricultural communications 

curriculum for high school students. Other competencies receiving a 90% 

level of agreement or higher included "Preparing and Delivering Speeches" 

(97.9%), "Interviewing Skills and Procedures" (97.9%), "Researching and 

Communicating Factual Information" (96.5%), "Communicating Non-

Verbally" (94.3%), and "Speaking Style" (91.5%). 

Level of Agreement on Effective Written Communication Skills 

Three of these competencies were perceived as beneficial by more than 

90% of the teachers to be included in the agricultural communications 

curriculum. "Preparing a Written Informative Report" had the highest 

positive response rate (95.8%). Second was "Targeting an Audience and 

Choosing a Method of Deliver/' (90.8%). Slightly lower was "Recognizing 

Bias Information in Written Materials (90.1%), and the lowest percentage 

was "Preparing a Written Informative Report (77.9%). 
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Level of Agreement of Employment Characteristics of a 
Successful Worker in the Modern Workplace 

The employment characteristics of a successful worker in the modern 

workplace were perceived by the teachers as suitable components for the 

agricultural communications curriculum. The highest rated of these 

competencies was "Career Opportunities" with 98.6% of the agriscience 

teachers indicating that it should be included in the high school curriculum. 

Other competencies receiving a 90% level of agreement or higher included 

"Supervised Agricultural Experience Activities" (97.9%) "Selection and 

Apphcation of Employer Expectations" (97.9%), "Workplace Safety" (95.8%), 

"Career Development Relating to Entrepreneurship and Employment" 

(95.1%), Interpersonal Relations" (95.1%), "Social, Organizational, and 

Technological Systems" (92.9%), and "Information Processing" (91.5%). Last 

was "Resource Allocation in Systems of Operation in Agricultural 

Communications" with 87.2% of the teachers indicating that it should be 

included in agricultural communications curriculum. 

Level of Agreement for Effective Visual Communication Skills 

Competencies involving effective visual communication skills were also 

indicated as appropriate for high school agricultural communications 

curriculum: "Using Technology in Agricultural Communications" (92.9%), 

"Using Photography in Effective Communications" (81.6%), and "Preparing 

Video-Essay and Photo-Essays" (73.8%). 
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Perceived Level of Teaching Skill 

Level of Teaching Skill for Communication Techniques 
and Procedures 

Teachers were asked to indicated their level of teaching skill as it 

pertained to each competency (based on a scale of 4 = excellent; 3 = good; 2 = 

fair; and 1 = poor). Findings revealed a relatively high level of teaching skill 

in all four competencies. Competencies, ranked in order of level of teaching, 

were "Communicating Verbally" (3.20), "Identifying Interviewing Skills and 

Procedures" (3.13), "Communicating Non-verbally" (2.99), "Researching and 

Communicating Factual Information" (2.94), "Preparing and Delivering 

Speeches" (2.92), and "Developing Your Speaking Style" (2.83). 

Level of Teaching Skill for Effective Written Communication 
Skills 

The respondent all indicated they have a good level of teaching skill for 

the four competencies in relation to written communication skills. Ranked in 

order from highest level of teaching skill to lowest were, "Preparing a Written 

Informative Report" (3.0), "Targeting an Audience and Choosing a Method of 

Delivery" (2.9), "Recognizing Bias Information in Written Materials" (2.8), 

and "Identifying Your Writing Style" (2.6). 
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Level of Teaching Skill for Employment 

Characteristics of a Successful Worker in the Modern Workplace 

Emplo)nnent characteristics of a successful worker in the modem 

workplace involved nine competencies. All responding agriscience teachers 

believed they had a good or better level of teaching for each competency. In 

order from highest level of teaching skill, "Career Opportunities" (3.5), 

"Supervised Agricultural Experience Activities" (3.5), "Selection and 

Application of Employers Expectations" (3.2), "Personal and Occupational 

Safety Practices in the Workplace" (3.1), Career Development Relating to 

Entrepreneurship and Emplo5rment" (3.0), "Interpersonal Relations" (3.0), 

"Social, Organizational and Technological Systems" (2.8), "Information 

Processing" (2.8), and "Resource Allocation in Systems of Operation in 

Agricultural Communications (2.6). 

Level of Teaching Skill for Effective Visual Communication Skills 

Findings illustrate that teachers believed they only possess a good level 

of teaching towards "Using Technology in Agricultural Communications" 

(2.5). "Preparing Visual-Essays and Photo-Essays Received a fair level of 

Teaching" (2.4), and Using Photography in Effective Communications" (2.2). 
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Conclusions 

The foUovdng of conclusions are based on interpretations of data 

presented in the study and are restricted to populations surveyed. They also 

are subject to Hmitations outlined in Chapter I of the study. Conclusions are 

as follows: 

10. Most of the agriscience teachers in Texas who taught in the 1999-

2000 school year were middle-aged, non-minority males who were very 

experienced in the teaching profession (17 years on average) and teaching 

agriculture. 

11. The large majority (67%), of the teachers had little or no 

experience in the field of agricultural communications. Respondents that had 

experience had taught the material for very few years. 

3. A large majority of teachers teach at smaller schools (3- A or 

smaller), are the only teacher in the program or at best have one partner, 

and on average have a small enrollment of students in agricultural courses. 

Despite changes in agriculture, the overwhelmingly predominant curriculum 

being taught is still production agriculture. 

4. As a group, agriculture teachers in Texas agree that all six of the 

competencies related to communication techniques and procedures should be 

incorporated in the agricultural communications curriculum (91% or higher). 

5. Teachers also indicated their perceived level of teaching skill 

pertaining to communication techniques and procedures as good with 

"Communicating Verbally" ranking the highest (3.2), and "Developing Your 

Speaking Style" the lowest (2.8). 
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6. A high percent of teachers also responded positive to the four 

competencies for written communication skills being incorporated into the 

curriculum. Percents ranged from 96% (preparing a written informative 

report) to 78% (identifying your writing style). 

7. Agriscience teachers perceived themselves as good to fair teachers 

of written communication skills. This was evidenced by the mean level of 

teaching skill ranging from 3.0 (preparing a written informative report) to 2.6 

(identifying your writing styles). 

8. Employment characteristics of a successful worker in the modem 

workplace competencies were also highly rated as appropriate to be included 

in the agricultural communications curriculum. All nine competencies 

ranked 90% or higher in favor of competencies being included, with the 

exception of "Resource Allocation" which received 87.2%. 

9. Again, agriscience teachers perceived themselves to be proficient 

Teaching emplo5nnent characteristics of a successful worker. This was 

concluded by teachers responding with a range of teaching skill from 3.5 to 

2.6. This resulted in a good to fair level of teaching skill. 

10. Competencies pertaining to effective visual communication skills 

was perceived by teachers to be included in the agricultural communications 

curriculum with the level of agreement ranging from 92.9% with 

"Technology in Agricultural Communications" to "Preparing Video-essays and 

Photo-essays" with 73.8%. However, they were ranked the lowest of all 

groups of competencies. 
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11. The greatest need in terms of agricultural communications 

perceived level of teaching skill was for competencies relating to effective 

visual communication techniques. This was indicated by teachers only 

indicating a good level of teaching skill for "Technology in the Classroom" 

(2.5%), and the remaining two "Using Photography in Effective 

Communications" and "Preparing Video-essays and Photo-essays" only a fair 

level of teaching skill. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations were made by the investigator as a 

result of having conducted this study: 

1. Updates and revisions to the existing Agriscience 315 need to be 

made to incorporate more background information about the career field of 

agricultural communications and the new technological advancements being 

made in media instruction (i.e., computer-aided design, web development, 

etc.). 

2. Since agricultural communications is a relatively new course in the 

Texas agriscience curriculum, many agriscience teachers may not be aware of 

the complete extent of the field. Additional information of the breadth and 

scope of the field should be provided for current agriscience teachers to make 

them aware of the goals, expectations and accomplishments of agricultural 

communications. This could be in the form of informational brochures and/or 

an interactive website. 

59 



3. Writing workshops should be conducted at the annual State 

Agriscience Teacher Professional Improvement Conference to help the 

agriscience teacher become more familiar with techniques used in writing for 

the mass media. Additional topics for workshops that should be provided 

annually to improve instruction include: utilizing technology to enhance 

agricultural communications instruction, enhancing verbal communications 

(preparing and delivering speeches), information processing, and resource 

allocation in systems of operations in agricultural communications. 

4. A concerted effort should be made to utilize the expertise of 

agricultural communications professionals in the classroom to help educate 

students on certain competencies when the individual agriscience teacher(s) 

has limited knowledge of the area (for example, video-essays and photo

essays). 

5. Future studies should be conducted to determine if additional 

competencies, beyond those included in the current Agriscience 315 

curriculum and this study, should be part of the Texas agriscience 

curriculum. Additional research should also be conducted to determine 

specific methods of instruction, which are most appropriate to teach 

agricultural communications competencies. 

6. Additional studies should be conducted to determine the 

expectations of university personnel and professionals of high school 

graduates of agricultural communications courses. 
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CLAIM FOR EXEMPTION 
FROM REVIEW 

BY THE HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE 

NOTICE! 

The mailing or distribution of surveys or the collection of data may begin ONLY 
after this form has received committee approval (allow 10 days for processing) 
and has been properly filed with the Secretary for the Committee for Protection of 
Human Subjects. It also must have signatures of the Principal Investigator(s), 
Faculty Sponsor, and Department Chairperson. The Committee may, upon review 
of this claim, deny the request for an exemption. Please route to a committee as 
indicated on page one of regulations. To inquire about approval status, please call 
the Office of Research Services, 2-3884. 

1) Name(s) of Principal Investigator(s): Michelle Montgomery 

Department: Agricultural Education Phone:r806) 742-2816 

Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Jacqui Lockaby Phone:(806) 742-2816 

2} Title of Project or Proposal: Analyzing the Agricultural Communications 
Curriculum in Texas High Schools 

3) Description of Project or Proposal (attached additional information as needed): 

a. Briefly describe the population of human subjects involved (e.g.. University 
students, community members, athletes, homemakers, school children, etc.) You 
MUST indicate if this participation is VOLUNTARY OR NOT. 

Agriscience teachers in the state of Texas in the 1999-2000 school year. 
They will be acquired from the Texas Teachers of Agricultural Science & 
Technology Directory (1999-2000). 
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Briefly describe your research procedures and techniques of data collection (e.g., 
interview, questionnaire, test administration, observation of public behavior, etc.) 

Research procedures include a survey; Discrepancy Evaluation Model. A 
proportional and stratified, random sample will be mailed to 200 teachers. 

c. Briefly describe the objectives of your research (e.g., what hypotheses you are 
testing.) 

The major purpose of this study is to evaluate the agricultural 
communications in Texas high schools. The secondary purpose is to 
determine perceived abilities of agriscience teachers to teach agricultural 
communications courses. 

4. 
a. How will your recruit subjects? (You MUST submit verbatim copies of all 

letters, notices, advertisements, etc. with an outline of all oral presentations to 
be used.) 

Direct person-to-person solicitation 
Telephone solicitation 

Newspaper solicitation 
Letters of solicitation X 
Notices of solicitation 
Other (explain) 

b. List all criteria for including subjects. 

High school agriscience teachers in Texas for the 1999-2000 students 
school year that are listed in the Texas Teacher of Agricultural Science & 
Technology Directory (1999-2000). 

c. List all criteria for excluding subjects: 
All agriscience teachers have equal chance of selection. 

5. Describe subject benefits and costs: 
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a. Indicate what, if any, benefits may accme to each of the following: (Payment to 
research subjects for participation in studies is considered a benefit.) 

1) The human subjects involved: 
Results will be used to improve existing curriculum being used in 
the high school classroom. 

2) Individuals who are not subjects, but who may have similar problems: 
See above 

3) Society in general: 
The curriculum developed as a result of this study will be used to 
enhance instruction and development of high school students in 
relation to agricultural communications. 

b. State type, amount method of disbursement, schedule of payment to be offered, 
and the effect of withdrawal from participation in the study, if any: 

None 

c. Estimated costs to each subject due only to the research participation: 

1) Time (i.e., total time commitment for the duration of the project) 

A few minutes 

2) Money 

None 

3) Is repeated testing required? Explain: 

No 

6. BASIS OF CLAIM FOR EXEMPTION - Federal regulations and/or university 

policy require that in order for research to be exempt from review at least on of 
the following block (A-E) must be checked. 

A The research will be conducted only in established or commonly accepted 
educational settings (like classrooms) AND it involves normal educational 
practices such as research on regular and special educational instructional 
strategies, or research on the effectiveness of, or the comparison among, 
instructional techniques, curricula or classroom management methods. 
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B̂. It will be conducted using only questionnaire or interview survey methods AND 
the subjects are elected or appointed public officials or candidates for public 
office. 

C. It is limited to the collection and study of existing data, documents, record, 
pathological or diagnostic specimens which are available to the public. 

X^ D. It is limited to the collection and study of data obtamed using only the following 
techniques AND the data or information obtained will be recorded in such a 
manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly or indirectly, through 
identifiers linked with the subjects: 

Check the applicable technique(s): 
The data will be obtained through the use of educational tests (cognitive, 

diagnostic, aptitude, achievement, etc., or 

Data will be obtained by observing the public behavior of subjects, or 

X Data will be obtained using survey or interview procedures, or 

The data will be obtained from existing documents, records, pathological or 

diagnostic specimens. 

E, It is limited to the collection and study of data obtained by: 

Observing the public behavior of the participants, or 

X Using survey or interview procedures, AND: 

BOTH OF THE FOLLOWING BOXES MUST BE CHECKED IF THIS BASIS FOR 
EXEMPTION IS CLAIMED: 

X I) The information collected about the subjects' behavior does not 
involve sensitive subjects such as illegal or immoral conduct, drug or 
alcohol use, sexual behavior, mental illness, or other possibly personally 
embarrassing subjects, AND, 

X II) The information collected about subjects, if it became known to 
outsiders, could not reasonably be expected to place the subject at risk of 
civil or criminal liability, or be damaging to the subjects' social or 
financial standing or employ ability, 
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7- STATEMENT OF RISK: 

The undersigned certify that they believe that the conduct of the above described 
research creates no risk of physical or emotional harm, or social or legal 
embarrassment to any participating human subject. 

Signature of Principal Investigators(s) Date 

8. FACULTY SPONSOR (if a student is the principal investigator) 

Signature of Faculty Sponsor Date 

9. RECOMMENDATION OF DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON: 

I recommend that the above described research project be exempt from review. 

Signature of Chairperson Date 
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FORMULA FOR ESTIMATING SAMPLE SIZE 

Samphng for proportions 

d̂  

where -

d = acceptable margin of error for the proportion being 
estimated (degree of precision) 

t = risk willing to take that actual margin of error may exceed 
acceptable margin of error 

p = "estimated" proportion of the elements in the population 
in the category of interest 

q = 1-p 

If Uo > .05, use finite population correction to adjust estimated 
N— sample size as follows: 

N = n„ 
TTn, 

N 
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ACTUAL FIGURES USED TO DETERMINE SAMPLE SIZE 

d̂  

a. the acceptable margin of error was selected to be -i- or - 5% from the 
proportion in the population (d) 

b. agreed to take a risk of 1 in 10 (90% confidence level) that actual errors 
may exceed the acceptable margin of error. This level was selected 
instead of 95% because it was felt that stratification of the sample would 
allow for a higher risk. 
(t = 1.65) 

c. it was estimated that the scores would be evenly distributed on the 4-
point scale. Therefore, the percentage of scores for each point would be 
25% or .25 (p = .25; therefore q = .75) 

n, = (1.65)'(.25) (.75) = 180 (rounded up from 179.73) 
(.05)2 

Since-iio was less than .05, there was no correction to adjust the sample size. 
N 

However, a sample of 200 was used instead of 180 because past national 
surveys of this population have indicated low returns. 

76 



APPENDDC D 

MAIL QUESTIONAIRE 

77 



Analyzing the 
Agricultural 

Communications 
Curriculum in Texas 

High Schools 
^s^^^^>^Aww'/•L^wJ||^H•W/•vwy.v, 
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PARTI 
DEMOGRAPHICS 

Please circle or provide the best response for the questions below. 

1. How many years have you been teaching? 
^YEARS 

2. How many years have you been teaching high school agriculture? 
YEARS 

3. Do you have any experience in the field of agricultural communications? 
YES or N̂O 

4. How many years have you been teaching agricultural communications? 
YEARS 

5. How many teacher, besides you, teach agricultural science courses at 
your school? 

^TEACHERS 

6. What is the size of your school? 
a. lA b. 2A 
c. 3A d. 4A 
d.5A 

7. How many students are enrolled in your agriscience classes? 
STUDENTS 

8. What is the predominate agriculUiral curriculum being taught? 
(i.e., production agriculture, horticulture) 

9. What is your gender? 
a. FEMALE 
b. MALE 
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10. What is your age? 
YEARS 

11. What is your ethnicity? 

a, AFRICAN-AMERICAN/BLACK 
b. CAUCASIAN-AMERICAN/WHITE 
c. ASIAN-AMERICAN/PACMCISLANDER 
d. HISPANIC/MEXICAN-AMERICAN 
e. AMERICAN INDIAN/ALASKAN INDIAN 
f OTHER 
g. PREFER NOT TO RESPOND 

PARTn 
DISCIPLINES AND COAAPETENCIES FOR 

AGRICULTURAL COMMUNICATIONS 

Please determine if the following disciplines should be taught in an 
agricultural communications curriculum by circling yes or no (disciplines 
are stated in bold). Also indicate if the competencies should be taught 
along with your level of teaching skill. 

My current level of skill: 

4=excellent 
3=good 
2=fair 
l=poor 

E x a m p l e : COMPETENCIES FOR S i n g l l m 
YES/NO AGRICULTURAL j 

COMMUNICATIONS I 1 2 I 

yes no Preparing and delivering speeches 4 3 2 1 
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DISCIPLINE: 

Yes No Utilizing Appropriate Communication 
Techniques & Procedures 

COMPETENCIES FOR J ^ ^ 
YES/NO COMMUNICATION j 

TECHNIQUES & PROCEDURES 1 | | | 

yes no Communicating verbally 4 3 2 1 

yes no Communicating nonverbally 4 3 2 1 

yes no Preparing and delivering speeches 4 3 2 1 

yes no Researching and communicating factual 4 3 2 1 
information 

yes no Identifying interviewing skills & 4 3 2 1 
procedures 

yes no Developing your speaking style 4 3 2 1 

YES/NO 

yes no 

yes no 

yes no 

yes no 

level of 
COMPETENCIES FOR teaching skill 

WRITTEN COMMUNICATION | 
SKILLS I j j I 

Identifying your writing style 4 3 2 1 

Targeting an audience and choosing a 4 3 2 1 
method of delivery 

Recognizing bias information in written 4 3 2 1 
materials 

Preparing a written informative report 4 3 2 1 
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DISCIPLINE: 

Yes No Employment Characteristics of a Successful 
Worker in the Modern Workplace 

level of 
YES/NO COMPTETENCIES FOR teaching skill 

EMPLOYMENT | 
CHARACTERISTICS I 1 I I 

yes no Career development relating to 4 3 2 1 
entrepreneurship and employment 

4 3 2 1 

Df 4 3 2 1 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

Career opportunities 

Resource allocation in systen 
operation in agricultural 
communications 

Information processing 

Interpersonal relations 

Social, organizational, and 
technological systems 

Selection and application of 
employers expectations 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

yes no Personal and occupational safety 4 3 2 1 
practices in the workplace 

yes no Supervised agricultural experience 4 3 2 1 
activities 
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DISCIPLINE: 

Yes No Effective Visual Communication Skills 

COMPETENCIES FOR t e S ' k i U 
YES/NO VISUAL COMMUNICATION | 

SKILLS I I ;2 I 

yes no Using photography in effective 4 3 2 1 

communications 

yes no Preparing video-essays and photo-essays 4 3 2 1 

yes no Using technology in agricultural 4 3 2 1 
communications 

PART H I 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please feel free to include any additional comments you may have on the 
lines below. 
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Thank you so much 
for toking the time 

to complete this 
questionnaire! 
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Department of Agricultural Education 
and Conununications 

Box 42131 
Lubbock.TX 79409-2131 
Phone: (806) 742-2816 
FAX: (806) 742-2880 

April 4, 2000 

Dear 

You have been selected to participate in a statewide study analyzing agricultural 
communications in Texas high schools. This study is designed to provide data to 
improve agricultural communication programs and aid in the development of a 
curriculum to improve existing instruction. 

Please answer each question on the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the self-
addressed stamped envelope by ^ri l 18. Participation in this study is completely 
voluntary, howev«-, in order to accurately assess the po'ceptions of those participating in 
the survey we would greatly appreciate your response. 

The code number in the upper right hand comer of the survey will be used for the follow-
up of non-respondents. Your individual responses will remain completely confidential 
and your name will not be associated to the responses you provide. 

Again, we appreciate your time and support. 

Sincerely, •>. 

Michelle Mor%(Hnery [ i Ji 
Research Assistant \J Assistant Professor 

An EEO/Affirmative Action Institution 
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•.•.>;..-,<A-.»,yv 

This is just a reminder regarding the survey you 
received analyzing Agricutturai Communications in Texas 
High Schools. I t is extremely important to the success 
of this study that you complete and return the survey. 
Your response will be a valuable asset to the future of 
agricultural education In Texas. 

I f you have already returned the survey, please 
disregard this reminder. Thank you for your valuable 
time. 

MkAetU 
Research Asslstani 

hil 

.̂t-r 

'.V;v:v;^;<;v 
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Department of Agricultural Education 
and Communications 

Box 42131 
Lubboclc,TX 79409^2131 
Phone: (806) 742-2816 
FAX: (806) 742-2880 

April 28, 2000 

Dear 

You recently received a survey instrument as part of a study regarding agricultural 
communications in Texas high schools. A review of the study's instrument return records 
indicate that your survey has not been received. Part of the follow-up procedures for this 
research project include the mailing of a second instrument and request for completion. 

Please complete the enclosed survey and return it by May 12 in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope that is provided. Even though the end of the school year is very 
demanding, your req>onse and participation in this study are vital to achieving the 
response rate necessary for the study's success. Furthermore, the study will be used to 
fulfill the requirements for completing a thesis and master's d^ree. 

Your indivi(faial response will remain completely confidential. Thank you in advance for 
participating in this study and assisting in the efforts to obtain a master's degree. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Montgomery v-/ /^ j JtJlBquLLô Kaby 
Research Assistant ^ Assistant Professor 

^iclosures 

An EEO /Affirmative Action Institution 
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Dear Agri-Science Instructor, 

ib--i.V.'--'-.'-

• 5 ^ Vi'';'-^--

K''if•^'•*>»^^ 

V .;<>;•> 

: ' : • • : * ^ ; 

I really need your help concerning the survey 
you received analyzing Agricultural Communications 
m Texas High Schools. Your response is critical in 
the success of this study and the completion of my 
master's degree. 

If you have already returned the survey, 
please disregard this reminder. Thank you for your RgSli 
valuable time. 

, ' -•»•-. Ir- .O: 

'-^ 

Michelle Montgomery 
Research Assistant 

'•l;i-i: 
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Additional Comments 

I have taught coop agriculture for about 20 of 27 years of teaching. We have 
a video camera, digital camera and a digital video camera. We are beginning 
to use these technologies more and more. 

There is a need for workshops in agricultural communication. I do not feel 
comfortable teaching a writing course. 

Note: Part 1-3,1 believe if your ate teaching agriculture science, etc, you are 
involved in agriculture communications with the students, school and 
community. As a class I have not just taught agriculture communications so, 
maybe the right answers should be (3) no and (4), you decide. 

Visual skills would be good if taught in a 2-teacher department but, not for a 
single teacher department. They don't rank high enough. But, they would be 
a valuable skill of the teachers had the time to teach it. 

We incorporate visual; computer aided presentations into the classroom. 

I have become more proficient in using technology, in agriculture. We are 
now using computers to communicate with our local newspaper in publicizing 
our chapter. 

We try to incorporate the development of conmiunications skills into every 
class that we teach. We conduct mock job interviews and set up power point 
programs to accent reports, do posters and photo layouts and develop scrap 
books for each class. 

I have not actually taught a class of this nature until this year; however, I 
have been incorporating this material into all my classes forever. 

Some of these disciplines we do anyway when dealing with our students on 
day to day basis, or through FFA. 

Effective visual communications skills are time consuming, expensive to 
teach. This looks close to photojournalism. It's a good idea to incorporate it 
into agriscience, but do we have time? 

Public speaking is one of the greatest tools that we have in the agriculture 
program. We need to increase the level of participation and the opportunities 
which students have to pre3sent speeches such as contests. 
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I very strongly believe the students should be given high school credit for 
speech courses after taking this class. 

I have used the Agriculture Conmiunications Curriculum and love it and so 
do the students. We present speeches and write them. This class should 
count as a speech credit. There should be plenty of justification for that in 
this curriculum. I find it more effective than the curriculum our high school 
is using to teach for the speech credit. 

We teach a diversified curriculum. Courses include animal science, equine 
science, wildlife management, food technology, landscape design, agriculture 
mechanics, and agriculture metal fabrication. New courses for 2000-01 will 
be horticulture and acquaculture with greenhouses and fish tanks. 

We offer a QCP Program that is taught by our department. Topics 
concerning job-seeking skills, communication skills, interviewing, worker-co-
worker relations are covered. 

Agricultural communications is a very good class that many students get a lot 
out of. The class offers many things to students they wouldn't normally get 
in core classes. 

I perceive a majority of teachers are hindering creativity by only TEKS 
standards and TASS requirements. Our efforts in Texas to raise standards 
(educational) have failed because of a "test". Our teachers because of 
legislation mandates are forced to teach to the TASS only. Texas is not 
headed in the right direction, standard etc. (TEKS) are too prescriptive 
therefore destroying the creativity of teaching, student thinking and student 
overall achievement throughout Texas. The standardized test is the "wind 
drift" that is destroying creative, progressive teaching and therefore, causes 
the arrow to miss the target. I sense a TEKS coming from a result of your 
study. 

I'm really not excited about this course at the high school level. 
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RESPONSES TO PARTS TWO AND THREE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Table 16 

Percent level of agreement for communication techniques and procedures 

Competency Yes No 

Communicating verbally 99.3 .7 

Preparing and delivering speeches 97.9 2.1 

Interviewing skills and procedures 97.9 2.1 

Research and communicate factual information 96.5 3.5 

Communicate nonverbally 94.3 5.7 

Speaking style 91.5 8.5 

Communicating verbally = two missing responses 
Mean = .993; SD = .084; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Preparing and delivering speeches = two missing responses 
Mean = .979; SD = .144; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Interviewing skills and procedures = two missing procedures 
Mean = .979; SD = .144; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Research and communicate factual information = two missing responses 
Mean = .956; SD = .144; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Communicate non-verbally = three missing responses 
Mean = .943; SD = .232; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Speaking style = two missing responses 
Mean = .956; SD = .144; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 
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Table 17 

Percent level of agreement for written communication skills 

Competency Yes No 

Preparing a written informative report 95.8 4.2 

Method of delivery 90.8 9.2 

Recognizing bias 90.1 9.9 

Identifying your writing style 77.9 22.1 

Preparing a written informative report = two missing responses 
Mean = .958; SD = .202; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Method of delivery = two missing responses 
Mean = .908; SD = .289; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Recognizing bias = three missing procedures 
Mean = .901; SD = .300; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Identifying your writing style = four missing responses 
Mean = .779 SD = .417; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 
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Table 18 

Percent level of agreement for successful workplace characteristics 

Competency Yes No 

Career opportunities 98.6 1.4 

SAEP 97.9 2.1 

Employer expectations 97.2 2.8 

Workplace safety 95.8 4.2 

Career development 95.1 4.9 

Interpersonal relations 95.1 4.9 

Social, organizational, and technological systems 92.9 7.1 

Information processing 91.5 8.5 

Resource allocation 87.2 12.8 

Career opportunities = two missing responses 
Mean = .986; SD = .118; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

SAEP = two missing responses 
Mean = .979; SD = .144; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Employers expectations = three missing responses 
Mean = .972; SD = .167; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Workplace safety = two missing procedures 
Mean = .958; SD = .202; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Career development = two missing responses 
Mean = .951; SD = .217; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Interpersonal relations = two missing responses 
Mean = .951; SD = .217; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Social organizational and technological systems = three missing responses 
Mean = .929; SD = .258; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Information processing = two missing responses 
Mean = .915; SD = .279; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Resource allocation = three missing responses 
Mean = .872; SD = .335; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 
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Table 19 

Percent level of agreement for effective visual communication skills 

Competency Yes No 

Technology in agricultural communications 

Using photography in effective communications 

Preparing video-essay and photo-essays 

Technology = four missing responses 
Mean = .929; SD = .258; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Using photography in effective communications = three missing responses 
Mean = .816; SD = .389; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

Preparing video-essay and photo-essays = three missing procedures 
Mean = .738; SD = .442; Median = 1.000; Mode = 1.000 

92.9 

81.6 

73.8 

7.1 

18.4 

26.2 
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Table 20 

Level of teaching skill for communication techniques and procedures 

Competency 

Communicating verbally 

Interviewing skills and procedures 

Communicate non-verbally 

Research and communicate factual information 

Preparing and delivering speeches 

Speaking style 

Mean 

3.20 

3.13 

2.99 

2.93 

2.92 

2.83 

SD 

,45 

.57 

.56 

.635 

.651 

.64 

Excellent = 4; Good = 3; Fair = 2; Poor = 1 

Table 21 

Level of teaching skills for written communication skills 

Competency Mean SD 

Preparing a written informative report 

Recognizing bias information 

Method of delivery 

Identifying your writing style 

2.97 

2.93 

2.80 

2.58 

.683 

.646 

.683 

.76 

Excellent = 4; Good = 3; Fair = 2; Poor = 1 
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Table 22 

Level of teaching skill for successful workplace characteristics 

Competency Mean SD 

3.53 

3.37 

3.20 

3.10 

.55 

.58 

.60 

.61 

SAEP 

Workplace safety 

Career opportunities 

Employer expectations 

Career development 3.03 .59 

Interpersonal relations 2.99 .68 

Information processing 2.78 .71 

Social, organizational, and technological systems 2.78 .66 

Resource allocation 2.60 .74 

Excellent = 4; Good = 3; Fair = 2; Poor = 1 
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Table 23 

Level of teaching skill for effective communication skills 

Competency Mean SD 

Technology in agricultural communications 

Preparing video-essay and photo-essays 

Using photography in effective communications 

Excellent = 4; Good = 3; Fair = 2; Poor = 1 

2.55 

2.24 

2.43 

.87 

.91 

.92 
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PERMISSION TO COPY 

In presenting this thesis in partial fulfiUment of the requirements for a 

master's degree at Texas Tech University or Texas Tech University Health Sciences 

Center, I agree that the Library and my major department shall make it freely 

avaUable for research purposes. Permission to copy this thesis for scholarly 

purposes may be granted by the Director of the Library or my major professor. 

It is understood that any copying or publication of this thesis for financial gain 

shall not be allowed without my further written permission and that any user 

may be liable for copyright infringement. 

Agree (Permission is granted.) 

Disagree (Permission is not granted.) 

Student's Signature Date 


