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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore how and to what extent supervised
agricultural experience instruction is delivered in U.S. agricultural teacher education
programs. Specific objectives of this dissertation were to synthesize supervised agricultural
experience research published between 1994 and 2014, identify where and to what extent
supervised agricultural experience instruction was included within agricultural teacher
education programs, and describe the content of supervised agricultural experience
curriculum materials within agricultural teacher education. Each of these objectives was
examined as the purpose of a manuscript prepared for publication. To investigate the first
research objective, an exhaustive search was conducted using library databases as well as
digital journals and conference proceedings. Similar to the previous syntheses, research
conducted between 1994 and 2014 was primarily descriptive, conceptually broad, and often
limited to relatively small populations such as single states. The second objective was to
identify where and to what extent supervised agricultural experience instruction was included
within curricula in agriculture teacher education programs in the United States. The findings
of this study showed that there was a broad range of instructional levels for each of the
agricultural teacher preparation supervised agricultural experience competencies within
individual teacher education programs. The third objective was to describe the content and
placement of supervised agricultural experience curriculum within agricultural teacher
education programs in course syllabi and other course materials. Eighty-eight documents
from 28 agricultural teacher education programs were analyzed. Inductive coding using
constant comparison revealed 10 themes addressed within the course materials provided in

this study. Recordkeeping was the most common aspect of the supervised agricultural



xii
experience curriculum to be taught using an experiential or project-based method.
Additional multistate and national studies are recommended to describe the content and
context of supervised agricultural experience instruction in teacher education and to refine
quality indicators related to supervised agricultural experience practice. It is also
recommended that supervised agricultural experience competencies in agricultural teacher
education be taught using inquiry-based or problem-solving methods guided by the
experiential learning process to move preservice teachers beyond conceptual supervised
agricultural experience knowledge by developing the knowledge and skills necessary to
overcome the barriers to the implementation and management of supervised agricultural

experience.



CHAPTER I. GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The components of an effective school-based agricultural education (SBAE) program
are commonly depicted in a Venn diagram as three intersecting circles consisting of
contextual, inquiry-based learning through classroom and laboratory interaction, leadership
engagement through the National FFA Organization and planned and supervised, experience-
based learning through supervised agricultural experience (SAE), which is the focus of this
study (Talbert, Vaughn, Croom, & Lee, 2014). Over time, SAE has evolved from vocational
training in a production agriculture context to include a broader variety of SAE types. The
National Council for Agricultural Education ([NCAE], 2015) defined the types of SAE as
exploratory, placement/internship, ownership/entrepreneurship, research, school-based
enterprise, and service learning. In this chapter, the background and setting of this
dissertation will be established leading to a statement of the problem and specific objectives
to be addressed. The significance and the limitations of the study are described. Finally, the
organization of the dissertation will be discussed.

Background and Setting

Faculty in university agricultural teacher education programs bear the responsibility
of preparing future teachers to lead effective SBAE programs (Roberts & Dyer, 2004). As
Roberts and Dyer (2004) stated, “Creating effective agriculture teachers is imperative for the
long-term sustainability of agricultural education programs” (p. 94). Similarly, Myers and
Dyer (2004) proposed “the goal of teacher education is to make the most effective use of the
time available to prepare future educators for the task awaiting them” (p. 47). To meet these
goals, preservice agriculture teachers are prepared using a combination of coursework, early

field experience (EFE), and student-teaching. However, the combination of coursework



comprising the curricular structure of individual programs varies widely across agricultural
teacher education programs (McLean & Camp, 2000).

As part of agriculture teacher education, “SBAE preservice programs should work to
promote authentic experiences for preservice teachers to develop, implement, maintain,
sustain, evaluate, supervise, and communicate an SAE program” (Rubenstein, Thoron, &
Estepp, 2014, p. 81). In a study of 10 selected agriculture teacher education programs, all of
the programs included SAE or an equivalent topic at various points within their curriculum;
however, only three of the selected institutions reported a separate SAE course (McLean &
Camp, 2000).

The NCAE (2015) has determined “Each portion of the title ‘Supervised Agricultural
Experience’ is significant in describing what is expected of all teachers and students of
agricultural education” (p. 1). The agriculture teacher should provide onsite supervision
when possible, but also through other methods such as computer technology, written reports,
and group meetings to assist students in planning and conducting their SAE (NCAE, 2015).
Contextually, the SAE is based on agriculture and should form a linkage between agriculture,
food, and natural resources (AFNR) instruction, the students’ interests, and career
exploration (NCAE, 2015).

Agriculture teachers have an effect on the implementation and success of SAE
programs (Dyer & Osborne, 1995; Philipps, Osborn, Dyer, & Ball, 2008; Retallick, 2010;
Rubenstein et al., 2014; Swortzel, 1996). However, “there is a paradox between the value
teachers place on SAE and the manner in which SAE is being implemented” (Wilson &
Moore, 2007, p. 89). Agriculture teachers have difficulty implementing SAE in practice

even though they value it conceptually (Dyer & Osborne, 1995; Retallick, 2010; Wilson &



Moore, 2007). Wilson and Moore (2007) suggested that teachers are not implementing SAE
because of a lack of rewards in the second phase and perceived barriers in the third phase of
Locke’s (1991) motivational schema. In the motivation hub, actions toward a goal are
influenced by the value placed on the goal and by the perceived ability to take the actions
necessary to achieve the goal (Locke, 1991). Perceived barriers limit the implementation of
SAE even though agriculture teachers consider SAE programs to be valuable (Wilson &
Moore, 2007).

Statement of the Problem

Although agriculture teachers value SAE, some have difficulty implementing SAE
programs in practice (Dyer & Osborne, 1995; Retallick, 2010; Wilson & Moore, 2007).
Relatively little research exists that examines how and to what extent SAE is taught within
agricultural teacher education. McLean and Camp (2000) found “curricular structure differs
widely among agricultural teacher education institutions” (p. 31). Identifying how and to
what extent SAE instruction is included within agriculture teacher education curriculum will
help to determine whether the current SAE instruction within agricultural teacher education
programs contributes to the gap between SAE conceptualization and practice or helps to
reduce it.

Objectives of the Study

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore how and to what extent SAE
instruction is delivered in agricultural teacher education programs in the United States. This
study focused on three research objectives:

e synthesizing peer-reviewed SAE research published between 1994 and 2014,
¢ identifying where and to what extent SAE instruction was included within

agricultural teacher education programs in the United States, and



e describing the content and placement of SAE curriculum materials within agricultural
teacher education programs

Significance of the Study

The results of this study provide a foundational overview of SAE curriculum in
agriculture teacher education programs in the United States. This foundation provides a
snapshot of one-moment-in-time that can be used in future research to identify best practices
for SAE instruction in agriculture teacher education programs. This study contributes to the
understanding of how SAE is taught to preservice agriculture teachers and improves SAE
instruction in agricultural teacher education programs ultimately providing preservice
teachers the training and tools to implement and manage successful SAE programs upon their
entry into the profession as agriculture teachers.

Limitations

This study is limited to agriculture teacher education programs in the United States
that had current students or recent graduates with an agriculture teacher education major.
The study focused only on the current curriculum content and level of SAE instruction. The
information obtained from this study was only baseline data to identify what was occurring at
a single point in time regarding SAE instruction in agriculture teacher education programs.
Agricultural teacher education program plans regarding future SAE instruction or curriculum
changes are not within the scope of this study.

Dissertation Organization

This dissertation is divided into seven chapters. Chapter I serves as a general
introduction to the dissertation. Chapter II is an extensive literature review of SAE and
experiential learning theory. Methods used in this study are described in Chapter III. The

fourth chapter is a research article that synthesizes SAE research conducted between 1994



and 2014 and addresses objective one of this study. Chapter V is a research article that
describes the instructional level of SAE competencies addressing the dissertation’s second
objective. Chapter VI is a research article that addresses objective three and describes the
content of SAE course materials used in agricultural teacher education. The conclusions and
recommendations of the dissertation are presented in the seventh chapter.

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, it was identified that a gap exists between SBAE teachers’
conceptualizations of SAE and how they implement SAE in practice. This gap may be
explained by examining how and to what extent SAE instruction is delivered in agricultural
teacher education programs.
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore how and to what extent SAE
instruction is delivered in agricultural teacher education programs in the United States. To
accomplish this purpose, the specific objectives of this dissertation were to synthesize peer-
reviewed SAE research published between 1994 and 2014, identify where and to what extent
SAE instruction was included within agricultural teacher education programs in the United
States, and describe the content and placement of SAE curriculum materials within
agricultural teacher education programs.

SAE is conceptualized as an integral component of the agricultural education model.
In Chapter II, the theoretical foundations of SAE in experiential learning theory will be
described. The historical context of SAE will be identified. In addition, the role of
agricultural teacher education in preparing preservice teachers to implement and manage
SAE programs will be examined. Finally, the interaction of goals and self-efficacy in the
motivation hub will be described.

Experiential Learning Theory

An educational theory is developed as a framework used to explain a philosophical
position describing how learning takes place. Dewey (1938) called for “a coherent theory of
the experience, affording positive direction to selection and organization of appropriate
educational methods and materials” (p. 30). Dewey’s (1938) description of learning
occurring along a continuum of interconnected experiences provided a foundation that

resulted in the formation of experiential learning theory.



Experiential learning theory is rooted in constructivism (Kolb, 2015; Roberts, 2006;
Roberts & Ball, 2009). Rather than a single theory, constructivism is commonly described
using the broad categories of cognitive constructivism, social constructivism, and radical
constructivism as forms of constructivism that occur along a continuum (Doolittle & Camp,
1999). Cognitive constructivism and radical constructivism occur on opposite ends of the
continuum and are based on the assumption of the objectivity or subjectivity of knowledge.
Social constructivism is between, with knowledge being subjective but constructed through
social interaction (Doolittle & Camp, 1999; Roberts, 2006).

Within the constructivist spectrum, the middle-range theory of experiential learning
falls between the grand theories of cognitive constructivism and social constructivism
(Martin & Henry, 2011). Cognitive constructivism focuses on the cognitive aspects of
creating knowledge while social constructivism views knowledge as the result of social
interaction and language use (Doolittle & Camp, 1999). In this way, social constructivism
differs from cognitive constructivism because social constructivism is a shared experience,
rather than an individual experience (Doolittle & Camp, 1999).

Experiential learning theory is based on the educational philosophy espoused by a
variety of scholars including John Dewey, Kurt Lewin, Jean Piaget, and Lev Vygotsky
(Kolb, 2015). Each of these people believed that knowledge was constructed through
experience (Kolb, 2015). For example, Dewey (1938) considered all learning to be based on
experience but indicated that not all experiences were equally educational. He contended
that the quality of the experience was related directly to the value of the knowledge gained

and how that knowledge was applied to new experiences. The nature of experiential learning



theory is cyclical, meaning the knowledge acquired in one iteration of the cycle is transferred
to new experiences (Dewey 1938; Kolb, 2015).

Lewin (1951) stated “the term learning is a popular one which refers in a more or less
vague way to some kind of betterment” (p. 65). Within the broad context of learning, Lewin
(1951) identified four types of learning based on their psychological nature. The first type of
learning is a change in cognitive structure or building knowledge. Other types of learning
include a change in motivation, a change in group belonging or ideology, and voluntary
control of the musculature. Lewin (1951) described the change in cognitive structure type of
learning through an example of learning to navigate in a new town. In this example, as a
person becomes more familiar with his or her surroundings, he or she will build a structure of
knowledge about the city and begin to differentiate the best routes to travel to a destination.
This example demonstrates how knowledge is actively constructed based on the individual’s
goals and experience within the surrounding environment (Lewin, 1951).

Similarly, Piaget (1995) described learning as an active process in which knowledge
is constructed. Within the concrete operational stage, knowledge is formed through the
physical manipulation of an object (Piaget, 1995). However, active learning is not limited to
the concrete operational stage alone but is also part of the formal operational stage (Piaget,
1995). As a person moves into the formal operations stage, he or she begins to use abstract
thought to form knowledge (Piaget, 1995). Piaget, (1995) described reflection and
abstraction as methods of active learning in the formal operational stage.

At other levels the most authentic research activity may take place in the spheres of

reflection, of the most advanced abstraction, and of verbal manipulations (provided
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they are spontaneous and not imposed on the child at the risk of remaining partially
uncomprehended). (Piaget, 1995, p. 712)
According to Piaget, knowledge is based on experience and is the result of the
interaction of a person with the environment (Kolb, 2015). Active interaction with
the environment can be either concrete physical experience or an abstraction that is
manipulated through cognitive processes (Piaget, 1995).

Vygotsky viewed the construction of knowledge as influenced by experience

as well as through historical, cultural, and social relationships (Kolb, 2015).
According to Vygotsky (1978), mentoring by adults or capable peers moves the
learner through the zone of proximal development that lies between the learner’s
actual developmental stage and the learner’s potential developmental stage, “when an
educator has a personal relationship with a learner, he or she can skillfully intervene
to reinforce or alter a learner’s pattern of interaction with the world” (Kolb, 2015,

p. 27).

Grounded in the cyclical process of active learning based on experience, Kolb (2015)
described the experiential learning process and structure, “the process of experiential learning
can be described as a four-stage cycle involving four adaptive learning modes—concrete
experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, and active experimentation”
(p. 66). Learning is the process in which knowledge is created through the combination of
grasping and transforming experience through dialectically opposed adaptive learning modes
(Kolb, 2015). Learners grasp knowledge through concrete experiences or abstract
conceptualization and transform that experience through reflective observation or active

experimentation (Kolb, 2015). Knowledge is continually constructed by learners as they
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progress through this cycle that becomes a spiral as new experiences build on past ones

(Kolb, 2015). The interaction of grasping and transforming experience is illustrated in

Figure 2.1.
Concrete
Experience
A
Grasping via
APPREHENSION
Accommodative Divergent
Knowledge Knowledge
Active Transformation Transformation > Reflective
Experimentation via EXTENSION via INTENTION Observation

Convergent Assimilative
Knowledge Knowledge

Grasping via

COMPREHENSION

l

Abstract
Conceptualization

Figure 2.1. Structural dimensions underlying the process of experiential learning and the
resulting basic knowledge forms. Reprinted from Kolb, David A., Experience as the Source
of Learning and Development, 2nd ed., ©2015. Reprinted by permission of Pearson
Education, Inc., New York, New York.

Within SBAE, the entire program including classroom/laboratory instruction, FFA,
and SAE has the potential to incorporate the experiential learning process (Baker, Robinson,

& Kolb, 2012). The total learning experience in SBAE is illustrated when the experiential
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learning process model is placed on the agricultural education model (Baker Robinson, &

Kolb, 2012) in Figure 2.2.

. N

-

CE

Figure 2.2. Comprehensive model for secondary agricultural education. Reprinted from
Aligning Kolb’s experiential learning theory with a comprehensive agricultural education
model (p. 9) by Marshall A. Baker, J. Shane Robinson, and David A. Kolb, 2012, Journal of
Agricultural Education, 53(4). Reprinted with Permission.

Combining the experiential learning process with the SBAE model demonstrates that
the experiential learning process can be embedded within each of the three components
(Baker, Robinson, & Kolb, 2012). Additionally, the experiential learning process
encompassing the complete SBAE model demonstrates the overall use of the experiential
learning process with the interaction between the three components within the model (Baker,
Robinson, & Kolb, 2012). For example, a concrete experience in the SAE component could

be the beginning point of reflective observation in the classroom.
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Agriculture teachers need to understand the process of experiential learning to use it
effectively within their programs (Baker, Robinson, & Kolb, 2012; Roberts 2006).
Agricultural teacher education programs incorporate the experiential learning process into
preservice programs to provide teachers with experiences that are meant to link theory to
practice (Miller & Wilson, 2010). Early field experience (EFE) is one example of
experiential learning within agricultural teacher education. According to Smalley and
Retallick (2012), “through EFE, preservice teachers have experiences that resemble and
model the experiences they will have as teachers” (p. 100).

However, participation in an experience alone is not necessarily a quality learning
experience (Dewey, 1938). Connecting the experience to critical thinking and applying
knowledge to new experiences is the core of experiential learning theory (Dewey, 1938;
Kolb, 2015). As Baker, Robinson, and Kolb (2012) stated, “it is important to not overlook
the last word in experiential learning is learning” (p. 1).

Historical Context of SAE

Supervised experience is likely to have been the first component of the SBAE model
to originate and is thought to be rooted in apprenticeships by which youth learned a trade
from a skilled craftsman (Croom, 2008). In the early 20th century, agricultural educator
Rufus Stimson pioneered the use of the home project method to give students relevant
experience. Stimson proposed that projects should be completed in specific learning
conditions with measurable results (Croom, 2008). According to Stimson (1919), “home
project work thus gives to agricultural teaching the reality of actual life, as but little school
training can give it” (p. 54).

As SAE has evolved through the years, its context has expanded beyond vocational

training in production agriculture. Section 10 of The National VVocational Education Act of
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1917, also known as the Smith-Hughes Act, mandated that schools provide directed or
supervised practice on a farm for at least six months per year. Later, the Vocational
Education Act of 1963 provided a broader context for experience that could include off-farm
experience (Boone, Doerfert, & Elliot, 1987).

Through the years, SAE has been referred to by various names. Among these,
supervised farming practice, farming practice and occupational experience, and supervised
occupational experience were terms associated with the concept at different times in the
history of school-based agricultural education (Boone, Doerfert, & Elliot, 1987). Currently,
the NCAE (2015) has defined the types of SAE as exploratory, placement/internship,
ownership/entrepreneurship, research, school-based enterprise, and service learning.

Although SAE is often thought of as the primary experiential learning component of
the SBAE model (Baker, Robinson, & Kolb, 2012; Barrick & Hughes, 1993; Bird, Martin, &
Simonsen, 2013), experiential learning occurs within the context of formal classroom
instruction or FFA activities as well (NCAE, 2015). The SAE component differs from other
forms of experiential learning practiced in SBAE such as inquiry-based classroom or lab
instruction, field trips, or FFA competitive events because it includes career planning, is
managed by the student, occurs outside of classroom instruction, and occurs in a real-world
or a simulated workplace environment (NCAE, 2015).

The NCAE (2015) has determined “each portion of the title ‘Supervised Agricultural
Experience’ is significant in describing what is expected of all teachers and students of
agricultural education” (p. 1). The agricultural teacher should provide onsite supervision
when possible, but also through other methods such as computer technology, written reports,

and group meetings to assist students in planning and conducting their SAE (NCAE, 2015).
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Contextually, the SAE is based on agriculture and should form a linkage between agriculture,
food, and natural resources (AFNR) instruction, the students’ interests, and career
exploration (NCAE, 2015).

Agricultural Teacher Education

Agriculture teachers have an effect on the implementation and success of SAE
programs (Dyer & Osborne, 1995; Philipps, Osborn, Dyer, & Ball, 2008; Retallick, 2010;
Rubenstein, Thoron, & Estepp, 2014; Swortzel, 1996). Swortzel (1996) indicated that the
potential for students to have successful SAEs is largely dependent on the agriculture teacher
playing a critical role in promoting and managing the experiences.

However, “there is a paradox between the value teachers place on SAE and the
manner in which SAE is being implemented” (Wilson & Moore, 2007, p. 89). Agriculture
teachers have difficulty implementing SAE in practice even though they value it conceptually
(Dyer & Osbhorne, 1995; Retallick, 2010; Wilson & Moore, 2007). As a possible reason for
the paradox between perceived value and implementation, Wilson and Moore (2007)
suggested that teachers are not implementing SAE because of a lack of rewards in the second
phase and perceived barriers in the third phase of Locke’s (1991) motivational schema. In
the motivation hub, actions toward a goal are influenced by the value placed on the goal and
by the perceived ability to take the actions necessary to achieve the goal (Locke, 1991).
Perceived barriers limit the implementation of SAE even though agriculture teachers
consider SAE programs to be valuable (Wilson & Moore, 2007). If agricultural teachers
have effective strategies to overcome the perceived barriers they will be more likely to
implement SAE (Retallick, 2010).

Faculty in university agricultural teacher education programs bear the responsibility

of preparing future teachers to lead effective SBAE programs (Roberts & Dyer, 2004). As
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Roberts and Dyer (2004) stated, “creating effective agriculture teachers is imperative for the
long-term sustainability of agricultural education programs” (p. 94). Similarly, Myers and
Dyer (2004) proposed “the goal of teacher education is to make the most effective use of the
time available to prepare future educators for the task awaiting them” (p. 47). To meet these
goals, preservice agriculture teachers are prepared using a combination of coursework, EFE,
and student-teaching. However, the combination of coursework comprising the curricular
structure of individual programs varies widely across agricultural teacher education programs
(McLean & Camp, 2000).

Wolf (2011) suggested that more emphasis should be placed on SAE in teacher
preparation based on findings that beginning teachers reported the least self-efficacy in the
SAE domain in comparison to the classroom and FFA domains. In a separate study,
Rubenstein, Thoron, and Estepp (2014) found that preservice teachers who had completed
their student teaching internship reported moderately high self-efficacy for SAE
competencies. These preservice teachers also regarded SAE as an important part of SBAE
with 95% of study participants reporting that SAE was important or somewhat important
(Rubenstein et al., 2014).

In a study of Texas A&M University agricultural education student teachers, Harlin,
Edwards, and Briers (2002) found that, although student teachers continued to regard SAE as
an important component of SBAE, perceptions of the importance of SAE declined after their
11-week student teaching experience. However, in a similar study of Oklahoma State
University student teachers, the mean composite score for the SAE construct increased
following student teaching (Young & Edwards, 2006a). Although Oklahoma preservice

teachers perceived that SAE was more important after their student teaching experience, the
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element related to SAE was rated of lowest importance among all of the elements of their
student teaching experience in both the pretest and posttest (Young & Edwards, 2006a). This
lower rating of importance in comparison to the other elements of the student teaching
experience mirrored the ranking of the SAE construct by Oklahoma cooperating teachers
(Young & Edwards, 2006b). Texas cooperating teachers also indicated that they perceived
the SAE construct as important; however, they indicated that it was less important than all
but one of the constructs comprising the essential elements of the student teaching experience
(Edwards & Briers, 2001).

Student teachers have the opportunity to supervise SAE regardless of the semester in
which their student teaching experience occurs; however, student teachers in the spring
semester devoted more time to supervising SAEs (Robinson, Krysher, Haynes, & Edwards,
2010). Student teachers should supervise a variety of SAEs, but they are limited to the SAEs
in existence at their cooperating centers (Robinson et al., 2010). According to Rubenstein,
Thoron, and Estepp (2014), “SBAE preservice programs should work to promote authentic
experiences for preservice teachers to develop, implement, maintain, sustain, evaluate,
supervise, and communicate an SAE program” (p. 81).

Locke’s Motivation Hub

Locke’s (1991) motivational schema suggests that a lack of rewards as well as
perceived barriers contribute to agriculture teachers not implementing SAE programs
(Wilson & Moore, 2007). In the motivation hub, actions toward a goal are influenced by the
value placed on the goal and by the perceived ability to take the actions necessary to achieve
the goal (Locke, 1991). Locke’s motivation sequence, hub, and core are displayed in Figure

2.3.
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Figure 2.3. The motivation sequence. Reprinted from: The motivation sequence, the
motivation hub, and the motivation core. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes 50(2), 289, by Edwin A. Locke, 1991. Reprinted with permission.

Locke (1991) stated, “goals or intentions and self-efficacy (expectancy) are
considered to be the most direct and immediate motivational determinants of performance”
(p. 293). The performance of a task is strongly influenced by a person’s goals or intent and
by the confidence in being able to take necessary actions (Locke, 1991). The goals in the
motivation hub are based on the values and motives described in the motivation core (Locke,
1991). Agriculture teachers may have a lack of confidence in their ability to overcome
perceived barriers that can limit the implementation of SAE even though they consider SAE

programs to be valuable (Wilson & Moore, 2007).

Summary

In this chapter, the theoretical foundation of experiential learning in SAE was

established. The historical context of SAE was described. The role of agricultural teacher
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education in preparing preservice teachers to implement and manage SAE programs was
examined. Finally, the motivation sequence, hub, and core were described.
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CHAPTER I1l. METHODS

Introduction

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore how and to what extent SAE
instruction is delivered in agricultural teacher education programs in the United States. To
accomplish this purpose, this dissertation focused on three research objectives. The first
research objective was to synthesize the peer-reviewed SAE research published between
1994 and 2014. The second objective focused on identifying where and to what extent SAE
instruction was included within agricultural teacher education programs in the United States.
Finally, the third objective was to describe the content of SAE curriculum materials within
agricultural teacher education programs. In this chapter, the methods used to investigate
each of the research objectives were examined.

Synthesis of SAE Research 1994-2014

According to Thieman, Henry, and Kitchel (2012), “research syntheses are essential
to the progression of a particular field of research because they are a collection of past
research that is necessary for the systematic construction of knowledge” (p. 84). The focus
of this research synthesis was to describe the depth and breadth of SAE research published in
the past 21 years.

Search Strategies

Search strategies, inclusion criteria, and coding are essential in rigorous research
synthesis (Cooper, 2010). The dates for research studies included in this synthesis were from
January 1, 1994, through December 31, 2014. These dates for inclusion were purposefully
selected to begin with the research syntheses conducted by Dyer and Osborne (1995, 1996)

and Dyer and Williams (19974, 1997b). The specific search strategies used included an
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exhaustive search of the library databases, ERIC, and WorldCat. Journal website searches
and Google Scholar were also utilized. Keywords and phrases used in the search were
supervised agricultural experience and experiential learning + agricult*. These keywords
provided a sufficient foundation to discover the breadth of research on the subject of SAE.
Coding

Research articles identified in the search were documented and analyzed with an
initial screening for relevance based on inclusion criteria that were developed (Cooper,
2010). Inclusion criteria for this synthesis required articles (a) to be published in a peer-
reviewed journal or national/regional American Association for Agricultural Education
(AAAE) research conference proceedings, (b) to include research specifically pertaining to
SAE, (c) to be readily available and easily accessible through the search procedures, and (d)
to be published between January 1994 and December 2014. It is important to note that
research studies not readily available and easily accessible through the search strategy were
not included.

Articles and conference proceedings that met the inclusion criteria were analyzed and
coded within a coding matrix (Cooper, 2010). This matrix included (a) year published, (b)
title, (c) author(s), (d) publication, () methods/procedures, (f) conclusion(s)/comments, (g)
preliminary theme, and (h) final theme. Manuscripts in the matrix were then coded into final
themes that emerged based on content. Research studies often address more than one
specific area; therefore, they could potentially fit into more than one theme. Studies that fit
into multiple themes were coded for a final theme based on the predominant theme addressed
in the findings and conclusion. It is also common for studies presented at national or
regional research conferences to be published later in a peer-reviewed journal. In cases in

which a study was included in a conference proceeding and published in a peer-reviewed
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journal with no substantive changes, only the journal articles were included in this study.
The coding matrix categories for publication, methods/procedures, and final theme were
analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics 19 statistical package, and descriptive statistics were
reported.

SAE Instruction Content and Placement

Faculty in university agricultural teacher education programs bear the responsibility
of preparing future teachers to lead effective SBAE programs (Roberts & Dyer, 2004). To
investigate objective two of this dissertation, a survey instrument was developed to identify
the content and placement of SAE instruction within agricultural education programs as well
as measure the level of instruction in each of the Competencies for Agriculture Teacher
Preparation in SAE (AAAE, 2013b) from the perspective of agricultural teacher educators.

Population

The population for this study was all agriculture teacher education programs in the
United States. One faculty member from each agriculture teacher education program was
contacted as the representative of his or her institution’s program. The population and
program representatives were identified using the AAAE Directory of University Faculty in
Agricultural Education (Dyer, 2003), AAAE Agricultural Education Directory online, NAAE
Teach Ag website, and university or departmental websites. The program representatives
were agriculture teacher education coordinators, department heads, or faculty members
designated as program contacts. Designated departmental contacts were screened using
university/departmental website information to ensure that they were faculty members rather
than staff. If no agriculture teacher education coordinator or designated departmental contact
was identified by an institution on the institution’s website, the department chair was asked

to represent the department. In instances where more than one faculty member was listed as
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a contact, faculty biography pages were analyzed, and a representative was selected based on
his or her research and teaching relating to SAE and SBAE. If no agriculture teacher
education program was listed by an institution that appeared in one or more of the directories,
a phone call was made to the institution to verify the existence of an agricultural teacher
education program and identify a representative. This search resulted in the identification of
95 agriculture teacher education programs.

Survey Instrument

A survey instrument was developed using Qualtics following the Tailored Design
Method for Internet surveys (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014). The instrument consisted
of three sections based on the three objectives of the study (Appendix B).

The first section of the survey instrument collected demographic information
regarding the type of institution as well as the department or school that housed the
agriculture teacher education program. Additionally, respondents were asked to select the
type/level of agricultural teacher education in which SAE instruction was offered at their
institution, category of courses in which SAE objectives were included, and the SAE course
content offered in stand-alone courses or embedded within the curriculum in their
agricultural teacher education program.

The second section of the survey instrument consisted of statements derived from the
Competencies for Agriculture Teacher Preparation in SAE (AAAE, 2013b). Participants
were asked to rate their institution’s level of instruction for each statement using an ordinal
scale. The ordinal scale for these items in the second section was adapted from the West
Virginia State Community and Technical College General Education Core-Audit Grid
(Scroggins, 2004) and consisted of a 5-point scale. The ordinal scale items are described in

Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1

Description of Ordinal Scale Levels

Ordinal Scale Level Description

Not at all Not introduced

Introduced Introduces students to a content area or skill they are not familiar
with

Emphasized Content area or skill has been introduced and students have a basic

knowledge, instruction is focused on enhancing content and building
a more complex understanding

Reinforced Instruction builds upon a competency that has been previously
introduced/emphasized and reinforces the content or skill

Applied Applies the content or skill in a problem solving or real world
setting

Note. Ordinal scale adapted from the West Virginia State Community and Technical College
General Education Core-Audit Grid

In the third section, respondents were asked to indicate the area of the agricultural
education model as currently depicted by the National FFA Organization that most closely
approximates the focus of their institution’s agriculture teacher education program. A heat
map was used to show the areas of the agricultural education model that were selected by the
respondents. The heat map used a color scale to visually represent the area of the model
selected by each respondent. The corresponding colors ranged from gray indicating no
selection to bright red indicating multiple respondents selected an area.

Content validity was evaluated by a review panel consisting of university faculty (n =
5) from across the United States, who have published SAE research. A separate panel of
university faculty with experience in survey methodology (n = 4) reviewed the survey and
evaluated face validity including the overall clarity and ease of navigation of the instrument.
Feedback from both panels was considered, and adjustments to the survey instrument were
made based on their recommendations.

After the survey instrument was revised and IRB approval was received (Appendix

A), an invitation was sent via email to the agriculture teacher education program
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representatives to explain the purpose of the study and emphasize the importance of their
response. This invitation included a link to access the survey. Following the invitation, three
reminder emails were sent to non-responders. These reminder emails were spaced several
days apart over approximately two weeks. Dates and times for the reminder emails were
purposefully selected to avoid the reminders being received by respondents on weekends or
Monday mornings.

Email requests for participation were sent to representatives of 95 institutions across
the United States. The response rate for this survey was 78.95%. Of the 75 institutions
responding, 5 indicated that they did not have any currently enrolled students or graduates
within the past 5 years who had a major in agriculture teacher education. An additional two
respondents indicated SAE was not part of their instruction. Institutions that indicated they
did not have current students or recent graduates or that did not teach SAE within their
curriculum were directed to the end of the survey and thanked for their participation, leaving
68 usable responses for a usable response rate of 71.58%. Early and late responders were
compared to control for nonresponse error on the ordinal scale questions. A wave of late
responders could not be identified, so late responders were defined operationally as the latter
50% of responders (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers, 2001). An independent samples t-test
showed no statistically significant (p > 0.05) difference between early and late responders on
the ordinal scale questions.

Responses to the survey instrument were analyzed using the IBM SPSS 23 statistical
package. Findings were reported using descriptive statistics including the frequency, median,

mode, mean, and standard deviation for ordinal scale responses and as percentages or counts
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for other responses. Mode, median, and frequencies are appropriate for reporting stand-alone
ordinal responses (Boone & Boone, 2012).

In addition, the survey instrument contained short-answer questions to provide a
richer description related to some responses. Confidentiality was maintained, and individual
faculty or institutions were not identified in any reported data.

Content Analysis

After data were collected using the survey instrument, a content analysis used
existing documents as a triangulation method (Merriam, 2009) to describe the content of
course materials within agricultural teacher education that included SAE instruction. This
content analysis investigated objective three of this dissertation.

Request for Documents

After receiving internal review board (IRB) approval (Appendix A), requests for
documents that included SAE content were sent via email to representatives of 95 institutions
across the United States. These 95 institutions were the population identified as part of
objective two. The documents that were requested included course syllabi, handbooks, unit
instructional plans, and any other documents containing SAE content that were deemed
essential by the faculty contacts. Faculty representatives were asked to reply to the email
with attached digital copies of the requested documents. A reminder email was sent eight
days after the initial invitation to encourage non-responders to submit documents.

A total of 92 documents were received from 28 agricultural teacher education
programs. An initial analysis revealed duplicate documents (n = 2) and documents that did
not specifically address SAE or a similar topic (n = 2). These four documents were removed

leaving 88 usable documents to be analyzed.
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Document Analysis

The content of the course materials was coded in a two-step process. The first step of
the content analysis was inductive coding using constant comparison. The second phase
involved a deductive coding process using a coding form to analyze a random sample of
documents.

In the first phase of the content analysis, the documents were inductively coded using
a constant comparison qualitative research strategy to determine themes emerging from the
existing documents (Meriam, 2009). Although the constant comparative method was first
proposed as a data analysis method in the grounded theory methodology, it has been widely
used in qualitative research without building a grounded theory (Merriam, 2009).

The focus of coding using constant comparison in qualitative content analysis is to
extract themes from the data (Cho & Lee, 2014). Codes that were identified within the
course materials were recorded within the coding matrix and arranged into tentative themes
based on the content of the code. These tentative themes were then compared and reduced to
final themes (Merriam, 2009).

The second step of the content analysis was designed to assess the reliability of the
inductive coding process. In the second phase, a deductive coding instrument was created
with descriptions of the final themes and the course components that were identified by the
principle researcher. The coding instrument was used by a critical friend as a triangulation
method to assess reliability (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). Johnson and Christensen (2014)
described a critical friend as someone who could be trusted to provide honest and open
feedback on the researcher’s actions throughout the research process.

The critical friend in this study was a graduate student with a general knowledge of

S