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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Vocational agriculture has made many changes both in its own
program and in the progress of the agricultural industry since its
inception through the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, These changes were
broadened and strengthened with the agriculturally related occupations
training programs established by the Vocational Education Act of 1963,
These two major pieces of federal legislation are the primary basis
for educating potential agricultural production and related
agricultural employees for the future. 1In Texas, this has been
accomplished by the development of Supervised Occupational Experience
Programs for production students in general agriculture areas, SOEP
employment for cooperative placement and training, and exploratory
type experience for pre-lab students in areas such as agricultural
mechanics, feedlot management, greenhouse management, etc, The
Cooperative Training and the Pre-~Lab training programs have received
much attention and time as priorities have been set expanding and
improving these SOE areas. However, with the reduced number of
students returning to production agriculture and fewer opportunities
due to financial barfiers for those wishing to enter farming, it is
felt less emphasis should be placed on training students in

production agricultural,.SOEP.



The time-tested primary objective of vocational agriculture
is‘gainful émployment; however,-desirabie seéondary-objectives'such
as.devélopment of responsibility,,financiai gain, and the Work gthic
have made significant contributions to the success of the total
program. Unfortunately some SOEPs are developed primarily for
exhibition purposes and have been managed by pareqté and instructors

rather than students.
Statement of the Problem

Production SOE Programs require continuous evaluation concerning
the emphasis we place on‘them. Is the program headed in a direction
that best benefits both students and program? 'The time is now"
for the question to be asked, ' Does the local concept of SOEPs
accomplish the desired goals set forfh in the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917,
or have vocational agriculture instructors changed their inter-

pretations of these goals?
Purpose

It was the primary purpose of this study to determine wvocational
agriculture instructors' perceptions of SOEPs and their implementation

in the respective communities of Area I of the Texas Panhandle,
Objectives

The following objectives were formulated:
1. To determine general information regarding schools and

school policies related to SOEPs in Area I,



2. To determine students' participation in and types
of SOEPs in Area I.
3. To determine Area I teachers' perceptions of wvarious
aspects of SOEPs.
In order to achieve these objectives the definition of the
following were at the outset developed to afford a common ground

of understanding.
Terms

Vocational Agriculture - an educational program at the high
school level providing tfaining for students in production
agriculture and agriculture related occupations.

FFA - Future Farmers of America - youth organization for
students enrolled in vocational agricultufé with the primary purpose
of developing leadership, citizenship, and cooperation through
participation in its programs and activities on the local, state,
and national levels.

SOEP - Supervised Occupational Experience Program - a
multipurpose enterprise or activity carried on by agriculture
instructors for the purpose of enhancing the student‘s appreciation
for and learning of modern agriculture. It is also to help prepare
students for an agriculture or agriculture related occupation.

Production type SOEP or Production SOEP - These are SOEPs
that deal more with production commercially of livestock and crops
as opposed to single animal production for terminal exhibition
(ie., Show heifers or commercial heifers and cows, show gilts or

commercial sows and gilts, crop production, feeder cattle or wheat



pasture cattle, etc.

Exhibition SOEP - These SOEPs deal primarily with animals,

crops, etc. raised singly or in limited numbers primarily for

terminal exhibition (i.e., barrows, steers, wethers).

Cooperative SOEP - Refers to a cooperative work study program

involving the student and instruction in the classroom and practical

expefience training from employment in a cooperating business.

-(Thése;programs will not be considered in this study).

Scope and Limitations

The scope. and limitations of the study include;

l'

This study was limited primarily to trends in production

agriculture SOEPé and not cooperative or pre-lab SOEPs,

A measure of perceptions and attitudes of vocational

agriculture teachers to their SOEP programs.

Teachers from all vocational agricultﬁre departments in

" Area T of Texas were asked to respond. Area I includes

that area north of Lubbock in the Texas Panhandle.
Student's SQEPs included all vocational agriculture students
enrolled in Vo. Ag. I, II, III, IV and Coop I and II, and

Pre~labs with production or exhibition type‘SOEPs.'



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature available on SOEPs in general was fairly
extensive. However, information on prodnction type SOEPs specifically,
as it related to increase in scope of the individual student's SOEP,
was fairly limited. A general outline of topic areas for research
was developed for review of the literature aﬁéilanle. This outline
consisted of four major topics. They were:

1. Legislation concerning SOEPs

2. Importance of SOEPs

3. Enhancing activities for the SOEP

4. Problems affecting SOEPs
These topic headings were considered separately in order to facilitate

organization, clarity and understanding.
Legislation Concerning SOEP

The importance of SOEP can be traced back to 1917, with the

passing of the Smith-Hughes Act (1917) stating:

. . . that such schools shall provide for directed or
supervised practice in agriculture, either on a farm
provided for by the school or other farm, for at
least six months per year, . . . (Sec. 10).

The law in this case does not offer the SOEP as an option, but as a

requirement for better equipped and prepared students. With the



years of vocatibnal agriculture ﬁrogram development, and the expanded
scope of.agricﬁlture, occupational demands of agribusiness brought
about the Vocationai Education Actiof 1963 (Pub. L. 88-210, 1963).
‘This law made provisions for teachers of.vocational agriculture, to
teach areas of agricultural related occupations in addition to
agricultural production. Law makers perceived the values of work

) experience outside the classroom to compliment and correspond with
classroom instruction to better equip the student for employment.
This Séme basic concept started forty-six years previously by the
Smith~Hughes Act (1917) was foliowed in drafting the 1963 piece of
legislation. The feaéon is simplé, it worked. Regulations to
implement the 1963 law came in the form of Federal regulations in the
Federai Register (40 F.R. 8681) and the Bulletin of Federal Vocational
Education Acts (Burdine, 1978). These publications set guidelines

or obje;tives for the training of students in occupational areas with
emphasis on training to a competent level for émployment, and
coordinatibn of the brogram by a'qualified instructor under a state
pian. The repeated emphésis on training by some type of SOEP by
federal edicts need make us aware of the foresight and value of these
laws in prqviding training of value to the future work force in the

various vocational areas.
Importance of SOEP

A review of periodicals and journals of vocational agriculture
leaves little doubt about SOEPs' importance as viewed by teachers,
teacher educators and state department supervisors, Studies done by

educators using populations of various groups of students and parents



show major‘impoftanCe placed upon successful SOEPs as a learning
tool. Phipps (1980) author of a widely accepted. text by teacher
educators, -defined SOEP as:

. . . practical agriculture activities of educational

value conducted by students outside of theé~class

or on school released time for which systematic

instruction and supervision are provided by teachers,

parents, employers, or others (p. 234).

. Williams (1980), Professor of Agricultural Education at Iowa
_State‘University and recognized author and authority on SOEPs, found
that students perceivéd parents and vocational agriculture teachers
highly responsible for the success of their SOEPs, The top five ways
students- perceived teachers provided the greatest assistance were:

1." Keeping records -on SOE

2. Providing‘:encouragement for SOE

3. Summarizing records for SOE

4. Learning skills in agriculture -

5. Setting educational goals in agriculture (p. 24).
This places the teacher in a position to exercise motivational as well
as, fundamental skills expertise in developing student's SOEP,

In Williams (1980, p. 24), studeﬁts“perceptions of their parents
role of greatest assistance in their SOEPs were:

1. ‘Providing equipment for SOE |

2. Locating a place for SOE v

3. Learning skills in agriculture .

4. Marketing agriciiltural products

5. Determining interest in agriculture
This would indicate students look fo-parents;primarily to provide
facilities and personal experience to aid them in théir SOE programs,

In a study condicted in Iowa, Williams (1978) found that high

school seniors of vocational agriculture ranking factors most important

in developing their SOEP. 'The top ten factors were found to be:



1. My parents

2. My Vocational Agriculture Classes

3. The wages and or profits earned from SOE

4. The help given me by my vocational agriculture

. teacher(s) '

5. The training or experiénce plan developed for

my SOE .

The goals established for my SOEP

My FFA Chapter activities

My fellow vocational agriculture students’

. The records I kept on my SOEP

. The evaluation activities carried out by myself,
my teacher(s), my employer(s), or others (p. 157).

.
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From the same study, students also recognized théecimportance of SOE
in developing secondary goals of occupational abilities, With mean
' ratings of the total sample from the top 10 of 38 items the first
four items -in rank order are:

Appreciate the importance of honest work

Develop  acceptable personel and work habits

Establish and maintain working relationships with others

4. Maintain and use records and reports (Williams, 1978,
p. 157). ~

WK

Rawls.(1980,'p.-37j states:w"Supervised occupational experience
(SOE) is a way to provide vocational agriculture students with real life
experiences essential for working agricultural occupations”.

| In his study, Rawls (1980) used a stratified random’samfle of
parents of 1976-77 vocationa1 agricu1ture students as his population
and'found‘thé parents rated 39 of the-40 benefit variables above
"averagé-benefiﬁ" to the student/

Responses made to the various studies by students an& parents
would indicate a high level of importance placedfby:bath groups on
SOEPs and the vocational agriculture teacher's respénsibilities'in
supervising SOEPs,

Lawrence and Mallilo (1981) researched the areas of vocational



agriculture in need of greatest improvement. A modified Delphi
approach was used. Teacher educators of major landgrant institutions,
. state supervisors of vocational agriculture, and presidents of state
vocational agriculture teachers associations within the continental
United States were asked by letter for their opinions of what areas

of the vocational agriculture program were in need of improvement,
These results werecedited by a local committee carefully maintaining
the integrity of those opinions and 57 items were placed on a
questionnaire for ranking. The questionnaire was mailed back t6 the
population and with one followup letter an 83.8 percent’return.was
achieved. The findings showed that half of the items appearing in

the top twenty concerns pertainéd to only two aspects of vocational
aériculéufé——supervised occupational experience programs and adult/
young farmer education. Supervisors and teacher educators indicated
greater need for improvement in quality, scope, and diversity of SOEPs,
and in frequency and effectiveness of supervision than did the state

presidents of vocational agriculture teachers associations.
Enhancing Activities of SOEPs

Not only do the SOEPs benefit students from an occupational
training standpoint, or the secondary benefits of work attitudes and
worker cooperation; it also has a reciprocal action with youth
organizations that benefit both‘programs. In a study by Williams
(1980) a correlation was drawn between the success of the SOEP as
measured by advanced degrees in the FFA and parental assistance. He
found from a study-using as its population the 1977 Iowa high school

.seniors having achieved the FFA degrees of Chapter Farmer and State
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Farmer, a larger amount of teacher assistance given to students
attaining the higher FFA degrees, Since the higher degrees of FFA
membership require a wider scope for the SOEP, it can be concluded
"that the two functions enjoy'a simbiotic relationship.

Vaughn and Wagley (1979) teacher educators, from New Mexico
State University, cited three activities to better the FFA program
in a school system. The three activities, all having to do with SOEE§'
. were: |

1; Begin by requiring every student to have a SOEP

2. Make SOEP an integral part of your instructional program

3. Make sure that your SOEP instruction includes the

development of occupational goals (p. 40).

Vaughn and Cano (1982) in a study of New Mexieo vocational
agriculture students and vocational agriculture teachers found of the
variables identified, the one which‘had the strongest relationship with
having a programvwith 100 percent student SOEPs is 100 percent FFA
membership.

The properly structured SOEP will not only instruct the student
toward an occupetionai_objective, but it will achieve secondary work
attributes and makes possible for the student rewards through the

achievement of higher degrees, public speaking, and foundation awards

through the FFA organization. Each program truly enhancing the other,
Problems Affecting SOEPs

With opinions of the various groups discussed previously it can
be reasoned from a practical standpoint that SOEP is an important part
of the vocational agriculture.program. With such a unanimous opinion,

what is the problem? The problem arises as we view the research being
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carried out in the past few years show apparent declines in SOEPs and
* teacher emphasis of'SOEPs; In a research study deyeloped by Iversen
. (1980) Associate ProfésSon; Teacher Education Auburn. Uniyersity, a ten
percent stratified random sample was drawn from the graduates of
1973-74 graduates having completed vocational agriculture. Every
tenth department was selected from each school district in the Southern
Region. A questionnaire was sent each membeyr of the sample with a
follow-up in ten days to nonrespondents, At four weeks from the
initial mailing a phone call interview was held with a ten percent
random sample of the remaining nonrespondents. Data were received'from
125é re;ééndents from ten states in the Southern Region (Oklahoma and
Texas made up 42.6% of the respondents)., Almost 58% held the Chapter .
Fafmer degree and 64.37% had two or more years of SOEPs. No further
education beyond high school was reported by 58.9%Z. One begihs to see
the problems arising from one of the conclusions of the study which
states:

A substantial number (40%%) of the 1974 graduates in

the Southern Region failed to carry out a supervised

occupational experience program each year they were

enrolled (Iverson, 1980, p. 15)."
Most of the sample contacted were committed to vocational agriculture
and the FFA for several years, but not all progressed through the
degree structure.

In a study conducted by Vaughn and Cano (1982) entitled "Factors
Associated With Experimental Learning In New Mexico Agricultural
Education Programs", a cluster'samplé technique was uéed to select

twenty-five percent of the school in New Mexico for student responses,

All vocational agriculture teachers across the state were sent a



questionnaire With a QGZ response. ' The students were from the
eleventh and twelveth grades. - Most of the items on the test were
above .90 ﬁécuracy and only tw0‘it¢mS'fe11 below .70. It was found
that over 60 percent of the teachers indicated‘that not all'of their
students had SOEP. Variables teachers perceived to'hinder 100% SOEP
student participation‘that-weren't significantly related were;

Type of. agricultural education program

Years of teaching experience

Provision of a school vehicle

Release time for SOEP visits

Amount of time spent on visits:

Length of contract’

Average number of visits per: student

Distance teacher lived from school

Condition of school facilities

10. Other ¢lasses taught ’ '

11. Provision of facilities for student to use for SQEP
12. Cooperative project for student's SOEP (p. 146).

. . .

LoeoNooun>LWN R

Those variables found to befsignificantly related with 100% SOEP
student‘participation were:

1. 100% FPA membership

2. If the school allowed students to be removed if they
do not have an SOEP.

3. The number of vocational agriculture teachers in the

- school.

. If a portion of the students grade. depended on SOEP

If students were informed that they must have an SOEP

.- Amount of time spent on SOEP instruction

Percentage of students entering agricultural careers

(p. 146).

~N oy

Binkley (lQ??)»best sums up the problem of teachers' apparent -
lack of use.okaOEP by stating: UTf we don't use expgriénCe programs,
we»ﬁill lose them;. and if we 1éée them, we Will,logé the heart of our
program in vocational agriculture" (p. 220).

Robert Bell (1977) seemed to haye found an important pawt of SOEP

supervision,while interviewing a teacher highly successful in his SOEPs,
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When askéd to-wﬁat he attributed the success of his program the
teacher responded "férm visits, farm Visits, farm visits," - Super~ -
vision of the SOEPs is a necessity_for student'motivation and
success,

In a'study of head. teacher educaﬁors apd‘state direcfors of the
Scuthern Region, Cheek (1979) concluded for results reééiVed that
more emphasisAby teachers, teacher educators, and state supervisors
.should be placed on~SOE?s. |

iCﬁeek (1979; p;»227)fquoting Gilbertson states; "What ever
yoﬁr‘definitiéﬁ:may'be I suggest that this very important part of our

vocational agricﬁlture program is looéing freshness, vigor, and force."

Lack of interest and/or supervision of SOEPs by teachers is only
one of several problems seen by various teachers, Competition:of
various‘sorts, which at one time were a means of motivation to an end
have'becﬁme an end in themselves. In editorial comments of September
1978 issue of Thengriculturél Education Magazine, Key (1978) states,

'Sometimesiitmmay'seem we‘have created a m&nster of

competition with which we have a great deal of difficulty

*living. When we pay outrageous prices for show animals,

commit dishonest acts, or go to other extremes for the

sake of winning, competition no longer is an incentive

te learning, but has become a selfish end in itself (p. 52).
Some- of. thése tendencies wefe found in é:study conducted‘by Fletcher
(1974) among studenﬁ.teachers'and a random sample of teachers across
the state of Oklahoma.  When asked to rank influénciai job
characteristics for remaining in teaching the highe;t_ranking of

' “vafiébles was-"oppértunity fo continue work with livestock". Fifty

eight point nine percent indicating it was a "very great" influence,
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This responée Qas followed by four rather closely related
characteristics: (a) "opportunity to work with youth'" with a score
of 48.2% (b) "to achieve a broad‘knowledge of agriculture'" with a
percentage of 48.2; (c) "selstatisfaction to help educate student"
with a percentage of 37.5; and (d) "the opportunity to advance
professionally in agriculturef? As-educators our main goal should be
the education of our.students to a profeciency of job entry and the
SOEPsAshouid be used as tools to pfactically achieve this goal.

| In a recent doctoral dissertétion-conducted by Smith (19825
again Oklahomé-teachers were used as a population the 86.5 percent
responding to a mailéd quéstionnaire. In response to a yes or no
question, 25.1 percent responded '"no" to the question "Should a SOEP
be mandatory for all studeﬁts enrolled in vocational agriculture?"
To a simiiar quéstion on the‘departmeﬁt having written guidelines or
poliéy éutlining requirementé of/for a SOEP which the students should
fullfill, 31.7 responded '"no". As is pointed out by much of the
review of‘literature previously covered, these figures show a tendency
away from SOEP as an éssential part of the vocational agriculture
curriculumi ‘One of the most alarming firndings of Smith (1982) came
with the quesfion "What approximate percentage of your outfoffclass
work time is spent preparing for or attending livestock shows?" The
mean response was 23.78 percent of out-of-class. Seventy-eight
percent of the teachers responded that they spent ?O.percent or more of
their outfof«ciass_time preparing for or attending livestock shows.,
Respondents using 50 percent or more of tﬁeir outside time to prepare
or attend shows was 17.4 percent. Teachers ranking the areas of most

student SOEP involvement placed livestock exhibition first and
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commercial livestock production second with. approximately 80 percent
“of the teachers placing them first or second in rank. In response
~ to student involvement in year-round SOEP or continuing type SOEP

programs the mean was 56.62 percent.
Summary

In summary, from the inception of the vocational agriculture
program with the Smith-Hughes Act (Pub. L. 64-347, 1917) and following
1egislatiop emphasis has been placed on SOEP. Although the inter=~
pretation of these federal edicts falls upon the state agencies
administering these programs, very little doubt is left as to the
implication of SOEP requirements. Success of these programs over
thenyea¥s‘has strengthened and expanded vocational education into new
areas.

This importance is shared also by parents anévstudents as shown
in the various studies reviewed. Career goalé and additional
seconéary goals of work habits, cooperation, etc. all lend continuing
credability to the SdEPs in the vocational agriculture program.
Teacher educators, state supervisors, and teachers also feel the need
not only of continuence of the SOEPs but need for expansion and
improvement.

The activities and interactions of classroom instruction, SOEP
supervision, and FFA activity participation all provide a motivational
type'environment in whic¢h the student can achieve career objectives
and personal achievement. FFA and SOEP compliment and enhance each

other and have a positive relationship to each other.
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In recent fimes problems have arisen with SOEPs as feachérs
perceptions of the progfams or values of the programs have changed,
More emphasis on certain areas or less emphasis on the SOEPs as a
whole have greatly endangered'one of the most valuable toéls the
vocational agriculture teacher possesses. Using an approach similar
to that of the Western-Regiqnal study (Vaughn, 1982) and the Oklahoma
_ étudy (Smith,‘1982)-it was thevpurpose of this paper to aetermine
-the general status of Productive SOEPs in Area T of the state of Texas,
in an éffoft té determine factors affecting and various needs of the

program.



CHAPTER IIT
METHODOLOGY

The primary purpose of this study was to determine teachers'
perceptions of SOEPs and their implementation with the respective
communities of Area I in the Texas Panhandle.

In order to collect and analyze data pertaining to this purpose
it was mnecessary to accomplish the following tasks:

1. Determine the population of the study

v2. Develop the instrument for data collection

3. Develop a procedure for data collection

4. Select methods of data analysis
The Study Population

The population for this study consisted of the vocational
agriculture teachers from all vocational agriculture departments in
Area I of the Texas Panhandle. Geographically this is the area of the

Panhandle known as the '"Cap Rock" Area or that area North of Lubbock.
Development of the Instrument

In formulating the statements selected for the survey instrument,
the writer reviewed related literature and survey instruments
developed by other researchers. In addition, personal suggestions

from various teacher educators and vocational agriculture teachers

17
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were given strong éonsideration. The instrument contained short
anéwer items and statements réquiring_answeré fro&i&ed on an interval
vscale. Major topics included background of teacher respondents,
school policy regarding SOEP, level of student participation, scope
and kind of SOEPs, teachers‘ perceptions of SOE and ranking as to

personal emphasis,
Procedure for Date Collection

The Area I supervisor was contacted for permission and cooperation
conéerning the distribution of the instrument. It was decided to
contact all instructors in Area I at the Vocational Agriculture
Teachers' Summef Conference held in Ft. Worth. Time was allotted
by the area supervisor, in one of the_area meetings to distribute
the survey instrument (Appendix B, p. 73) and the cover sheet of
instructions (Appendix A, p. 71). The survey instrument was dis~
tributed, answered, and collected during this time., As an incentive
. £for completion and returm of the instruﬁent, a number previously
attached to the instrument was rem&ved and used as a drawing stﬁb for
door prizes consisting of seven "Uncle Henry" pocket knives. Because
of the advantage of personal contact and immediate collection of data,
it was perceived this method of collection was superior to mailed

inquiries.
Data Analysis

Data collected from the instrument were analyzed and tabulated.
Percentages, frequencies, rankings and means were the descriptive

statistics used to describe the data collected. The Likert Scale,
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Van Dalen (1979), was used to evaluate data from the definition of
SOEPs as teachers perceive it. On page two of the questionnaire,v
Topic "C", question number Aone, numerical lwialues were assigned to
each category to facilitate calculation of mean values and establish-
ment of real limits. The numerical values and reai linits for each

category are as follows:

Category - Numerical Values Real Limits
Strongly Agree 3 3.0 to 2.49
‘Agree v 2 2.5 to- 1.49
Slightly Agree 1 : _ 1.5 to 0.00
No Opinion 0 0.0 to -1.49
Slightly Disagree -1 ~1.5 to ~2.49
Disagree . ' -2 -2.5 to =3.00
Strongly Disagree -3

Topic "C", Teachers Perceptions question number four on the third
page, used the following categories and real limits to establish
.response values. These values were used to facilitate calculation

of mean values. The categories, values and real limits are as

follows:
Category Values Real Limits
1 High 0.0 -~ 1,49
2 1.5 = 2.49
3 2.5 -« 3.49
A v 3.5 - 4.49
5 Low 4,5 - 5.00

A copy of the cover sheet can be located in Appendix A and

the questionnaire in Appendix B.



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA

The presentation and analysis of data found in this chapter were
a result of Area I teacher responses. Geographicaily, Area I
(Texas Panhandle) covers approximately that area north of Lubbock,
Texas. Responses were collected on the questionnaires, Appendix B,
distributed at the summer vocational agriculture teachers conference
held in Forth Worth. There are usually 136 teachers employed in Area

T Responses were collected from the 126 teachers under contract
at the time of the survey. The differencé of ten teachers was due
to open positions in five of the single teacher departments, four
of the two teacher departments and one of the four or more teacher
departments. This gives a total response of 100% of those teachers
under contract. Therefore all percentages given in the anélysis of
data are figured as percentages of respondents only,

Populations of towns having vocational agriculture departments‘
were checked to view the variety of SOEPs of rural and urban areas.
Divisions were made by number of teachers per department and“all
analysis of information was compared on this basis as well as on the
basis of the total population.

Table I shows the populations of towns 'in Area I having
vocational agriculture departments. Teachers in single teacher

departments accounted for 44.447 of the respondents and the number of

20



TABLE I

POPULATIONS OF TOWNS OF TEACHERS IN AREA I OF TEXAS

0-1500 1501-3000 |3001-6000 | 6000-10,000|10,000-over| *NR gzzlx;n:ﬁrp:»

No. % |No. % No. % No. % No. % No. | % | No. -%
Single Teééhef Group .38 67.79f 9| 16.07 2 | 3.57. 1] 1.79 5| 8.93 1{1.79] 56| 44.44
Twc Teacher Group 5 8.77} 19| 33.33 14 |24.56 8 |14.04 11} 19.30 0 10.00] 57| 45.23
Three Teacher Group 1} 11.11 31 33.30 0 {00.00 0 :100.00 5] 55.56 010.00 9 7.14
Four/Mofe Teacher Group 41100.00 0| 00.00 0 |00.00 0 IOO.OQ .0 Q0.00 010.00] 4 3.17
Total Population 48] 3809 31| 24.60 16 12.70 9| 7.14 | 21| 16.67 1 | 1.79| 126 |100.00

* NR - Non Response

1¢
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teachers in each group. Single teacher departments in towns of

less than 3,000 population made up 83.867% of all single teacher
departments. In Area I, 38.09% of all teachers teach in communities
of under 1,500 population.  Towns of less than 3,000 population
accounted for 62.69% of all the respondents.

Teachers teaching in two teacher departments accounted for
45.237% of the total population responding. The responses indicated
42.107% of the two teacher departments were located in towns of less
than 3,000 population. The town size most commonly indicated seemed
to be a combination of the 1,501-3,000 category and the 3,001-6,000
category with 57.897 of the teachers in two teacher departments
represented.

Teachers employed in three teacher departments made up 7.147%
of the total population. Of those responding, 55.56% taught in
towns of 10,000 or more population. ‘The second largest response was
in the 1,501-3,000 range with 33.30%.

Teachers of departments with four or more teachers made up only
3.17% of the total population. These respondents were all from Cal
Farley's Boys. Ranch which is a school and orphanaée for boys from
broken homes or for boys having discipline problems. Most of the
students are ages 7-18. Complete state approved educational
facilities including a six teacher vocational agriculture teacher
department in a rural farming environment provide a good learning
and living experience for these students.

In analyzing the data from the totals of Table I it can be seen
that 62.69% of all teachers of Area I teach in communities of 3,000

or less population.
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Ip Tablé IT the population was asked to give the number of
students each had enrolléd in vocational agriculture during the
1981-82 school year. Again the categories listed are single teacher,
two teacher, three teacher, and four or more teachers.

In single'teachér departments, 35.71% indicated they had between
30-39 sfudents. The second 1argest'pefcentage was 26.78% indicating
student enrollment between 20-29. This constitutes a total of 62.49%
of the single teacher departments consisting of student enrollment
bf_20—39‘students each. The majority of the remaining single teacher
departments, 26.78% indicated their student enrollment was from 40-59
sfudénts.v |

In two teacher departments, the largest percentage of students
enrolled was in the range of 60-69 students per department making up
33.33% of the population. The second largest percentage indicated
24.56% of those responding had enrollments of $O~59 students. The

‘third largest grouping consisted of 21.05% indicating 70-79 students

enrolleé. The tdtal of these percentages with student enrollment
between 50-~79 for the 1981-82 school year was 78.947.

Those teachers employed in three teacher departments responded
~ most often Qith equal percentages in two groupings of student
enrollment, 120-129 (22.22%) and 130-139 (22.22%). A total of
responses indicating’100~139 students was 55.55%. One third, or
33.33%, of the responses ranged from 80*90>studeﬁt; enrolled.

The four or more teacher group, indicated that the students
enrolled at Boy's Ranch was between 110 to 130, There seemed to be
differences 'in numbers of student enrollment figures reported as

indicated by multi-teacher department responses which did not agree



STUDENTS ENROLLED IN VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE IN VARIOUS DEPARTMENTS
DURING THE 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR IN AREA I

" TABLE II

Number of Students Single Two Three Four or More Total Teacher
Resp. % Resp. % Resp.] # Resp. % Resp. Z
1-9 2 | 3.58 -0 | 00.00 0 | 00.00 0 00,00 2 1.58
10-19 4 7.16 0 | 00.00. O | 00.00 0 00.00 4 3.17
20-29 15 | 26.78 0 | 00.00 0 | 00.00 0 00.00 15 11.90
30-39 20 | 35.69 0 | 00.00 0 | 00.00 0 00.00 20 15.87
40-49 7 |12.50 0 | 00.00 0 | 00.00 0 00.00 7 5.55
50-59 8 | 14.31 14 | 24,52 1 {11.11 0 00,00 23 18.25
60-69 0 | 00.00 19 33.31 0 | 00.00 0 00.00 19 15.07
70-79 0 | 00.00 12 | 21.01 0 | 00.00 0 - 00.00 12 9.52
80-89 0 | 00.00 7 | 12.26 2 | 22.22 0 00.00 9 7.14
90-99 0 | 00.00 3 5.26 | -1 | 11.11 0 00.00 4 3.17
100-109 0 | 00.00 1 1.75 1 §11.11 0 00,00 2 1.58
110-119 0 | 00.00 1 1.75 0 | 00.00 1 25,00 2 1.58
120-129 0 | 00.00 0 ;| 00.00 2 | 22.22 1 25.00 3 2.38
130-139 0 | 00.00 0 | 00.00 2 | 22,22 1 25.00 3 2.38
* N.R. = 0 | 00.00 0 {00.00 0 | 00.00 1 25.00 1 .79
Total 56 (100.00 57 {100.00 9 100.00 4 100.00 126 100.00

* N.R. - Non Response

%e
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‘with teacheré within the same department. Perhaps teachers were
citing enrollments for different times of the year, -

A éomprehensive look at student enrollment by all departments
indicated'the largestv response, 18;25%, was in the range of 50-59
students .enrolled. 1In totaling some of the ranges it was found that
49.98% of,all;teachers_indicated their student enrollment fell

~between 50 to 89 students. The second largest percentage similarly
grouped was in the range of 20-49 students, 33.32%. This indicates
thaf 83.37% of all teachers in Area I -have student enrollments of
between 30—8§ étudents.

The teachers were asked to choose an appropriate descripfion
of job responsibilities concerning SOEP supervision. This was asked
in order to find the SOEP supervision procedures employed by the
teachgrs.A The response data is recorded in Table III. The single
teachérs all chose option four which was "I supervise all SOEPs",

In the two teacher departments, 59.64% indicated both teachers
jointly'supervised all students SOEPs, The second greatest response
indigated 26.312 of the teachers supervised the SOEPs of fhe students
‘they taught in class..

The thfee teacher group also showed théir responses to options
one ana three with 55.55% indicatiné they all jointly supervised all
-SOEPs. Option one made up the remainder of the group with 44,447
indicating they supervised the SOEPs of only thegstudents they
taught.

The teachers of the four or more teacher group all responded
to option number two indicating each teacher had categorical

supervision assignments in areas such as beef, sheep, swine, crop,



TABLE III

TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR SOEP RESPONSIBILITIES
| Single Two Three Four/More |Total
Categories Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher
No. % |No. % No, % |No, % No. | %
1. Each teacher supervises the SOEPs , :
of the students he teaches. 00 | 00.00} 15 26,31 | 4 | 44.44) 0 | 00.00 | 19 | 15.07
2. SOEP categories such as Coop,
crop, beef, sheep, swine, etc.
are assigned to the supervision
of specific teachers. 00 | 00.00| 7 12.28 0 | 00.00{ 4 (100.00 | 11 8.73
3. Teachers joiﬁtly supervise all ) v
students' SOEPs. ' 00 | 00.00| 34 59.64 5 55.56| 0 | 00.00 | 39 | 30.95
4. Single teacher department, I _
supervise all SOEPs. 56 1100.00{ 00 00.00 0 | 00.00{ 0 | 00.00 |- 56.| 44.44
5. Other * 00 [ 00.00} 1 1.75| 0| 00.00] 0 | 00.00 | 1 .79
 Total ' 56 |100.00| 57 |100.00] - 9"100.00' 4 |100.00 | 126.]100.00

* One teacher supervised SOEPs while both assist students with records and award applications

9¢
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coop, etc.

A look at.the'teacher totals shows single teachers supervising
all SOEPs made up 44.44% of the total population. Total teachers
indicating they jointly supervised all student SOEPs was 30.95%.
0f the total population 15.07% indicated they supervised the SOEPs
of only the students they taught in class.

The teachers were asked about the requirement for an SOEP in
order tp.be’enrolled in vocational agriculture. Table IV shows the
dat; for this question. Responses were made on a yes-no basis.
Single teacﬁers responded with 76.79% requiring some type of SOEP for
enrollment in vécational agriculture. The two teacher group
responded with 94.74% requiring SOEPs. The three teachers were 100%
in fequiring SOEPs for enrollment. As a total population 86.51%
required SOEPs, while 11.90% did not. There were two nonrespondents.

‘In an effért to find how teachers used SOEPs as a teaching
instrument, they were asked what percentage of the grade for the
studeﬁt was derived frdm the SOEP. Table V shows the data from these
responses. The highest percentage (42.86%) of single teachers based
207% of the student's grade on the SOEP. Twenty five percent of the
single teaéhers based 307% of the grade on the SOEP. A totallof the
three largest’categories indicated that 85.727 of all single teachers
base between 10% to 30% of the student's graQe on_his‘SOEP,

Similarly, the two teacher group indicatedtéoz of the student's
géadebas the most popular choice used by 40.35% of the teachers.

A total of the three top options,;lO%-SO% of student's grade, based
on the SOEP, included 78.95% of all teachers of the two teacher

group. Three of the teachers marked '"other" as an alternative, but



TABLE IV

THOSE TEACHERS REQUIRING SOEPS FOR STUDENT ENROLIMENT IN VO. AG.

* Single Two Three Four/more * Total
Yes| % |No!| % Yes % |No| % Yes| %2 | No|% |Yes | % {No| %| Yes % | No %
43176.79111{19.64 | 54 | 94.74| 3|5.26 9i100 | 00 3175/ 1|25/ 109 {86,51}15 |11.90

* Two teachers from the single teachers group did not respond.

8¢



TABLE V

THE PORTION OF THE STUDENT'S GRADE COMING FROM THE SOEP

Bdline , i

ol xllio| % llao| %z i3] % 140 | % lMore| % |l Pts. | % !other’ % | Total | %
i
: - . . 1
Single Teacher Group 010.00/{20 | 17.86 || 24 |42.86 [14 |25.00.} & | 7.14}| 2| 3.57{" 2 : 3.57y 0" .0.00 56 | 100.00
Two Teacher Group- . - . | 1]1.75|| 6[10.53 [|23 l40.35 16 |28.07 | 4 | 7.02i] 2| 3.51)[ 2 {3.51) 3 ;5.26 57 | 100.00°
Three Teacher Group . 0{0.00{ 0]00.00f 3 [33:33 | 4 |44.44"] 1 j21.11)} o0 0.00 0. 0.00{ 0 ;0.00 9 | 100.00
" No Response - 1 = 11.11% ’ R i ’ A
Four or More Teacher Group 1 25.00 0 | 00.00 0 {00.00 {{ 1 |25.00 0 00.00: 0 0.00 1 :25.00 0 ;0.00 ! 4 100.00
No Response - 1 - 25% . i !
1 o H i 3 . .
; : . : § i i 3 :
Totgl of All Teacher Groups 2 11.59 116 [12.70 ||50 [39.68 (|35 |27.78 || 9 | 7.14} 4| 3.17 s 13070 3 |2.38 1 126 | 100.00

No. Response = 2 - 1.59%
Other: 2 ~ 1.59% No point values. per se’ but must have to pass

1 - .79% Additional points are given on semester grades

Bdline - Borderline points

6¢
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did not make further comment on the questionnaire.

In thé three teacher group, 44.447 indicated 30% of the
student's grade was derived from the SOEP, while 33.33% indicated
20% of the student's grade came from the SOEP. This makes a total
of 77.777% who based between 20-30% of the student's grade on the
SOEP.

The highest response from the total population (39.68%) was
made to the 207% of grade option. The 30% option received the next
largest teacher response of 27.78%. A total of the three largest
percentages indicated 80.16% of all teachers based from 10-30% of
the students grade on the SOEP.

Table VI reports the percentage of sfudent participation in
SOEP if not required for enrollment in vocational agriculture. This
was to determine what percentage of tﬁe students would participate -
if an SOEP was not required. A total.of eleven single teachers
responded on this question. Two teachers or 18.18% responded they
still had 100% participation. This same percentage, 18.18%, was.
found in both categories of 80% and 85%Z. All of the single teachers
not requiring SOEPs still had between 70-100% participation in
student project programs.

Similarly all teachers in two teacher departments not requiring
SOEPs\indicated between 75% to 100% participation.

The three teacher groﬁp_responded to this question fndicating
80% participation in SOEPs. |

As a total group all of those teachers not requiring SOEPs for
student enrollment showed participation levels between 707 and 1007

for their students.



TABLE VI

SOEP PARTICIPATION BY STUDENTS OF TEACHERS NOT REQUIRING SOEPS FOR ENROLLMENT

Single Two Three 4 or more Total-
% Part. | .No. % No. % No. 2 | Y. % No. %
100 2 | 18.18 2 40.00 o .| 00.00 ‘Q 00.00 4 '23.53
99 1 9.09 1 v20;oo, 0 00.00 0 00.00 2 '11.76
95 1 | 9.09 0 00.00 0 00.00 0 00.00 1 5.88
90 1 9.09 1 20.00 0 00.00 0o | 00.00. Py 11.76
85 2 | 18.18 0 00.00 0 00.00 - 0 | 00.00 2 11.76
80 2 | 18.18 0 00.00 . 1 100.69 | 0 00.00 3 17.65
75 1 9. 09 1 20.00 o | 00.00 o | 00.00 2 11.76
70 1 9.09 0 00.00 0 00.00 0 00.00 1 5.88
Total 11 |100..00 5 | 100.00 1 | 100.00 o | o00.00 17 100.00
P
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The percentages of students that lived in town are recorded in
Table VII. It was found that in the single teacher group, 23.21%
said 41-507% of their students lived in town. Seventeen poiﬁt eighty
five percent of théésingle_teachers indica;gd Fhat 0510% of their
students lived in town. Thirty seven point forty seven percent of
the single teachers indicated that over 517% of their students lived
in town.

Twenty four point fifty six percent of the two teacher group
responding to the question indicated 41-507% of their students lived
in town. Totaling ranges of students living in town, 40.347% of the
téachers indivated 21-507% of their students lived in town.
Similarly, 57.9% of the teachers indicated 517 or more of théir
students lived in town.

“Aviook at the total population indicated the largest group of
teachers (21.43%) said 41-50% of their students lived in town. In
Area I, 70.64% of the teachers indicated 417 or more of their’
students lived in town.

Since such a large percentage of the students of Area I were
reported to live in town the teachers were asked what percent of the
students do not have adequate facilities at home to have an SOEP.

Table VIII shows the largest percentage shown in the single
teacher group was 33.937 indicating 0-10% of their students did not
have facilities for their SOEP. In totaling the responses it was
found that 23.21% of the single teachers indicated over 50% of theéir
students had no access to facilities for carrying on an SOEP.

Twenty six point thirty two percent of the teachers’of‘the two

teacher group responded that 41-50% had no facilities at home. The



THE PERCENTAGE OF VOCATiONAL AGRICULTURE STUDENTS OF:AREA i LIVING IN TOWN

‘TABLE VII

. 0-10 11-20 | 21-30 31-40 41:—50 51-60 61:-»70 71-80 81-90 91-100

) No| % No; %Z [No.[ % :No.| Z No. . % No| % fNo| % |[NoJ % |iNo.] % {No.| Z Total %
Siﬁgle Teacher Group 10{17.85 . 518.92] 4 |7.14) 3| 5.35} 13123.21 ,2. 3.57) 51 9.92 '4 7.14) 5 8.92! 518.92 56 100.00
Two Teacher Group 11 1.75) 00,00} &4 |7.01 5 8.77 4 14i24.56} 6 10.53 _5 8.77} 9115.79}| 8i14.04)| 5 |8.77 57 100.00
Three Teacher 'Groﬁp 0| 0.00f 0:!0.00f O 0.0d 1111.11 00;00.00; 01:00.00f 1 (11.11} 5 5_‘:>.56 1:111.11 -1 11.311 -9 100.00
Four or More Teacher Group 4] A1l stt;dents live on the ranch .
Total of All Teéchéf Groups 15111.90 5]|3.97 8 [6.35) 91 7.141127]21.43 8 '6.35‘11 ‘8.730i18 14.29i114{11.11{11 8.73 i! 126 100.00_

€€



TABLE VIII

THE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS OF AREA I NOT HAVING ADEQUATE SOEP FACTLITIES

NR 0-10 - 11-20 21-30 - 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 l'915100 !_
No. Z {No.| % INo| % |Ne| % ‘ No. % | No| %' |No. % |No. % No.:f 2 vl % Euo.{ % lTotal| %
Single Teacher Group 2 3&57 19 | 33.93 9116.07} 4! 7.14% 6 10.71) 3| 5.36 0;'0.00 23,57 6510.71 41 7.14% 1;1.79 56 100
Two Teacher Group 2 3.51) 5| 8.77 41 7.02) 6(10.53 4 5! 8.77y 15:26.325 1: 1.75}; 3 5.26!' 4( 7.025 6 10.53% 6 10.53y§ 57 [100
Three Teacher Group 0 0.00} 0| 00.00 0!00.00{ 0!00.00 i 2122.22{ 2:22.22% 1]11.11}{ 0 0.00EE 2é22.22 1 11.11§ 111.11 9 1100
Four/More Teacher Groupll O 0.00} 4 1100.00 || Boys Ranch all students have !laccdss to ‘ranch facilitiesﬁ
Total of All Teacher : | %E
Groups 4 '3.17428 | 22.22 {13 10.32|l 10} 7.94 [113{10.32} 20 15.87|| 2| 1.59{ 5:i3.97 412 : 9.52(11] 8.731 8! 6.35| 126 i100

Vi
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second 1argést response, 21.067%, indicated 817 or more of their
students did not have facilities for SOEPs.

In the three teacher group, 44.447 indicated that 71% or more
of‘their.students did not héve facilities for carrying on their‘
SOEPs. All responses by this group was over the 307 range.

In the four.or more teacher.group all responses were made by
Boy's Ranch teachers. Boy's Ranch provides facilities for all
student's SOEPs.

As a total population, 22.227% of all teachers responded that
0-16% of their students did not have adequate facilities for carx&ing
on their SOEPs. The second highest percentage was 15.877 indicating
41-50% of their students didn't have facilities for SOEPs.

Responses were sought as to the number of teachers iﬁdicating
the §chooi system or department provided facilities for the
students SOEPs. On iable IX it was found that as a total group
82.54%‘of all teachers responding'said they provided a school fgrm
or othér facilities for students' use in their SOEP. The two
teacherigroup showed the largest percentage of positive answers WithA
1 92.98% of the teachers indicating facilities were provided for
students. 'Single teachers indicated 73.227% provided SOEP
facilities. The threeiteacher group indicated 66.66% provided
facilities and 33.34% did not. , .

Since it is féit supervision of SOEPs is a vital part of the
student's education and suécess in the'projeét program, the
teachers were asked if the school supportéd the SOEPs by providing
transportation or compensation for SOEP visitation. Table X

indicates 88,10%Z of the teachers responding said the school did



TABLE IX

THOSE TEACHERS IN AREA I PROVIDED FACILITIES_BY THE SCHOOL FQR_STUDENT'S SOEPS

_ Single IR o "Two . _b Three el " qur/More” - Total-

Yes % No % Yes % | No % |Yes| % |No| % |Yes| % |No|Z | Yes| % No 7%

41 {73.22 | 15| 26,78] 53 9'2.98 4| 7.02| 6(66.66/ 3|33.34] 4|100| 0| 0 | 104(82.54 22 17.46

TABLE X

THOSE TEACHERS IN AREA I PROVIDED A VEHICLE OR COMPENSATION BY THE SCHOOL FOR SOEP SUPERVISION

Single .’ " -~ Two . . - Three. R ..Four/Mofe 1 Total

Yes | . % No| % Yes % No| . .% Yes| % |No{ % |Yes | % |No.| % | Yes Z | No| %

52 192.86 | 4| 7.14 | 48 |84.21| 9(15.79 7\77.78| 2|22.22 | 4.|100f O+ O | 111 |88.10 |15(11.90

9¢
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provide a vehicle or compensation for student SQEP yisitation.

Teachers were asked to indicate what the school policies were
on student SOEP visitation as to time allocation for instructors.
Table XI indicates a yes or no response as to whether visitation
time was alloted during the school day. Most qf the response from
eacﬁ group was about the same with an overall group response of
88.897% saying ''yes" time was alloted in the school schedule for SOEP
visitation.

Teachers were asked what particuiar time of the day was
allotted fbr SOEP visitation. The data is recorded in Table XII,
Due to the wide variety of respo&ses it was decided to group
responses under categories of AM & PM, AM, PM, After schooll None -
and No response. Single teachers made the.largest response of
82.14% in the PM category. Five teachers made no response. The
twovteacher group ‘indicated P.M. also for visitation by a percentage
of 70.18%. The three teacher group showed 88.897% in the P.M,
category. The four or more teacher group split their responéés with.
‘50% A.M. and 50% P.M. response. The total population listed P.M.
its‘highest:response group with 76.19%. There were nine teachers
not respohding.

Livestock shows account for a large part of student involve-
ment in SOEPs in Texas. (Table XIII). The questiqn asked teachers
for response to the number of livestock shows ﬁhé school
administration allowed them to schedule each year. A combination
of two categories iﬁdicéted that 55.36% of the single teachers
attendéd gither two or thfee major stock shows per year. Major

livestock shows are above the county level, The two teacher



TABLE XI

THOSE TEACHERS PROVIDED SCHOOL TIME FOR SOEP VISITATION

Single Two Three Four/more Total
Yes 7% i No A Yes %2 INo % |Yes| % |No| % |Yes| % ANoi %Z | Yesi % No %
| B I
‘ . ! | }
51/91.07 : .5 | 8.93] 50 {87.72{ 6 {10.53] 8 i88.89! 1:11.11! 3 | 75 1. 25| 112.88.89 13 |10.32
{ |
i No Response 1 | 1.75}° f No Response 1| ~..79
TABLE XII
THE TIME SCHEDULED BY THE SCHOOL FOR TEACHER VISITATION OF SOEPS
A.M. & P.M. AM. | P.M. ?iiiil None No Resp. Total
No. % Noj Z |No.i % No.| % No.| % No.| % No. | 7%
v T ) —
i
Single Teacher Group 3 5.36 | 1 %1.79 46.182.14; 0 |00.00| 1 {1.79 § 5 {8.93 56 | 100
Two Teacher Group 3 5.26 | 2 53.57 40 170.18 7 112.28{ 1 {1.75; 4 {7.02 57 | 100
i
Three Teacher Group 0 0.00 | O b0.00 8 {88.89f 1 ;11.11: O {0.00 | O {0.00 9 | 100
: |
Four/More Teacher Group 0 0.00 2 50.00 2 {150.00 0 100.00 0 {0.00 0 }0.00 4 100
5
Total of All Teacher Groups| 6 4.76 | 5 53.97 96 176.19| 8 6.35 2 11.59 9 17.14 126 | 100

8¢



TABLE XIIT

MAJOR LIVESTOCK SHOWS ATTENDED BY TEACHERS OF AREA I

0 1 2 3 4 5 7 |Ne
: - : Limit No. Resp. Total
Nol % [|NoJ Z [No4 % No. % No. % |[No{ % |INed % [liNoy % [INo. % No. %
Single Teacher Group 2(3.57 }j 16 {28.57 || 23 |41.07 8114.29 417.14) 0{00.00 0100.00} 2} 3.57 111.79 56V 100
Two Teacher Group 2(3.51 81 8.77 6110.53 | 22 |38.60 7 (12.28)f 1| 1.75 1} 1.7512(21.05 1]1.75 ] 57 100
Three Teac_her Group 0i0.00 0 [00.00 414444 2 22.22 01{00.00f 111.11 2122.22i- 0{00.00 01 0.00 9 100
Four/More Teacher Group 010.00 0 100.00 0 {00.00 0 [00.00 2 {50.00} 0}00.00 0 100.00§f 2|50.00 01} 0.00 4 iOO
Total of All Teacher Groups J 413.171121]16.67 §§33{26.19 |} 32 25.'50 13110.32f 2§ 1.59 3] 2.38ll16112.70 21} 1.59 11126 100

6€
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group's highest‘response was 38.6% attending three major live-
stock shows. No limit to the number of shows attended was
indicated by 21.05% of this group. Sixty six point sixty six
percent of the three teacher group inaicated they attended two or
three shows per year. Seven stock shows per year was indicatéd by
22.227% of this group.

The resﬁonses in the four or more teacher group was split
50-50 between four stock shows per year and no limit by théir
aéministratién as to the number of stock shows they could attend,

Totai population responses to this question showed the highest
response wés pretty well even between two and three stock shows
per year with a comgined percentage of 51,59%. Sixteen of one
hundred twenty six teachers (12.70%) indicated no limit to the
number of stock shows they could attend. Most of the responses
ovef two or three stock shows were made by teachers in multiple
teacher departments.

éection B of the questionnaire dealt primarily with F?A
activities. Since it is not legal to require membership in FFA
of vocational agriculture students, but it is felt a necessary part
of the'ovérall program by most instructors, it was important to
determine the percentage of vocational agriculture student member-
ship in the FFA. Table XIV records the data of teachers responses
to this question. It was found that 86,51% of;the total population
indicated 100% membership in FFA. Ninety percent or more member-
ship was reported by 97.61% of the total‘population.

The population was requested to resppnd to the higheét level

of participation in the FFA's National Foundation Award Program.



TABLE XIV

VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE STUDENT MEMBERSHIP IN'FFA

B 80 90 95 96 98 99 100 Total

Resp. ‘ :

No. %Z {No,t % {|No. %l Nod % lNol! % |lNo| Z |No] Z | No. % |INo.| %
Single Teacher Group 0]0.,00¢ 11.79} 1] 1,79 1} 1.79| 0]00.00}{ 2{3.57} 1 1.79] 50 89.29| 56100
Two Teacher Group 111.75p 111.754 2| 3.5 11,75} 0|00.00|] 0|0.00} 0{0.00{ 51| 89.47| 57|100
Three Teacher Group 0]10.001 0(0.00f 1|11.11f} 2 22.22}4 222,22} 0}0.00:] 0/0.00 41 44.44) 91100
Four/More Teacher Group 0 |0.00} 0l0o.00] 00o0.00] 0 po.ool oloo.00ll 0 0.00j 0{0.00 41100.00f 4]100
Total of All Teacher Groupsff 1| .79§ 21.59f 4| 3.17] 4 {3.17f 2| 1.591312.38}| 1| .79} 109| 86.51}126]100

No Resp. =~ No response

I8
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As’ a total population, 19.05% participated at the Area level. The
state level of the program was participated in by 16.677%. At the
district level or above, 57.15% of the total population indicated
participation. This information is recorded in Table XV. Ten
teachefs (7.94%) indicated no participation.

The numBer of Lone Star Farmer Degree applicants by teachers
in Area I for the 1981-82 school year is recorded in Table XVI.
The total population responded that 19.057% had four applicants in
the designated ﬁime period. The next largest level of participation
was 18.25% indicating they had two applicants. It was found that
63.497% of the respondents had at least one applicant and 34.117%
had four or more Lone Star Farmer Degree applicants. A fairly
large percentage 21.43% of the total population had no applicants,
a large part of these resulting from single teacher responses
totaling 33.23% of.phat particular group.

Due to large numbers of applicants and the years of inflation
since the reqqirements for the Lone Star Farmer Degfee were
established, it is probable these standards will be revised in the
next few years. Teacher responses were sought on how doubling or
tripling the minimum monetary requirement would affect the number
of applicants. Table XVII records these responses. As a total
: population the teachers indicated that very few applicants would
be affected by doubling the minimum requirement. When compared
to the percent of teachers reporting zero applicants for 1981-82,
there would be 16% more teachers with no abplicants if fhe
requirements were doubled. There would be 347 more teachers with

no applicants if the requirements were tripled.



TABLE XV

THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION IN THE NATIONAL FFA FOUNDATION

AWARDS

PROGRAM BY TEACHERS OF AREA T

Local Dist. Area State | Nat'l No Total
: Resp.

No,| % No,| % No.| % No.| % No.| % No,| % |No.| % No.| %

Single Teacher Group 6(10.71 1 19133.93 (| 12|21.43 | 8| 6.35 8| 6.35 17| 1.79] 2| 3.57 56 | 100
Two Teacher Group 3| 5.26 ||16{28.07 || 5| 8.77 ||14|24.56 || 11]|19.30{ 57 8.77}} 3| 5.26 || 57| 100
Three Teacher Group 0{00.00 || 1}11.11 | 3|33.33| 1|11.11§ 2)22.2% 0.1 0.00) 2 22.22 91| 100
Four/More Teacher Grbqp 1{25.00 || 0}00.00 0/00.00 1125.00 0]00.00; 1°25.00}} 1125.00 41100
Total of All Teacher Groups 10| 7.94 |136]28.57 [|20]15.87 || 2419.05 || 21{16.67 7 15.56) 8] 6.35 ||126 | 100

1%



TABLE XVI

THE NUMBER OF LONE STAR FARMER DEGREE APPLICANTS OF AREA I FOR 1981<82

0 - 1 | 2 | s 4 .5 6 | 7 8 | 9 1 13 No- Total
. . . - . Resp.

Single Teacher Group {19/33.93/13]23.21{10{17.86] 3] 5.36| 3| 5.36| 2{3.57| 1{1.79| 0{0.00}| 1{1.79} 1:1.79| 0{0.00| 1{1.79} 2 '3.57‘ 56 (100
Two Teacher Group 7{12.28y 7112.28/10/17.54] 6110.53|18 {31.58 213.51} 010,00} 1[1.75} 0/0.00{ 2,3.51| 11.75] 2{3.51{ 1}.1.75 | 57!100

Three Teacher Group 1{11.11] 2|22.22{ 3{33.33| 2{22.22| 1 {11.11] 0{0.00{ 0[0.00} 00.00] 0 0.00{ 0;0.00| 0]0.00| 0}0.00{ 0 ©00.00 9 1100

Four/More Teacher Group 0[00.00| 0}00.00{ 0]00.00{ 0[00.00| 2 |50.00} 0]0.00 | 0]0.00] 0|0.00] 00.00| 0i0.00| 0l0.00| alo.00| 2 550.00 4 1100

Total of All Teacher . :
Groups 27 121.4312217.46{23]18.25/11] 8.73{24]19.05} 43.17 1] .79t 1| .7911} .79} 312.38| 1] .79! 312.38{ 51 3.97 {126 {100

K&



TABLE XVII

THE NUMBER OF POSSIBLE LONE STAR FARMER APPLICANTS OF AREA I IF REQUIREMENTS WERE INCREASED

Total

i.Single Two Three Fouf/More
e 225&;2:“ts Dbl.| % |Trpl. % |obl.| % |Tepl. %z |obi.] % |Tepi. 2 |lovi.| 2 | Tepi.| 7 || el % |tepl.| %
1 9116.07 | 11| 19,64 12 {21,05| 8| 14,04 4 |44,45| 2 |22.22] o' 0o a | 000 25 | 19.85| 21 |16.67
2 8l16.20| 5| s.93 8 |14.04| 7| 12.28{ 00000 | 1 |11.21{ o] o0 0 | coo 16 12.70| 13 [10.32
3 30536 4| 7.4 6(1053| 9| 15.79 2 |22.22 0 Joo.00 |l o1 oo 0 | 0oo 11| 8.73] 13 [10.32
4 2| 357| 2| 3570l 9|15.79| 5| s.77]| 1f1.11| o Joo.o0| 1|25 o | ooo 13 [10.32] 7 | 5.56
5 417.16] o|o0.00f 2f351]| ofoco.00ff o0]oo.00| o [00.00{ o o0 o | doo 6| 4.76] o [00.00
6 2357 | 00000 2|3.50| o] o0.00|| oo0.00 | o [00.00] o o0 0 | 000 4| 3.17| o 00.00
7 || ©]oo-00| ooo.00lf 2| 35| o]o00.00| oo.00| o foo.00] o0 |00 o | 000 2| 1.59] o |oo.60
9 1{1.79| o 0000l o {o0.00 | o | 00.00 || o f06.00 | o {00.00 || o |00 o | o000 1| .79] o |o0o.00
10 0 {00.00 |. o | 00.00 0 Joo.oo | 2| 3.51] o |oo.c0o | o Joo.00 || o |o0 0 |ooo 0 loo.co| 2 |1.59
13 0 [00.00 | 0 | 00.00 1|17 0| 00.00{| o Jooioo | o Joo.oo || 0 {00 | o 000 1| .79) o [0o.00
0 27 148.22 {34 | 60.71 | 15 {26.32 | 26 [ 4s.61 | 2 |p2.22 | 6 les67 || 3 |75 4 |100 47 [37.30] 70 |ss.56

Dbl. - If requirements were doubled.
Trpl. - If requirements were tripled.

Sy
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Record keeping is an important part of the student‘'s SOEP.

The topic next addressed dealt with the student's SOEP record .
system. This arises from a knowledge that some teachers may not
record all a student owns due to either involvement in 4-H or to
simplify record keeping. The data from responses 1is recorded in
Table XVIII. In single teacher group 41.07% did not require all
the student's owned to be his SOEP or to keep records on it. This
figure was 31.58% in the two teacher group and 33.33% in the three
teacﬁer group. As a total population 34.927% of the teachers do
not have students keep records on all he owns.

Dual membership and how teachers count SOEPs of Vocational
Agriculture and 4-H projects is a possible problem area. Table XIX
' shows the data on this question. The single teacher group
indicated 78.57% had separate SOEPs for each youth program. The
two teacher group indicated 91.237% had separation. The three
teacher group showed the lowest percentage with 66.677% having
separation of 4-H and FFA projects. As a total population 80.95%
had separate 4-H projects and FFA SOEPs, There were thirteen no
responses accounting for 10.327% of the totél population.

Section "C" of the questionnaire‘Was.devéloped to determine
teachers' perceptions of various parts of their programs. Teachers
were asked to give their perceptions of a given definition of
sup%pvised occupational experience program. Theif'respénses can'Eg
seen in Tablg XX. The definition was divided into three parts each’
expressing a different facet éf SOEPs., Each part of the defiﬁition

will be dealt with separately.



TABLE XVIII

THE STUDENTS OF AREA I SHOWING ALL PROJECTS OWNED INVTHE‘SOEP

Single Two Three .' Four/More Tot51 
Yes % No %Z |Yes %z | No %z |Yes| % No % |Yes| % |No | %|Yes % No| %
33 58-.93  23 41,07} 38 |66.67| 18| 31.58|  666.67 | 3 |33.33| 4100 9 | Of 81 |64.29| 44 [34.92
TABLE XIX
THE STUDENTS OFFAREA I SEPARATING VO. AG. AND 4-H SOEPS
Single - Two Three Foul.:/Morc‘a? " Total
" Yes z Nqu \% Yes % No % |Yes % N6 % |Yes % |No % Yes % No %
144) 78.57 5- "'8‘.93 52 191.23| &4 | 7.02| 6{66.67 | 2 |22.22| O} O | O | O0{102 |{80.95{ 11 |8.73
No | | |
Resp.|. 7/ 12.50 1] 1.75 1{11.11 4 {100 13 {10.32
No Resp. - No respon;e |

Ly



AREA T TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE

TABLE XX

DEFINITION OF SOEPS

B Strongly |- S1ightly §No - STightly - 1strongly Mean
Agree = - |'Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree Disagree Value jiCategory
3,0 to 2.5|} 2.49 to 1.5[11.49 to .5}.49 to =.49 |{~.5 to =1,49|-1.5 to -2.49]-2.5 to -3.0 '
No.l % |lNod % No.| % No,| . % fi No.f %. || No. % | No.| %
Sinéle Teacher Group .
1. ...carried on outside o . L .
the classroom. 28 |50,00 jl 17{ 30.36 51 8,93 1] 1.79 21 3,57 2 3,57 11 1.79 2.04 { Agree
2. ...for learning of . :
- modern agriculture 18 [32.14 || 25 | 44.64 9 {16.07 2} 3,57 2| 3.57 0 Q.00 0| Q.00 1.98 || Agree
3. ...prepare students )
for agri. or agri..
~ related vocation. 20 |35.71 |{ 25 | 44.64 9 116.07 2| 3.57 0 0.00 0 0.00 0| 0.00 2.13 |} Agree
Iwo Teacher Group ;i
1. ...carried on outside :
the classroom. 27 (47,37 1123 ]40.35 31 5.26 0] 0.00 14 1.75 -2 3.51 141.75 2.14 )i Agree
2. ...for learning of : . ) )
modern agriculture 18 {31.58 |27 {47.37 9 115.79 21 3.51 11 1,75 0 0,00 0 | 0.00 2.04 {] Agree
3. ...prepare students i : ’
for agri or agri. . o .
. related vocation. 16 }28.07 {28 |49.12 9 115.79 31} 5.26 H 11} 1.75 0 0,00 0 | 6.00 1.96 || Agree
Three Teacher Groqg&
1. ...carried on outside : ) | .
the classroom. 5 |55.56 3 133.33 1 j1t.11 0| 0.00 0 } 0.00 0 0.00 0 { 0.00 2.44 |} Agree
2. ...for learning of
modern agriculture 3 33.33 5 155.56 1 {11.11 0 | 0.00 0 | 0.00 0 0.00 0 |o0.00 2.22 Y Agree
3. ...prepare students .
for agri. or agri. . .
related vocation. 3 §33.33 5 }55.56 0 ]00.00 1 111.11 0 -] 0.00 0 0.00 0 {0.00 2.11 |{}Agree

8%



TABLE XX (Centinued)

Strongly Slightly [|No Slightly JStrongly Mean
Agree Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree. Disagree Value [Category
3.0 to 2.5 ]12.49 to 1.541.49 to .5i.49 to -.49 {|-.5 to -1.49/-1.5 to -2.49]-2.5 to -3.0
Mo.| #  iNo.| % Uwo.| % Wo.| 2z |No.| 2 No.| % | WMo.| 2
Four/More Teacher Group
1. ...carried on outside ) . Strongly
the classroom. 3 {75.00 1:25,00 ¢! 0,00 0 : 0.00 0 0,00 o 0.00 Q { 0.00 2.75 | Agree
2. ...for learning of . . .
modern agriculture 1 {25.00 2 {50.00 1 [25.00 0 : 0.00 0 | 0.00 0 0.00 0 : 0.00 2.00 || Agree
3. ...prepare students '
for agri. or agri. . i
related vocation. 1 125.00 1 :25.00 1 |25.00 1 ;25.00 0 | 0.00 0 0.00 0 !0.00 { 1.75 || Agree
Total of All Teacher ‘
Groups
1. ...carried on outside
the classroom. 63 {50.00 44 |34.92 9 | 7.14 1 .79 3.12.38 4 3.17 2 |1.59 2.13 || Agree
2. ...for learning of :
modern agriculture 40 {31.75 159 {46.83 |20 {15.82 4 1 3.17 3 12.38 0 0.00 0 | 0.00 2.02 | Agree
3. ...prepare students B
for agri. or agri. ) .
related vocation. 40 131.75 {59 146.83 1§19 {15.08 7 1 5.56 1 .79 Q 0.00 0 {0.00 2:03 | Agree

6%
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The first.part of the definitién is "A SOEP may be considered

a multipurpose entéfprise or activity carried on outside the regular
classroom'by vocational agriculture students'and supervised by'
vocational agriculture instructors". A scale from +3 to -3 was

used to give a numerical value to response as well as the percentage

of response. To the first part of the definition, 50% of‘the single
teachers respdnded‘in the strongly agree category. The second largest
. response was_to "Agree'" with a 30.367% value. The two teacher group
made its greatest response in the '"Strongly Agree' column with 47.37%
responding. Agree received 40.35% of the response.  Three teacher
v‘respondents‘ greatest response was to "strongly agree' with 55.56%.

The ”agree"'category'feceived 33.33% of ‘the response.. The four teacher
group had the largest percentage of response of any of the groups with
75% indicating‘they strongly agreed, As a percentage of the total
population, resfonses to the first part of the definition was greatest
in the two highest‘catégories wiph.SOZ indicating "strongly agree", and
34.92% indicating agree. Calculation of means for each of the teacher
gfoups' perceptions of the first part of the definition resulted in the

following:

Single Téaéher ' 2.04 . Agree
Tﬁo Teacher 2,14 Agree
Three Teacher 2.44 Agree
Four or More Teacher » 2.75 St?ongly Agree
Total 2.13 Agree

The second part of the given definition was "It is used primarily

to enhance the students appreciation for and the learning of modern
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agriculture'", Again respondents were askéd to designate a degree of
agreement or disagreement to the definition. The greatest response
from the single teacher group was in the "agree" category with 44.647.
The second greatest response was 32.14% in the strongly agree category.
The two teacher group responded most to the agree category also with
47.37%. The second greatest category was strongly agree with 31.58%.
The three teacher group responded to the second part of the definition
with'55.56% to "Agree'.and 33.33% to strongly agree. The four teacher
group's greatest response was to the agree category with 50%. Twenty
five percent of the response was given to both strongly agree and to
slightly agree. As a total population responses were greatest in the
agree category with 46.83%. Strongly agree received 31,75% of the total
response. Twenty percent of the response was given in the slightly
agree category. Calculation of means resulting from responses to the
second part of the definition resulted in‘mean scores of all the groups 
falling into the point range of 2.49-1.5 of the '"Agree" category. |
The third part of the definition, "It is also to help.prepare
the students for an agriculture or agriculture related vocation," was
responded to by the single teachers' greatest response was with 44.647%
marking "agree'". The second largest response of this group was 35.71%
to the strongly agree category. The two teacher groups' two largest
responses were also to the agfee and strongly.égréé; 49.127% and 28.07%
respectively. Three teacher instructors also had similar opinions with
55.567% responding to agree and 33.337% responding to strongly agree.
The four teacher group responded with 25% to each of the four highest
categories. The total population responded to this definition with

46.83% in the agree category and 31.75% strongly agree. As an overall
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view of this qﬁestion the total population agreed to all parts 6f

the definitionf‘ However,.that part of the definition dealing with
carrying on out of class experience projects in conjunction with classf
room instruction recgived a slightly higher mean value than did the
second and third parts of the definition.

The teachers were asked to rank in order eight terminal program

vobjectivés of an SOEP. Thé record of these responses are in Table XXI,
.As a total of the population, 43 of the respondents misunderstood the
phrasing of the question and ﬁadebincorrect responses by not ranking
but giving a numerical value to each question. These responses were
| omitted. The correct responées were analyzed as a percentage of
the total correct responses. Due to the diversity of responses this
question was analyzed as a total population rather than in the
individual teacher groups. A ranking of number one was given to
"Charac£er Bﬁilding" by having the lowest sum of_fanks total of 188.
It was followed closely by "Enhance Classroom Instruction" with a sum
of rank total of 221.  The objective ranked third in importance by all
teachers was ''management skills". Ranked fourth "Provide a link
between Vo. Aé. and FFA". The fifth ranked objective "FFA and
Vocational Agficulturé Department Recognitién". Ranked sixth was by
the total teacher group was "Establishment in Farming/Agribusiness''.
The seventh ranked objective was in "Financial Brofitﬁ. An objective
-that was left to the teachers to specify, fourteen~£eachers responded.
Some of the responses specified were as follows:

1. Record keeping

2.>'Competitive spirit or sportsmanshiﬁ

3. Responsibility or dependability



TABLE XXI

AREA I TEACHERS' RANKING OF SOEP PROGRAM CBJECTIVES

Ranking ! I Sum of JOverall
3 4 § 6 f» 7 8 Ranks { Rank.
No.| %2 INo.| 2 |wo.| 2 fmo.| 2z | . L2 Dol 2 fwol 2wtz

Enhance classroom instruction {31 {37.34 {15 [18.07 [ 13 {15.66 8 | 9.64 9 10.84 5 | 6.02 % 2 | 2.41 4 0 {0.00 §221 2nd
Provide link between Vo. Ag. ué

and FFA 5 | 6.02 8 | 9.64 |17 120.48 21 125.30 3 16 :19.28 [|12 [14.46 i 3 13,61 1 !1.20 1337 4th
Financial Profit 00 {00.00 6 | 7.23 7 | 8.43 9 {10.84 ! 24 128,92 }i14 :16.87 ;16 19.28 § 7 [8.43 ;471 7th
Character Building 30 {36.14 }18 {21.69 |14 {16.87 {11 {13.25 % 6 1 7.23 3| 3.61 | 1 1.201i 0 {0.00 §188 1st
Management Skills 11 {13.25 {24 {28.92 23 (27.71 12 {14.46 : 6 7.23 3 3.61 1| 1.20 0 {0.00 ;236 3rd
FFA/Vo.Ag. Dept. Recognition 1 { 1.20 51 6.02 4 | 4.82 7 | 8.43 }i 14 {16.87 |{26 :31.33 ;25 {30.12 } 1 [1.20 463 5th
Establishment in Farming/ . »

Agribusiness 4 1 4.82 5} 6.02 2 | 2.41 15 }18.07 4 | 4.82 1120 124.10 132 [38.55|f 1 |1.20 {468 6th
Other * 00 }00.00 3‘ 3.61 34 3.61 lloo0 ‘00.00 1 }1.20 {loo {00.00 3 13.611 4 {4.82 73 8th

* Some of the responses specified were as follows:

1. Record keeping

2

4

. Competitive spirit or spcrtsmanship

3. Responsibility or Dependability

. Work skills ’

5. Meeting people by activities requiring travel

‘€6
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4, Work ékills

5. Meeting people by activities requiring travel

Concerning the particular types of SOEPs the students carried
on under each teacher, percentages were given by the teachers in each
of nine categories with the total of each teacher to equal 100%Z of
their total SOEP program. Average percentages were used to simplify
interpretation of the date (Table XXII),

The category showing the largest response by the single teacher
group Qaé terminal livestock exhibition (54.917%). The -average. percent
indicated by thié group for commercial livestock production was 19.91%,

Breeding livestock exhibition and commeréial crop production both
constituted an average of 9.02% of the single teachers total SOEP
program.

The two teacheflgroup indicated also terminal livestock production
as thebiargesf category‘with an average of 65.09%. Commercial
livestock production (15.53%) followed in second place with commercial
crop produétion’receiviﬁg an average of 9.21%. Breeding livestock
exhibition showed the next highest average percentage (7.89%):of
inclusion the two teacher's SOEP program.

The threé teacher group indicated an average of 73,56% of theéir
tptal'SOEP piogram‘was.médé up of terminal livestock exhibition type
projects.' The second largest average percent (13.89%) was indicated
in the category of breeding livestock exhibition. ‘éommercial livestock
production constituted an average of 6.67% of the SOEP programs carried
on by the three teacher group.

The highest average of all groups (73.75%) was recorded by the

four or more teacher group in the category of terminal livestock



TABLE XXII

AVERAGE PERCENT OF DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF SOEPS BY TEACHER GROUPS IN AREA I

:Single Teacher {Two Teacher |Three Teacher | Four/More Teacher |Total of All

Categories Group Group Group ’ Teacher Grps.
Commercial Livestock Produection 19.917% 15.53% 6.677% 11.25% 14.01%
Terminal Livestock Exhibition 54.917% 65.097% 73;56% 73.75% 61.437%
Breeding Livestock Exhibition 9.02% 7.897% 13.897% 12.507% 8.97%
Commercial Crop Production 9.02% 9.21% 5.567 00.00% 9.01%
Crops Exhibitien 1.79% 617 .56% 00.00% 1.11%
Forestry .092 00.00% 00.00% 00.00% .04%
Dairy .63% .53% 00.00% 2.50% .60%
Horticulture .18% .097% 00.00% 00.00% 127
Other * 2.417 1.05% 00.00% 00.00% 1.55%

*Items listed by teachers in the

1'
2.
3.

o U

Bees
Poultry
Rabbits
Gardens
Chickens
Goats

"other" column were:

919
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'exhibition. If was followed by breeding livestock exhihitien and
commercial livestock pfoduction with averages of>12.5% and 11.25%
respectively.

A definite simiiarity can Be.seen'by each of the teacher groups.
Terminal 1ivestock exhibition had by far the largest fesponse making
up an average of 61,437 of the total SOEPs of Area T. Commercial
livestock was said to be next making up an average of 14,017% of the

. total average program. Commercial crop production and breeding

livestock exhibition fell close together with an'avérage of 9.01%

and 8.97% respéctively. Teachers indicated these four categories

‘ qallectively made up an éverage of 93.427 of the total average SOEP

program of Area I.

In category nine,’thé respondents could specify other types of
SCEPs. Nine teachers responded in this category indicating from an
éverage 1.55% of their SOEPs. fell into this category. The categories
given by those teachers responding were of the following types:

1. Gérdens

2. Poultry
3. Bees
4, Rabbits
5. Goats

The teachers were asked to give their perceptions of the amount of
assistance given to their students in carrying out;iheir SCEPS. Data
is recorded. in Table XXIII and Tablé XXIV. They were asked to respond
to ;he amount of assistance they now‘provide in the various
circumstances listed and the assistance they felt they should provide,

The teachers were asked to evaluate their assistance by marking their



TABLE XXIII

THE PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS OF AREA T ON ASSISTANCE NOW

PROVIDED TO STUDENTS' SOEPS
1 2 3 ‘ 4 5
Categories No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % Mean {|Rank
1. Class time spent in planning : : s
and selecting SOEP, 8 | 6.35 {20 |15.87 ||39 {30.95 |32 |25.40 |27 | 21.43 § 3.40} 7.0
2. Developing parental involvement
in SOEP. : 10 | 7.94 {29 {23.02 {32 |25.40 {32 {25.40 |20 {15.87 { 3.11}i12.0
3. Correlating career goals with i
SOEP training. ' 15 |11.90 {29 {23.02 52 [41.27 {j20 {15.87 |10 | 7.94 | 2.85{i13.5
4, Correlating SOEP with FFA Awards : :
and/or activities. 7 | 5.56 }{19 115.08 27 j21.43 44 134.92 |29 {23.02 || 3.55} 6.0
5. Selecting/procuring livestock v : .
~and crops. 12 | 9.52 {11 | 8.73 20 {15.87 |36 {28.57 |l47 {37.30 || 3.75) 2.0
6. Record keeping. : 9 | 7.14 ¢ 5 | 3.97 21 [|16.67 {32 {25.40 |59 146.83 || 4.01} 1.0
7. Developing long range plans , ‘
for SCEP. : 10 } 7.94 ji20 |15.87 |j46 |36.51 33 26,19 (117 {13.49 | 3.21{{10.0
8. Providing transportation for : ’
SOEP activities. 10 | 7.94 {13 {10.32 |30 [23.81 §30 |23.81 [[43 |34.13 |f 3.66[ 3.0
9. Providing equipment. 15 {11.90 §13 }10.32 f[21 {16.67 |32 |25.40 [}45 }|35.71 } 3.63{ 5.0
10. Evaluation of SOEP.. . 5 | 3.97 15 {11.90 |36 [28.57 33 26.19 {137 }129.37 || 3.65{ 4.0
11. Class time spent on management : ' :
practices 6 | 4.76 {j20 {15.87 }i48 |38.10 |30 }23.81 ({22 {17.46 || 3.33} 8.0
12. Setting related educational
goals. , 10 | 7.94 |26 {20.63 ||46 |36.51 {26 {20.63 |18 }14.29 || 3.13}{11.0
13. Helping students physically
expand SOEP. 26 j20.63 }127 |21.43 |32 §25.40 {22 }17.46 {19 }15.08 || 2.85|13.5
14, Other (No. Resp. by 112 Teachers) 3 2.38 2 1.59 3 2.38 5§00 |00.00 6 4.76 3.29} 9.0

Range of Responses: Low Assistance 1 ew——=b 5

High Assistance
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TABLE XXIV

THE PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS OF AREA I ON ASSISTANCE
THAT SHOULD BE PROVIDED TC STUDENTS' SOEPS

Other (No Resp.)

4 5
Categories | No. A !No. % - |No.| 7% No.| % No.| % ||Mean | Rank
1. Class time spent in planning o .
" and selecting SOEP, 8 6.35 {122 (17,46 29 |20.02 }}33 (26.19 |{ 34 :{26.98 {{3.50 !{ 9.50
2. Developing Parental involvement . S ' ' g ' :
in SOEP. 8 6.35 112 | 9.52 {25 (19.84 {40 !31.75( 38 ;30.16 |{3.63 | 4.00
“3. Correlating career goals with ' A
SOEP training. 12 9.52 120 |15.87 144 133.92 36 28.57 /14 Ell'll 3.16 {{12.00
4. Correlating SOEP with FFA Awards . ;
and/or activities. 10 7.94 #15 111.90 |28 {22.22 {39 !30.95 1 34 .26.98 {{3.57 || 5.00
5. Selecting/procuring livestock ~ - _ : .
and crops. 15 111.90 | 6 | 4.76 |25 i19.84 {36 [28.57 | 44 {34.92 {|3.70 || 3.00
6. Record keeping. 13 110.32 § 5 | 3.97 |12 | 9.52 {{23 :18.25: 73 159.94 {{4.10 || 1.00
7. Developing long range plans : ' . i
for SOEP. 11 8.73 ©10 | 7.94 §i33 126.19 {42 :33.33130 :23.81 {3.56 ||- 6.50
8. Providing transportation for o |
SOEP activities. 14 111.11 §13 110.32 27 ;21.43 {i35 (27.78 | 37 §29.37 3.54 || 8.00
9. Préviding equipment.. 16 (12.70 13 10.32 ;28 22.22 |30 {23.81 |39 130.95 |{3.50 || 9.50
10. Evaluation of SOEP, 8 6.35 {12 | 9.52 19 [15.08 143 [34.13 §44 34.92 }13.82 || 2.00
11. Class time spent on management | ; ; . ;
practices. 6 4.76 {15 {11.90 31 !24.60 ;50 {39.68 |:24 :19.05 {{3.56 || 6.50
12. Setting related educatlonal | ]
goals. 4 3.17 {19 [15.08 |47 i37.30 ji31 {24.60 |25 [19.84 {|3.43 [{11.00
"~ 13. Helping students phy51ca11y | . %
expand SOEP. 17 |13.49 (20 |15.87 (39 130.95 |28 (22.22 | 22 [17.46 {{3.14 }|13.00
14, 3 2.38 i 1 L79 14 13,1711 .79 % 3 | 2.38 lI3.00 }{14.00

Range of Answers:

Low 12345 High

8¢
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response on a scale from a low of 1 to a high of 5, A Likert Scale
was used to give a numerical value to responses to simplify evaluation,
Mean values were then used to rank the cagegories, In studying the
dgtawrecotéed in Table XXIII some interesting factors were discovered.
Calculation of mean valﬁés indicated that in most instances teachers
viewed themselves as currently doing a good job of éssisting their
students with the SOEPs. Teachers indicated the highest mean value
(4.01) in the area of record keeping signifying they felt they were
doing a more than‘adequate job with this SOEP subject area. Selecting
and procuring livestock and crops ranked second as to assistance now
provided. The third ranked category was providing transportation for °
SOEP activities. Evaluation of SOEP was the fourth ranked category
folloyed closely by fifth ranked providing equipment with mean values
of 3.65 and 3.63 respectively.

The assistance teachers felt they should provide students was some-
what different (Table XXIII). The highest mean value (4.10) was again
given to record keeping. The evaluatioﬁ of the SOEP was felt to be
next in assistance needed. Selecting and procuring livestock and crops
was ranked third. The fourth ranked category the teachers felt should
be provided was developing parental involvement in the SOEP,

' Correlating the SOEP with FFA awards and/or activities was ranked fifth
by the teachers as assistance that should be provided.

In éomparing the assistance that is now provided, with the
assistance the teachers felt should be precvided, differences in the
means were considered. The greatest difference came in the category
of developing parental involvement, indicating teachers felt this area

needed the greatest improvement. The need to improve the category of
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developing 1ong range plans for the SOEP r.eceived? the next largest
differenée of mean values. Correlating career goals with SOEP training
showed a similar large difference of mean values from assistance now
provided to assistance the teachers felt they should provide, Setting
‘related educational goals; helping students physically expand SOEPs ;
and class time spent on management practices respectively were felt by
teachers to ﬁeed-some degree of improved assistance,

An interesting difference came to light when the means were
compafed.. Teachers indicatedva.decrease in the amount of assistance
they felt shouid be provided in threé different categories. These
were providing equipment, providing transpprtation for SOEP activities,
and selécting and procuring livestock and crops respectively.

) Question five, section.C of the questionnaire dealing with a
definition of a "productive" SOEP was deleted from consideration due
to the iarge number of incorrect responses; This was the result of
an evident misunderstanding of the instructions for correctly responding

to the question.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Purpose.of the Study

The pfimary-purpose of this study was to‘determine from Area I
teacher's perceptioné of their programs andfgeneral trends and
implementation of SOEPs of students in the Tekas Panhandle communities,
The objectives of the study were as follows:

1. To determine'general information regarding schools and

school policies relafed to SOEPs in Afeahi;
2. Té determine students' participation in and types
of SOEPs in Area I. |
3. To determine Area I teachers' perceptions of various

aspects of SOEPs.
Summary

It w#s determined that about 90% of the teachers of Area I are
employed in either single or two teacher departments. Over half of
.the ¢communities in which vocational agriculture departments are
located are of populations less than 3,000 pecpulation. Over half of the
single teacher departments indicated an enroilment from 20f40
students per year. Thé two teacher deﬁartments indicated that

approximately 79% had student enrollments of 50 to 80 students. About
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half of the three teacher departmept.showed'enrollment levels of
from 100~140 students. As a total group over 80% of the teachers in
Area T have student enrollments of between.30§§0 students.

About 757% of the teachers indicated they supervised all of the
SOEPs. The remainder of the teachers either supervise their own
students proﬁects'or supervise specific areas of SOEPs,

Over 857 Of‘theAtéachers of Area I require an SOEP of their
enrollees. Of tﬁose teachers not requiring SOEPs 857 indicated a -
voluntary student participation level from 70 f_lOOZ.

Over 80% of the teachers indicated they considered the SOEP a
valuable teaching tool by.basing from 10% -~ 307 of the students grade
on the SOEf. | |

In Area I about 70% of the teachers indicated 48% or‘more of
their stuaents lived in town.. This finding would makeiitﬁdifficultbfor‘
students without facilities to carry on a SOEP. About 487 of all
teachers indicated that from 0 - 50% of their students did not have
adequate facilities to carry on an SOEP. It was found that aboutvl7Z
of the teachers responded that the school- district did not provide
facilities for an SOEP. Teachers indicated that aBOut’SBZ were
provided traqsportation or compensation for SOEP»supervisioﬁ and -
approximately the same percentage indicated that time during:tﬁe school
day was alloted by the school system for SOEP visitation usually in the
afternoon.’

About 50% of the teachers indicated that they attended two or
three major'livestock shows above the county level per year.
Approximately 127% of the teachers indicated no limit to the number of

. / .
livestock shows they were permited to attend.
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Participation in FFA activities was found tp be strong in Area
I.. Approximately 987 of those teachers responding indicated from
90 ~ 100% student membership in the FFA. The strongest level of
participation by teachers was said to be on the district level with
57% participating. The levels above the distrigt level showed less
activity, but this is undersfandable since eléﬁiﬁéfions prevent some
teams or individuals from competing further. Respondents indicated
that about 64% had at least one State Farmer Applicant with 34.11%
having four or more in 1981-82. Approximately 20% had no applicants.
Doubling the State Farmer minimum requirements"woul& cause an
additional 167% of the teachers to have no applicants; however, by
tripling the requirements an additional 347% of the teachers indicated
they would have had no State Farmer apﬁlicants.

Teachers responded to questions on the recording of students'
SOEPs with the following results. As a total population, about 35%
of the teachers indicated they did not require a student to show all
he owned as his SOEP. About 917% of the population indicated students
involved in both vocational agriculture and 4-H were requiréd to have
separate SOE? projects. .

Teachers perceptions of the definition of a SOEP were broken down
as follows: |

1. A SOEP may Be considered a multipurpose enterprise or

activity carried on outside the classroom by vocational
agriculture students and supervised by vocational

- agriculture instructors. Approximately 85%Z of the
teachers agreed or strongly agreed with this portion

of the definition.
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.2, Tt is.used primarily to enhance the studént's
appreciatién for the learning of modern agriculture,
Approximately 78% of the_teathgrsbeither agreed
or strongly agreéd with this portion. of the
definition.
3/ It is.also to help prebare.the studehts'for an
| égricultu:e or agriculture related vocation.
Approxiﬁately'79% of the teachers agreed or
strongly agreed with this statement,
The teachers agreed more strdngly with the first part of the definition
than with the iatter two.
| The ﬁajor objectives of the teachers were listed as fﬁllows
(objectives listed accofding to teachers'.ranking):
1. Character building
.2.” Enhance classroom instruction
3. Managemeﬁt ski1ls
4, P;ovidé é link between Vo.'Ag,‘and FFA
5. FFA and Vo. Ag. Department recognition
6. Establishment in:farming,or agribusiness
7. Finaﬁcial profit
The types of SOEPs carried on by students of Area I dealt mainly
with livestock. 'Tﬁe average percent of the SOEPs of a terminal
livestock nature (barrows, steers, wethers, caponél;etc,) was 61.43%.
Commercial livestock projects made up an ave:age percent of 14,01 of
the SOEPs. Commer;ial crop productioﬁ was said to make up an average
percent of 2,01 of the SOEP programs, Breeding 1iveétock for

_ exhibition made up ‘an average percent'8.97»of the total SOEP programs,
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In response to the amount of assistance they perceived them-
selves tO‘rénder currently and the amount of assistance they should
render, most of. the teachers indicated fairly high levels now
rendered. '"Record keeping' ranked highest on assistance rendered
and which should be rendered. They indicated in most categories they
felt they should render the same or slightly more assistance. For
categories dealing with travel or-transportation’as rélated to SOEP,
teachers indicated by mean values they should assist less than they
- are currently assisting. ''Developing parental involvement in SOEP"
showed the moét marked need for improvement as indicated by the
teachers; As a total group the teachers indicated a need for impro&ing
assistance in helping students secure land, credit, etc, in expansion
of the SOEPs. 'Developing long range plans for SOEP", '"Correlating
career goals with SOEP training'", "Setting related educational goals",

and "Helping students physically expand SOEP",
Conclusions

By analyzing data obtained and presented in this study;.éertain
conclusions can be suggested concerning teachers perceptions of
supervised occupatiohal.experience programs ‘in Area I Texas vocational
agricﬁlture departments. The major conclusions obtained in this study
are as follows: -

1. Most of the deﬁartments in Area I are either one or

two teacher departments consisting of'étﬁdent
enrollments of from 30 to 90 students in communities
of 3,000 or less populations, Many of the students

live in town.



The majority of tﬁe teachers feel SOEPs are an
important instructional tool indicated by requiring
one for student enrollment.

The majority of the school districts are aware of

the values of the SOEPs and thus provide facilities

to students and transportation and school time to

.teachers for SOEP supervision.

A large percentage of students SOEPs are of a
limited scope due to being exhibition type projects,
"Productive" projects made up a markedly lower

percentage of the overall program.

_ Participation in FFA activities is strong in Area

I. State Farmer Applicants are high with the
exception of a few single teacher departments.
The teachers perceptions of the SOEP definition
given seemed strong for all portioms.

Teachers felt that the major objectives of the SOEP
should be ranked:

a. Character building

b. Enhance classroom instruction

c. Management skills

d. Provide é link between Vo. Ag, and FFA

e. FFA and Vo. Ag. department recognition

f. Establishment in farming or agribusiness

g. Financial profit

Teachers indicated general satisfaction with the amounts

of assistance provided to their students. They
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indicatedlsome increases in assistance are needéd in
"Developing parental involvement in SOEP" and with
planning aﬁd goal setting related to their SOEPs.

If was indicated in areas of transpoftation of SOEPs

‘more was heing done than needed to be done,
Recommendations

| After'completing this study the author would like to recommend
the folloﬁing:.

1. The area supérvisors and stéﬁe staff should make an
effort‘td see that a‘ré§ived effort toward manditory
requirement of SOEPs be made since approximately 157
of the teacheré did not requiré them.

2.. Siﬁce the indicated pobulation of students without
adequate facilities ﬁo carry on a SOEP is high in
Area I, a continued effort by teachers and school
districts to provide such facilities is necessary.

3. Since terminal livestock projects made up over 60%
of the SOEPs of Area I, an effort . on the part of
the ﬁeachers to expand the type, size,'énd scope
of the SOEPs'is’reCOmmended.

4. Since the State Farmer Degreé is the mark of a trul§
successful SOEP, more emphasis should be'élaced on
the acquiring of this deéreé by all departments,
but especially by those who showed no State Farmer

for the 1981-82 school year.



Based on teacher responses, teacher assistance
should be decreased in travel or transportation
dealing with SOEPs, and increased in the areas

of parental involvement, planning, and goal

setting related .to SOEPs.

Based on discrepancies in data received, it is

recommended in further similar studies t@at new
teachers be excluded from the population since

detailed information may not be available to

them prior to response to a survey instrument.
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Dear Fellow Vo. Ag. Teacher;

The attached questionnaire addresses one of the most important
factors to Vocational Agriculture in Area I, throughout Texas and the
Nation. From the inception of Vo. Ag. through the Smith-~Hughes Act
of.1517,{§§pervised_gccupational Training Programs (SOEPs) have
received major emphasis in the training of future agriculturalists,
However, very little research has been done concerning the overall
success.and'teacher perception of the SOE program on the state level.,
This study is an effort in that direction. Please answer the queétions
as carefully and conscientiously as possible in order to contribute
pertinent data that will truthfully reflect your ideas of a good:SOE
program. By supplying this type of information, ideas for improvement
and general directions of the SOEPs may be fqund to benefit all
vocational agricultﬁre departments.

I know questionnaires take time,ihowever I feel, as I'm sure you
do, that Area I has quality SOEPs. Your time spent in answering this
questionnaire may aid in identifying for solut;on some of the problems
SOEPs are undergoing at the present time. Please share your ideas
and difficulties.

Thank you

T

Dan R. Hembree
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TEACHER PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES TOWARD VARIOUS ASPECTS OF PRODUCTION
TYPE SUPERVISED OCCUPATIONAL EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS (SOEP) IN AREA T
TEXAS VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENTS .

A. General Information and School Policy: .
1. Please estimate the population of your community.
2. How many studenis were enrolled in Vocational Agriculture
in your department last year?
3. - How many vocational agriculture teachers are in your .
department?
4. Choose the following option that best describes your department?y
(1) Each teacher supervises the SOEP's of the students
he teaches.

(2) SOEP catagories such as Coop, Crop, Beef, Sheep,
Swine, etc. are assigned to the superv1slon of
specific teachers,

335 Teacher's jointly supervise all students SOEPs,

4) Single teacher department, I su supervise all SOEPs.
5) Other (explain
5. Is a SOEP requzred for enrollment of students in Vo. Ag. in

your depariment? yes no
6. What part of the student's grade comes from thelr SOEP? .
0 10 20 30 40 more Borderline Pts

Other (explain)
7. If SOEP is not required, estimate the percentage of student
partlclpatlon.
8. What percent of your Vo. Ag. students live in town?
9. What percent of your students don't have adequate facilities
at home to have a SOEP?
10. Does the school provide facilities for these student's SOEPs?

yes no

11, Does the school provide you a vehicle (or compeneate you for
the use of. yours) for visiting SOEPs? yes no

12, Does the sohool provide visitation time for ybu during the
school day? yes no

13. VWhat hour of the day is this time provided?
14. How many major livestock shows does your school allow your
chapter to participate in annually?

B, Student Participation and Types of SOEPs
1. . What percent of your Vocational agriculture enrollment belongs

to FFA?

2. At whet level did your chapter participate this year in the
national foundation awards program? O local
dist. area state nat'l

3. How many Lone Star Farmer Applicants did you submit this-
past year?
4. Estimate the number -of Lone Star Farmer Appllcanta you would
have had if:
1) the minimum financial requirement had been doubled?
. 2) ‘the minimum financial requirement had been-iripled?
5. Does each student's SOEP include all the (animals, crops, etc.)
he owns? yes no




‘Do the students that you have that are in both Vo. Ag., & 4-H

6.
have seperate SOEP for each youth program? yes no
€. Teacher Perceotions -
1. Indicate the degree of agreement you have regardlng the various

o
&
Q

o o g
B |t b
o <|g|A

[l
- . el B Bl B
"A SOEP may be considered a multipurpose S P - "g‘, b
enterprise or activity carried on outside the ole -
regular classroom by vocational agriculture A B o o

' experience program.

parts of the following definition of a supervised occupational

students and supervised by vocational
agriculture instructorSeccsesssccccsssscaccscssscsessns

It is used primarily to enhance the
student's appreciation for and the learning ~
_O_f.: modern ag’I‘iCultﬁre--..-................----..o...-. O

Disagree

Strongly Tisagree

It is also to help prepare the studenis for
alagriculture or agriculture Telated VOCALiONeesssenss

2.

Rank in ordér from 1 (one) to 8 (eight) (No. 1 being most
important), the following as to how you feel they would rate
in relation to their importance as.an SOEP Program Objective,

Enhance Classroom instruction (hands on experience)
Provide link between Vo. Ag. and F F. A.

FPinancial Profit

Character Building

Management Skills -

s FFA/Vo. Ag. Dept. Recognition

Establishment in Farmlng/Agrlbu31ness

Other (Speczfy)

HHI

List the percent of the categories in the list below making

_your SOEPs fall into all categories by percent of total ‘SOEP ’

Program. (Maké sure your listings total 100%)

Cate orles

Commercial llvestock production

2) Terminal Livestock Exhibition (Termihal animals =
barrows, steers, wethers, etc.)

3) Breeding Livestock Exhibition (Breeding animals -

.~ Ewes, Rams, Boars, Gilts, Bulls, Heifers

43 Commercial crop production

)

J*

Crop Exhibition
Foresiry

7) Dairy

 8) Horticulture
Other (Specify)
Total

. \o
~
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4. GCive each of the following statements a numerical value from
one (1) to five (5) as increased importance is felt. Place
a mark in the desired numberical response column. Answers
in column "Assistance Now Provided" indicates the amount of
assistance you feel you now provide your students SOEPs.
" Column "Assistance Should Provide" indicates the amount of

" assistance you feel you should (or feel obligated) to provide.
Place rating marks in the appropriate box at the right. Range
of answers Low 12345 High ' : :

: Response Columns

Assistance Assistance
. Now Prpvided Should Provide
A 1 23 45 1 2 3 45

1) Class time spent in planning and
Gelec'ting SOFPeccvecsvsecesscscscsscrcnsonssl

2) Developing parental involvement in SOEP... |

3) Correlating career goals with SOEP.....ssls

training.
4) Correlating SOEP with FFA Awards and/or...
activities.

5) Selecting/procuring livestock and crops...

6) Record Keeping....n..--.u..............--

_7) Developing long range plans for SOEP......

8) Providing transportation for SOEP..sscccss
activities,

9) Providing equipment (facilities/trailers/

'bOOlS t.o.oootol'na.loto.ol.oo'.nlo.allolll' .

10) Evaluation Of‘SOEP'QQQoncootocn-to-on-o-‘n'

11) Class time spent on management practices..

12) Setting related educational goalS.eecssass

13) Helping students physically expand SOEP
(find land for exp&nsion. eto)oooooovt---o

- 14. Other (specify)'ocooooo'oooo.ot'c..cc'o-o-

5. Rank in degree of importance to you the following definitions
that best describe a productive SOEP (No. 1 being most
important).

1) A SOEP that grows in scope each year

2) A SOEP that produces a product . :

3) A SOEP that develops responsibility despite size and
scope. : ‘ X

4) A SOEP that achieves a higher quality of achievement

each year, - o N
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