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Abstract. The integration of core acadell1ic content." into the agricultural
education clIrriclIlll111 has received a great deal of attention over the past
tell )'ears. As a result, a IlllH1ber of researchers sought to 1I1lderstand the
attitudes and perceptions ofstakeholders at the secondalY level in order to
foster collaborative relationships across d0l11ains. Though each study
called for enhanced foclis and support of integration and content
knot'lliedge 11'ithin the teacher preparation prograln~.., a paucity ofresearch
exists exan-lining the perceptions ofagricultural education held by relevant
stakeholders in higher education. llsing Q Inethodology to capture
subjective perceptions of agricultural education, this study identified the
perseptions of23 ke)l stakeholders in higher education. Anal,ysis resulted in
three perspectives of agricultural education: (a) Supportive Idealist, (b)
Critical ilcadelnic, and (c) Progressive Agricultural Educator. The
supportive idealist t:ypologJ' represents all overall positive view of
agricultural education that sees the benefit of the pl"ogra 11'1 to public
schools. Critical acadelnic~.., t)lpically defined b)' lab scientists, believe that
agricultural education lacks the acade111ic rigor to consider itself a
deliverer of core acadel11ic content, and the)1 hold a s0111ewhat negative.
viell' oJ'the progranl as it stands toda)'. Progressive agricultural educators
value the progra111 and recognize that agricultural edllcation serves as a
support to core content instruction but not as the sole provider of core
111ath, science, and reading concepts. [Ising Brlll1slIvik's social jlldglllent
theolJ' (5jT), ke..vs for collaboration are presented for each perceptions.

The evolution of agricultural education has experienced an etllphasis on
integrating core subject content, such as science and Illath, into
agricultural education classes nationwide. The focus on integration
followed a report fronl the National Research Council (NRC) in 1988 that
called for agriculture courses to be expanded to increase the rigor of
tnath and science content in order to better prepare students for careers
in a changing agricultural industry. More recently the National Research
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Coilncil (NRC, 2009) published ·a report asserting that through an
integrated science approach agriculture can effectively nleet the food,
ecosystenl, energy, and health needs of an ever-growing world. In
response to the call for integration, Roberts and Ball (2009) put forth a
conceptual franlework depicting the idea that agricultural education can
serve as both a deliverer of agricultural content and the contextual
nlediunl for the learning of science, 111ath, and reading, but warned that
this dual-purpose IHodel will require collaboration and a
reconceptualization of agricultural education at all levels.

Integration of core acadenlic concepts into agricultural education
classroonls has been shown effective in ternlS of increasing student
acadelnic success. Studies have confirlned the notion that teaching Inath
(Parr, Edwards, & Leising, 2006; Stone, Alfeld, & Pearson, 2008), science
(Chiasson & Burnett, 2001; Enderlin, Petrea, & Osborne, 1993; Myers &
Dyer, 2006; Roegge & Russell, 1990) and reading (Park & Osborne,
2007) in the context of agricultural education can lead to higher
acadelnic achievelnent in each respective area. Though acadenlic
achievelnent increased as a result of science integration, Roegge and
Russell (1990) specifically suggested "teacher education faculty should
work closely with faculty in other disciplines to prepare teachers who
are well versed in integration instruction" (p. 30) in order to address
issues related to content knowledge. Myers and Dyer (2004), in an
analysis of teacher education literature in agricultural education,
reconllnended that, "once this infornlation [research validating the
effectiveness of core content integration] is obtained, studies are needed
to identify the best nlethods teacher educators can elnploy to prepare
teachers for this expanded role" (p. 50).

In order to better prepare teachers, research has been conducted to
identify the attitudes and perceptions of agricultural teachers toward
science integration (Balschweid & Tholnpson, 2002; Conroy & Walker,
2000; Dyer & Osborne, 1999; Myers & Tholnpson, 2009; Scales, Terry, &
Torres, 2009; Warnick, Tholnpson, & GUllllller, 2004). Each of the
studies reported positive perceptions of agricultural educators toward
the integration of science. However, lllany of these studies included a
recolll111endation to augnlent the core acadelllic content curriculuill
required at the undergraduate levels and provide additional in-service
and pre-service workshops in order to enhance agricultural educators'
cOlllfort level with acadelnic content. Scales, Terry, and Torres (2009)
found that although secondary agricultural educators were confident in
their ability to teach science concepts, they did not have an acceptable
level of scientific cOIHpetence. The study reconlnlended auglllenting
the nunlber of science-based courses into the teacher education
progranl. The recollunendation to integrate science, Inath, and reading
into agricultural education will require support f1"olll instructors who
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specialize and teach those core content courses at the college level.

Studies conducted at the secondary level (Pavelock, Vaughn, & Kieth,
2001; Thonlpson, 2001) found that principals, counselors, and
superintendents held positive perceptions of the role agricultural
education plays in supporting instruction in core acadelllic areas, but felt
agricultural teachers could benefit fronl l110re collaboration with core
content experts in order to be nlore fluent and confident when teaching
math, science and reading concepts. Dyer and Osborne (1999) reported
a different perspective. They found that counselors question the value of
agricultural education and that counselors' opinions were typically
related to interaction with the instructor and the discipline they
personally taught. Results reported by Thon1pson (2001) and Pavelock,
et al., (2001) den10nstrated that school adnlinistrators felt that the
integration of core content into agricultural education progranls could
increase the viability of the progranl through a closer alignlllent with
state and national standards. The adnlinistrators concurred that this
philosophical shift would require collaboration and adjustnlents by
everyone frcJln higher education to local high school teachers.

In response to the national discussions around acadelnic integration,
Myers and Thonlpson (2009) conducted a Delphi study that produced a
list of actions to 1110ve agricultural education forward in the area of
n1ath, science, and reading integration. The suggested reforn1 called for
enhanced curriculunl, professional developll1ent centered on
integration, auglllentation of teacher preparation progranls to include
Blore core content instruction, a philosophical shift towards integration
by the agricultural education profession, and collaboration between core
content area instructors and agricultural educators. Collaboration at the
secondary level has been exalllined and reCOnl111endations to enhance
co-curricular efforts have been offered throughout the literature
(Conroy & Walker, 2000; Dyer & Osborne, 1999; Myers & Tholnpson,
2009; Parr, Edwards, & Leising, 2006; Pavelock, Vaughn, & Kieth, 2001).

In order for agricultural education to lnove forward to the next level
of the new integration, agricultural education as a field nlust beconle
less independent in its research and 1l10re openly collaborative and
interdisciplinary (Osborne, 2011). Myers and Thol11pSOn (2009) extend
the notion of interdisciplinary collaboration explaining that teacher
education progranls could be a catalyst in helping the profession I1l0Ve
forward in ternlS of integrating aCadell1ics. Teacher education progranls
in both science and agriculture could better support secondary teachers
by collaborating to provide 111aterials, guides, and ongoing Inentoring
throughout the integration process (Grady, Dolan, & Glasson, 2010). The
literature is clear in 111aking the reconlnlendation that collaboration
should first begin in higher education, within progranls to prepare
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teachers, in order for students to adopt collaborative behaviors. One
suggestion by Warnick, Tholnpson, and Gunl11ler (2004) called for
teacher education progranls in agricultural education to l110del
collaboration by designing courses that bring together both core
aCadelllic cont.ent faculty and agricultural educators to facilitate
interdisciplinary teanl teaching.

In response to societal changes, agricultural education has adopted a
nl0re interdisciplinary role by enlphasizing science, technology,
engineering, and lnath (STEM), which are inherent to the study of
agriculture (Myers & Dyer, 2004). This focus on interdisciplinary
integration has been a focus of lnany interested in nloving beyond
education refornl and into t.he transfornlation of Anlerica's educational
systenl (Futrell, 2010). Futrell argued that transforlnation

will require faculty to relllove the silos within schools and across
university canlpuses and collaborate with one another and key
cOlllll1unity lnelnbers to prepare prospective educators who will
inherit the responsibility for redesigning Alnerica's schools for
the realities of Blore interactive, interdisciplinary learning
environlnents. (Futrell, 2010, p. 432) .

Although researchers have consistently called for collaboration
alllong a Inyliad of partners within higher education, a paucity of
research exists regarding the perceptions of agricultural education held
by nlenlbers of t.hat population. Renloving barriers to collaboration at
the secondary level Blust begin with the Illodeling of collaborative
behavior within conul1unities in higher education (Conroy & Walker,
2000). In order for agricultural education to Inove forward in fostering
collaborative relationships with acadelnic departnlents in higher
education it is itnperative that the views of key stakeholders at the
university are better known. Therefore the purpose of this study was to
describe the percept.ions of those in higher education toward the
agricultural education progranl at the secondary level.

Research Problem and Purpose of the Study
As the necessity to integrate core acadelnic content into agricultural
education increases, so does the need for collaboration at all levels. The
priJnary interest was to identify, alnong stakeholders in higher
education, the variety of perceptions about agricultural education at the
secondary level in order to better foster collaboration. Specifically, two
research questions drove the study: (1) What are the various perception
typologies held by individuals in higher education regarding agricultural
education? And, drawing on Brunswik's (1952) social judglnent theory,
(2) What views cOlnprise the latitudes of rejection, acceptance, and non­
conll1litlnent for the identified perception typologies?
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Theoretical Framework
The theoretical franlework used for the study was social judglnent
theory (SJT) (HanllHond, Rohrbaugh, MUlnpower, & Adelnlan, 1977),
which highlights the concept that individual's judglnents and decisions
play a large role in their attitude and willingness to participate in
collaborative efforts. Stephenson, Warnick, and Tarpley (2008)
recognized the inlportance of judglnent in the decision to collaborate
\vithin agriculture education and thus stated "additional research to
exanline territorial contention and conlpetition between acadenlic
departnlents and agricultural departll1ents is reconlnlended. Research
should focus on resolving Inisconceptions and superiority inculcations of
acadenlic departnlents and agriculture departnlents" (p. 116). SJT
aSSU1l1eS that people rarely have direct access to the true state of what
they are asked to judge (Hanll110l1d, Rohrbaugh, MUl1lpOWer, & Adehnan
1977). In the context of the study, higher education faculty Inelnbers are
asked to judge the secondary agricultural education progral11 without
direct access. Ins~ead, the environnlent gives rise to a nunlber of cues
such as interaction with agricultural education staff, with agricultural
education students, or through lived experiences that are of illlperfect
validity and reliability but serve as the base for inferences. The zone of
al1lbiguity lies between the cues and the true and judged states. It is this
space that evokes different judglnent processes and that nlakes
judglllent tasks difficult. Cooksey (1.996) expounded, "this zone [of
alnbiguity] represents the region of entangled probabilistic relationships
with which a decision Inaker nlust cope in order to successfully achieve
in the decision task" (p. 11). Hanullond, Stewart, Brelllller, and
Stein111ann (1975) add that the zone of aillbiguity "is the source of the
hlunan judgnlent problenl, as well as the source of the lnisunderstanding
and disputes that occur when judglnents differ" (p. 275).

SJT was grounded in Brunswik's (1952) "lens theory" (see Figure 1)
and was later taken up by }-fanl1110nd, K~aplan and Schwartz (1975) and
Cooksey, Freebody, and Davidson (1986) in order to expand its use to
include the study and description of how hunlan judgillents are forilled
vvith relation to decision-nlaking. SJT assunles that a person's own
attitude serves as a judgnlenta) standard and anchor. Sherif, Sherif, and
Nevergall (1965) explained that opinions on any subject are placed on a
continuunl in reference to that judgillent standard. Opinions that Blost
characterized the individual's own opinions are in the latitude of
acceptance. Opinions that are deterlnined to be lllost objectionable by
the judger are placed in the latitude of rejection, and the latitude of non­
COnll1litlnent consists of opinions that are neither accepted nor rejected.
The greater the discrepancy between a judger's opinion and the opin"ion
being presented, the less change in attitude occurs. SJT denlonstrates the
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Figure 1. Brllswik's Lells Model Adaptedfor tile Study ofHuman
}lldgnJent in tile Context ofAgriclIltural Education and Social

}udgnJent TIJeory
(Adapted fronlllJudglnent Analysis: Theory, Methods, and Applications," by R.

w. Cooksey, 1996, p. 12.)

inlportance of people's prior attitudes as they seek to collaborate.
For this study, interpret.ation \vas extended to include the identification of

the latitudes of ac.ceptance, rt:jection, and non-col1unitlnent based on the SJT
theoretical fi-anlework (see Figure 2). StateJnents located in the +5, +4, and
+3 COlUI1111S \vere interpreted to deternline the latitude of acceptance, and
statelnents located in the -5, -4, and -3 COIUllll1S \vere interpreted to
detennine the latitude of rejection. All statelllents falling betvveen the +2 and
-2 COlUI11J1S were used to interpret the latitude of non-conlI11ihnent.

Methodology
Q nlethodology was deterlnined to be the best research design to
describe the subjective views of stakeholders fronl different disciplines
in relation to one another. Subjectivity in Q nlethodology allows each
point of view to be expressed through a sorting procedure (McKeown &
Thonlas, 1988). Q lnethodology, which was developed by Willianl
Stephenson in 1935, is a research Illethod that seeks to study points of
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Figure 2: Forni Board as Interpreted by Socia/Judgment Theory

view on a specific topic resulting in viewpoint typologies as a result of
factor analysis. Q l1lethodology draws on both qualitative and
quantitative analyses to understand in depth the points of view on a
subject (TulerJ Webler, & Finson J 2005). Unlike traditional factor
analysis where the correlations between itenlS are of ilnportanceJ Q
Illethodology utilizes factor analysis to systenlatically correlate the
individuals who conlplete a sort (Brown J 1980). Individuals are asked to
represent their own fralne of reference by sorting statelnents that reflect
possible opinions on a subject. Through purposive selection of.
individuals with unique points of view, Q researchers can reveal
patterns of thought regarding any given subject, in this case, higher
education stakeholders' perceptions of agricultural education.

It is worth noting the differences between Qand R Inethods in order
to fully understand the decision to utilize Qnlethodology for this study.
Brown (1980) provided three Inain differences between Q and R
rnethodologies. The first nlajor difference is the phenonlena of interest.
In R 111ethodology, the phenolllena of interest are the traits, attributes, or
characteristics that are presulued to be objective and Ineasurable within
each subject. Q 111ethodology focuses on the whole response or
individual's sort as the phenonlenon of interest, which is presulned to be
nonfractional and subjective. Second, Brown distinguishes between the
nleaning of populations and salnples used in Rand Q Inethods. In R
Inethods population refers to persons contained within a boundary of
interest and a sanlple is a salnple of that population. Q nlethodology
uses the population to describe all the possible opinions that exist about
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an elelnent of interest, known as the concourse, and a sanlple (Q sall1ple)
is a subset of the population that portrays the full range of the views.
Finally, Brown explains that R Jnethodologies require subjects to choose
froln categories and scales that are deterlnined a priori and work on the
prelnise that a large enough 11 [person salnple] cancels out private
llleanings and the average is an expression of the true 111eaning. In
contrast, Q Inethodology utilizes a slnall person salnple and the 111eaning
of itenlS is apprehended a posteriori, after the subject has attributed
nleanings to itenlS. Brown stated that, lithe illlportance of a factor cannot
be deterlllined by statistical criteria alone, but lllUSt take into account
the social and political setting to which the factor is organically
connected" (p. 42). R Inethods provide a perspective that is external
while Q l11ethodology provides a perspective that is internal. Brown
concludes the cOlnparison of Q and R nlethodologies with the
explanation that "they represent fundalnentally distinct l11ethodological .
systenls that are Inore often supplelnentalY than conlpletnentary, each
providing an angle on htunan behavior that is Inissing in the others" (pp.
175-176). Neither one is necessarily better, but rather, they differ.

Instrument Development
The concourse represented the possible perceptions of university
faculty toward agricultural education and was approached through a
review of literature (Balschweid & Thonlpson, 2002; Dyer & Osborne,
1999; Myers, Thoron, & Tholllpson, 2009; Pavelock, Vaughn, & Kieth,
2001; Thonlpsol1, 2001; Warnick, Tholl1pson, &. GUI11111er, 2004) as well
as through ten naturalistic interviews with various stakeholders in
higher education at Oklahollla State lJniversity. Interviews vvere
conducted via social 111edia channels as well as through direct
interviews. Sanlpling the concourse for the Q set was done by using a
one by five conceptual fraillework resulting in 41 stateillents as shown
in Table 1.

Table 1: Conceptllal Categories a/the Q Set

Concept

Context

Content

Affective

Social

Other

Des(lription ofConcept

Agriculture education is the l'ontext by
which core concepts are taught.

Agriculture education is responsible for
teaching agricultural content.

Agricultural education prolllotes positive
self-concept.

Agricultural education builds society­
ready citizens.

Other statelllents outside four constructs

IVlImber of'
Staten,ents

9

9

9

9

5
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The statelllents were organized to reveal five h0l110genous concept groups.
Heterogeneity was then sought within each concept in order to present
different ways of approaching the overall concept.

Participants and Procedure
The P set for this study consisted of 23 individuals, 14 lnales and 9
felnales, who were involved in higher education and specifically in areas
that are of value to the agricultural-education teacher-preparation
progranl. The participants were purposively chosen to provide an
understanding of the perceptions held by individuals in higher
education in relation to the secondary agricultural education progranl.
Alllong the 23 participants, 20 identified thenlselves as white, two as
Anleriean Indian, and one as Latino. These individuals were professors,
student affairs faculty, university staff, and graduate students froln both
within and outside of the agricultural education acadenlic unit at
Oklaholna State University. "Within agricultural education" was defined
as individuals who were elnployed through the Departlnent of
Agricultural Education, Con1l11unications, and Leadership at Oklahonla
State University. tlOutside of agricultural education" included other
faculty and staff of Oklahollla State University who had exposure to
agricultural education, but were not directly eillployed or involved with
the agricultural education departnlent. Individuals both inside and
outside of the departlnent were selected in order to better understand
the congruence of the perceptions held by both groups. The researcher
knew the initial participants while subsequent participants were
recruited using a snowball technique. Each participant was given a
description of the study and, if they were willing to participate,
cOlllpleted a consent fornl (approved through the university's Internal
Review Board) before data were collected in Spring, 2011.

Participants were read the condition of instruction: "In your opinion,
what is agricultural education'?" and were given the sorting cards. As
prescribed by McKeown and Tholllas (1988), participants were first
asked to read through the cards to becollle fallliliar with thenl, and to
sort the cards into three piles: (a) statelllents they agreed with, (b)
statelnents they disagreed with, and (c) statell1ents that they were efther
neutral or uncertain about. Participants then proceeded to fill in a forlll
board llloving back and forth fro III 1l10st like to nlost unlike their
opinion, leaving the nliddle colunln to be filled in last. Once the sort was
cOlllpleted, participants were encouraged to share any of their ideas
about the sort and/or their individual opinion on the condition of
instruction, which was captured by the researcher and would later help
in factor interpretation. Finally, each individual was asked if they would
volunteer to be contacted by phone in order to conduct nlelllber checks
of factor interpretation. Seven follow-up interviews were conducted
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involving high and pure loaders in each of the three perceptions.
PQMethod 2.11 was used to carry out three sets of statistical
procedures, including correlation of all statenlents within a sort to all
other sorts, factor analysis of the correlation Inatrix, and the
cOlllputation of factor scores.

Interpret.ation was based on t.he factor arrays. Brown (1980) shared
that the ilnportance of a factor cannot be deternlined by statistical
criteria alone, but nlust take into account the social and political setting
to which the factor is organically connected" (p. 42). The interpretive
process involved analysis of each statenlent in relation to others and
thereby cOllling to a sense of the overall viewpoint. Peer debriefing was
utilized in order to gain feedback on the enlergent thenles arising fronl
the array. Special attention was given to the statelnent in the +5, +4, and
+3 array positions as well as those in the -5, -4, and -3 array positions
as those statenlents provided insight into strong beliefs held by a
defining sorter. Stateillents placed in the -2, -1, 0, +1, and +2 colunlns by
the defining sorters indicated an alnbivalent or neutral sentilnent
towards the stateulent. Interpretation includes careful use of the
distinguishing statelnents for each array. These statelllents are
highlighted because they identify which statelnents distinguish one
array frolll another.

Results
The chosen solution involved a three-factor principal conlponent
analysis followed by a varinlax rotation. Exanlination of the factor
111atrix (see Table 2) for the purpose of finding the sorts that best define
the final factor array was done by choosing sorts that were statistically­
significant (0.43 for this study) for only one factor.

Loadings that are in boldface Inet the criterion and are used when
defining the factor and its Ineaning. The factor loading delll0nstrates the
level of silnilarity. For exalllple, sorter nunIber seven would be
considered a high and pure loader as she loaded relatively high on the
first factor and Iowan the other two. The sorts of high and pure loaders
nlost closely define the sort, and as such, these individuals were
contacted in order to confirnl the interpretation of the factors. Where a
Q sort loaded highly on Illore than one factor, like sort nUlnber six, the
sort was not used to define the factor and was considered to be a
confounding sort. If a sort did not nleet the statistical level of
significance on any of the factors, it was not considered to be a defining
sort. In this study, fourteen sorts defined the first factor, four defined the
second, and two defined the third. None of the sorts were non-significant
in this study and three were considered confounded. Another statistic of
note is the correlations of the three factors to each other. All were low: r
=-0.10 (1-2); 0.29 (1-3); and 0.03 (2-3), indicating that the solution chosen
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represented different viewpoints.

T"ble 2: it/c/o,. Al{l/,.i.~ Jvitll Bold fl,ltlrking Defining Sorts

50rt#/ Age Yrs. Professional Factor Loadings
Gender Exp. Area

1 2 3
l-nlale ~~ 11 Ed. Faculty 0.73 0.12 0.23.).)

2-fenlale 29 2 Ed. Faculty 0.82 0.04 0.35

3-n1ale 47 17 Ed. Faculty 0.71 -0.22 0.13

4-fenlale 52 14 Ed. Faculty 0.85 0.12 0.17

5-1nale 63 NA Student Affairs 0.71 -0.05 0.39

7-fenlale 36 14 Ed. Staff 0.80 0.09 0.12

8-fenlale 50 30 Ed. Staff 0.79 -0.14 0.10

9-nlale 56 25 Ed. Faculty 0.77 -0.33 0.18

10-fenlale 40 4 Ed. Staff 0.69 -0.09 0.38

11-1nale 46 5 Ed. Staff 0.54 0.01 -0.04

12-felnale 64 27 Ed. Faculty 0.76 -0.34 0.09

17-fenlale 53 32 Ag. Sciences
0.77 0.28 -0.10

Faculty

19-fenlale 24 0 Ag. Ed. Staff 0.68 0.11 0.34

21-nlale 31 7 Ag. Ed. Staff 0.49 -0.06 0.43

13-1nale 58 37 Science Faculty 0.23 0.53 -0.31

14-1nale 50 31 Ag. Ed. Staff -0.18 0.69 0.39

16-male 60 36 Ag. Sciences
0.08 0.77 -0.06

Faculty

18-felnale 48 25 Ag. Sciences
-0.33 0.72 0.11

Faculty

20-n1ale 49 25 Ag. Ed. Staff 0.43 0.09 0.49

22-111ale 36 11 Ag. Ed. Staff -0.04 -0.06 0.78

6-1nale 3S 1 Ed. Faculty 0.47 0.44 0.46

15-fenlale 31 3 Ag. Sciences
0.51 0.15 0.66

Faculty

23-1nale 47 23 Ag. Ed. Staff 0.62 0.05 0.62

NUl11ber of sorts detlning a factor 14 4 2

Explained Variance 38°"u 11LX, 13%

Note. Factor loadings in boldface indicate a defining sort.
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Research Question One
Three factors elnerged fro 111 the analysis. Each of these factors
represents a perception one in higher education Inay hold with regard to
agricultural education at the secondary level. Each factor is described in
narrative forln to portray the perception of those who defined the
specific perception. Specific staternents will be provided to support the
concepts that drive the narrative, as the perceptions are based on the
reconstructed factor arrays (noted in parentheses with the statelllent
nUl11ber and factor score). The appendix provides the full factor arrays.

Perception A: Supportive Idealist. A supportive idealist sees the
agricultural education cup as half full. With the exception of two
agricultural education start: this perception represents an outside vie'v of the
agricultural education 4ol.fishbowl". An overview of itllportant statenlents

. can be found in Table 3. Defining sorts included six faculty lllenlbers
fron1 the College of Education, a professional within the College of
Education, three staff Inelnbers frolll the College of Education, a student
affairs adlllinistrator, one faculty Inenlber in agricultural sciences, and
two staff Inelnbers in agricultural education. Six Illales and eight felnales
nlade up this perception. Ages ranged fronl 29 to 64 years and years of
work experience ranged fronl 0 to 30 years. Much of their exposure to
the topic is through students they have worked with, agricultural
education teacher education faculty, or through interlnittent exposure in
the rural conlnlunities in which they live and work.

These 14 individuals in higher education (out of 23 total sorts) are
critical to the success of collaborative efforts. Three concepts arose in
the interpretation of this perception. Supportive idealists
overwhehningly support the first concept that agricultural education is a
valuable part of any secondary school. As adlninistrators, school faculty,
and cOllullunity Ineillbers Illake decisions regarding how to best develop
their students, agricultural education is an itenl worthy of attention and
funding (27, +4). Attending livestock exhibitions, career developlnent
events, leadership selninars, and other activities specific to the progranl,
provide hands-on opportunities for learning and are of value (40, +5).
Most inlportantly, those activities can have value in auglnenting the
school curriculunl (39, -4). Though agriculture has changed a great deal,
agricultural education renlains relevant and necessary (9, -5).
Agricultural education progranls are itnportant to con1n1unities and
bring together a nUlnber of people who are interested in the education
of an area's youth (30, +4). As one participant shared, "agricultural
education is 1l1any kids' 'thing.' Students are involved in band, sports, art,
and ... ago It is really itnportant for those students. It is the way sOlne
students express their gift. It is a great progranl for kids."
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Table 3: Supportive Idealist Array Statel1lellts

No.

40

13

30

18

27

39

8

15

9

35

40

27

34

35

15

8

Statelnent

It presents students a refreshing, hands-on, experiential
approach to learning.

It Blakes confusing Inath and science concepts easier to
understand by putting the concepts in a real-world context.

Agricultural education progrculls are ilnportant cOlllponents
of a ccunmunity. .

Agricultural education supports the intellectual growth of
students.

It is a good investlnent of school funds.

There is little educational value to the livestock exhibitions,
FFA contests, and extracurricular student projects. It is just
that-extracurricular.

High school agricultural teachers know a lot about
agriculture, but are not qualified to teach core concepts such
as science, nlath, and reading.

Agricultural education has no business teaching students core
subjects like science, Inath, and language arts.

It is out of date and iInpractical in today's high schools

Students involved actually develop poor acadenlic and
personal habits.

Ilnportallt distingllishing statelllents

It presents students a refreshing, hands-on, experiential
approach to learning

It is a good investnlent of school funds

Students in the progranl are Blore financially responsible as a
result of record keeping and work with personal projects.

Students involved actually develop poor acadenlic and
personal habits.

Agricultural education has no business teaching students core
subjects like science, nlath, and language arts.

High School agricultural teachers know a lot about
agriculture, but are not qualified to teach core concepts such
as science, rnath, and reading.

Factor
Score

+5

+5

+4

+4

+4

-4

-4

-4

-5

-5

+5

+4

+2

-s

-4

-4

The personal growth of students is a second concept of particular
interest. An individual whose sort defined this perception shared that ul
can alrnost always identify which students were a part of 4-H [an rural
youth developlllent prograln] or the FFA [secondary school-based
agricultural progranl] \vithin a couple of days. It is really all1azing how
ll1uch they stand out. I've always thought it was such a great progranl."
Anybody who feels that agricultural education develops poor habits
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within students Blust not have a full understanding or experience with
the progranl (35, -5). Agricultural education plays an· iInportant role in
connecting students with the conlll1unity and develops citizens who can
be contributors to any society (3D, +4). One exalnple of this is the
financial responsibility that is developed through the Inanagelnent of
student projects (34, +2). Students are learning inlportant life skills that
lllay not be tied to acadelnics, but are critically hnportant. Through
exposure to new experiences, students experience intellectual growth
that carries over into their work in acadenlic content areas (18, +4). In
general, agricultural education contributes strongly to the holistic
growth of students.

Though the Inagic is really in the developlnent of the whole student,
an excellent by-product is the support of acadelnic success, which was
the third concept to elnerge. Secondary agricultural educators have a
unique opportunity through hands-on experient.ial activities to support
Inath, science, and language arts skills through contextual learning (40,
+5). Those teachers are cOlnpetent enough in the various content areas
to insert acadenlic learning into their lessons (15, -4; 8, -4). Many
students who struggle to be successful in the standard textbook learning
environnlent of today's high schools find that agricultural education is
where confusing nlath and science concepts becolne easier to
understand and are lllore relevantly applied to real-world contexts (1.3,
+5).

Perception B: Critical Acade/11ic. Critical acadelnics are usually professors
in sOlne type of hard science. These professors are both within and
outside of the college of agriculture and play an ilnportant role in
teaching aglicultural education students core science and Inath classes
such as biology, agronolny, and agricultural engineering. Specifically,
this perception included one faculty Illenlber in science, two faculty
111enlbers in agricultural sciences, and one in agricultural education.
Thus, this perception included individuals viewing agricultural
education fronl both inside and outside of the fishbowl. The age range of
those defining this perception was 48 to 60, and years of experience
ranged froln 25 to 37 years. Three Inales and one felllale defined this
perception. Key stateillents are found in Table 4.

Concept one highlights the idea that critical acadenlics are not sold
on the acadenlic rigor associated with the secondary agricultural
education progranl. Agricultural education is the study of agriculture
and anyone who identifies it as a rigorolls 1l1ath or science class has
clearly not had adequate exposure to the curriculul11 or does not have
adequate awareness of what acadelnic rigor involves (10,-5).
Agricultural education has a clear purpose, but it is not to enhance core
acadenlic content (16,-4). This lack of rigor is further validated through
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standardized test scores; agricultural students do not score significantly
higher than their peers not in the progranl (11,-4). Let liS all be honest,
it is clailned: agricultural education is about teaching leadership and
citizenship to students (31, +4) and the progranl relnains pritnarily
vocational. One such critical acadelnic shared that she had taught
biology at one point in her career and said, "I sinlply didn't see the
rigorous science that I taught in the agricultural education progranls I
got to witness. It has its place but not as a science class."

Table 4: Critical AcadelJJic Array Statements

No. StatenJelJt Factor
Score

28 The culture is close-Blinded and lacks diversity in
delllographics and thought.

37 The agricultural education conllllunity is typically not very
interested in collaboration.

40 It presents students a refreshing, hands-on, experiential
approach to learning.

31 It is really about teaching leadership and citizenship to
students.

24 It provides a place for students to feel like they belong in
schools.

23 High achieving students are drawn to the progran1.

10 The progran1 is a rigorous science or lllath class in the context
of agriculture.

11 It enables students to perfonn better on standardized eXa111S.

16 The priInary purpose of agricultural education is to support
and enhance core acaden1ic content instruction.

38 If I were an adlllinistrator of a school systenl, agricultural
education would be an inlportant COl1lpOnent of the
curriculun1.

Illlportant distinguishing statelnellts
28 The culture is close-111inded and lacks diversity in

delllographics and thought.

37 The agricultural education C0l1ll11Unity is typically not very
interested in collaboration

40 It presents students a refreshing, hands-on, experiential
approach to learning.

23 High achieving students are drawn to the progranl.

10 The progranl is a rigorous science or Blath class in the context
of agriculture.

11 It enables students to p('rfornl better and standardized exanlS.

+5

+5

+4

+4

+4

-5

-5

-4

-4

-4

+5

+5

+4

-5

-5

-4
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A second concept is that those of t.his perception are not. ilnpressed
by the culture of agriculture education. The agricultural education
conlnlunity is close-ll1inded and lacks diversity in both thought and
denlographics (28, 5). It is rarely interested in collaboration (37, +5),
which is unfortunate because there is real value in the refreshing
experiential approach agricultural education brings to the acadelnic
table. If an adlllinistrator had to nlake tough decisions regarding
progranls to include in a high school, agricultural education wouldn't be
a priority in a school (38, -4).

Finally, this perception is built on the concept that the agricultural
progranl does have value-one cannot deny that. Students love the
opportunity to get outside, work with their hands, learn experientially,
and cOlnpete in various contests (40, +4). However, high achieving
students are not drawn to agricultural education (23,-5), which is a
result of the lack of rigor and vocational nature of the progranl.
Agricultural education is a place where lower achieving students can
really find a place in high schools (24, +4).

Perception C: Progressive Agricultural Educator. Progressive agricultural
educators are unique in that they acknowledge what is instead of
idealizing what agricultural education should be. One individual whose
sort defined the progressive agricultural educator array shared that,
"throughout the sort I was thinking of the 'ought' versus 'is' debate­
what ought the progranl hecolne and what is the progralll. I have an idea
of what it ought to be in IllY nlind, but that is not what it is currently."
Two Inales defined this perception, ages 36 and 49, \vith 11 and 25 years
of professional experience. While only one sorter (22) was a "pure
loader", the perception is inlportant for the purposes of the study. Both
individuals were faculty nlelnbers in the agricultural education
departlnent at Oklaholna State University. Key statenlents are found in
Table 5.

One concept that was foundational to this perspective is that
agricultural education holds value for a diverse student population. This
perception believes that all students, regardless of race, acadenlic ability,
honletown delllographics, socio-econonlic status, interest, or career
choice can benefit fronl agricultural education, as indicated by strong
position of statelllent. 6 (6, +5). One of the nlost illlportant cOlnponents
of agricultural education really lies in the opportunity for students to
connect on a nlore personal level with an adult educator while in school
(20, +4). Though acadenlics are always a focus of an educational setting,
it is acceptable for students to let their hair down and have fun at tilnes
(19, +4) as this holds acadelnic value in and of itself.

Everyone is affected by agriculture and thus it is inlportant for all
students (6, +5). Confining agricultural education to rural and / or
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technical schools is a tnistake as it can be nlolded to fit students in all
settings (1, -5; 4, -5). Agricultural education is not just for college-bound
students, but can support students in choosing a nlunber of paths,
including college and/or vocational options (12, -4).

Table 5: Progressive Agricultural Educator Array Statements

No. Statelnent Factor
Score

6

11

19

20

13

1

4

39

16

12

11

23

17

1

4

10

Agriculture, as a field, was the first science and any student,
whether rural or not, can benefit frC)}ll learning about
agriculture broadly defined.

It enables students to perfonn better on standardized exanlS.

Students are involved because they really just want to have
fun.

Is unique in that the teacher serves as a role Illodel and builds
deeper and lllore nleaningful relationships with the students
in and outside of the claSSrOOll1.

It makes ~onfllsing Inath and science concepts easier to
understand by putting the concepts in a real-world context.

It gets greater COll1111itlnent in technical schools rather than in
high school.

It is only viable in rural COllUllunities where production
agriculture is practiced.

There is little educational value to the livestock exhibitions,
FFA contests, and extracurricular student projects. It is just
that - extracurricular.

The prinlary purpose of agricultural education is to support
and enhance core acadelllic content instruction.

Involvelnent in agricultural education prepares students for
any college degree progranl.

InJportallt distingll;s/JilJg statelJJelJts

It enables students to perfonll better on standardized exanlS.

High achieving students are drawn to the progranl.

Studying agriculture naturally includes the study of l11ath,
science, reading, and writing - it doesn't require special
attention to integration.

It is gets greater C0l1l111itlllent in technical schools rather than
in high school.

It is only viable in rural C0111111Unities where production
agriculture is practiced.

The progralll is a rigorolls science or 11lath class in the context
of agriculture.

+5

+5

+4

+4

+4

-5

-5

-4

-4

-4

+5

+2

+2

-5

-4

.-3
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A second concept enlphasizes the idea that agricultural education
supports acadelnic perforlnance in a wide range of disciplines.
Agricultural education is truly a support systenl for core acadenlic
instruction (13, +4). Supporting the instruction of the core acadenlic
curriculunl should always be encouraged, but agricultural education is
not a rigorous Inath, science, or language arts class (10, -3) and to Jnake
it that is a diversion fronl the true purpose of the progranl (16, -4).
Progressive agricultural educators believe that the Illany activities
offered through agricultural education contribute to the overall success
and growth of a student (39, -4). As researchers, they have seen
evidence that agricultural education enables students to perfornl better
on standardized exanlS (11, +5), but it is nlore a result of overall student
develo·plnent, Inotivation, Inentorship, and contextual learning.

Research Question Two
A nunlber of concepts were derived through interpretive analysis of the
collections of statenlents found within the zones, or latitudes, of
rejection, non-col11Jnitnlent, and acceptance (according to Figure 2; see
p. 80) for each factor. Those concepts were then used to develop
collaboration strategies for each perception.
Supportive Idealist Collaboration Strategv. Three concepts were
identified, one in each of the zones of rejection, non-connnitlnent, and
acceptance, which provided the foundation for the collaboration
strategy. When seeking to collaborate with supportive idealists, it is
inlportant to capitalize and focus on the idea that agricultural education
develops students both intellectually and personally (18, +4; 35, -5).
They believe it is a good investnlent of funds, and thus, are willing to
discuss and explore ways to integrate agricultural education into high
schools (27, +4). One idea that supportive idealists will accept and act
upon is the idea that there is value in the varied l11ethod of instruction
utilized by agricultural education (40, +5). Agricultural education serves
a certain population of students and stakeholders should be proud of
that (1.3, +5). When working with supportive idealists, it is il1lportant to
avoid discussing the idea that agricultural education is becoilling out of
date and i1npractical (35, -5). Individuals who hold this view are Blade
uncolnfortable by the idea that agricultural educators are unfit to teach
core concepts (15, -4; 8, -4), and do not support the notion that
agricultural education is best for rural conununities only (4, -3). This
violates their "idealistic" view of agricultural education. Those that hold
this perception do not feel strongly about acadenlic rigor (10, 0),
discussion of college preparation (12, 0), or the idea that agricultural
education is the answer to low standardized test scores (11, -1). They
see agricultural education as a support to core acadeillic content, but
won't C0I11111it to the idea that the progranl includes core science, nlath,
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or language arts course (17, 0). Finally, these individuals are indifferent
about the idea that agricultural education is the best progranl for
students, since they do not elllphasize choice (2, +1; 3, 0).
Critical Acadenlic Collaboration Strateay. Collaboration with a critical
acaclenlic can be difficult, but is possible. A friendly and hUlllble
denleanor is key to the zone of acceptance. Critical acaden1ics hold the
opinion that agricultural educators are not interested in collaboration
and are close-nlinded (37, +4; 28, +5). Acknowledging that as a
\J\!eakness and den10nstrating a desire to part.ner in order to enhance
rigor can foster III ore positive attitudes around collaboration.
Discussions around the ilnportant role agricultural education can play in
a conlnlunity (30, +3) and in the developn1ent of students (25, +3) could
gain traction, as these are key positive perceptions of a critical acadelllic.
Focus first on the strengths that agricultural education offers as an
elective (41, +3). Critical acadenlics do not buy into the idea that
agricultural education is about core acaden1ic rigor (10, -5; 11, -4; 16,
-4). One runs the risk of paralyzing collaborative efforts by starting with
the idea that agricultural education is currently a rigorous Illath or
science course in t.he context of agriculture as this concept is clearly in
the latitude of rejection for this perception. Convincing this group that
the acadenlic achievers are found in agricultural education will be n1et
with heavy resistance. These individuals are not interested in the "feel
good" benefits of the progranl such as nleaningful relationships with
teachers (20, 0), drive (21., 0), society-ready citizens (33, +1), and the
idea that FFA represents what is right with today's youth (29, -1). The
various contests, events, conferences, and traditions that those involved
in agricultural education hold dear are not of interest to this group (39,
0) as their focus is on acadetnics and rigor.

Proaressive Aaricliitural Educator Collaboration Strateay. Collaboration
with those of this perception should begin with the idea that agricultural
education develops the whole person, which leads to growth both
acadelnically and personally. It is ill1portant to broaden one's perception
when discussing for whonl the progran1 can have inlpact, because
progressive agricultural educators believe all students can benefit (6, +5;
9, -3). One unique discussion point within the latitude of acceptance is
the idea that there is value in the "fun" that students have while enrolled
in an agricultural education course (19, +4). Those of this perspective
are proud life-long supporters of the progralll, but understand it is not
perfect. They find value in being proud of what agricultural education
does and whon1 it serves, but are always looking for ways to
lllove agricultural education forward. While collaborating with a
progressive educator, one nlight avoid labeling agricultural education as
a nlath, science, or language arts course (10,-3; 16, -4), yet still
find COn1111011 ground in the idea that the progranl supports the core
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acadelllic teachers in the learning process. The nlost pronlinent theIne in
the latitude of rejection for progressive agricultural educators is the idea
that the progranl is for rural conllllunities focused on production
agriculture. This idea fails to value the power of agricultural education
for all students (1, -5; 4, -5). These individuals are not interested in
discussing the current culture of the profession, as they are looking to
the future (28, +1). The idealized view is not of interest to these
individuals as they have been around long enough to know what is, and
is not, occurring in secondary agricultural education progranls (40, 0;
29,0).

The power of this perception is not necessarily in the need for
collaboration, as only those in aglicultural education define it. IIowever,
by juxtaposing the latitudes of rejection and acceptance of both the
critical acadenlics and the progressive agricultural educators, proillising
areas of collaboration arise which will be further explained in the
conclusion section that follows.

Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to better understand the perceptions held
by individuals in higher education regarding agricultural education in
order to better foster collaboration related to the idea of core content
integration. Three distinct perspectives of agricultural education were
identified as a result of the study: (a) supportive idealists, (b) critical
acadenlics, and (e) progressive agricultural educators. The first
perception, which was defined by 14 of the 23 sorts, was nallled the
supportive idealist and represents the donlinant view of the "fishbowl"
population, fronl which collaboration is sought. Those whose sorts
defined this view hold a positive perception of agricultural education
and what it can do not only for the personal growth of students, but for
the support it provides to the teaching of core acadenlic content. This
view seenlS to be congruent with a nUll1ber of studies that reported the
perceptions of science teachers, principals, superintendents, counselors,
agricultural educators, and parents as generally positive (Balschweid &
Tholllpson, 2002; Dyer, &. Osborne, 1.999; Johnson & Newnlan, 1.993;
Myers, Thoron, & Tholllpson, 2009; Pavelock, Vaughn, & Kieth, 2001).

Agricultural educators should Illove forward in ternlS of fostering
collaboration with faculty and staff that define a supportive idealist. In
the present study, this perception was largely conlprised of professors
and staff Inelnbers within the college of education, and thus, could be a
group of individuals that hold prolnise in regards to collaboration.
Although sOlne Inay have noted territorial contention and cOlnpetition
between departnlents (Stephenson, Warnick, & Tarpley, 2008), the
findings of this study suggested that is not the case when working
with those of the supportive idealist view. It is ilnportant to note that a
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nunlber of professors within agricultural education share this viewpoint
with faculty in other departlllents. This is beneficial in ternlS of healthy
discussions around collaboration and the tearing down of the
departillental silos discussed by Futrell (2010) in order to 1110ve towards
school transfornlation. Research should be conducted in order to better
understand whether the idealist view is stable. Are these individuals
silnply restating agricultural education rhetoric they have been exposed
to or are these beliefs and perceptions anchored in lived experiences? At
the bottonl line, the fact that so l11any partners of agricultural education
hold such a supportive and idealistic view-whether stable or not-of
agricultural education, is encouraging as the profession seeks to build
the collaboration within higher education that has been repeatedly
called for in the literature.

Critical acadenlics represent a llluch different perception that
\!\farrants careful attention as agricultural educators seek to enhance the
science and 111ath coursework within the agricultural education teacher
preparation prograrll. Those of this perception are not itnpressed with
the acadetnic rigor of agricultural education and are not sold on the
value of the progralll as it stands today. Professors of sciences, either in
agriculture or life sciences, predolninantly defined this perception in this
study. The literature has consistently called for augll1ented science and
lnath courses at the college level (Grady, Dolan, & Glasson, 2010; Scales,
Terry, & Torres, 2009) and critical acadell1ics are ill1portant in nlaking
that recollu11enclation a reality. This perception presents an inlportant
distinction between secondary science teachers' perceptions to\lvards
the integration of core content and that held by scientists within higher
education. Secondary science teachers tend to see the value of
agriculture education in the integration of core acadell1ic content, but
critical aCadell1ics do not. Roberts and Ball (2009) asserted that if
agricultural education seeks to teach core concepts in the context of
agriculture, the profession Illust COll1111it to preparing teachers to do that
adequately. Although agricultural educators perceive thell1selves as
COll1petent in science, Scales, Terry, and Torres (2009) exposed the fact
that in reality, selected teachers in Missouri "do not have an acceptable
level of con1petence in the subject area of science" (p. 108) as
deterll1ined by scores on a science knowledge exaillination. Individuals
of this view have seen the lack of science knowledge in action and have
thus developed the perception described as a critical acadelnic.

It is inlperative that efforts be devoted to rebuilding a positive,
collaborative relationship with individuals of this opinion, as they are
key stakeholders in helping agricultural educators be 1110re proficient in
the integration of core content. They view agricultural educators
as close-nlinded and not interested in collaboration. However, there
are areas of the progranl they see as valuable such as the refreshing,
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experiential, hands-on approach to learning provided by the prograll1.
These individuals are not ilnpressed by the traditions and "feel good"
elelnents of agricultural education, but can be drawn back into
collaboration through healthy and honest conversations around the
need to enhance rigor. Supportive idealists Inay further the frustration
of critical acadelnics through the sharing of an idealist view of core
content integration, but progressive agricultural educators have a
unique perception that could be valuable in repairing this iluportant
partnership.

Progressive aglicultural educators have a sincere belief in the
progranl and support it whole-heartedly, but they are Illore realistic in
their description of agricultural education. This perception could be
valuable in forluing collaboration with hard scientists who have
concerns of the rigor of agricultural education curricullull. This view
shared the sentilllent provided by Scales, Terry, and Torres (2009) that
"the conventional wisdonl of integrating Inore science, Inathelnatics, and
reading into the secondary agriculture curricuhllll Blust be carefully
considered" (p. 109). Progressive agriculturists agree that this shift
towards rigorous science integration nlust be carefully evaluated and
would disagree with Pavelock, Vaughn, and Kieth's (2001) suggestion
that an increase in acadelllic rigor is needed despite of the fact that
experiences like "showing livestock and judging contests" (p. 481.)
would receive less elnphasis. Those of this perception would argue that
experiences are not nlerely extracurricular, but are experiential learning
activities, when fralned correctly, and hold great value in ternlS of
personal and acadelnic developlnent. Research around the true benefits
of these experiences that have always been integral to agricultural
education should be conducted to better understand the effect they have
on personal developnlent and acadeluic achievelnent in core content
areas.

Progressive agriculturists see the value of increasing the focus and
attention given to the integration of core acadelnic contents, but don't
neglect. to honor the other elenlents of agricultural education that nlay
be what truly has a positive effect on students. An honest and forthright
discussion of what agricultural education is, and what it ought to be,
would help foster collaboration between stakeholders in higher
education. This debate is occurring nation-wide within the profession,
and thus, it is recolllnlended that a Qstudy be conducted to understand
the various perception alllong leaders of agricultural education
concerning what agricultural is, and what it ought to be. Exanlining the
fishbowl frolll within would expose valuable perceptions that could
foster conversations leading to a strengthened voice and concerted
effort in ensuring that agricultural education renlains viable in today's
changing society.
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Appendix: QStatements and RankilJgs
No. Statell1ent Perception

1 2 3

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

It gets greater COlll111itJnent in schools rather than in 0
high school.
High schools Blust recruit students interested in 1
agriculture as it is a vital career for the future of our
country and thus needs a qualified work force.
Agriculture affects everyone and is a priority in any 0
student's high school experience.
It is only viable in rural COllll11Unities where -3
production agriculture is practiced.
It plays an inlportant role in developing necessary 1
skills for enlploynlent in business and industry.
Agriculture, as a field, was the fIrst science and any 3
student, whether rural or not, can benefit froll1
learning about agriculture broadly defined.
Because of increased graduation requirelnents, 0
there is little tinle for students to enroll in
agricultural education courses.
High school agricultural teachers know a lot about -4
agriculture, but are not qualified to teach core
concepts such as science, Inath, and reading.
It is out of date and ilnpractical in today's high -5
schools.
The progranl is a rigorous science or 111ath class in 0
the context of agriculture.
It enables students to perfonn better on -1
standardized exalllS.
Illvolvelnent in agricultural education prepares 0
students for any college degree progranl.
It 111akes confusing Inath and science concepts easier 5
to understand by putting the concepts in a real­
world context.
The progra111 is a great exanlple of teacher 2
collaboration in ternlS of integrating core
curricultull into agricultural classes.

1 -5

-1 3

-2 -1

o -5

-1 3

2 5

-1 0

2 1

o -3

-5 -3

-4 -5

-3 -4

-3 4

-2 -2
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1 2 3

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
24

25

26

27
28

29

30

31

32

33

34

Agricultural education has no business teaching -4
students core subjects like science, Inath, and
language arts.
The prirnary purpose of agricultural education is to -1
support and enhance core acadelllic content
instruction.
Studying agriculture naturally includes the study of 0
lnath, science, reading and writing - it doesn't
require special attention to integration.
Agricultural education supports the intellectual 4
growth of students.
Students are involved because they really just want -1
to have fun.
Is unique in that the teacher serves as a role 1l1odel 3
and builds deeper and nlore 111eaningful
relationships with the students in and outside of the
classroo111.
Students involved in the progranl are Blore 1
1110tivated and goal driven than their peers.
It is the best place for lower-achieving students to -2
experience success and build confidence.
High achieving students are drawn to the progranl. 0
It provides a place for students to feel like they 1
belong in schools.
It is 11l0re abollt developing students than building -1
acadelllic knowledge.
It does little to lllotivate students to be involved in -3
school.
It is a good investnlent of school funds. 4
The culture is close-111inded and lacks diversity in -2
dernographics and thought.
It represents what is right in today's youth. -1
Agricultural education prograllls are inlportant 4
C0l11pOnents of a conlnlunity.
It is really about teaching leadership and citizenship 3
to students.
It serves as a vital bridge between the COll1111Unity 2
and public education.
It develops contributing, proud, and society-ready 1
citizens.
Students in the progranl are 1110re financially 2
responsible as a result of record keeping and work
with personal projects.

-1 -1

-4 -4

-3 2

-2 1

2 4

o 4

o -1

1 3

-5 2
4 2

3 1

-2 -2

o 0
5 1

-1 0
3 0

4 -2

1 0

1 0

o -3
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No. Statenlent Perception

1. 2 3

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

Students involved actually develop poor acadelnic -5
and personal habits.
The progranl causes students to Iniss too Inany -3
hours of classroonl instruction.
The agricultural education conlll1unity is typically -2
not very interested in collaboration.
If I were an adIllinistrator of a school systenl, 2
agricultural education would be an iInportant
COll1pOnent of the curricuhun.
There is little educational value to the livestock -4
exhibitions, FFA contests, and extracurricular
student projects. It is just that-extracurricular.
It presents students a refreshing, hands-on, 5
experiential approach to learning.
It is sinlply another elective students can choose -2
based on thei r interest.

1 -1

2 -1

5 -2

-4 2

o -4

4 0

3 1


