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PREFACE

Evaluation has been identified as one of the most crucial phases
of public school education in woecational agriculture. Considerable
research has been conducted regarding this process. Most investige-
tions, however, have been concerned with surveys dealing with opinions
and recommendations of authorities, with little effort to apply statis-
tical analysis to the data. This.thesis represents an attempt to make
a contribution to betlter evaluation by applying statistical analysis to
objective data pertaining to programs of vocational agriculture. It is
hoped that the findings of this investigation may be a useful supplement
to established evaluative criteria for measuring the effectiveness of
programs of vocational agriculture.
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adviser, and Professors Don lM. Orr and Millard Scherich for their help-
ful advice and criticisms under whose direction this thesis was prepared.
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in directing me to the proper sources for finding the data.
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Department of Central State Teachers College at Edmond, Okiahoma, for
his gracious assistance in offeering wvaluable suggestions.
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CHAPTER I

AN ANALYSIS OF FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO EFFECTIVE

PROGRAMS OF VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE

During the school term of 1951-1952, the writer was enrolled in
two five-quarter hour graduate courses devoted to a study of evalua-
tion. The education department of Baylor University offered this
graduate work by extension at Hamilton, Texas, where the writer was the
teacher of wvocational agriculture for six years. The writer enrolled
at the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College in the summer of
1952 in order to continue graduate study leading to a doctorate in
education and fortunately had Professor H. W. Sanders as one of his
instructors. The course taught by Professor Sanders involved evalua-
tion of programs of vocational education in agriculture.l

As a result of the interest in evaluation kindled by the experi-
ences evolving out of these courses, the writer selected a research
problem for his doctoral thesis concerning this wvitally important process.
This investigation is concerned primarily with evaluation of programs
of vocational education in agriculture.

After the investigator reviewed research reports pertaining to
evaluation of programs of vocational education in agriculture, it was

observed that little research has been done in which there has been an

attempt to evaluate objective data and to apply statistical analysis

lprofessor H. W. Sanders is Head of the Division of Vocational
Education at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, the Land Grant College
of Virginia.



to such data. Instead, the investigator observed that studies have dealt,
for the greater part, with subjective data and opinion type surveys. DMany
of the studies have included abstract and intangible goals and objectives.
The investigator, therefore, endeavored to plan and conduct a research
project in which objective data were used as a basis for the study.

This thesis is concerned primarily with an analysis of factors related

to programs of vocational agriculture. After reviewing the literature and
consulting with authorities, 80 factors were selected to be surveyed in
this study. The selected factors were those believed to contribute to
the effectiveness of programs of vocational education in agriculture.
Only those factors were selected which could be measured objectively.
Factors were considered which might be classed as specific short-time
goals, concrete plans of action, or definite steps to be taken toward
the major objectives of vocational education in agriculture.

Alice Miel used the term "short-time goals™ to indicate a plan of
actions

Therefore, people need also concrete plans of action that suggest
definite steps that may be taken in moving toward the distant goal. They
need a series of specific short-time goals so that accomplishment can be
experienced frequently. . . 2

Miller and Spalding reported, "If evaluation is to be more than a post-

mortem examination, it must point to action.">

A guiding philosophy for_ wocational education in agriculture. The

National Vocational Education Act presents a guiding philosophy for voca-

tional education in agriculture which states the controlling purpose of

2Alice Miel, Changing the Curriculum, A Social Process (New York,
1946), p. 56.

3Van Miller and Willard B. Spaling, The Public Administration of
American Schools (New York, 1952), p. 456.




vocational education in agriculture is to fit for useful employment. Voca-
tional education in agriculture shall be designed to meet the needs of
persons fourteen years of age or over who have entered upon or who are
preparing to enter upon the work of the farm or the farm home. The school
shall provide for directed or supervised farm practice in agriculture,
either on a farm provided for by the school or other farm, for at least
gix months per year,4 The term "supervised farm practice" means teaching
on the farm for the purpose of developing the individual's farming pro-
gram. "Under the direction and guidance of capable teachers of vocational
agriculture, this opportunity should mean at least a substantial start

in farming for students by the time they have completed high school.“5

Need for the gtudy. Teachers of vocational agriculture, teacher
trainers in agricultural education, supervisors, administrators, and
interested laymen have been concerned with the problem of evaluating pro-
grams of vocational education in agriculture. These groups have been
interested in finding objective measures thet may be used to evaluate
the effectiveness of programs of vocational agriculture. The need for
further research regarding evaluation has been pointed out by authorities
in agricultural education. For example,

The National Standards Committee for Vocational Education in Agriculture
recognized the urgent need for the evaluation of three phases of agri-
cultural education . . . viz.: (1) evaluation of the local programs of
vocational education in agriculture, (2) evaluation of teacher training
programs in agricultural education, and (3) evaluation of supervision and

administration of programs in vocational agriculture. The committee was
of the opinion that evaluation of procedures in these three fields in

4smi th-Hughes Act (Public Law No. 347, Sixty-fourth Congress,
S. 703), Section 10.

5E. J. Johnson and W. N. Elam, Guiding High-School Students of
Vocational Agriculture in Developing Farming Programs (United States
Printing Office, 1952), p. l.




agriculture shoiild be a continuous pirﬁbess’.-" ;
Mr. J. B. Perky has also emphasized the neeéd for further work in
devalép:lng evaluating systems: |

~ 8ince 1931 the writer /J. B. Perky/ has been the State Supervisor
of Vocational Agriculture in Oklahoma, and is in charge of administra-
tion of the program of wvocational agriculture in the State. For some
years, he has felt that there was a need For a plan to evaluate programs
of vocational agriculture in the State. He and his staff, composed of
four district7supervisora, felt that some sort of ewaluating system was
needed. . .

In another part of the report, he stated: .

. « . These letters /from State Supervisors of Vocational Agriculture/
indicate a general recognition throughout the United States of a need for
a satisfactory, wogkable system of evaluating programs of vocational
agriculture. . . »

Professor George F. Ekstrom, teacher trainer from Missouri, made this
comment, "Evaluations of programs /in agricultural education/ are needed
to determine the effectiveness of the instruction and to serve as a basis.
for making improvement in the work,"?

In summarizing research studies made concerning evaluation in agri-
cultural education, Professor Kitts of Minnesota reported:

Today, just as Hamlin indicated in 1941, program planning and evalua-
tion are crucial and basic issues in agricultural education. Much more
work 1s needed to establish objectives that are clear and well understood
and develop tools of measurement that determine extent to which these
goals are approached. Again, research in the field of vocational education

éﬂenry 8. Brunner, "Criteria for Evaluating Programs of Preparation
for Vocational Agriculture Teachers," The Agricultural Education Magazine
(September, 1944), p. 54.

7James B. Perky, A Special Report to Formulate a Score Card to
Evaluate Programs of Vocational Agriculture in Oklahoma (Fort Collins »
Colorado, Colorado State College of Agriculture and Mechanic Arts, Unpub-
lished Master's Report, 1939), p. 44.

81bid., p. 14.
YGeorge F. Ekstrom, "The Organization of Techniques for Bvaluating .

Programs for Vocational Education in Agriculture," The Agricultural Educa-
tion Magazine (Merch, 1939), p. 172.



in agriculture has apparently been slow to develop and we continue to find
ourselves, as Kenesstrick said "in a relatively undeveloped state." In
the absence of data based on scientifiic research, we tend to act too often
on the basis of hunches and opinions. Further research is needed in even
the simple techniques of collection of materials and data. . . .

Ekstrom stated that some of the weaknesses in research in agri-
cultural education could be attributed to:

a. The lack of objectivity of investigations of a statistical
nature so the studies do not yield factual evidence as
found in other types of studies. -2

b. The degree with which objectives should be defined.
c. The lack of instruments available for evaluation.

d. Variation in personnel of any appraisal conmittee .1l
Professor Kitts also made the following observation:

One criticism of research in the field of agricultural education is the
failure to apply statistical analysis to the data to test the walidity,
reliability, objectivity and practicability of the material or procedure.

Vocational education in agriculture has been under federal support
for thirty-five years. There have been various research studies, all
sincerely undertaken, to attempt to measure and evaluate the program.
In the future, new studies will be needed, many in areas not previously
explored, or old areas examined with new techniques, but research is an
indication of progress and always will be continued.

Statement of the problem. The problem selected for investigation

was, "Do fifty above-average departments and fifty belowaverage depart-
ments of vocational agriculture in Oklahome secondary schools differ to
the extent that it would be statistically feasible to identify character-

istics peculiar to above-average departments?"

garry w. Kitts, "Measurement and Evaluation," What Do Studies Show?
Summaries and Interpretations of Research in Selected Areas of Agricultural
Eduecation (Da.nville, I1linois, 195_2), Pe 3%

Ll1pid., p. 54.

121hid., P. 54.



Purpose of the study. The purpose was to investigate whether certain
objective measures could be employed profitably by teachers of vocational
agriculture, supervisors, teacher trainers in agricultural education,
administrators, and interested laymen in evaluating programs of vocational

education in agriculture,

Hypotheses to be tested. Differences in data concerning the follow-
ing factors between the two groups of departments of vocational agrieculture
were no greater then differences which would be expected to arise as a
result of chence fluctuation in random sampling:

1, Average number of students enrolled in vocational agri-
culture per department

2. Averasge number of farm boys enrolled in vocational
agriculture per depertment

3. Average number of non-farm boys enrolled in vocational
egriculture per department

L. Percentege of the total number of students enrolled
thet were farm boys

5., DNumber enrolled per department in young farmer classes
in 19511952

6. Number of hours of young farmer instruction per depertment

7. Number of young fermer home farm visite during 1951-1952
per depertment

8. Average number enrolled in adult classes per department in
1950-1951 and 1951-1952

9. Average number of hours of adult instruction per depertment
for 1950-1951 and 1951-1952

10, Average number of farm visits per department supervising
adult educetion

11, Average number of production projects completed annually by
departments

12, Average number of productive enterprise projects completed
per student

13, Average annuval total number of supervised farm training
viaits per department



15.

16.

17.

D A8
I~ 53
.
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Y

26,

Average number of supervised farm training visits per
gtudent

Average annual total number of improvement projects completed
per department

Average annual number of improvement projects per student

Average annual total number of supplementary jobs per
department

Average annual number of supplementary jobs per student
Total number of active FFA members per depariment

Number of honorary members per chapter

Mumber of members per chapter attending State FFA convention

NMunber and per cent of departments participating in various
FFA activities

Total number of graduates and drop-outs per department
Average number of graduates and drop-outs engaged in farming

Average numbser of graduates and drop-outs in work related
to agriculture

Average number of graduates and drop-outs in professional
agriculture

Average number of graduates and drop-outs in non-agricultural
work

Average number of gradustes and drop-outs in military service
Average number of graduvates and drop-outs in college

Average nunber of graduates and drop-outs whose whereabouts
are unknown

Trumber of contests placed in by teams in the interscholastic
FPA judging contests during the spring of 1952

Humber of contests placed in by teams in the interscholastic
FFA judging contests during the spring of 1953

Mumber of points earned in the interscholastic FFA judging
contesbs as computed for the Farmer-Stockman Award

Judging contest cash winnings at the major shows in Oklahoma

Total winnings from crop and livestock exhibits at the
major shows in Oltlahome
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45,

46,

Average annual total value per department of supervised
farm training program

Average annual value per student of supervised farm
training program

Average annual total net profit per department from super-
vised farm training program

Average annual total self labor per department from super-
vised farm training program

Average annual total student hours per department from
gupervised farm training program

Average annusl total labor income per department from
supervised farm training program

Average annual total labor income per student from super-
vised farm training program

Average annual investment in beef production projects per
department

Average annual labor income from beef production projects
per department

Averasge anpual invegtment in swine production projects per
department

Average annuel labor income from swine production projects
per department

Average annual investment in sheep production projects per
department

Average annual labor income from sheep production projects

per department

Average anmual investment in dairy production projects per
department

Average annusal labor income from dairy production projects
per department

Average anmual investment in poultry production projects per
department

Average annual labor income from poultry production projects
per department

Average annual investment in crop production projects per
department



5. Average annual labor income from crop production projects
per department

55. Total number of Junior Master Farmer degrees awarded per
department during the three-year periocd 1949 to 1952

56. Total number of American Farmer degrees awarded per depart-
ment during the three-year period 1949 to 1952

57. Total number of American Farmer degrees awarded per depart-
ment during the period 1928 to 1954

58, lMumber of curricular units of insbtruction per school offered
in the school year 1951-1952

59. 8chools accredited in the North Central Association, and
schools that offered four units of vocational home economics

60. Percentage of boys enrolled in vocational agriculture in
1951-1952 that were enrolled in 1949-1950

6l. IMumber of teacher changes since 1948
62. Years of continuous vocational agriculture

63. Total number of years of vocational agriculture.

Procedure. The investigator accomplished the following steps in the
process of developing the thesis problem, collating and analyzing the data,
and writing the thesig:

1. Available literature pertaining to evaluation of programs of
vocational agriculture was reviewed.

. Authorities were consulted concerning evaluation of departments
of vocational agriculture.

3. BEach of the five district supervisors of vocational agriculture
in Oklahoma was requested to designate ten departments from his
supervisory district which would be rated above average. Each
supervisor was also requested to identify ten below-average
departments from his district. The identity of departments
named wes kept confidential.

Ae Factors which wsre believed to contribute to the effectiveness

of programs of vocational agriculture were selected on the
basis of the review of literature and consultations with
avthorities.

5. Objective data were gathered from the materizls on file in

the State 0ffice of Vocational Education. Data gathered
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pertained to the selected factors concerning the 50 above-
average departments and the 50 below-average departments.
Whenever the observer found it to be practicable, data were
collected for a three-year period which covered the school
years of 1949-1950, 1950-1951, and 1951~1952. In some
instances, it was more practicable to collect data for a one
or two-year period.

6. Data were classified, and an analysis of the data was made.

7. The null hypothesis was tested by the investigator's using
the data pertaining to each of the selected factors to
identify significant differences between the above-average
group of departments and the below-average group.

8. Factors from which data refuted the null hypothesis were then
considered valid criteria for identifying characteristics
peculiar to above-average departments; therefore, these
factors were assumed to be valid criteria for ewvaluating pro-
grams of vocational education in agriculture.

Definition of terms. The Mabove-average" group was assumed to be
the 50 departments of vocational agriculture so designated by the five
district supervisors of vocational agriculture in Oklahoma. Each super-
visor was requested to identify ten Mabove-average" departments from his
supervisory district. These "above-average" departments were rated in
the upper one-third classification of departments of vocational agriculture
during the three-year period of 1949%-1950, 1950-1951, and 1951-1952.

The "below-average" group was assumed to be the 50 departments of

vocational agriculture so designated by the district supervisors. BEach

supervisor identified ten "below-average" departments from his supervisory

LHenry E. Garrett, Statistics in Psychology and Education (New York,
1953), p. 213. "Experimenters have found the null hypothesis a useful
tool in testing the reliability of differences. In its simplest form,
this asserts that there is no true difference between two population
means, and that the difference found between sample means is, therefore,
accidental and unimportant. The null hypothesis is akin to the legal
principle that a man is innocent until he is proved guilty. It constitutes
a challenge; and the function of an experiment is to give the facts a
chance to refute (or fail to refute) this challenge. . . . If our null
hypothesis is untenable it must be rejected. And in discarding (refuting)
the null hypothesis, what we are saying is that differences . . . cannot
be fully explained as temporary or occasional."
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district. These "below-average" departments were rated in the lower one-
third classification during the same three-year period.

WFactors" which were believed to contribute to the effectiveness of
programs of wvocational agriculture were the objective characteristics,
components, and activities selected asva bagig for this study by the
investigator. Data concerning each "factor" were used to test the null
hypothesis.

"Significant factors" were the factors considered in this study which
refuted the null hypothesis. Those factors which manifested criticial
ratios exceeding 2.0l revealed "significant differences" between the above-
average group of departments and the helow-average group. Those factors
that manifested critical ratios exceeding 2.68 revealed "highly significant
differences" between the two groups. (With 49 degrees of freedom, eritical
ratios of 2,01 and 2.68 indicated significant and highly significant
t~tests at the five per cent level of confidence and at the one per cent
level respectively.)l4

"on-significant factors" were those factors included in this study
which sustained the null hypothesis and, therefore, failed to reveal
significant differences between the two groups of departments. These "non-
significant factors" did not disclose statistical dissimilarities between

the above-average group and the below-average group.

Basic asgsumptions. This thesis was based upon two assumptions

accepted by the investigator. They were:

1., The five district supervisors of vocational agriculture in
Oklahoma were considered authorities in identifiying the 50
above-average departments and the 50 below-average depariments.




12

2., The significant factors, those that refuted the null hypothesis,
were accepted as valid eriteria for evaluating programs of
voecational agriculture. Significant factors were accepted as
eriteria which identified dissimilarities between the above-
average group and the below-average group, and would, there-
fore, be of most value when identif'ying objective characterig-
tics of above-average departments of vocational agriculture.

Organization of the report, This thesis is composed of four chapters

and an appendix, Chapter I is the introductory chapter stating the problem
and the purpose, listing the hypotheses to be tested, defining terms,
steting basic assumptions, and outlining procedures to be followed., Chap-
ter IT is entitled "Presentation and Analysis of the Data.! In this
chapter the investigator follows the general procedure of presenting data
pertaining to each selected factor in a table and analyzing the findings
concerning that factor. Sizty-three tables are used to present the find-
ings related to the 80 factors surVeyed in this study. Chapter IIT 1s

the presentation of the "Interpretations of the Findings." In this
chapter, those factors which manifested significant differences between

the two groups of departments are organized into logical units, and
recommendations are made concerning these major units. These units are
then considered to be important segments of the total program of vocational

education in agriculture. Suggested Supplementary Criteria for Evaluating

Programs of Vocaticnal Agriculture are formulated and are presented in

the Appendix of thig thesis. GChapter IV is the concluding summarizing

chapter.



CHAPTER II

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

1,

Bach of the five district supervisors of wvocabtlonal agriculture in

Olclahome wag requested to identifly ten "above-average departmentsY and

£ » -

ten "below-average departments® for his supervisory district. Defini-

P
£

tions of Mabove-average departmentg" and "below-average departments® may

be found on page 10 in the preceding chapter of this thesis. The writer
was granted permission to examine the records concerning these depart-

ments of vocational agriculture by J. B. Perky, State Direclor of Voca-

tional Bduecation in Oklahoma. These records are nmaintained in the State

Office of Vocational Education. Data related to factors affecting programs

of wocaltional agriculture were collated for Tthe three-year period covering
the school years of 1949-1950, 1950-1951, and 1951-1952. The factors
gselected for this investigation are itemized on pages 6 through 9 of
this thesis.

After

e

careful compilation of the data, the investigator dewveloped

talbles and ltested the null hypothesis conceruning each factor. The null

hypothesis 1s: the data pertaining to the factor reveal no significant

©

e

between the above-average group of departments and the below-

.

Data concerning any factor that manifested a significant

difference between the two groups were then assumed worthy of considera-

a

tion in developing criteria for evaluating ms of vecational

education in agriculturs.

This chapter represents the lnvestiga

critically each facltor selected for this study. The findings concerning
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each factor are presented in an analysis and interpretation of the findings

with an accompanying table.

Aversgze number of students enrolled per depariment. One of the

selected factors believed to affect programs of vocational education in
agriculture when this study was made was the number of students enrolled
per department. Data were collected concerning this faétor, and the null
hypothesis was tested to compare the shove-average group of departments
with the below-average group. When this comparison was made, a critical
ratio of 2.01 was revealed. This manifested a significant difference
between the two groups. Thus, the null hypothesis that there was no
significant difference between the two groups was refuted. In Table I,
the above-average gfoup shows an average of 46.2 students enrolled con-
trasted with a mean of 41.0 students for the below-average group.

It may be speculated, then, that departments designated as above
average by the supervisors have a larger enrollment for some reason or
combinztion of reasons. It is the belief of the writer that part of
this differsrnce may be attribubted to the fact that a rather sizable
number of the helow-average depertments were in schools that would be
clagsified as high schools with low enrollment. This belief can be sub-
stantiated by pointing out that nine of the 50 below-average group show
the average enrollment to he 30 students or less compared with only
three of the above~average group having 30 students or less. Forty per

cent of the below-average group had an average enrollment of 35 or less;

per cent of the above-aversge group had an average enrollment of 35
or less. Another reason for the higher enrollment in the above-average
group would likely be due to the greater interest in vocational agri-

culture among students attending schools having above-average departments.



TABLE I

AVERAGE NUMBER COF STUDENTS ENRCLLED IN
VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE PER DEPARTMENT

15

Number of Students Above-average Below-average
Group Group
101 to 105 1 0
96 to 100 0 0
91 to 95 0 0
46 to 90 o 0
81 to 85 1 0
76 to 80 0 0
7L to 75 2 0
66 to 70 0 1
61 to 65 1 3
56 to 60 4 2
51 to 55 5 4
46 o 50 7 7
L1 to 45 1t 5
36 Lo 40 7 21
31 to 35 g 11
26 to 30 2 8
21 to 25 1 1
Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 46,20 41.00
Standard Deviation 14.35 11.00

Critical Ratio

0 l-)!-

NOTE:

level.

4 single asterisk (#) denotes significance at the five per cent
level; a double asterisk (#*) denctes significance at the one per cent
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It is the beliel of some leading educators that many high schools
with low enrollment cannot function efficiently or economically. Student
enrollment, therefore, should be an important factor to consider when con-
templating establishing new departments of vocational agriculture. In
evaluating programs of vocational education in agriculture, it should also
be reéognized that teachers and administrators will likely have more
difficulty in developing strong programs of vocational agriculture in
schools where the enrollment is limited.

It is interesting to note that only Live of the 50 above-average
group had an average enrollment of 61 or more, and four of the 50 below
average group indicated 61 or more enrolled, Two~teacher departments
accounted for the two departments exhibiting the higher enrollments in

the above~average group.

Average number of farm boys per department. The average number of

farm boys per depertment was a factor believed to affect programs of
vocational education in agriculture. In collating the number of farm
boys per department, however, no significant difference is found between
the above-average group and the below-average group. The mean for the
above average group is 36,17 in comparison to 31.97 for the below-average
group. Seventy-five per cent of all departments surveyed in this study
had from 18 to 42 farm boys enrolled in vocational agriculture as evidenced
in Table IT. Only five per cent of all departments indicated 18 or fewer
farm boys. Since vocational agriculbure is a vocational course, it
~would appear that there should be enough farm boys enrolled to justify
such a program. In gathering the data, the investigator was led to be-
lieve that teachers of vocational agriculture do not have a common

interpretation of the terms "farm-boys" and "non-farm boys."
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TABLE II

AVERAGE NUMBER OF FARM BOYS ENROLLED
IN VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE PER DEPARTMENT

ﬁamber of Farm Boys i Lhove-~average Below—averagg
Group Group
96,1 to 102.0 1 0
90.1 to 96,0 0 0
84.1 to 90.0 1 C
78,1 to 84,0 0 0
72.1 to 78,0 0 O
66,1 to 72.0 1 0
60.1 to 66.0 0 C
54l to 60,0 1 2
48.1 to 54,0 1 4
42.1 to  48.0 5 4
36,1 to 42.0 10 5
30.1 to 36,0 12 10
24,1 to  30.0 11 11
18.1 to 24,0 5 11
2.1 to 18,0 2 3
lumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 36,17 31.97
Standard Deviation 15.36 11.04

Critical Ratio 1.57 (not significant)
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Average number of non~farm boys per department. In compdring the
average number of non-farm boys per department no significant difference
is evidenced between the above-average and below-average grbups. It is
interesting to note, however, that four of the below-average group reveal
enrollments of more than 20 non-~farm boys. Only one department from the
above-average group disclosed enrollment of more than 20 non-farm boys.
By inspecting Table III, the observer will realize that 37 of the 100
schools included in this investigation had an average non-farm boy enroll-
ment of six or less. From the findings of this table, teachers of voca-
tional agriculture generally have about nine or ten non-farm boys
enrolled per department.

Non-farm boys as well as farm boys enrolling in vocational agri-
culture should have the "facilities to carry on the six months of
supervised farm training" as specified in the Smith-Hughes Act, and
"the controlling purpose of the course should be to fit for useful
employment in farming,"l This should cause those enrolling non-farm
boys in courses in vocational agriculture to deliberate whether or
not these students are suited for the curricular offerings in voca-

tional agriculture.

Percentage of students that were farm boys. The perceﬁtage of the

-total number of students per department that were farm beys was believed
to influence programs of vocational agriculture. Table IV, however,
indicates no significant difference between the above-average group and
the below-average group. Both groups reveal approximately three-fourths

of the students to be farm boys. Two departments from each group

1smith-Hughes Act, (Public Law No. 347, Sixty-fourth Congress,
8. 703) Section 10.
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TABLE ITI

AVERAGE NUMBER OF NON-FARM BOYS
ENROLLED PER DEPARTMENT

waiow
———t

Humber of HNon- Above-average Below-average

Farm Boys Group Group .
32.1 to 34.0 0 1
30.1 o 32.0 0 0
28.1 to 30.0 1 0
6.1 to 28.0 0 1
4.1 to 26.0 0 1
2.1 to 24.0 0 0
20,1 to 22.0 0 1
18.1 to 20,0 2 1
16.1 to 18.0 4 0]
14.1 to 16.0 g 4
12.1 %o 14.0 6 6
10.1 1o 12.0 4 6
8.1 to 10.0 5 2
6.1 to 8.0 6 4
ol to 6.0 3 11
2.1 to 4.0 4 7
0 to 2.0 7 5
Number of Cases 50 50

Mean 10,01 9.17

Standard Deviation 6,12 6.97

Critical Ratio .64 (not significant)




TABLE IV

PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS ENROLLED
PER DEPARTMENT THAT WERE FARM BOYS

T — A 4 S S AN A Y it e
— -

Per Cent Farm Boys Above-average Below-average
Group Group
96 to 100 3 4,
91 to 95 7 5
86 to 90 3 10
81 to 85 5 10
76 to 80 2 3
71 to 75 10 3
66 to 70 6 1
61 to 65 3 2
56 to 60 3 5
51 to 55 0 4
46 to 50 1 1
A1 to 45 1 0
36 to 40 0 1

Tmber of Cases 50 50
Mean 77.50 76,80
Standard Deviation 15.24 12,51

Critical Ratio .03 (ot significant)
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feport@d fewer than 50 per cent of the total to he farm boys. Thirty-two
per cent of the departments reported more than 85 per cent of the total
enrollment to be farm boys., From the data presented in this table, one
must assume the percentage of farm boys enrolled does not have any notice-
able bhearing upon the effectiveness of these two groups of departments

of wvocational agriculture. At least there was no evidence that the per-
cenbage of farm boys significantly affected the rating of these 100
departments included in this study. It is quite possible both groups of
departments would have functioned more efficiently had there been a lesser

number of non-farm boys enrolled.

Number enrolled in young farmer classes per department. When collat-

ing the number of students enrolled in young farmer programs, a significant
difference may be observed between the above-average group of departments
and the below-average group. By viewing Table V, one may observe that 11
of the below average departments reported no young farmers enrolled in
classes during 1951-1952. The average nuber enrolled from the above-
average group was 14.30 per department in contrast to 10,88 per department
from the below-average group. Three departments reported enrollmenﬁs to
be 28 or more; one of these reported an enrollment exceeding 40. More than
half of the schools reported enrollments ranging from 10 to 18 young
farmers per department. Seventy-eight per cent of the above average
group reported enrollments ranging from 10 to 24 young farmers.

In a study made by William Townes, he reported that returned ques-
tiomaires from 94.50 per cent of the vocational agriculture teachers
in 144 commmities in Oklehoma irdicated ten or more young farmers under
35 years of age were living in their respective communities, and that

65,30 per cent indicated 20 or more young farmers living in their



TABLE V

NUMBER ENROLLED IN YOUNG FARMER

CLASSES IN 1951-1952

Number Enrolled Above-average Below-average
Group Group

40 to A2 0 1

37 to 39 0 0

34 to 36 0 0

31 to 33 0 1

28 to 30 1 0

25 to 27 0 0

22 to 24 6 2

19 to 21 6 3

146 to 18 12 2

13 to 15 9 13

10 to 12 6 9

7 to 9 4 7

4L to 6 1 1

1t 3 o] 0

o 5 11

Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 14.30 10.88
Standard Deviation .98 8.65

Critical Ratio

2,18%
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respective communities.? Approximately half of the 100 schools included

in this thesis were also included in the 144 schools surveyed by Townes.

Hours of young farmer instruction per department. Programs of voca-

tional education in agriculture were believed to be influenced by the
number of hours of organized young farmer instruction per department.
The findings pertaining to this factor are pregented in Table VI. A

ignificant difference in the number of hours of young farmer instruction

w

per department between the above-average group and the below-average group
is revealed, The average number of hours of young farmer instruction for
the above«averaée group is 39.70 hours of organized instruction in com-
parison to 30.50 hours for the below-average group. This discloses an
average of 9.20 more hours of young farmer instruction per department

by the above-averagze group. BEighty-four per cent of the above-average
departments reported from 21 to 70 hours of young farmer instruction.

One teacher from the above-average group reported over 121 hours of young
farmer instruction., Of the eighty~-four departments from both groups
reporting young farmer Instruction, all reported at least 21 hours of
instruction. This would lead the investigator to surmise that those
offering young farmer instruction generally held at least ten class

sessions, each being of two~-hour duration.

INumber of young farmer visits per deparfment. Farm visits. by

teachers of vocational agriculture appear to have a great influence

upon the young farmer program. Thig belief is substantiated by the

AWilliam Townes, 4 Study of Characteristics of Departments of
Vocational Agriculture in Oklshoma (Stillwater, Oklahoma, Oklahoma
A.and 1M.College, Master's Thesis, 1954), p. 26,
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TABLE VI

NUMBER OF HOURS OF YOUNG FARMER
INSTRUCTION PER DEPARTMENT

e cevapbine .,
Pomce ek el e

Number Hours Above-average Below-average
Group Group
121 to 130 1 0
111 to 120 0 0
101 to 110 0 0
91 to 100 0 0
81 to 90 0 0
71 to 80 2 0
6L to 70 4 1
51 to &0 A 6
41 to 50 14 13
531 to 40 10 10
21 to 30 10 P
11 to 20 0 0
1 to 10 0 0
0 5 11
Mumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 39,70 30.50
Standard Deviation 22,80 20.90

Critical Ratio 2.12%
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findings in Table VII, which reveal a highly significant difference in
the number of young farmer farm visits per department between the above-
average group and the below-average group. The above-average group

shows an average of 51.70 visits per department in contrast to 30.90
visits per department in the helow-average group. Sixty-six per cent of
the above-average group reported visits ranging from 20 to 80 per depart-
ment, With an average of 14.30 young farmers enrolled as shown in

Table V, and an average of 51.70 visits made by teachers in the above-
average group, one may surmiselthat each young farmer was visiﬂed
approzimately three times during the year. Teachers from the below-
average group made less than 60 per cent as many young farmer farm visits
ag teachers from the above-average group. Supervision of tﬁ@ supervised
farming program of young farmers is expected of teachers of vocatlional
agriculture and is stated as a responsibility of teachers in the Smith-
Hughes Act. Teaching in the classroom in organized instruction cannot be
nearly as effective and meaningful without assistance and supervision of
the farming programs on the students' home farms. Classroom instruction
should be integrated with the farming programs of the students if it is
to be truly vocational agricultureg. Young farmer instruction and farm

visitation should be a vital part of the program of wvocational agriculture.

Average number enrolled in adult farmer classes per department. In

an analysis of the data concerning the number of adultg enrolled in edueca-
tional programs of veocational agriculture, the investigator found no
statigtical difference between the above-average group of depariments

and the below-average group. The means of the two groups are almost
identical when collating the average number of adults enrclled in organized

adult classes during the twowyear period 1950-1951 and 1951-1952. One



TABLE VII

NUMBER OF YOUNG FARMER FARM VISITS
DURING 1951~1952 PER DEPARTMENT
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Momber of Visits Above-average Below-average
Group Group
201 to 220 0 1
181 to 200 o 0
161 to 180 1 0
141 to 160 0] 0]
121 to 140 1 0
101 to 120 A 0
81 to 100 3 3
6l to 80 9 3
41 to 60 11 7
21 to 40 13 17
1 to 20 3 g
0 5 11
Mumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 51.70 30.90
Standard Deviation 37.84 37.80

Critical Ratio

R, 6%




_7

department from the above-average group reported an average enrollment
exceeding 221; another from the same group reported an enrollment
exceeding 161. One teacher from the above-average group indicated

none enroliedn This department was the only one that reported no educe~
tional work with adults in the community. Only 20 per cent of all
departments included in this study indicated an enrollment exceeding 40.
The data reveal thal the annual average number of adults attending
organized classes as reported by 100 departments was just slightly

greater than 30 per department.

of vocational agriculture were believed to be influenced by the number of
hours of organised adult farmer instruction per department. This belief,
however, is not supported by the findings of this study. It can be ascer-
tained by examining Table IX that there is no significant difference in
the nunber of hours of organized adult instruction per department bhetween
the above-average and the below-average groups., Fifty-five per cent of
all departments reported 40 to 70 hours of adult instruction per year.
Only four per cent of all schools reported fewer than 21 hours of adult
instruction., It is interesting to notice the belouw-zverage group shows

e mean of 56.70 hours in contrast to 53.10 hours for the above-average

group, even though one of the above-average departments reported over

2
151 hours of adult instruction. One might conjecture thalt perhaps some

of those 11 below-average departments exhibiting no time spent in instrue-
tion of young farmers, as indicated in Table VI, were reporting the

required number of hours of adult instruction in order to meet the

minimum requirements demanded of them by State Department Plans.,



TABLE VIII

AVERAGE NUMBER ENROLLED IN ADULT CLASSES
PER DEPARTMENT IN 1950-1951 AND 1951-1952

owar o e o s snsssrmndmrmn
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Number Enrolled . Above-average Below-average
Group Group
221 to 240 1 0
201 to 220 0 0
181 to 200 0 0
161 to 180 1 0
141 to 160 0 0
121 to 140 0 0
101 to 120 0 0
81 to 100 0 3
61 to 80 3 3
41 to 60 6 6
21 to 40 22 29
1 to 20 16 12
0 L 0
Number of Cases 50 50
Mean 30.90 30.50
Standard Deviation 38,60 15.48

Critical Ratio .07 (not significant)
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TABLE IX
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS OF ADULT INSTRUCTION
PER DEPARTMENT FOR 1950-1951 AND 1951~1952

A e st ot v e e
v ot

Number of Hours Above-average Below-average
Group Group
151 to 160 1 0
141 to 150 0 0
131 to 140 0 0
121 to 130 0 0
111 to 120 0 0
101 to 110 0 0
91 to 100 0 1
81 to 90 2 2
71 to 80 5 9
6L to 70 6 9
5l to 60 17 15
31 to 40 4 4
21 to 30 5 5
11 to 20 2 1
1 to 10 0 0
0 1 0
Number of Cases 50 50
Mean 53,10 56,70
Standard Deviation 23 .54 17.86

Critical Ratio

.86 (not significant)
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Aversge number of farm visits per department. Farm visits by teachers

of vocational agriculture would appear to have a great influence upon they
adult farmer educational progra&. The findings presented in Table X, how-
ever, do not reveal a significant difference between the above-average
and the below~average groups. Even though the above~average group
reported 23.33 per cent more farm visits per department in supervising
their adult programs, this is not a significant difference between the

twe groups of departments, One reason this does not prove to be a statis-
tical difference 1s that the’ﬂide range of the groups is evidenced by
extreme deviation scores. It is rather revesling that 32 per cent of all
departments reported less than 51 farm visits per department each‘yearg

73 per cent reported 100 or less. Six departments reported from 226 to
400 visits per year for the purpose of the teachers' supervising programs
of adult farmers. It may be questioned whether or not a teacher of voca-
tional agriculbure could melke this many visits and also adequately carry
on the other phases of the program of wvocational agriculture. The inves-
tigator is aware of the fact that many unintentional errors are to be
found in reports made by any group of teachers of wocational agriculture.
He also recognizes the fact thal sone teachersxdo not report all educa-

tional activities in which they participate.

Average number of production projects per department. Considered in

this study was the average mmber of production projects completed
annually per depsrtment. It was not surprising when reviewing this
factor to find a highly significant difference revealed between the tuwo
groups. The findings pertaeining to this are presented in Table XI,
exhibiting a critical ratio of 5.37.

A production project is "a productive enterprise project or ownership



AVERAGE NUMBER OF FARM VISITS PER DEPARTMENT
SUPERVISING ADULT EDUCATION

TABIE X

e
i
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Number of Visit Above-average Below-average
Group Group
376 to 400 1 0
351 bo 375 0] 0
326 to 350 0 0
301 to 325 0 0
276 to 300 1 0
251 to 275 1 1
226 to 250 2 0
201 to 225 0 0
176 to 200 0 0
151 to 175 1 0
126 to 150 2 5
101 to 125 9 4
76 to 100 5 16
51 to 75 14 6
26 to 50 11 13
1 to 25 2 5
0 1 0
Mumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 92,50 75.00
Standard Deviation 450 45.00

Critical Ratio

1.43 (not significant)
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project®t which is "a business venture for experience and profit which as
a minimum usualiy covers a period of time represented by a production
cycle of a farm enter'pr:‘j.sen"3 Such a project is owned in part or
entirely by the student and is controlled by him.

In examining the table showing the average munber of production
projects completed per depariment, it is apparent the mean of the above-
average group is 105.50, and the mean of the below-average group is
66.00. The standard deviation of the above-average group is 46.75,
indicating a rather wide dispersion for that group, with the middle
68,26 per cent ranging from 58.75 to 152.25 production projects per
department. With a standard deviation of 22,75, the middle 68.26 per
cent of the below~average group discloses the range from 43.25 to &8.75.
Only one of the above-average group indicated less than 51 production
projects completed ammually., Fifteen of the 50 departments in the \
lower group, however, were listed in the iIntervals below 51, with one
department falling in the 1 to 25 interval.

With a eritical ratio of 5,37, one can conclude that the pumber of
producﬁion projects completed anmually by a department should he an
important factor to consider when evaluating the effectiveness of that

departmentfs program of vocational agriculture.

Average number of production projects per student. Another factor

regarded to be of importance in evaluating programs of vocational agri-
colture was the average number of productive enterprise projects completed

per student, When the writer compsred the average number of production

jGeorge P. Deyoe, Supervised Farming in Vocational Agriculture
(Danville, Illinois, 1943), p. 54.
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TABLE XTI

AVERAGE IUMBER OF PRODUCTION PROJECTS
COMPLETED AWNUALLY BY DEPARTMENTS

Mumber of Projects Above-average Below-average

Group Group

326 to 350 1 0

301 to 325 O 0

276 to 300 0 0

251 to 275 O 0

226 to 250 0 0

201 to 225 1 0

176 to 200 0 ¢

151 to 175 2 0

126 to 150 7 1

101 to 125 13 4

76 to 100 14 11

51 to 75 11 19

26 to 50 1 14

1l to 25 0 1

0 D 0

Number of Cases 50 50
Mean 105.50 66.00
Standard Deviation 46.75 22.75

Critical Ratio 5,37%%
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projects per department, Table XTI !

o

hly gignificant differ-

]

ence between the two groups of departmente., It would be logiecal to expect

03

to find a significant difference also revealed when comparing the number
of production projects per student. Table XIT presents the findings
which support this expectation. Students from the above-average depsrt-
ments averaged 2.26 productive enterprise projects completed yearly;
students from the below-average depariments av@rageﬂ,l.53 projects
completed yearly. Seven, or 14 per cent, of the departments in the above-
sverage group can be observed in the invervals below 1.68 projects per
gtudent in comparison with 33, or 66 per cent, of the departments in the
below-average group found in the intervﬁls below 1.68 projects per

i

student, More than helf of the above-average group averaged two or more

™ e

oductive enterprise projscts per student; but only eight, or 16 per

0

p g
cent, of the below-average group averaged two or more projects per
_sbudent.

In evaluating the effectiveness of a program of vocabional
agriculture, one should consider the average number of productive enter-

prise projects completed annually per student.

Average number of farm vigits per department. The number of super-

vised farm treining visits per department was one of the factors
congidered in thig study. Data concerning this factor ere presented in
Table XITI. A highly significent difference between the above-average
and below-average groups of departments of wcational agriculture is
evidenced when céllating the average annual number of supervised farm
training visits per department. Supervised farm training visits may be
defined ag the wisits made by the teacher of wvocational agriculture to

L.

the homes of his students enrclled in the regular all-day classes in



TABLE XIT

AVERAGE NUMBER CF PRODUCTIVE ENTERPRISE
PROJECTS COMPLETED PER STUDENWT

P v o
o <o

.....

4 S B i O Y4

fumber of Projects Above-average Below-average
Group Group
.68 to 5.00 1 0
Lo3d to 4L.67 0 0
L.0L to 4.33 o] 0
3.68 to 4.00 0 0
3.34 to 3.67 2 0
3,01 to 2.33 4 0
2.68 to 3.00 6 2
R.34 to 2,67 & 1
2.01 to 2.33 6 5
1.68 to 2.00 16 9
1.34 to 1.67 5 14
1.01 to 1.33 L 13
.68 to 1.00 1 6
34t W87 0 0
LO0L to W33 o] 0
0 0 0
Number of Cases 50 50
Meal’l 2«2 lc 53
Standard Deviation e 45

Critical Ratio
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the secondary school where the teacher is attempting to assist the students
to become more proficient in their farming operations. Generally, super-
vised farm training visits are made to supervise the productive enterprise
projects of students., Supervised farm training visits may also be made

o supervise improvement projects and supplementary farm practices,

As one can observe in Table XIII, the average number of supervised
farm training visits per department for the above-average group ls
547.50 per year., The below-average group made less than two-thirds as
many visits, with an average of 349.54 visits per department per year.
Only one of the above-average group reported fewer than 200 visits as
compared with ten of the belouw-average group reporting fewer than 200
visits, Five departments from the above-average group reported making
more than 900 visits annually, with one of this group reporting more
than 1,400 visits per year. It is fitting to be reminded there were
two two-teacher departments represented in this above-average group.

If factors which prove to be significant are to be considered
valuable criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of programs of voca-
tional agriculture, then the average number of supervised farm training
visits made by a department each year should be considered. In order
Tto average 547.50, which is the mean of the above-average group, a
teacher would need to average approximately two supervised farm training
visits daily during the regular working days of the week throughout

mogt of the year.



TABLE XIXI

AVERAGE AITNUAL TOTAL NWUMBER OF SUPERVISED
FARM TRAINING VISITS PER DEPARTMENT

Mumber of Visits Above-average Below-average
Group Group

1,400 to 1,499 1 0
1,300 to 1,399 0 0
1,200 to 1,299 1 0
1,100 to 1,199 1 0
1,000 to 1,099 0 0
900 to 999 2 0
800 to 899 5 2
700 to 799 3 1
600 to 699 4 2
500 to 599 7 3
400 to 499 7 &
300 to 399 9 13
200 to 299 9 1L
100 te 199 1 9
0 to 99 0 1
umber of Cases 50 50

Mean 547, 50 349.54,

Standard Deviation 282,49 177.76

Critical Ratlic

3. 57R%




Average number of farm visits per gbtudent. This paragraph isg con-

cerned with a comparison of the two groups of departments regarding the
average number of supervised farm treining visits per student, With a
gignificant difference evidenced between the two groups when comparing
the total number of supervised farm training visits per department, it
is reasonable to expect Lo find a significant difference when comparing
the averege number of supervised farm training visits per student. It

is apparent that this expectation is confirmed by viewing Table XIV,

The average nunber of visits per student of the above-average group is
12.68 visits per year, and the number of wisits per student of the below-
average group is 9.02. Thirty-four of the 50 departments of the below-
average group averaged one to nine visits made to each student annually;
17 of the 50 departments of the above~average group were listed in these
interval groupings. This would reveal twice as many of the below-average
group were found in the lower intervals. It is interesting to note that
one department reported making from 43 to 45 visits per student. This
would indicate, in this instance, that individual student visits
averaged almost four per month. Tt might be questioned whether such
freguent visitabion is needed.

Thig factor should be recognized zs one of the criterion to be
included in evaluative criteris for measuring the effectiveness of
programs of vocational egriculbure. With a mean of 12.68 visits per
student, a teacher would need to average slightly more than one visit per
month for supervisory farm training visits to the home of each of his

students.

Average number of improvement projects per department. Another

factor congidered in this investig

tion was concerned with the average



TABLE X1V

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SUPERVISED FARM
TRAINING VISITS PER STUDENT
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R At % A o P AN N

Number of Visits Above-aversge Belou-average
' Group Group
43 to 45 1 0
4D to A2 0 0
37 to 39 0 0
34 to 36 0 0
31 to 33 0 0
28 to 30 1 0
25 to 27 1 0
22 to 24 3 2
19 to 21 5 1
16 to 18 5 1
13 to 15 8 7
10 to 12 9 5
7t 9 7 18
1to 3 R 3
Mumber of Cases 50 50
I"’I@ 8.30. :LZ ° 68 9 a 02
Standard Deviation 7.62 4B

Critical Ratio
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~-number of imprevementyprojects cempletea per depertment; Table XV dig=
closes;a significant differeﬁce in ﬁhe aVerage énnuel fotel number of
improvement prejects:compieted per department beﬂween fhe ebdve—averaée
group and the 5elew-ererage groupq Deyoezdefines'an improvemenflprdjéct as
fan updertaking whieh improvee the real estate value of the farﬁ, the eﬂfie
‘.ciencybof the ferm business or of a farm enterprise,.or the iiving coﬁ&i—
tions of the farm femily wh pn improveﬁent project should consist of a
number of related actlvitles whlch are planned and carried out by the '
student with the supervuslon of the teacher of vocational agriculture amd |
with the cooperation of the student‘s parents. Usually'the sﬁudent does
not have ownership'of such a ﬁrbject, nor dees ke generaily expéct any
direct cash inOOmé to be paid him.

The beloﬁ-average group reported two-thirds as many improvement
projectslcompleted énnually as was reported by the above-averege group.
The mean of the below-average group was 150056 iﬁprovement projecﬁs |
completed annually as opposed to 227.00 for the above-average éroup.
Tuelve departments from the belpw-average group indicéﬁed fower than 76
imprevement projecte comrleted yearly; only three from the above-averege
group listed fewer than 76 completed

With a s1gniflcant dlfference manifested revardlng the annual total
number of improvement proaects completed per department this should be
another 1mportant factor to regard as criterion for evaluatlng the

effectiveness of & program of vncatlonal agrioulturea

Average.gum%er gﬁ'imbrovemént’ﬁrejeeﬁs per student. The factor xon-

sidered in this paragraph is concerned with the averege number of improvement

4Deyoe, p. 55.



AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTAL NUMBER OF IMPROVEMENT

TABLE XV

PROJECTS COMPLETED PER DEPARTMENT

41

e coni

oo et
oemrviiamatoresio

Humber of Above-average Below-average
Improvement Projects Group Group
976 to 1,050 1 0
901 to 975 0 0
826 to 900 0 0
751 to 825 0 0
A76 to 750 2 0
601 to 675 0 1
526 to 600 0 0
451 to 525 1 0
376 to 450 2 1
301 to. 375 2 2
226 to 300 8 3
151 to 225 16 14
76 to 150 15 17
0 to 75 3 12
Humber of Cases 50 50
Mean 22'7.00 150.50
Standard Deviation , 178,50 110.48

Critical Ratio

2.29*
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projects completed per student. BExamination of the findings presented in
Table XVI makes it apparent there is a significeant difference between the
two groups regarding the average annual mmber of improvement projects
per student. The average number of improvement projects per student in
the above-average group is 4.81 as opposed to 3.61 improvement projects
per student in the below-average group., Iwelve of the below-average
departments reported less than two improvement projects per student,
whereas only five of the above~-average departments reported less than
two improvement projects per student. In observing that three depart-
ments reported students averaging 12 to 16.9 improvement projects annually,
the Investigator ig led to beliewve that gsome teachers of vocational agri-
culture do not have a clearly defined common meaning of the term "improve--
ment project.® In all probabllity those departments reporting a large
number of Improvement projects completed per student were not thinking
of Improvement projects having the broad scope of investment and time
requirements that is ordinarily given to the definition of the tern.

With a eignificant difference between the two groups, however,
improvement projects per student should be regarded as one of the impor-
tant factors to weigh when evaluabting effectivensss of programs of

vocational agriculture,

Average number of supplementary jobs per department. Another factor

included in this investigation was the average number of supplementary
jobs completed per department. Table XVIT displayse a highly significant
difference between the ahove-average and the below-average group of
departments when the observer compares the average total number of
supplementary jobs completed annually per department. The above-average

group reporbed an average of 692.5 supplementary jobs completed per
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TABLE XVI

AVERAGE ANIWAL NUMPER OF IMPROVEMENT
PROJECTS PER STUDENT

Nomber of Above~average Belou-average
Improvement Projects Group Group

16.0 to 16.9 1 0
15.0 to 15.9 0 0
14.0 to 14.9 0 o]
13.0 to 13.9 0 0
12,0 to 12.9 1 1
11.0 to 11.9 o) 0
10.0 to 10.9 1 0
9.0 ta 9.9 1 0
8.0 to 8.9 0 1
7.0 to 7.9 3 0
6.0 to 6.9 5 2,
5,0 to 5.9 ° 4
Zp.,O to 4‘09 Zl-
3.0 to 3.9 B 13
2,0 to 2.9 9 9
1.0 o 1.9 5 11
0.0 to o9 0 1
Wumber of Cases ' 50 50
Mean Lo 81 3.61
Standard Deviation 2.8 2415

Critical Ratio 2. 0%
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department in contrast to a reported 460.5 supplementary jobs compleﬁed
by the below-average group.

Supplementary farm jobs or supplementary farm practices, as they are
often identified, are "jobs outside of those already included as normal
parts of a student's productive and improvement projects, which are under-
“taken by him for additional experience or gkill or for improving the
efficiency of the farm home. . . . These jobs provide opportunities for
experiences of wvalue 'to the boy in addition to the other portions of his
supervised farming progrem. Thus, they provide for needed experiences
which would otherwise be lacking in his progr&m."5 A supplementary job
usually consists of a single job of limited scope, whereas an Improve-

ment project consists of several clogely related jobs much broader in

The below-average group reported only 64.5 per cent és many
supplementary jobs completed as the above~average group of departments.
3ix of the below-averasze group listed fewer than 201 supplementary jobs
per department. Nine of the above-average departments reported more than
1,200 supplementary jobs per department; one of the below-average group

listed more than 1,200 jobs.

Average number of supplementary Jobs per student. The average

number of supplementary jobs per student was another factor considered

>

o)

in this invesbtigation. A highly significent difference hetween the two
grovps of departments ig rewvesled when one is considering this factor.
The mean of the above~average group is 15.53 in comparison to a mean of

11.33 for the below-average group. The middle 68.26 per cent of the

SDeyoe, p. 56.



TABLE XVII
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AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTAL NUMBER OF SUPPLEMENTARY

JOBS PER DEPARTMENT

Mumber of Above-average Belovw~average
Supplenmentary Jobs Group Group
2401 to 2600 1 0
2201 to 2400 0 0
2001 to 2200 o 0]
1801 to 2000 0 0
1601 to 1800 2 0
1401 to 1600 0 0
1201 to 1400 6 1
1001 to 1200 3 0

€01 to 1000 1 3

601 to 800 6 9

L0l to 600 16 14

201 to 400 15 17

0 to 200 0 6

Number of Cases 50 50
Mean 692.5 4L60.5
Standard Deviation 244.0

Critical Ratio

468.0

3.11#%
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above-average group would indicate a range of é.86 to 24.20 supplementary
jobs completed. The range of the middle 68.26 per cent of the below-
average group would:be from 6.11 to 16.55. Twelve departments of the
above-average group reported their students averaged more thah 24 supple~
mentary jobs.

Since supplementary jobs are an importent phase of the supervised
farm training program and because a highly significant difference between
the two groups has been evidenced, it is recommended the number of supple-
mentary Jobs completed per student be recognized as an important factor

when evaluating programs of vocational agriculture.

Number of FFA members per depa;tmént. The number of active FFA

members per department was another factor to be investigated in this
study. Table XIX revealé a significant difference between the above-
average group and the below-average group when contrasting the total
number of active FFA members per depariment.

Active FFA members were considered to be fhose listed on the F,F.A.'

Membership List which was sent to the State Supervisor with the names of

paid members. The Oklahoma FFA State Constitubtion identifies an active

member as:

Any male student not over 25 years of age who s regularly enrolled in
an all-day or day-unit class in voceational agriculture is entitled to
become an active member of any chartered FFA chapter upon receiving a
majority vote of the chapter membership at any local meeting. A4 member
may retain his active membership continuously throughout his entire
high school carser and for three years after the first national conven-
tion following graduation from, or leaving high school; or until he may
become twenty-one years of age, whichever is the greater length of
time. Mo individual may retein his active membership beyond his
twenty-fifth birthday.®

bgonstitution of the Future Farmers of America, Oklahoms Associa-
tion (April 24, 1953), p. 2. ‘
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TABLE XVIII

AVERAGE ANNUAL NUMBER OF SUPPLEMENTARY
JOBS PER STUDENT

Mumber of Above-average Below~average
Supplementary Jobs Group - Group
36.1 to 39.0 1 0
33.1 to 36.0C 0 0
30.1 to 33.0 3 0
27.1 to 30.0 3 0
24.1 to 27.0 5 0
21.1 to 24.0 0 3
18.1 to 21.0 b 2
15.1 to 18.0 5 8
12.1 to 15.0 8 9
9.1 to 12.0 7 6
6.1 to 9.0 8 15
3.1 to 6.0 6 6
.1 to 3.0 0 1
Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 15.53 11.33 -
Standard Deviation 8.67 5.22

Critical Ratio 2. OR#%
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The above-cverage departiments reported a mean of 52.90 FFA members;
the below-average departments reported a mean of 45.44 members. It may
be observed that these means exceed the average number of students
enrolled in vocational agriculture, as indicated in Table I, The above-
average group had 6.70 more FFA members than students enrolled in voca~
tional asgriculture., The below-average group had 3.44 more FFA members
than were enrolled in vocational sgriculture. When compiling the data,
however, the investigator found some departments from both groups had
congiderably less than 100 per cent of the students enrolled in wvocational
agriculture who were listed as active FFA members.

Table XIX denotes a significant difference in the total number of
ective FFA members per department; therefore, this factor should be
included as one of the factors in evaluating progrems of wocational

agriculture.

Number of honorary FFA members per department. It was believed

the number of honorary members per FFA chapter would be a wvaluable guide
when one is evaluating programs of vocational agriculture. 4 highly
significant difference 1s apparent between the above-average group of
departments and the below-average group when one is ltemizing the number
of honorary FFA members per chapter.

Honorary members are those elected by the FFA members of any local
chapter to be honored for ocutstanding services rendered. The Oklahoms

State FFA Constitution identifies honorary FFA members ass

Instructors, school superintendents, principals, teachers, business-
men, farmers, and others, who are helping to advance vocational agriculture
and FFA work in Oklahoma, and who have rendered outstanding service, may
be elected to honorary membership by a majority vote of the members
present st any chapter maetigg. Honorary members shall be non-voting,
and rank as Chapter Farmers.

7Ibid., ps 3.
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TABLE XIX

TOTAL NUMBER OF ACTIVE FFA

MEMBERS PER DEPARTMENT

Above-average
Group

49

Below-average
Group

21

to
to

to
to
to

o
to
to

[o]e]
to

110
100
90

80
70
€0

50
40
30

20
10
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Mumber

Maan

Standard Deviation
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Critical Ratio

52.90

17.29
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It is apparent the above-average group averaged almost three times
as many honorary members per department as the below-average group. The
above-average group reveals a mean of 22.30 honorary members per depart-
ment; the below-average group shows only 7.75. 8ix of the below-average
group and one of the above-average group reported they had never had a
single honorary member. Thirty-one departments, or 62 per cent of the
below-average group, reported they had from one to ten honorary members.
Forty departments, or 80 per cent of the above-average group, reported
from 11 to 90 honorary members. The mode of the above-average group is
15.5; the mode of the below-aversge group is 5.5.

Table XX indicates those departments named by the district super-
visors evidently have been cognizant of the fact that persons in other
professions have been of value in assisting and encouraging FFA activities
within the programs of wvocational agriculture., The findings would lead
one to surmise that the departments identified as above average by the
supervisors were the departments that were possibly receiving more
community support by businessmen, farmers, school administrators, and
others. It would appear that some teacharg of vocational agriculturs do
not fully realize the value of giving just recognition to those who make
a real contribution to programs of vocational agriculture.

It is obvious that determining the number of honorary FFA members
per department would be one important factor to consider when itemizing

criteria for evaluating programs of wocational agriculture.

Number of members per chapter attending State FFA convention. A sig-

nificant difference between the two groups of departments is revealed when
comparing the number of FFA members attending the State FFA convention.

The mean of the above-average group is 7.64 in contrast to 4.52 for the



TABLE XX

NUMBER OF HONORARY FFA MEMBERS PER CHAPTER

Abovre-~average

Mumber of Honorary Below~averasge

Hembers Group Group
81 to 90 1 o)
71 to 80 0 0
61 to 70 0 0
51 to 60 A o
41 to 50 4 1
31 o 4O 2, o]
21 to 30 2
11 to 20 2 9
1 to 10 31

[t O\ v

huber of Cases

Standerd Deviation

™

Critical Retio

50
22.30

17.72

Ut
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below-average group. Teachers of vocational agriculture are expected to
have two official FFA voting delegates representing their local FFA chapter
at the annual State FFA convention, which is generally held during the
latter part of the month of April. The investigator, therefore, found
all departments were represented by two delegates, with one single excep-
tion during o one-year period. Twenty-four of the below-average depart-
ments reported one to three members attending in contrast to 16 of the
above-average departments reporting this number attending. Ten of the
below-average departments reported more than six members attending with
18 being the highest number reported by that group. Twice as many of the
above-average departmenté reported six or more members attending., Five
of the above-average departments reported from 19 to 54 attending.

The findings presented in Table XXI would lead one to believe the
above-average departments identified by the district supervisors tended
to encourage a larger number of FFA members to attend the State FFA
convention as spectators. The investigator believes, as will be borne
out in later evidence in some of the following tables, that the above-
average departments were represented at the State FFA convention by
larger numbers of FFA members because several of these members were
also contestants who would be competing in the State FFA interscholastic
judging contests on the Saturday following the termination of the State
FFA convention on Friday.

It is apparent, whatever the causes, that the number of FFA members
attending the State FFA convention denotes a significant difference
between the two groups; therefore, this should be a factor to be weighed

when evaluating programs of wvocational agriculture.



TABLE XXI

NUMBER OF MEMBERS PER CHAPTER ATTEMNDING
STATE FFA GONVENTION

e,
e

wire:

H

ol

Mumber

=Hhe

Attending

DOVE-EVRT LS
LoD

Below-averags
Group

QO

(e NoNe

53

L3 to 45 C o
L0 to 42 0 0
37 to 39 0 0
34 to 36 0 0
31 to 33 0 0
28 to 30 0 O
25 %o 27 1 0
22 to 24 0 O
19 te 21 3 0
156 to 18 0 1
13 to 15 1 1
10 to 12 & 2
7t © g 5
1:'{_- to ’5 JJ—'p 14
1t 3 16 24,
Tomber of Cases 50 49
Mean 7.6 452
Standard Deviation .13 2,96
Criticael Habtic 2o H4R
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Number and percentage of departments participating in FFA activities.
In investigating and comparing the various FFA activities engaged in by
the two groups of departments, many revealing findings are presented in
Table XXII. The only FFA activities that do not show a significant
difference between the two groups are: hold regular monthly meetings,
have satisfactory progrem of work, participate in cooperative feeding,
exhibit chapter welcome signs, and attend the State FFA convention.

The above-average group, however, shows a higher percentage of depart-
ments participating in these named activities. One exception may be
observed with 28 below-average departments exhibiting welcome signs in
comparison with 27 above-average departments reporting they exhibited
welcome signs.

Among the FFA activities manifesting highly significant differences
between the two groups of departments are: hold advancement ceremonies,
hold Parent-Son banquet or social, appear before civic clubs, hold
Joint FHA-FFA socials, provide a State FFA officer, and rate as "Out-
standing Chapter." These activities named in this paragraph are those
which point out the greatest dissimilarities between the above-average
group of departments and the below-average group. In scrutinizing
Table XXII, it i1s obvious there is a great divergence between the two
groups when one is considering these factors. The greatest difference
that may be observed is the factor regarding chapter ratings which show
36 of the above-average departments were rated "Outstanding FFA Chapter"
at least once during the three-year period covered in this study. Only
one of the 50 below-average departments was rated "Outstanding FFA Chap-
ter" during the same period. The above-average departments supplied 13

State FFA officers during the three-year period. At the same time, the
below-average departments provided three State officers. Three times
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TABLE XXII

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF DEPARTMENTS
PARTICIPATING IN VARIOUS FFA ACTIVITIES

Above-average Below-average
Activity Group Group
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
/

(NS) Hold regular monthly meetings 43 86 39 78
%**) Hold advancement ceremonies 33 66 18 36
IIS) Have satisfactory program of

work 43 86 38 76
( #) Participate in leadership trainhg 41 82 30 60
( *) Enter public speeking contests 10 20 2 4
(#*) Hold Parent-Son banquet a social 43 86 29 58
( #) Participate in radio programs 30 60 20 40
( #) Participate in television

programs 16 32 5 10
( #) Prepare news publicity regularly 49 98 L3 86
(*#*) Appear before civic clubs 43 86 29 58
(NS) Participate in cooperative

feeding 35 70 30 60
(NS) Exhibit chapter welcome signs 27 54 28 56
(11S) Attend State FFA convention 50 100 49 98
( #) Attend National FFA convention VA 28 5 10
(*#) Hold joint FHA-FFA socisls 24, L8 8 16
(##) Provide a State FFA officert 13 26 3 6
(%) Rate as "Outstanding FFA

‘Chapternf 36 72 ! 2

#* Denotes significant difference
## Denotes highly significant difference
IS Denotes no significant difference

£ Denotes data totaled for the three-year period 1949-1950, 1950-1951,
and 1951-1952.
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as many departments from the above-average group reported participation
in joint Future Homemakers of America~Future Farmers of America socials
as were reported by departments in the below-average group. BEighty-six
per cent of the above-average group reported they held Parent-Son banquets,
barbecues, or socials honoring parents. Fifty-eight per cent of the
below-average group reported holding such affairs for the parents. Eighty-
six per cent of the above-average group and 58 per cent of the below-
average group reported participation in civic club appearances. Thirty-
three of the above-average departments reported they held advancement
ceremonies in order to recognize their members as they advanced in degree
work. Only 18 of the 50 below-average departments reported they held
advancement ceremonies.

Other activities, not mentioned yet in this analysis of Table XXII,
which indicated a significant difference between the two groups of
departments of vocational agriculture are: participate in leadership
training conferences and schools, enter public speaking contests, partic-
ipate in radio programs, participate in television programs, prepare news
publicity regularly, and attend the National FFA conventions. Fourteen
of the above-average departments reported members attending the National
FFA convention in Kansas City at least once during the three-year period;
only five of the below-average departments reported members in attendance
at the National FFA convention during that period. A marked dissimilarity
can be observed between the two groups in all activities listed that
pertain to publicity. Participating in leadership training schools also
reveals a wide divergence. Ten of the 50 above-average departments
reported participation in public speaking contests in contrast to two

of the below-average departments participating. While this is a low

percentage of both groups, it does indicate a significant difference.
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From the findings presented in this table, it is obvious that active
participation in FFA activities 1s essential in order to have an effective
department of wvocational agriculture. The investigator does not believe,
nor does he mean to imply, that all departments of vocational agriculture
should attempt to participate in all these activities in order to geain
recognition during the early stages of development of FFA Chapters. It
is quite probable, however, that some of the well-established superior
FFA chapters do participate in all FFA activities listed in this table.
The investigator would recommend that all FFA activities listed in this
table indicating significant differences be included as a part of eval-
vative criteria for measuring the effectiveness of programs of vocational

agriculture.

Number of graduates and drop-outs per department. This analysis is

concerned with the annual number of graduates and drop-outs per depart-
ment. No significant difference is evident in comparing the two groups

of departments when considering this factor. It is regretable there

was no manner in which the investigator could separate the graduates fram
the drop-outs; therefore, the findings presented in the following tables
pertaining to the whereabouts of the graduates and drop-outs will of
necessity be grouped together. Graduates and drop-outs will be considered

as those students enrolled in all-day classes who were listed on the

Enrcllment Report, which is sent to the State Office October 15 of each
year, and who were also listed as graduvates or drop-outs for that partie-

ular year which is covered by the Final All-Day Report. In other words,

a student should not be listed as a graduate or drop-out on more than
one Final All-Day Report. The writer is led to believe that some

teachers listed students several times on the Final All-Day Report forms
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over a period of years, thus making an analysis of this part of the
investigation subject to error and misinterpretation.

Table XXIII indicates a mean of 12.70 graduates and drop-outs for
the above-average group and a mean of 12.58 for the below-average group.
By the investigator's inspecting Table I and through a simple calcule-
tion, it may be reasoned that approximetely 29 per cent of the average
enrollment in vocational agriculture may be reported as graduates or
drop-outs each year. With three departments reporting graduates and drop-
outs being in excess of 26, and up to 44, the investigator questions
whether these reports were valid reports. In compiling the data, it
was observed that high numbers of graduates and drop-outs were reported
all three years by some departments, leading one to surmise that some
teachers may have listed the where-gbouts of all recent graduates and
drop~outs rather then listing only those for the current year.

Forty of the departments from the above-average group reported their
graduates and drop-outs ranging from 6 to 17 each year. An identical
number of the departments from the below-average group reported the same
range; therefore, approximately 80 per cent of all departments reported
the average number of graduates and drop-outs ranging from 6 to 17

annually.

Average number of graduates and drop-outs engaged in farming. Voca-
tional agriculture departments should be responsible for assisting former

students to become established in farming., In spite of this objective,
no significant difference between the two groups can be observed when one
is considering the average number of graduates and drop-outs engaged in
farming each year. In fact, a rather surprising finding is revealed

vhen one observes that the mean of the below-average group is 4.46 in



TABLE XXIII
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TOTAL NUMBER OF GRADUATES AND
DROP-OUTS PER DEPARTHEINT

Above-average

Mumber of Graduates Belouw-average
and Drop-Outs Group Group
L2 Lo 44 C 1
39 to Zyl 0 0
36 to 38 0 0
33 to 35 0 0
30 to 32 1 0
27 to 29 0 1
2/, to 26 1 0
21 to 23 2 1
18 to 20 2 6
15 to 17 14 6
12 to 14 4 7
9 to 11 15 1
6to 8 7 13
3 to 5 3 1
0t 2 0 0
Nurmber of Cases 49 50
Mean 12.70 12.58
Standard Deviation 5.47 6.55

Critical Ratio

.01 (not signifiecant)
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contrast to a mean of 3.58 for the above-average group which presents a
.88 advantage for the below-average group. It can be observed that one
department from the below-average group reported over 19 engaged in
farming. This one department would tend to skew the results considerably.
The investigator, as mentioned previously, is led to believe that some
teachers may have reported all of the recent graduates and drop-outs
instead of reporting only those for the one year period. Thirty-seven
departments of the above-average group reported two to five graduates
and drop-outs engaged in farming; a like number fron the below-average
group indicated the same although there was a larger percentage of this
group reporting but two to three instead of four to five. The findings
presented in this table would indicate that a teacher of voecatlonal agri-
culture should not expect more than two to five graduates and drop-outs
to become engaged in farming annually over the years. Of course,
communities vary in the opportunities they offer to young men for be-
coming established in farming. The findings presented in this table
should cause those responsible for programs of vocational agriculture

to realize that only a small number of the students enroclled in voca-
tional agriculture will have the opportunities for becoming established
in farming. One may observe that 59 per cent of the 100 departments
included in this study indicated three or a lesser number of their grad-
vates and drop-outs were engaged in farming each year. This is a rather
small number when it is recalled that Table XXIII indicated an average
of 12.64 groduates end drop-outs per year for the 100 schools., The
findings would indicate approximately 32 per cent of the graduates and

drop-outs reported by teachers were engaged in farming.



TABLE XXIV

AVERAGE NUMBER OF GRADUATES AlD DROP-OQUTS
ENGAGED I FARMING

[ttt e i et o e e et o e o el 2 30 o 2t 00 e o B AR P 0 PSP b I S0 P 4 T I P A5t 5 A e

Number Bngaged Above-average Belowmaveragé
in Farming Group Group
20 to 21 0 1
18 to 19 0 0
16 to 17 0 0
14 to 15 0 0
12 to 13 0 0
10 to 11 1 0
8to 9 1 3
6 to 7 5 4
L to 5 15 10
2 to 3 22 27
0t 1 5 5

Number of Cases 49 50
Mean 3.58 ' bbb
Standard Deviation 2.00 3.80

Critical Ratio 1.44 (not significant)
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Number of graduates and drop-outs in work related to agriculture.

It has been assumed that vocational agriculture is responsible for placing
some former students in work related to agriculture; however, no signif-
icant difference between the two groups can be observed when comparing

the average number of graduates and drop-outs in work related to agri-
culture., Sixteen of the departments reported none of their graduates or
drop-outs in work related to agriculture. Sixty of the 100 departments
reported one to two graduates or drop-outs in work related to agriculture.
The below-average group shows a mean of 1.78 and the above-average group
shows a mean of 1.72 graduates and drop-outs in work related to agricul-
ture per year. This would indicate approximately 14 per cent of the

total number of graduates and drop-outs in work related to agricultwre.

TABLE XXV

AVERAGE NUIMBER OF GRADUATES AND DROP-QUTS IIT
WORK RELATED TO AGRICULTURE

ﬁﬁmber in Work Related Above-average Below~average
to Agriculture Group Group

74 2 X

6 0 0

5 2 2

4 4 2

3 2 8

2 10 10

1 19 21

0 10 6
Number of Cases 49 50
Mean 1:72 1.78
Standard Deviation 1.69 1.36

Critical Ratio .19 (not significant)
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Number of graduates and drop-outs in professional agriculture. It

has been acknowledged that departments of vocational agriculture place a
few former students in professional agriculture each year. In this inves-
tigation no significant difference in the averaze number of graduates
and drop-outs in professional agriculture can be observed between the
above-average group of departments and the below-average group. Since
most persons would consider it necessary for high school graduates to
have some additional education and training before becoming engaged in
professional agriculture, it would be expected that most teachers would
report few of their students engaged in professional agriculture., This
expcetation is confirmed by observing Table XXVI, and finding that 87
per cent of all departments covered in this survey reported none of their
graduates or drop-outs engaged in professional agriculture. The remain-
ing four of the above-average departments reported one graduate or drop-
out in professional agriculture each year. Six of the below-average
group also reported one per year; two more indicated three each. It is
possible the 12 departments that reported some of their graduates and
drop-cuts in professional agriculture may have reported boys who were
doing field work with the Soil Conservation Service, the Production Mar-
keting Association, or as Dairy Herd Improvement Association testers;
nevertheless, a very small percentage of graduates and drop-outs were

reported in professional agriculture work.

Iumber of graduates and drop-outs in non-agricultural work., It has
been recognized that a number of former students of vocational agricul-
ture must go into non~agricultural work when they leave school. MNo

significant difference is indicated in this investigation between the

two groups when comporing the averaze number of graduates and drop-outs



TABLE XXVI

AVERAGE NUMBER OF GRADUATES AID DROP-OUTS
Il PROFESSIONAL AGRICULTURE

Number ;; Above-average Beloﬁ-average

Professional Agriculture Group Group

3 0 2

2 0 0

1 4 6

0 45 42
Number of Cases . 49 50
Mean .08 .28
Standard Deviation 28 WA
Critical Ratio .6l (not significant)

in non-agricultural work. The above-average group reveals a slightly
lower mean than the below-average group which have means of 2.36 and
2.92 respectively. Seven of the departments inecluded in this study
reported none of their guaduates and drop-outs engaged in non-agricul-
tural work. Seventy departments reported from one to three graduates
and drop-outs in non-agricultural work. Thirty-two departments from
both groups reported from four to nine of their graduates and drop-outs
in non-agricultural work. Table XXVII makes it apparent that some of
the students enrclled in vocational agriculture will go into work not

related to agriculbure.
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TABLE XXVII

AVERAGE NUMEER OF GRADUATES AND DROP-OUTS
IN NON~AGRICULTURAL WORK

e e B B D R o T S e s
Number in Above-average Below-average

Non-agricultural Work Group v Group

9 0 3

8 1 0

7 2 0

6 1 0

5 2 4,

4 3 6

3 10 13

2 11 12

1 AV 8

0 5 2
Humber of Cases 49 50
Mean 2.36 - 2.92
Standard Deviation 1.84 . 1.97

Critical Ratio ’ 1.47 (not significant)
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Mumber of graduates and drop-outs in militery service. A certain
number of former students of vocational agriculture go directly into mil-
itary service as they leave high school. This was a factor considered in
this investigation. Almost identical means are revealed for the twe
groups of departments when collating the average number of graduates and
drop-outs in military service; therefore, no significant difference is
indicated. There were only 12 depertments that reported none of their
graduates and drop-outs in military service. One department reporteﬁ an
average of 12 graduates and drop-outs per year in military service. The
only other department reporting more than an average of five, reported
six per year. Although no significant difference is revealed in Table
XXVIII, it should be pointed out that teachers of vocational agriculture,
as well as other teachers in the secondary schools, have a responsibility
of counseling boys who are graduating or leaving school through the
"drop-out procedure,” concerning their forth-coming experiences, moral

obligations, and responsibilities pertaining to military service.

Number of gradustes and drop-outs in college. Some students of

vocational agriculture enroll in college after being graduated from high
school. This was one of the factors considered in this study pertaining
to graduates and drop-outs. In collecting the data, the investigator
found this to be the only factor concerning graduates and drop-outs which
revealed a significant difference between the two groups. Table XXIX
shows a mean of 3.16 graduates and drop-outs in college from the depart-
ments in the above-average group; a mean of 2.18 is evidenced from the
departments in the below-average group. This denotes a highly signif-
icant difference between the two groups. It may be assumed that prac-

tically all of those reported in college were graduates.



TABLE XXVIII
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF GRADUATES AND DROP-OUTS

IN MILITARY SERVICE

B ——n et ot L e ettt e et et e e i g e ek vy
S T e s e e At o0 A e o et L 1 B = -

Iomber in Above—averagé Below-average
Military Service Group Group
12 0 1
11 0 0]
10 0 1
9 0 0
& 0 0
7 0 0
4 1 0
5 3 4
4 7 Z
3 9 5
2 7 16
1 17 13
0 5 7
Number of Cases ‘ 49 50
Mean 2.18 R.16
Standard Deviation . 1.52 1,98

Critical Ratio

.06 (not significant)
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Twenty-one of the below-average group reported not more thazn one 1#
college; seven of the above-average group reported this small number in
college. Eleven of the above-average group reported an average of five
to ten enrolled in college per year; only three of the below-average
group reported an average of five to ten graduates and drop-outs in col-
lege. Fifty~six of all departments reported two, three, or four graduates
and drop-outs in college; -an additional 14 reported more than four in
college.

With a highly significent difference between the two groups of
departments manifested, it must be recommended that the number of grad-
vates and drop-outs in college be regarded as one of the criterion in
measuring the effectiveness of programs of vocational agriculture. It
may be conjectured that teachers from the above-average departments tend
to encourage and inspire some of their students to go to college more so °

than do the teachers from the below-average departments.

Graduates and drop-outs whose whereabouts are unknown. Some teachers
of vocational agriculture lose contact with a few of their former students
each year. Table XXX presents the findings concerning the average number
of graduates and drop-outs "whose whereabouts are unknown." No signif-
icant difference is indicated between the above-average group of depart-
ments and the below-average group; however, it is gratifying that 62 of
the departments reported none to this query. An additional 29 reported
one whose whereabouts was unknoun. Thig shows that 91 of the departments
had rather complete records of a follow-up nature regarding their studants.-

Only one teacher reported an excessive ﬁnmber of graduates and drgp-
outs whose whereabouts were unknown, and in that instance.he reported

that he did not know the wheresbouts of seven students. It is believed



TABLE XXIX

AVERAGE INUMBER OF GRADUATES AHND
DROP-OUTS IN COLLEGE

Tumber in. College Above~average : Below-average
Group ' Group
10 1 0
S o 0
8 1 1
7 1 1
6 2 0
5 6 1l
4 4 4
3 12 10
2 15 12
1 6 19
0 1 2
Mumber of Cases 49 50
Mean 3.16 2.18
Standard Deviation 1.9 ’ 1.56

Critical Ratio 2. 57E%
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this report come from a department that had experienced teacher changes
during the school term, and the new teacher did not have the information
that was needed at the time the Final All-Day Report was sent to the
State 0ffice of Vocational Education,

TAELE XXX

AVERAGE NUMEER OF GRADUATEZS AND DROP-QUTS
WHOSE WHEREABOUTS ARE UNKNOWI!

e r P L I RIS TR TR

Number Whose Above-average Below-average
Whereabouts are Unlmown Group Group

oK MW wviovd
K DO ooK
Hoo HOO OO0 o

W
W =

Number of Cases 49 50
Mean NS 40
Standard Deviation ).21 .53

Critical Ratio .31 (not significant)
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Number of contests placed in by teams in the interscholastic con-

tests. Judging contests were one of the factors believed to influence
programs of vocational agriculture. Table XXXI presents the findings
concerning the number of contests placed in by teams in the interscho-
lastic FFA judging contests during the spring of 1952. A significant
difference is indicated between the two groups of departments when one is
considering this factor. It was impossible for the investigator tn
gather data concerning contests held in 1950 and 1951 because these
records were not available. "Placing®™ means those teams thot placed
among the six high teams in each contest.

It is obvious that a greater number of the above-average depart-
ments had teams placing than the below-average departments. One of the
below-average departments placed in two contests, with the only other
below-average department placing in one contest. Quite another picture
is presented by observing the results accomplished by the above-average
departments. Two of the above-average departments placed in four
contests; one placed in three contests; two placed in two contests; and
four placed in one contest.

Since the number of contests placed in by teams in the interscho-
lastic FFA judging contests proved to be a significant difference, it
nust be recomrended that this be regarded as a factor worthy of considem~-
tion in developing evaluative criteria. It is apparent only nine of the
50 above-averagze departments were represented with teams placing in the
contests. Only four per cent of the below-average departments had

teams placing.



TABLE XXXT

NUMBER OF CONTESTS PLACED IN BY TEAMS IN THE INTERSCHOLASTIC
FFA JUDGING CONTESTS DURING THE SPRING OF 1952

g g ovos s sesmns e
e oot

Mumber of Contests »”mmm;;;;;:;;;;;;;m~ —Egzgw—average
: " Group ' Group
A 2 0
3 1 0
2 2 1
1 4, 1
0 41 L8
umber of Cases 50 ' ' 50‘
Mean .38 .06
Standard Deviation .80 03

Critical Ratio 2. LG#




The investigator tested the null hypothesis with data collscted
during the interscholastic FFA judging contests during the spring of 1953
to test the reliabllity of the findings presented in Table XIXI. Thése
findings substantiate the findings presented in Table XXXIT by mani-
festing a highly significant difference between the two groups of depart-
ments. Since these data were gathered in 1953, a detailed discussion
will be omitted because these findings are beyond the scope of this in-

veglbigation.

TABLE XXXII

ITUMBER OF CONTESTS PLACED IN BY TEAMS IN THE INTERSCHOLASTIC
FFA JUDGING CONTESTS DURING THE SPRING OF 1953

Number of Contests Above-average | Below~average
Group Group

2 1 0

3 ) 2 0

2 2 1l

1 g 0

0 37 49
Number of Cases 50 50
Mean A 04
Standard Deviation .90 .30

Critical Ratio 2, 86n%
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Nlumber of points earned toward the Farmer-Stockman Award by depart-

ments. Another factor regarding judging contests was the number of points
earned in the interscholastic FFA judging contests-toward the Farmer-
Stockman Award. Table XXXIII indicates a highly significant difference
between the two groups of departments by denoting a much higher mean for
the above-average group when compering the number of points earned in the
interscholastic FFA judging contests as computed for the Farmer-Stockman
Avard. The Farmer-Stockman Award is a beautiful trophy which is awarded
to the department of vocational egriculture winning the most points in all
of the agricultural contests. Individual member placings are included in
the computation of points earned as well as team placings. A detailed
explanation of computing points is given in the contest rules.8

The same two departments from the below-average group observed in
Table XXXI were among the three departments winning the least number of
peints toward the Farmer-Stockman Award.

The findings presented in this table will convineingly support the
findings presented in Table XXXI. Points earned toward the Farmer-
Stockman Award should be weighed when evaluating programs of vocational

agriculture.

Judging contest cash winnings at the major shows by departments.

Cash winnings from judging contests at the three major shows in Oklahoma
were believed to be an indication of the effectiveness of programs of
vocational egriculture. A highly significant difference is evidenced be-

tween the above-average group of departments and the below-average group

8. Clay Potts, Agricultural Judging Schools and Contests for
Oklahoma F. F. A. (Stillwater, Oklehoma), p. 1.
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TABLE XYXTIT

NUEBER OF POINTS ZARNED IIT THE INTERSCHOLASTIC FFA JUDGING
CONTESTS AS COMPUTED FOR THE FARMER-STOCKMAN AWARD

Humber of
Points Barned

Above-gverage
Group Group

31 bo 35
26 ho 30
2L to 25

16 to 20
11 to 15
6 to 10

1 0
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1]

when noting the great dissimila ; ity in judging contest cash winnings at

the major shows in Oklahoma. Major shows inciuded in this study are the
Oklahoma State Fair in Oklahoma City, the Tulsa State Fair, and the Okla~
homa City Spring Livestock Show. At these three major shows, FFA judging
contests are sponsored for students of vocational agriculture. Rules for
the contests may be found in the show catalogs for each of the respective

shows. OCash awards are presented to the high teams and high individuals.

Table XXXIV is a presentation of the findings arrived alt by compiling

data pertaining to these three major shows for a two-year period, "Dollars

4

won! signifies the total amount won as revealed in records from each show

©

office, These records also are available in the State UOffice of Voca-
tional Education.

The average amount won byfthe £ifty above-average departments was
$18.80 in contrast to an awverage of $3 won by the below-average depart-
ments. Twenbty-eight of the sbove-average depariments were money wimmers
in contrast to a mere seven from The below-average group. Eleven

)

departments, nine of them from the above-average group, won more than

{

$20 resulting from judging contest wimnings. With a highly significant

i<

diff

) .

srence manifested between the two groups, judging contest cash

winnings at the major ShOw‘ should bhe a useful measure for evaluation.
Cash winnings would indicate not only active participation in Judging
conteats but also disclose some of the effective training being given

students of wocational agriculture.

Total winnines at tle major shows in Cklahoma. The more effective

programs of vocational agrisulture were belleved to be more active in
exhibiting crops and livestock at the three major shows in Oklahoma.

A highly significant diifference between the two groups of departments



TABLE XXXIV

JUDGING CONTEST CASH WINKINGS AT TIHE

MAJOR SHOWS IIf OKLANOMA
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Dollars Won Above-average Below-average
Group Group
181 to 190 1 0
171 to 18 0 0
161 to 170 0 0
151 to 160 0 0
141 to 150 0 0
131 to 140 0 0
121 to 130 0 0
111 to 120 0 0
101 to 110 1 0
91 to 100 1 0
81l to 90 0 0
71 to 80 0 0
61 to 70 1 0
51 to 60 1 0
41 to 50 1 1
31 to 40 2 0
21 to 30 1 1
11 to 20 6 2
1 to 10 13 3
0 22 43
Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 18,80 3.00
Standard Deviaticn 34.16 .00
Critical Ratio 3. R3%%
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can be seen by viewing Table XXXV when cne is comparing the total winnings
from crop and livestock exhibits at the fhree major shows in Oklahoma. As
previously explained, the three major shows will be considered the Oklahoma
State Bair at Oklahoma City, the Tulsa State Fair, and the Oklahoma City
Spring Livestock Show. Total winnings represent the total cash winnings
for a two-year period. It is obvious the state supervisors considered
departments that participated actively in shows in naming the above-
average group, as opposed to a lesser active group in show participation
for the below-average group. Only ten of the above-average group show

no winnings from shows during this period in contrast to thirty from the
below~average group. Three of the below-average group reveal winnings
exceeding $100, and those three disclosed their winnings to be in the
range of $101 to $200. Fifteen of the 50 above-average departments denote
their show winnings to exceed $200. The mean of the above-average group
of departments signifies show winnings to average $254 in contrast to a
meen of $46 for the below-average group of departments.

It is obvious that supervisors consider participation in major crop
and livestock shows to be an important requisite to be rated an above-
average department of vocational agriculture. With a highly significant
difference manifested between the two groups, total cash winnings from
erop and livestock exhibits at major shows should be recognized as a
valid messure of the effectiveness of above-average departments of voca-

tional agriculture.

Tetal investment per department in supervised farm training program.

The amount invested in the supervised farm training program was believed
toc affect progrems of wocational agriculture. A highly significant

difference is immediately recognized between the two groups of departments



TABLE XXXV

TOTAL WINNINGS FROM CROP AND LIVESTOCK EXHIBITS AT
' THE MAJOR SHOWS I OXKLAHOMA

Total Winnings Above-average Below-average
GI‘O'L‘-LP Group
$ 1601 to 1700 1 0
1501 to 1600 .0 0
1401 to 1500 1 0
1301 to 1400 0 0
1201 to 1300 0 0
1101 to 1200 0 0
1001 to 1100 0 0
901 to 1000 1 0
801 to 900 0 0
701 to 800 0 0
601 to 700 1 0
501 to 600 2 0
401 to 500 -0 0
301 to 400 Y3 0
201 to 300 5 0
101 to 200 10 3
1 to 100 15 17
0 : 10 30
Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 254,00 46.00
Standard Deviation , 339.50 60.80

Critical Ratio o REH¥%
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when collating the average annual investment per department. The average
investment in the total supervised farm training program for the above-
average departments is $31,000 in contrast to an average investment of
$16,850 for the below-average departments. The amount invested per depari-
ment from the below-average group represents only 54.35 per cent of the
amount invested by the above-average group. Four below-average depart-
ments reported a total investment of 35000 or less. Thirty-seven, or 74
per cent of the below-average departments, exhibited totel investments in
supervised farm training programs to be less than $20,001. Quite a dis-
similar picture is presented when one observes that only 11, or 22 per
cent of the above average departments, indicated their investments in
total supervised farm training programs to range from $20,000 down to
$5,00L. Twenty-one of the above-average deparitments exhibited average
investments exceeding @35,000, whereas only two of the below-average
departments exhibited their investments to exceed $35,000.

This table convinecingly demonstrates that the total investment in
the supervised farm training program per department is an excellent meas-
ure of the effectiveness of programs of vocational agricuiture. Naturally
the economic conditions which vary would affect the amount invested in
the supervised farm training program from year to year, bubt it is
apparent that those departments which were rated above average had a
much higher investment in the supervised farm training programs consist-
ently. With a highly significant difference denoted hetween the two
groups regarding the total amount invested in the supervised farm
training programs, it is mandatory that this be one of the criterion to
include in evaluative criteria for measuring the effectiveness of pro-

grams of wvceoational agriculture,



AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTAL VALUE PER DEPARTMENT
OF SUPERVISED FARM TRAINING PROGRAM

TABLE XXXVI
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i

Total Value

Above-average

Group

Below-average
Group

$

90,001 to
85,001 to
80,001 to

75,001 to
70,001 to
65,001 to

£0,001 to
55,001 to
50,001 to

45,001 to
40,001 to
35,001 %o

30,001 to
25,001 to
20,001 to
15,001 to
10,001 %o

5,001 to

0 to

95,000
99,000
85,000

80,000
75,000
70,000

65,000
60,000
55,000

50,000
45,000
40,000

35,000
30,000
25,000

20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

o L3 U W Ov~I Wt OO O 0 QOO O
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Numbsr of Cases

Mean

Standard Deviation

Critical Ratio

31,000
9645

9. 10m%

50
16,850
4525
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Average investment per student in supervised farm training. The

amount invested per student in the supervised farm training program was
another factor considered in this study. A highly significant difference
was revealed between the two groups when the investigator considered the
average total investment per department in the supervised farm training
program as exemplified in the preceding table. It was reasonable then

to expect to find a significant difference between the two groups when
one compared the average annual investment per student. This observa-
tion is substantiated in Table XXXVII by rewvealing a highly significant
difference between the two groups. The above-average group shows a mean
of $740 invested per student; the below-average group shows a mean of
$396 invested per student in supervised farm training. lMore than three
times as many of the below-average group of departments indicated average
student investments to be less than $301. None of the below-average
group indicated average student investments to exceed $900, whereas 20
of the 50 above-average departments reported average student investments
to exceed $900. Three of the above-average departments reported average
annual investments in the supervised farm training programs to exceed
$1,800 per student.

As mentioned previously, the valve of supervised farm training pro-
grams will vary from year to year with economic changes, but it is
obvious that the above-average departments identified by the state
supervisors of vocational agriculture were departments which would
consistently show higher student investments in their project programs;
therefore, the average investment per student in supervised farm train-
ing should be a wvaluable measure of the effectiveness of a program of

vocational agriculture.



Lmmaoiat

TABLE ZXXXVIT

AVERAGE ANIUAL VALUE PER STUDENT OF

SUPERVISED FARM TRAIN

ING PROGRAM

Annusl Value

Above-average Below-average

Grouvp ’ Group
$ 2001 to 2100 1 0
1801 to 2000 0 0
801 to 1900 2 0
1701 to 1800 9] 0
1401 to 1700 0 0
1501 4o 1600 0 0
1401 to 1500 0 0
1301 to 1400 3 0
1201 to 1300 2 0
1101 to 1200 3 9]
1001 teo 1100 7 9]
931 to 1000 2 0
301 to 900 0 3
701 to 800 4, 3
6501 to 700 5 1
501 to &00 4 4
401 to 500 g 10
301 to 400 2 13
201 to 300 3 8
101 te 200 2 7
0 te 100 0 1
Munber cof Cases 50 50

Mean 740.00 396.00

Standard Deviation 443 .80 196.20

Cribical Ratio

4, Q9%
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Total net profit per department from supervised farm training pro-

gran. The total net profit per department derived from supervised farm
training programs was considered as a factor which would serve as a guide
when attempting to evaluate programs of vocational agriculture. In
weighing the difference between the two groups when one is comparing this
factor, a highly significant difference is evidenced between the above-
average group and the below-average group. The average total net profit
per department for the above-average group is $13,300, in comparison with
$6,450 for the below-average group. This would indicate the total net
profit per department from the above-average group to be over twice that
of the below-average group. Twenty of the below-average group reported
total net profit per department to be $5,000 or less; five of the above-
average group were in this range., Twelve of the above-average group
reported total net profits exceeding 17,500 per department; one depart-
ment from the below-average group reported its net profit to exceed
#17,500. The highest total net profit per department was reported to
exceed $40,000.

With a highly significant difference exhibited between the two growps
of departments, the average total net profit per department from super-
vised farm training progrems should be considered one of the factors to

include in criteria for evaluating depertments of vocational agriculture.

Total self labor per department from supervised farm training

program. Total self labor per department from supervised farm training
is believed to be cne of the more important measures of the effective-
ness of programs of vocational agriculture. Table XXXIX displays a
highly significant difference between the above-average group of depart-

ments and the below-averaze group when one makes a comparison of the



TABLE XXXVIT

AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTAL NET PROFIT PER DEPARTMENT
FROM SUPHERVISED FARM TRATNING PROGRAM

e G S s e
et Profit Above-average Below~-average
Group Group

$ 40,001 to 42 , 500 L 0
37,501 to 40,000 0 0
35,001 to 37,500 1 0
32,501 to 35,000 1 0
30,001 to 32,500 0 o)
27,501 to 30,000 o) 0
25,001 to 27,500 ) 0
22,501 to 25,000 1 0
20,001 to 22,500 4 0

17,501 to 20,000
15,001 te 17,500
12,501 to 15,000

B3\ 2

10,001 to 12,500
7,501 to 10,000

OO W
(G REVNGN

5,001 to 7,500 1
2,501 to 5,000 5 | 10

0 to 2,500 0 10

Mumber of Cnses 50 50
Mean 13,300 6,450
Standard Deviation 8480 4560

Critical Retio &, D5% %
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average annual total self labor per department from supervised farm train-
ing. Self labor is the amount paid the individual for his own labor while
caring for his supervised farm training program. "Total self labor" as
used in this table is the total amount of self labor calculated by add-
ing all of the individuals'! self labor for their respective department.

The average annual total self labor per department reveals a mean
of $1,674 for the above-average group, and a mean of $1,068 for the below-
average group. Sixteen of the below-average departments reported total
self labor per department to be less than $601; three of the above-
average departments reported self labor to be less than $601. Eleven of
the above-average departments reported self labor per department to
exceed $2,400, in contrast to only two from the below-average group
reporting their self labor to exceed this amount.

The investigator observed that no systematic procedure of recording
self labor was evidenced by departmental reports concerning self labor.
Some departments from both groups show a much higher percentage of the
labor income being reported as self labor than others. Because of this
observation, the investigator believes this factor fails to characterize
the effectiveness of programs of vocational agriculture as accurately as
some of the other measures considered in this study. With a highly
significant difference presented, however, it should be recommended that
this factor be weighed when developing evaluative criteria for measuring

the effectiveness of programs of wvocational agriculture.

Student hours per department on supervised farm training. One

indication of the effectiveness of programs of vocational agriculture
would seem to be the number of student hours spent in conducting super-

vised farm training progrems. A highly significant difference is



K

TABLE XXXTX
AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTAL SELF LABOR PER DEPARTMEN
FROM SUPERVISED FARM TRAINIHG PROGRAM
Self Labor Ahove-average Below-average

Group Group

$ 3601 to 3900 3 0

2301 to 3600 1 0

3001 to 330( 1 2

2701 to 3000 3 0

2401 to 2700 2 0

2101 to 2400 1 4

1801 to 2100 , 4 2

1501 to 1800 10 4

1201 to 1500 5 5

201 to 1200 9 8

601 to 900 7 9

301 to 600 3 11

0 to 300 0 5

[umber of Cases 50 50
Mean 1674.00 1068.00
Standard Deviation 899,49 732.39

Critical Ratio 3.6




revealed in Table XL between the above-average group of depariments and
the belecw-average group when one is making this comparison. The above-
average group reported a mcan of 5720.5 studenl hours per department;
the below-average group reported 3300.5 student hours per department.
This would show the below-average group reported only 57.6 per cent as
many student hours as the above-average group. As previously mentioned?

gome teachers did not seem to encourage students to record student hours

in their record keeping, and some obviously encouraged students %o

!

record a relatively high nwiber of student hours in keeping wecords of
their supervised farm training progranms
With such a highly significant difference indicated pertaining to

the average annual Total student hours per department from supervised

iy

farm training programs, it is apparent this is a factor that should
receive consideration when developing evaluative criteria for measuring

the effectiveness of programs of vocational agriculture.

Total labor income per department from supervised farm treining

-

progran. One of the most valid measgures of supervised farm training

progremg ig labor income. Labor incoms is the sum of the amount allowed
for self labor plus net profit. "Total labor income" is the sum of all
individuals® labor incomes within any department of vocational agriculture.
When one considers total labor income, Table XLI indicates a highly
gignificant difference hetween the above-average group of departments and
the helow-average group. The mean total labor income of the above-
average group is $15,120 and the mean of the below-average group is

$7,500, which is approximately one-half the amount shown by the above-
average group. Ten depariments from the below-average group show the

aver total labor income per department to be $3,000 or less.




TABLE XL

@
\S%;

AVERAGE ANYUAL TOTAL STUDENT HOURS PER DEPARTMENT
FROM SUPERVISED FARM TRAINING PROGRAM

Student Hours Above-average Below-average
Group Group
16,001 to 17,000 1 0
15,001 to 16,000 0 0
14,001 te 15,000 0 8]
13,001 to 14,000 0 0
12,001 to 13,000 1 0
11,001 to 12,000 2 0
10,001 to 11,000 1 1
9,001 to 10,000 4 0
8,001 tc 9,000 2 1
7,001 to. &,000 1 0
6,001 to 7,000 4 2
5,001 to 6,000 12 4,
4,001 to 5,000 5 9
3,001 to 4,000 & 7
2,001 to 3,000 5 10
1,001 to 2,000 4 13
0 to 1,000 0 3
Mumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 5720.50 3300.50
Standard Deviabion 3162.30 2019.90

Critical Ralio

2, GRR%
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Thirty-sixz of the below-average depw;bn@ute show the totel labor income
per department to be $9,000 or less; only 12 of the above-average depart-
ments were tabulated in this category. Thirty-eight of the above-average
departments are shown to have annual total labor incomes in excess of
$92,000 each.

By one's wviewing Table XLI, it is obvious that average total labor

. ot

income is a valld measure of the effectiveness of programs of vocational

agriculture pertalning to supervised farm training. The invesbipator is
led to bhelieve this factor ig one of the most Important measures to

congider in evaluation of programs of wvocational agriculture.

Inbor incone per student Lrom supervised farm training programn.

Labor income per student from supervissd farm training was belleved to be
one of the wost valid criterion for evaluating programs of vocational
agriculture. Table ZLIT indicates a highly significant difference he-
tween the twe groups of departments when one is comparing the average
anmial labor income per student derived from the supervised farm train-
ing program. The mean labor income per student from the above-average
group is $346.50, and the mean labor income per student of the below-
average group is $178.50. Thirteen departments from the below-average
group show an average labor income per student to be less than $101,

and thres of the above-average group are included in this interval group-
ing. Twenty-four of the above-average departments reported average

labor income to be in the range of $301 up to $1,200 per student; seven
of the below-average departments are listed in this category. The nine
departments reporting the highest average labor income per student

.

corted it to be in excess of $500 per student. DNone of this high

7
fs

re

group was represented by departments from the below-average group.



TABLE XLI

25

AVERAGE ANNUAL TOTAL LABOR INCOME PER DEPARTMBNT
FROM SUPERVISED FARM TRAINING PROGRAM

Labor Income

Above-average Below-average

$ 42,001 to 45,000
' 39,001 to 42,000
36,001 to 39,000

33,001 to 36,000
30,001 to 33,000
27,001 %o 30,000

" 24,001 to 27,000
21,001 to 24,000
18,001 to 21,000

15,001 o 18,000
12,001 to 15,000
9,001 to 12,000

6,001 to 9,000
3,001 to 6,000
0 to 3,000

Number of Cases

- Megn

Standard Deviation
Critical Ratio

Group Group |
1 0
0 0
2 0
0 0
1 0
0 0
4 0
3 0 -
2 1l
6 5
8 4
11 A
7 15
5 n
0 10
50 | 50

15,120 7,500

888¢, 3494

5. G4
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TABLE XLII

AVERACGE ANNUAL LABOR INCOME PER STUDENT
FROM SUPERVISED FARM TRAINING PROGRAM

it rawe s s resrscson
e roraier - e )

.
Senabretaisem—tmrmmn e

Labor Income Above-average Below-average
Group Group

$ 1101 to 1200 1 0

1001 to 1100 5 0

901 to 1000 0 0

801 to 900 0 0

701 to 800 0 0

601 to 700 4 0

501 to 600 3 0

401 to 500 9 3

301 to 400 6 I

201 to 300 11 10

101 to 200 12 20

0 to 100 3 13

Humber of Cases 50 50
Mean 346.50 178.50
Standard Deviation 226,27 111.36

Criticael Ratio FARAk L
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Labor income per student is proved to be a highly significant factor
when one is comparing above-average departments and below-average depart-
ments of wvocational agriculture. This would demonstrate the attitude of
the state supervisors of wvocational agriculture regarding the supervised
farm training program. If vocational agriculture is to aid in attaining
proficiency in farming for those preparing to become farmers, then any
statistical measures pertaining to the supsrvised farm training programs
that prove to be significantly different when one is comparing above-
average and below-average departments should be valusble aids inevaluabing
programs of vocational agriculture. Average labor income per student

would be one of the most valid measures to be used in such evaluation.

Investment in beef production projects per department. It was be-

lieved the average investment in beef projects per department would
influence programs of wocational agriculture. Table XLIII signifies

a significant difference between the two groups of departments when one

is making this comparison. The average investment per department in beef
projects for the above-average group is $9,950, and the average investmert
for the below-average group is $5,300. This would show that above-average
departmente had 1.88 times as much invested in beef projects as the
below~average group. Thirteen of the below-average departments reported
less than $2,501 invested in beef projects in contrast to only three
from the above-average group reporting this amount invested. Extremes
were evidenced with two departments reporting their investments falling

in the intervals of $27,501 to $30,000 and $42,501 to $45,000. There were
11 departments, ten of them from the above-average group, reporting beef
prodﬁction investments exceeding $15,000.

The average annval investment in beef production projects per



TABLE XLIII

AVERAGE ANNUAL INVESTMENT IN FEEF
PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTIENT

Amount Imvested Above-~average Below-average
Group Group
$ 42,501 to 45,000 1 0
40,001 to 42,500 0 0
37,501 to 40,000 o 0
35,001 to 37,500 0 0
32,501 to 35,000 0 0
30,001 to 32,500 0 0
27,501 to 30,000 1 0
25,001 to 27,000 0 0
22,501 to 25,000 0 0
20,001 to 22,500 2 0
17,501 to 20,000 2 0
15,001 to 17,500 4 1l
12,501 to 15,000 3 2
10,001 to 12,500 5 2
7,501 to 10,000 10 9
5,001 o 7,500 8 6
2,501 to 5,000 11 l6
0 to 2,500 3 13
Number of Cases 50 L9
Mean 9950 5300
Standard Deviation 7603 12,162
Critical Ratio 2,206%
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department denotes a significant difference between the two groups;
therefore, this should be & factor considered in evaluation of depart-

ments of vocational agriculture.

Labor income per department from beef production projects. Annual
labor income per department from beef prolects was a'factOr thoughf
to affect programs of wvocational agriculture. A highly éignificant
difference may be perceived when compafing the above-average group and
the below-average group. The above-average group has an average annual
labor income of $4,060»from’beef productioh projeets in contrast to
$2,440 for the below-average group. Twenty-eight of the 50 beldw-average'
departments reported average labor income from beef to be‘less than
2,001, The mode of the above-average group fails in the interval
$3,001 to {4,000, whereas the mode of the below-average group 1s In
the intervel $1,001 to. 2,000, o

It 1s epparent, with a highly significant difference revealed in
this table, average annual labor income from beef production projects.‘
per department should be a recognized criterion o include in measuring

the effectiveness of programs of vocational agriculture.

Investment in swine produetion projects per deparinent. Another
Tactor belleved to influence pﬁogr&ms of vocationél agriculture was
the annual investment in swine projeéts per department, Table XLV
nanifests a highly significant difference betusen the above—averagé
group and the balbw;avera@@ group of departments when one is regarding
this fmctor. A mean of $7,700 invested in swine projects is revealed
for the above-average group; a mean of $3,600 is revealed for the below-

average group. This would make it apparent the above-~average group had



TABLE XLIV

AVERAGE AFNUAL LABCR INCOME FROM

BEEF PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTMENT

96

et vt e o L I 8P i 5 A1 4 A e L mzeosee
B R bl e e e e e

Labor Income Above-average Below-average
' Group Group

# 17,001 to 18,000 2 0
16,001 to 17,000 0 0
15,001 to 16,000 0 0
14,001 to 15,000 0 -0
13,001 %o 14,000 0 9)
12,001 to 13,000 0 0
11,001 to 12,000 0 0
10,001 to 11,000 1 -0
9,001 to 10,000 1 0
8,001 to 9,000 1 1
7,001 to 8,000 3 1
6,001 to 7,000 2 3
5,001 to 6,000 2 2
4,001 to 5,000 3 2
3,001 to 4,000 12 3
2,001 to 3,000 9 9
1,001 to 2,000 g 16
0 to 1,000 6 12
Nunber of Cases 50 49
Mean 4060 2440
Standard Deviation 3630 2015

Critical Ratio

2,75
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more than twice as much invested In swine projects per department than
the below-average group. Twenty departments, or 40 per cent of the below-
average group, reported investments of $3,000 or less per department.
Four departments, or eight per cent of the above-average group, reported
this small amount invested. Twenty-nine, or 58 per cent of the above-
average group, were among the 36 departments having more than $6,000

inver

®
(%]

ted in swine projects, with three departments showing their average
investments to exceed $16,000. Only seven depertments, or 14 per ceant of
the below-average departments, were listed among those reporting more
than @6,000 invested in swine projects. None of these listed more than
$12,000 invested.

With a highly significant difference reported in this table, one
may regard the average annual investment in swine production projects
as one of the more wvaluable facltors to consider when one is evaluating

programg of vocational agriculture.

Labor income per depsritment from swine productiocn projects. This

paragraph is concerned with the amnual labor income per department from
swine projects. A highly significant difference is revealed between the
above-average and the below-average group of departments when one is
considering this factor. The mean labor income per department, as seen
in Teble XLVI, is $2,560 for the above~average group and $1,310 for the
below-average group. This clearly illustrates a merked difference in
the two groups. Twenty of the below-average departments show labor in-
come per department to be $1,000 or less; six of the above-average group
show labor income per department to be $1,000 or less. Eighty-four per

cent of the below-average group show labor income to be under §2,001;

L, per cent of the above-average group show labor Income to be under



TABIE X1V
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AVERAGE ANNUAL INVESTMENT IN SWIND
PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTMENT

B e e e e e e P s e e e e e B
Amount Invested Above-average Below-average
Group Group

% 18,001 to 19,000 1 0
17,001 to 18,000 0 0
16,001 to 17,000 7) 0
15,001 to 16,000 o) 0
14,001 to 15,000 1 0
13,001 to 14,000 3 0
12,001 to 13,000 0 0
11,001 to 12,000 2 1
10,001 o 11,000 4 0
9,001 to 10,000. 3 0
8,001 to 9,000 2 1
7,001 to 8,000 5 1
6,001 to 7,000 6 3
5,001 to 6,000 5 4
4,001 to 5,000 b 12
3,001 %o 4,000 g 8
2,001 to 3,000 3 7
1,001 to 2,000 1 5
0 to 1,000 0 8
Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 7700 3600
Standard Deviation 3915 RR75

Critical Batio

6 4005
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$2,001. The 15 high departments, 14 of them from the above-average grouvp,
show labor income from swine projects to be in excess of $3,500 per depart-
ment. Four departments show labor income pér department from swine to be
from $5,501 to $6,500.

Because the amount invested in swine projectg per department and
the average labor income from swine projects per department are the only
palr of tables that signify highly significant differences between the
two groups, the investigator has concluded that factors concerning swine
enterprises are among the most valuable measures pertainiug to supervised
farming programs. It mey be assumed, therefore, that the average annuval
labor income from swine production projects per department is an important
factor in developing evaluative criteria to identify characteristics of

above~average departments.

Investment in sheep production projects per department. When compar-

ing the average investment in sheep production projects per department,
no significant difference between the two groups may be observed, even
though the mean of the above-average group is $1,250, and the mean of the
below-average group is $750. No significant difference may be observed

because of the wide dispersion evidenced by standard deviations of §1,369

and $779 respectively.



TABLE XIvI

AVERAGE AMNNWUAL LABOR INCCME FROM SWINE
{EBNT

PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPART!

100

Labor Income

Above-average

Below-average

Critical Ratio

Group Group
& G001 to 6500 2 0
5501 to 600C 2 0]
5001 to 5500 0 0
A501 to 5000 2 0
4001 to 4500 2 0
3501 to 4000 6 1
3001 to 3500 3 2
2501 to 3000 4 A
2001 to 2500 7 1
1501 to 2000 7 10
1001 to 1500 9 12
501 to 1000 4 9
0 to 500 2 11
hanber of Cases 50 50
Mean 2560 1310
Standard Deviation 1533 894,

b, O
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TARLE XLVIT

AVERAGE ANNUAL INVESTMENT I SHEEP
PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTIMENT

Anmount Invested Above-average Below-average
Group Group
$ 5501 to 6000 1
5001 to 5500 1 0
4501 to 5000 8 0
4001 to 4500 0 0
3501 to 4000 1 0
3001 to 35C0 1 1
2501 to 3000 1 0
2001 to 2500 1 3
1501 to 2000 3 2
1001 to 1500 5 1
501 to 1000 8 7
0 to 500 13 19
Humber of Cases 35 33
Mean 1250 750
Standard Deviation 1369 779

Critical Ratio 1.87 (not significant)
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Labor income per department from sheep production projects. When

one is comparing the average annual labor income from sheep production
projects per department no significant difference may be perceived between
the above-average group and the below-averag% group. The above-average
group shows a mean of $431.42, however, in contrast to a mean of $318.80
for the below-average group. Again, with wide-spread dispersion indi-
cated by large standard deviation scores, no significant difference may
be exhibited.

It is interegting to note two of the below-average departments
reported an average annual labor income from sheep projects to be "in
the rea." Thirty-six of the 100 departments reported labor income from
sheep to be less than $201. Only six departments of the 100 included in
this study indicated average labor income per department to be more than
$1,000. This would indicate that sheep were of minor importance in super-
vised farm training programs in Oklahoma during the period that was
covered by this investigation.

The findings presented in Table XLVIII would suggest that no attempt
should be made to regard sheep investments per department nor labor income
per department from sheep production projects as wvalid measures to

identify features of above-average departments.

Investment in dairy production projects per department. When one is

comparing the average annual investment in dalry production projects per
department, a highly significant difference between the two groups is
evident. The average investment in dairy projects for the above-average
group is $5,100 per department in contrast to a mean of $2,326 per depart-
ment for the below-average group. This would show the above-average

group had 2,19 times as much invested in dairy projects as the below-average
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TABLE XLVIII

AVERAGE AINUAL LABOR INCOME FRCM SHEEP
PRODUCTTON PROJECTS PER DEPARLIENT

vt cateiaise i ot peresere e e a1 B S bt oene Ao amsns et
e o

Labor Income Avove-average Below-average
Group Group

$ 2401 to 2600
2201 to 2400
2001 to 2200

OO
= OO

1801 to 2000
1601 to 1800
1401 to 1600

O
coo

1203 to 140G
1001 to 1200
801 to 1000

o
NOo O

401 to 800
401 to  &OD
201 to 400

g\ O
NI 2

3
o
(@)

0 200 18 16
i to =200 0

w1

35 ' 33

Wumber of Ca

&
9]
[
[#])
=

Mean 43142 318.80
Standard Deviation 549 4,04,

Gritical Rabio .96 (not significant)
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group.

As would be expected, several departments from both groupe show
rather low investments in delry projects; however, of the high 22 depart-
ments showing more than $5,000 invested in dairy projects, only four were
from the below-average group. Of the ten depertments showing investments
in dairy projects exceeding $9,000, only one wes from the below-average
group,

It is apparent then, particularly for departments of vocational agri-
culture wvhere dairying is a major or minor enterprise in the community,
that the average snnual investment in dairy production projects per
department should be regarded as a factor indicating a highly significant

difference botween above-sverage and below=average departments.

Labor incoms per department from deiry production projects. Even

though the sbove-average group shows an aversge labor income of $2,420
per department froém deiry projects in contrast to an average labor
b

income of #$1,652 per department from deiry projects of the below-average

departmente, ho significant difference 18 revealed in Table L.
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TABLE XLIX

AVERAGE ANNUAL INVESTMENT I DAIRY
PRODUCT Z0I PROJECTS PER DEPARTMENT

Amount Imvested Abov —avcrage Bolow—averqge
Group Group

$ 16,001 to 17,000 3 0
15,001 to 16,000 0 1
14,001 to 15,00C 1 0
3,001 to 14,000 0 0
12,001 to 132,000 0 0
11,001 to 12,000 0 0
10,001 to 11,000 4, o
9,001 to 10,000 1 0
8,001 to 9,000 0 0
7,001 to 8,000 4 1
6,001 to 7,000 3 1
5,001 to 6,000 2 1
4,004 to 5,000 7 4
3,001 to 4,000 7 6
2,001 to 3,000 3 )
1,001 to 2,000 8 9
0 to 1,000 7 19
Iumber of Cases 50 46
Mean 5100 2326
Standard Deviation 4325 2658

Critical Ratio




TABLE L

AVERAGE ANNUAL LABOR INCOME FROM DAIRY

PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTMENT

106

Critical Ratio

1.92 (not significant)

Lahor Income Ahove~average .Below—average
Group Group

& 10,001 to 11,000 1 0
9,001 to 10,000 0 0
g,001 to 9,000 0 1
7,001 to 8,000 3 0
6,001 to 7,000 1 0
5,001 to 6,000 1 0
4,001 to 5,000 3 1
3,001 to 4,000 3 1
2,001 to 3,000 8 7
1,001 to 2,000 17 10
0 to 1,000 13 26
Number of Cases 50 46
Mean 2420 1652
Standard Deviation 2225 1428
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Investment in pouliry production projects per department. lNo signif-

.

icant difference is revealed between the two groups of departments regard-
ing the average annual investment in poultry production projects per
department. A rather high number of the departments, 29 from the above-
average group and 31 from the below-average group, shows very low invest-
ment in poultry projects, as evidenced in Table LI. In fact, 86 of the
100 departments included in this investigation show average investments

in poultry projects to be less than $3,001.

It is apparent that poultry production projects were of minor impor-
tance in the supervised ferming programs of most of the departments
included in this survey. One extremely high reg cort came from a depart-
ment denoting an average investment in poultry being in excess of
$39,001. Another department reported $11,001 to $12,000 invested in
poultry; two others reported investments ranging from %5,001 to %7,000.

o attempt should be made to use this factor presented in this

analysis to identify dissimilarities betwcen above-average and belov-

average departments.

Labor income per department from poultrv production projects. Annual

labor income from poultry was another factor consgidered in this investi-
gatlon which was believed to have some influence on programs of voca~
tional egriculture; however, no significant difference is revealéd betweeﬁ
the two groups of departments when collating the average annual labor
income derived from poultry production projects per department. & mean

of $504.24 for the above-average group in contrast to a meen of $268.18
for the below-average group reveals no significant difference because of

the extrenmely high standard deviation scores which may be observed in

Table LIT. Seventy-nine of the 100 departments show the average labor



TABIE LI

AVERAGE AINUAL INVESTMENT IN POULIRY

PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTMENT

Amount Invested Above-average Below~average
Group Group
$ 39,001 to 40,000 1 0
12,001 to 13,000 0 0
11,001 to 12,000 1 0
10,001 to 11,000 0 0
9,001 to 10,000 0 0
8,001 to 9,000 0 0
7,001 to 8,000 0 0
6,001 to 7,000 1 0
5,001 to 6,000 1 0
4,001 to 5,000 0 0
3,001 to 4,000 9 1
2,001 to 3,000 7 2
1,001 to 2,000 7 10
0 %o 1,000 29 31
Number of Cases A7 Ly
Mean 1779.80 1636.30

Standard Deviation 3133 OL7

Critical Ratio

.34 (not significant)




income per depariment derived from poultry production projects to be
less than $401. This would indicate that the poultry enterprise was of

minor importance to a

-

high percentage of the departments surveyed, Three
departuments reported thelr average labor income from poultry projects to
be "in the red." Oanly five departments, all of the above-average group,
show average labor income per department from poullry projects to be in

exceas of $1,000, The highest deparitment reported an average labor

O

income from poultry to be in excess of 33,60

=
o~

)

In attempbing to identify dissimilaritles betueen above-average and
below-average departments, average labor income per department derived
from poulbry projects should not be fcbafdﬂc’w a valid criterion, Only

in a very few instances would it be of any worth in evaluating supervised
£ S RN

farm training programs of departments of vocational agriculture.

Investment in crop mroductlon projects per deperitment. The annual

investment in crops wag considered to be an Importent factor affecting
supervised farming prograns of departments of wocatlonal agricultufe.
Table LITY menifests o highly significant difference helween the ahove-
averagé group of depmriments and the below~average group when one is
examining the Jnvcubﬁenﬁ in cfoﬁ production projects. The average anmal

[

investment in crop proj:

for the above~average group is $9,120, and

the aversge annuval lunvestmeant in crop projects for the below-average

group is $5,366. This would show that the below-aversge group averaged
58,84 per cent asg much invesbted in crop proJects as the above-average

group. A greater number of the below-average departments shows low crop

nvesbments with 40 per cent of that oroup reporting investments below

ot
(=

3,001 in contiash to 28 per cent of the above-average group in this

category. Seventeen deperitments, 13 from the above-average group and



TABLE LII

AVERAGE ANNUAL LARCR INCOME FROM POULTRY
PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTMENT
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Labor Income Above~average Below-average
Group Group
% 3601 to 3800 1 0
3401 to 3600 0 o
3201 to 3400 1 0
32001 to 3200 0 0
2801 to 3000 0 0
2601 to 2800 0 0
2401 to 2600 1 0
2201 to 2400 0 0
2001 +to 2200 0 0
1801 to 2000 1 0
1601 o 1800 0 0
1401 to 1600 9 0
1201 to 1400 0 0
1001 to 1200 1 0
801 to 1000 3 A
601 to 800 2 2
401 to 600 3 3
201 to 400 12 11
0 to 200 21 22
-1 to 200 1 2
Number of Cages 47 "Ly
Mean 504,24 268.1

Standard Deviation 788 262

Oritical Ratio

1.93 (not significant)




TABLE LIII

AVERAGE ANNUAL INVESTMENT IN CROP
PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTIMENT

v s e - -
preses o

Amnount Tnvested Above-~average Below-average
Group Group

$ 36,001 to 39,000 1 0
3; 001 to 36 000 0 0
0,0ﬁl to 33,000 1 0
27,001 to 30,000 2 1
24,,00L to : 7 000 1 0
21,001 to ?4,000 L 0
18,001 to 21,000 2 0
15,001 te 18,000 3 2
12,001 to 15,000 2 1
9,001 to 12,000 4 3
5,001 to 9,000 6 8
3,001 to 6,000 13 10
0 to 232,000 14 20
Humber of Cases 50 45
Mean 9120 5366
Standard Deviation 8925 5316

Critical Ratio . 2. 50%%
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four from the below-average groﬁp, ghow the average investments to exceed
412,000, with two of thils group going up into the $30,001 to $39,000
intervals,

Sinee the average annual inves%ment in erop projeofa per department
signifies & highly significant difference between the two groups, thie
factor should be of value In eveluating departments of vocational agri-
culture. It should be of valve in identifying dissimilapities between

above-average and below-average departments in voestional agrieulture,

Lebor lncome per department from crop produstion pro ectg,- Even
though the average amnual labor income from orop production projects
per department shows the average labor income of the above-average group
is $1,142 more than the belowwavgrage group, no significant difference
is observed when one is using the critieal ratio to indicate significent
difference, It is recommended that this factor recelve little considera-
tion iq developing evaluative cfiteria for identifying above-avereage

depertments of voecatlonsl sgriculture,
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TABLE LIV

AVERAGE ANWUAL IABOR INCOME FROM CROP
PRODUCTION PROJECTS PER DEPARTMENT

e T —— i

Labor Income Above=average Below~-average
Group Group

$ 16,001 to 18,000 ' 2 0
14,001 to 16,000 0 0
12,001 to 14,000 9] 0
10,001 to 12,000 2 1
§,001 to 10,000 2 0
6,001 to SyODO 4 A
4,001 to 6,000 10 7
2,001 to 4,000 7 9
0 to 2,000 23 24
Tumber of Cages 50 45
Mean 3920 2778
3tandard Deviation 3860 2360

Critical Ratio 1.75 (not significant)
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Momber of Jundor Mester Farmer degreog awarded per depertment. The

number of Junior Master Farmer degrees awarded departments of vocational
agriculture iz one of the factors thmt i8 apparently an important guide
when one la attempting Lo evaluate programs of vocatlonal agriculture.
This is borme oubl by the findings presented in Table LV, with a highly
slgnificant difference revealsed hetusen the abovémavermge group and the

below-average group. The above-aver group shows a mean of 4.706

Junior Magter Former degress awarded for the thres-yesr period.‘ The
below-average group shows a mean of 46 for the same period., This would
show the above-average group had more than ten leew as mony State Farmer
degrees awsrded as the below-average Qroup. Forty of the 50 bolow«avorﬂw
depsrtments had no Junior Master Farmer degrees awarded during the entire
three=yeor period; eight of the 50 above-average group show no State
Farmer degreecs awarded during the same period. Only one of the below
average departments averaged one degree per year; 31 of the‘above«average
deparbments averaged more than one degree per year. Seven of the above-
average group show enough degress awarded to average three or more per
year, with one depmriment reporting 12 degrees awarded in the threewyear
period.

In the light of the findings presented in this Table LV, it should
be concluded thet the number of JTunior Master Farmer degrees awarded
per deporbument ls en Important eriterion when one is evaluating programs

of voeetional agriculture,

inber of Amerdoan Farmer depross awarded per depsrtment. The

.......

number of American Farmer degrees awarded a department is considered to

9
i

be an important guide o measure the effectiveness of that department's

program of vocational deulture, This convietion is supported by the




—2
},_l
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TABLE LV

TOTAL MUMBER OF JUNIOR MASTER FARMER DEGRERS AWARDED
PER DEPARTMENT DURING THE THREE-YEAR PERIOD, 1949 to 1952

Below-average

Above~average

Group | Group

12 1 0

11 2 0

10 2 0

9 P 1

& 2 0

7 6 0

& 7 -0

5 8 0

4 1 1

3 b 0

2 4 2

1 3 6

0 & 40

Imber of Cases 50 50
Hoan 478 46
Standard Deviation 3425 l.42

Gritical Ratio ' &, bos%
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presentation of the findings in Table LVI, with a critical ratio of 3.76

o]

manifegting a highly significant difference between the ahove-average

group and the below-average group. Thig table convincingly reveals the

s

great dissimilarity bebween the two groups when one is considering this

g
factor. During the thres-year period included in this Investigation,
none of the below-average group of departments discloses an American:
Farmer degree awarded to any of its group. In contrast, 28 American
Parmer degrees uwere awarded bte the above-average departments. Seven~

teen above-sverage Gc parbments were responsible for these 28 degrees
it

)

awarded. Approximately one~third of the abowe-average group furnished
one or more American Farmer degrees during the three~year period. With

%

of .56 evidenced for the above-average group, one may surnise

that the above-nverage group would average one American Farmer degreec
approximately every five years.

The nmumber of American Farmer degrees awarded per department should

B
be congidered a significant factor when evaluating programs of vocatlonal

ulture.

)_,\

Humber of American Farmer degrees awarded per department during

1928 to 1954. The writer wished to find oulb whether the total number

of American Farmer degrees awarded per department for the entire period
of time since FFA was started would show a gignificant difference between

- 41

the above~aver group and the below-average group. Even though this
table presents data that are beyond the thres-year scope of the proposed

investigation, the writer found when making the comparison that a highly

rence wag, revealed. During the 25 years since the

of America was organized, only two of the below-average

o

departments have had American Farmer degrees awarded to students.
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TABLE IVI

TOTAL NUMBER OF AMERICAIN FARMER DEGREES AWARDED
PER DEPARTMENT DURING THE THREE-YEAR PERIOD, 1949 to 1952

Humber Awarded Above-average Below-Average

Group Group

L O
OO
O

=

PO R

0 33 50

IThmber of Cases 50 . 50
Mean . 56 0.00
Standard Deviation 1.06 0.00

Critical Ratio 3, TR
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TABLE LVIT

TOTAL NUMBER OF AMERICAN FARMER DEGRERES AWARDED
PER DEPARTMENT DURING THE PERIOD 1928 TO 1954

Humber Awarded Above—~average Below-average
Group Group
20 1 0
19 0 0
18 0 0
17 0 0
16 0 0
15 0 0
14 0] 0
13 o 0
12 0 -0
1L 0 0
10 0 0
9 0 0
g 0 0]
7 1 0
6 0 0]
5 5 1
A 1 0]
3 5 0]
2 5 0
1 9 1
0 23 48
Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 1.8 .12
Standard Deviation 3.1% ;71

Critical Ratio 3. 65%%
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Twenty-seven of the 50 above~average departments had 90 students of wvoca-
tional agriculture receive the American Farmer degree. Table LVII supports
the findings presented in the previous table.

Number of curricular units of instruction per schoel. The number
of curricular units of instruction per school was believed to have some
bearing upon the effectiveness of the programs of vocational agriculture.
The belief that secondary schools offering a limited number of curricular
units would influence programs of vocational agriculture is substantiated
by the findings presented in Table LVIII. A highly significant difference
between the two groups of departments indicates that this bellef is
verified. The average number of curricular units offered in the secondary
schools having the above-average departments is 33.34 units in contrast
to a mean of 27.26 units of instruction for the schools having the below-
average departments. The five schools offering the lowest number of
curricular units available as a "menu" for the boys and girls show that
from 19 to 21 units made up the course of study. Over half of the below-
average group were associated with schools offering less than 28
curricular units. DNone of the above-average departments were within
schools offering less than 22 units; only eight were associated with
schools offering léss than 28 curricular units, Fifty per cent of the
above-average departments were related to schools that offered at least
34 units of instruction.

This foregoing paragraph and the accompanying table indicate that
prograns of vocational agriculture are affected by the size of the

schools' curricular offerings.



TABLE LVIIT
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NUMBER OF CURRICULAR UNITS OF INSTRUCTION PER

SCHOOL OFFERED IN THE SCHOOL YEAR, 1951-1952

Humber of Units Above~average Belou-average

Dffered Group Group

61 and over 2 2

58 to 60 O 0

55 to 57 1 0

52 to 54 2 0

49 Lo 51 0 1

L6 to 48 3 1

Li, to 45 3 1

LD o 42 2 2

37 to 39 6 2

34 to 36 6 1

31 to 33 10 5

28 to 30 7 3

25 to 27 5 11

22 to 24 3 11

19 to 21 0 5
Wumber of Cases 50 50
Mean 33.34 27.26
Standard Deviation 9.46 9.52

Critical Ratio




121

Schools accredited in the North Central Association and schools

that offered four units of wocational home economics. This analysis is

concerned with schools being aceredited in the North Central Assobiation
and with schools offering four or more units of instruction in vocational
home economics., It is not surprising to find a highly significant differ-
ence revealed between the schools having above-average departments and
aschools hawving below-average deperiments when one is congidering those
accredited.  About half of the schools having above-average departments
were ascecredited in the North Central Association; less than one-fourth of
the schools having below-average departments were accredited. By the
investigator's comparing the two groups of schools, no significant
difference was revealed when one considered schools offering four units
of ingtruction in vocational home ec§nomics. Pifty-eight per cent of the

100 schools offered four or more years of vocational home economica.

TABLE LIX

SCHOOLS ACCREDITED IN THE NORTH CENTRAL ASSOCIATION AND
SCHOOLS THAT OFFERED FOUR UNITS OF VOCATIONAL HOME ECONOMICS

o L L PO P PR3 samsossmsen v ]
e e Sy e g e S e s LT e oL B 6 PP P S R Pt s R o — —

Above~average Below-average
Group Group

Number  Per Cent Nunmber Per Cent

Schiools accredited in the
Yorth Central Association (¥%) 24, 48 11 22

Schools offering four years
of vocational home
economice (IIS) 33 66 25 50
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Percentags enrolled in wvocational agriculture in 1949-1950 who were

algo enrolled in 1951-1952. The investigator desired to test an intuition

that the above-avers

group would differ significantly from the belou-
average group when he was comparing the percentage of the students
enrolled in vocational agriculture in 1949-1950 who were also enrolled
two years later in 1951-1952. The investigator felt that perhaps the
above-average group would reveal a significantly higher percentage of
students continuing in vocational agriculture curricula. This idea is
proved to be unsound, as may be observed in Table ILX. o significant
difference is observed between the two groups when one is making this
comparison. In fact, the means of the two groups are almost identical,
One observation that may be made from the findings presented in this
table is that approximately one-fourth, about 28 per cent, of the studenté
enrolled in vocational agriculture during any school year will probably
be enrolled in vocabional agriculture two years later. This estimate

ghould be nothing more than a reasonable approximation.

Humber of teacher changes in departments during six-year period.

It hes been indiceted the number of teacher changes within a department

over the years influences the effectiveness of programs of vocational

al

agriculture. This belief is supported in a report by Benton Thomason

.‘

in which he states:

o o o This study shows further that the longer feacher tenure is
associated with departments having the higher labor incomes, This
factor, along with the fact that no teachers were requested to resign
in the high income group of thirty schools, while eleven were re-
quested to resign in the low income group of thirty schools, points
out that the local boards of education tend to place the blame on the
ingtructor for a weak department.?

9Banton F. Thomason, & Study of Supervised Farm Training Programs
of Seventy Departments gﬁ Vocational Agriculture in Northwestern Oklahoma
rgulllWAti Clilahoma, Oklahoma A. and M. College, Master's Report, 1954),

o 31

H
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TABLE LX

PERCENTAGE COF THE BOYS ENROLLED IN VOCATIOKAL AGRICULTURE
‘ IN 1949-1950 WHO WERE ALSO ENROLLED IN 1951-1952

e _—n -
e e et ]

Per Cent Boys Enrolled Above-average Below-average
Group Group

52 to 54
49 to 51
46 to 21.8

43 to 45
A0 to 42
37 to 39

MV o = O

34 to 36
31 to 33
28 to 30

25 to 27
22 to 24
19 teo 21

16 to 18
13 to 15
10 to 12

O H O (SR D ~3 &

7 to 9
4 to 6
1Lt 3

OO O
o O b~ BN IRV ONW O oW Ll ol ol

0 0

o

Number of Cages AL L6
Mean 28,10 28,46
Standard Deviation 7.95 11.16

Critical Ratio .19 (not significant)
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n making a compsrison of the average number of teacher changes be-

tween the two groups of departments, the investigator found mno significant
difference between the means of the two groups. However, 28 téachers’

changes occurred among the 50 above-average departments, while A7 teacher

b
changes occurred among the 50 helow-average departments., This reveals

L

aignificant difference between the two groups. t is interesting to note

o
that no teacher changes occurred in 32 of the above-awverage departments.
When one is contrasting the number of departments exhibiting no teacher

L]

changes, a significant difference also 1s Indicated between the two

groups. The findings presented in Table LXI indicate no significant
difference between the two groups in the average number of teacher
changes per deparbment. A significant difference may be detected between
the two groups when one is comparing the number of depariments showing

no teacher turnover and when comparing the total number of teacher

changes., This would tend to indicate teacher tenure has some hearing

upon the effectivenesg of programs of vocational agriculture.

Years of continuous vocational agriculture in depsrtments. One of

the factors thought to affect programs of vocational sgriculture was the

m

length of conbtinuous operation of departments of vocationsl agriculture.

o i

gnificant difference between the above-

~
o

This factor exhibits a highly ai

average group of departments and the below-average group. The above-

<

average departments were in continuous operation for an average of

20.18 years. In contrast, the below-average departments averaged 12.42
J 5 & L

years. The above-aversge departments averaged almost eight years longer

. ),

continuous operation, It ig apparent that the stete supervisors named
a high proportion of the below-aversge deparitments which had relatively

shorter periods of contlauous operation. Fifty-two per cent of the



TABLE IXI
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NUMBER OF TRACHER CHANGES SINCE 1948

s o _— I
Number of Changes Above-average Below-average
Group Group

4 2 1

3 1l 3

2 2 8

1 13 18

0 3R 20
Number of Cases 50 50
Mean .60 « 9%
Standard Deviation 1.08 .96

Critical Ratio

1.66 (not significant)
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below-average group were departments that were in continuous operation
for eight years or less. All of the 100 departments were in operation
at least five years. Only eight of the above-average departments were
listed in the interval 5 to 8, as can be observed in Table IXII. Thirty-
gix of the 50 above-average departments were depertments that had been
in operation for 17 or more years; only 15 of the 50 below-average
departments were in operation that long.

It is evident that younger departments would tend to have a more
difficult time to rate above average than older departments. It may
be pointed out that many of those departments that are youngest in
periods of service may be located in schools that have been offered
1little support and encouragement.

Years of continuous wocational agriculture is a factor that proved
to show a highly significant difference between above-average and below-
everage groups of departments of wvocational agriculture; however, langth

of continuous operation should not be regarded as a factor which would

insure success.

Total number of years of wocational agriculture per department.
Another factor believed to affect programs of wocational egriculture was

the emount of totel years of wocational agriculture per department. Table
LXIIT reveals & highly significant difference between the two groups of
departments when one is considering this factor. The above-average

group exhibits a mean of 20,90 years in contrast to a mean of 15.38

for the below-average group. Three times as many of the below-average
group of departments as the above-average group show their total years

of wyocational agriculture to be less than nine years. Fifty per cent

of the above-aversge departments show they have had a total of 21 or



TABLE LXII

YEARS OF CONTINUOUS VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE

Continuous Years Above~-average Below-average
of Vo-~Ag Group Group
33 to 36 5 2
29 to 32 3 1
25 to 28 8 2
21 to 24 3 3
17 to 20 12 7
13 te 16 2 2
9 to 12 4 7
5to 8 8 R6
1 to 4 0 0
Nurber of Cases 50 50
Mean 20.02 12.42
Standard Deviation 8.54 8.01

Critical Ratio AN Y

.
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more years of wocatlonal agriculture. Twenty-eight per cent of the below-

£
average departments show 21 or more years of vocational agriculture, It
is interesting to note that 15 departments, ten from the above-average
group and five from the below-average group, show they have had 29 to
36 years of operation. This group would include some of the oldest depart-
ments in the State. One might question why five of the very oldest depart-
ments in the State were rated below average.

In comparing Table XLII and Table XLITI, one finds the means of the
above~average group to be relatively the same when comparing vthe number
of years of continuous operation and the total number of years of voca-
tional agriculture; however, when the two meens of the below-averag
group are compared, one finds the average total number of years of voca-
onal agriculture to be 15.38 and the aversage number of years of
continuous operation to be 12.42. This would tend to indicate the beloww
average group had more interruptions with short intervals of inactivity
and discontinuation. It would also indicate the above-average group
wag a much more stable group.

With a highly significant

DA

iffersnce betuween the two groups when
one is making a comparison of the total years of vocational agriculture,
it must be recommended this factor be considered an important criterion

in evaluating programs of vocational agriculture.

Summery. Eighty factors related to programs of vocational agriculture
were tested to determine whether significant differences were exhibited
when the investigator was comparing the above-average group of departments
and the below-average group concerning these factors. Tables aré used

to present the findings pertaining to each of the factors. An analysis

accompanies each table. Those factors which reveal highly significant
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TABLE LXIII

TOTAL I'UMBER OF YEARS OF VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE

Above-average Below-average

Number of Years
Group Group
332 to 36 5 3
29 to 32 5 2
25 to 28 7 T
21 to 24 8 8
17 to 20 11 7
13 to 16 6 6
9 to 12 3 8
5t 8 5 15
1l to 4 0 0
Number of Cases 50 50
lean 20.90 15.38
Standard Deviation 8.32 8.40
Critical Ratio 2.82%#

Pl
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differences are identified with a double asterisk (¥#*); those that reveal

significant differences with an asterisk (*); and those that show no

significant differences with "not significant™ or (NS).

ares

A list of the factors manifesting highly significent differences

Humber of young farmer farm visits during 1951-1952 per department

Average number of production projscts completed annually by
department v

Average number of productive enterprise projects completed per
student

Average annual total number of supervised farm training visits
per department

Average number of supervised farm training visits per student

~ Average annual total number of supplementary jobs per department

Average annual number of supplementary jobs per student
Number of honorary FFA members per chapter
Average number of graduates and drop-outs in college

Number of contests placed in by teams in the interscholastic
FFA judging contests during the spring of 1953

Number of points earned in the interscholastic FFA judging
contests as computed for the Farmer-Stockman Award

Judging contest cash winnings at the major shows in Oklahoma

Total winnings from crop and livestock exhibits at the major
shows in Oklahoma

Average annual total value per department of supervised farm
training program

Average annual value per student of supervised farm training
program '

Average annual total net profit per department from supervised
farm training program

Average annual total self labor per department from supervised
farm training program
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Average annval totel student hours per department from supervised
farm training program

Average annual total labor income per department from supervised
farm training program

Average annual labor income per student from supervised farm
training progran

Average annual labor income from beef production projects per
departmnent ’

Average annual investment in swine production projects per
departmen®

Average annual labor income from swine producticn projects per
department

Average annual investment in dairy production projects per
department

Average annual investment in crop production projects per depart-
ment

Total number of Junior Master Farmer degrees awarded per depart-
ment during the three-year period 1949 to 1952

Total number of American Farmer degrees awarded per department
during the three-~year period 1949 to 1952

Total number of American Farmer degrees awarded per department
during the period 1928 to 1954

Number of curricular units of instruction per school offered in
the school year 19511952

Schools accredited in the North Central Association
Years of continucus vocational agriculture

Total number of years of vocational agriculture

FF4 chapters holding advancement ceremonies

FFA chapters holding Parent-Son banquet or social
FFA chapters appearing before civic clubs

Number holding joint FHA-FFA socials

Humber providing a state FFA officer

Wumber rated as "Outstanding FFA Chapter®
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A list of the factors manifesting significant differences between
the two groups are:

Average number of students enrolled in wvocatlonal agriculture per
depar%mcnt

Nutber enrolled in young farmer clagses in 1951~1952
Number of hours of young farmer instruction per department

Average annuel total number of improvement projects completed

p@r department

Aversge snnual number of improvement projects per student
Total number of active FFA members per departmernt
Fumber of members per chapter attending State FFA convention

Humber of contests placed in by teams in the interscholastic IFA
Jjudging contests during the spring of 1952

Averags annual invesgtment in beef production projects per
department

©

FEA chapters participating in leadership trainiﬁg
AFL chapters entering publié speaking contests
FPA chapters participating in radio programs

FFA chapters participating in television programs
FFA chapters preparing news publicity regularly
Number attending National FFA convention

Number of departments showing no teacher changes

A. i v b ) f

P

the factors included in this study that failed to refute
bYhe null hypothegls ares

Average muanber of farm boys enrolled in vocational agriculture
per departnent

Average number of nonefarm boys per department

Percentage of the total number of students per department that
are farm boys

Average nmumber enrolled in adult classes per department in

1950-1951 and 1951-1952



Average number of hours of adult instruction per department for
1950-1951 and 1951-1952

Average number of farm visits per deparitment supervising adult
education

Total number of graduates and drop-outs per department
Average number of graduates and drop-outs engaged in farming

Average number of graduates and drop-outs in work related ‘o
agriculture

Average number of graduates and drop-outs in professional agri-
culture

Average number of graduates and drop-outs in non-agriculture work
Average number of graduates and drop-outs in military service

Average number of graduates and drop-outs whose whereaboubts are
unknown

Average annual investment in sheep production projects per depart-
nent :

Average annual labor income from sheep production projects per
depariment

Average annual labor income from dairy production projects per
department

Average annual investment in poultry production projects per
department

Average annual labor income from poultry production projects
per department

Average annual labor income from erop production projects per
department

Schools that offered four units of vocational home economics

Percentage of hoys enrolled in vocational agriculture in 1949-1950
that were enrolled in 1951-1952

Average number of teacher changes since 1948
Number of departments holding regular monthly FFA meetings
FFA chapters having satisfactory program of work

FFA chapters participating in cooperative feeding
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FFA chapters exhibiting chapter welcome signs

Number of chapters represented at the State FFA convention.

NOTE: One should not infer that those factors which failed to refute the
null hypothesis do not affect programs of vocational agriculture. The
investigator is only reporting that the dabta used in this study failed

to refute the null hypothesis and therefore those factors will not be
recommended for evaluative criteria for identifying valid dissimilarities

between the two groups.



CHAPTER III
INTERPRETATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

Thirty-eight of the 80 selected factors considered in this study
nanifegted highly significant differences between the above~average
group of departments and the below-average group when the investigator
tested the null hypothesis. Fifteen additional facltors considered in
this Investigation revealed significant differences between the two
groups. Data concerning the remaining 27 factors sustained the null

o]
L

hypothesig that there is no significant difference between the means of
the two groups of departments.

This chapter is a presentation of some of the more pertinent findings
and obssrvations of the investigator concerning the selected fachors |
congsidered in this thesis. The findings of this study have been concerned
with an analysis of data pertaining to the 50 above-average and the 50
below-average departments of vocational agriculture in Oklahoma secondary
schools. Recommendations ere given in this chapter regarding evaluation
of programs of vocational education in agriculture in the public schools
in Oklahoma. The writer believes, however, that the recommendations
made in this thesis may be of value in evaluatbing programs of voeational
agriculture in other states. Suggestions are presented in this chapter
concerning reports that teachers of wvocational agriculture in Oklahoma
are'required to send to the State Office of Vocational Education.

The recommendations given pertaining to evaluation of programs of
vocational education in agriculture and the suggestions made regarding

reports will represent the observations of the writer based upon the

135
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findings of this investigation, integrated with his experiences as a
teacher of vocatbional agriculture and a teacher trainer in agricultural
education.

When attempting to identify significant differences between the
above-average group of departments and the below-average group, the
investigator observed that there were four general arcas revealed to be

£

of major importance. These factors which revealed significant differences
between the two groups were classified into the following major areas
asgumed to contribute to the effectiveness of programs of wvocational edu-
cation in agriculture: supervised farm training, Future Farmers of Amer-

ica activities, young farmer and adult farmer education, and school
curriculum. Factors related to these four major areas affecting programs

of vocational educntion in agriculture are discussed in this chapter.

Factors related to supervised farm training. A strong supervised

farm training program is a vital part of any program of vocational agri-
culture. Phipps says, "A supervised farming program is an integral and
very essential part of vocational agriculture, not an appendage."l
Thomason regards the supsrvised farm training program as "the core of
the program,"2 Many of the factors related to supervised farm training
included in this investigation manifest significant differences between
the above-average group of departments and the below-saverage group.
These findings support the belief that strong supervised farm training
programs are an essential element of an effective program of wvocational

agriculiure, Many of the findings reported in this study support those

lPhipps and Cook, p. 229.

2
“Thomason, p. 2.
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reported by Thomason in his study of tﬁe supervised farm training programs
of 70 departments of vocatlonal agriculture in the Northwest District of
Oklahoma,3 The investigator helieves that bthe significant factors of this
study which are related to supervised ferm training should be regarded
among the most important measures of effective programs of vocational
agriculture. The following paragraphs discuss factors which were included
in this study related to supervised farming which revealed significant
differences between the above-average and the below-average departments.

The average number of production projects completed annually per
department is one of the factors which revealed & highly significant
difference between the above-average group and the below-average group.
The above-average group reported a mean of 105.50 production projects
per department; the bdlowmaverage group reported 66.00 projects per
departwent. When comparing the average number of production projscts
per student, a highly significant difference is also apparent, with the
above-average group averaging 2.26 projects per student in contrast to
o mean of 1.53 for the below-average group. Seven departments, six of
the seven from the below-average group, reported less than an average
of one production project per student.

Supervised farm training visits are absolutely necessary if a strong
supervised farming program is to be developed, This is one of the con~
clusions reached by Thomason.4 The findings presented in this study
confirm his conclusion by menifesting a highly significant difference

[3=

between the above-average group and the below-aversage group when one

)

is comparing farwm visits. The above-average group averaged 547.50

2Ibid., pp. 30-33.

i -
#Tbid., p. 30,

peiiasiev)
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visits per department in contrast to 349.54 visits per department for the
below-average group. Ten of the below-average group reported fewer than
200 visits per year, and one of the above-average group reported fewer than
200 visits per year. The above-average group made 12.68 visits per student
in comparison to 9.02 visits per student in the below-acverage group. Sixty
eight per cent of the below-average group made less than ten visits per
student during a year.

Improvement projects are considered to be an importent part of programs
of supervised farm training. Students should be encouraged to conduct
improvement projects along with their productive enterprise projects. A
significant difference is revealed between the two groups when one is
comparing the number of improvement projeets completed per department.

A significant difference is also revealed when this investigator compares
the number of improvement projects completed per student. The findings
would indicate that students should be encouraged to average four or five
improvement projects per year. In gathering the date the investigator is
led to believe that teachers of vocational agriculture did not have a
common meaning of the term "improvement projects completed." This is sub-
stantiated by observing that one teacher reported more than 16 improvement
projects completed per student; and two others reported 12 or more
completed.

Supplenmentery farm jobs, or supplementary farm practices, as they
are often called, are essentials of a total supervised farming program.
These skill jobs are necessary to supplement the educational experiences
of students of vocational agriculture., It is obvious that a student
cannot gain all of the desirable farming experiences from his productive

enterprise projects and improvement projects, Teachers of vocational

agriculture, therefore, are obligated to teach many skill jobs through
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supplementary farm practices. When the investipstor computed the average

il

number of supplementary farm Jobs per department, a highly significant

difference between the two groups was indicated, with the above~average

group having more than one and cne~half times as many supervised jobs
completed per department as the below-average group. The above-average
group reported 15.53 supplementary jobs per student in contrast to 11.33
for the below-average group.

Two of the more objective measures of supervised farm training pro-
grams are the total cash investment per department in the supervised farm
training program and the average invegtment per student in supervised

farming., Four of the below-average group show the total investments in
supervised farm training per department to be less than $5,001; ten more
of this group show total wvalue of supervised farming to be less than
$10,001 per department. Seventy-four per cent of this below-average
group show average investments per department in supervised farming to
renge from $20,000 on down. Seventy-eight per cent of the above-average
group show supervised farming investments to range from $20,001 up to
'%95yOOQ per department. The average investment per student also reveals

ficant difference between the two groups of departments.

x._:.

a highly signi
The mean of the above-average group is $740 per student; the mean of the
below-average group is $396., Twenty-one departments indicate the average
investment per student to bs less than $301; 16 of the 21 were ffgm the
below=average group. Totel cash investment per department in the super-
vised farm training program and average investment per student in super-
vised farming should receive considerable attention when one is

evaluating the effecltiveness of programs of vocational agriculture.

It is suggested that an instructional sheet or manual be developed
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te aid beginning teachers in completing the Final Report.5 Clarifica-

i

tion should be made of such termsg as: "farm boys," "non-farm boys,"

"number beginning " "number completing," "new students," "total head or
acres per year," "yield," "total credits," "total expenses," "total labor
income," "value of self labor," and "net profit or loss." TFor the experi-
enced teachgr or supervisor these terms may be clearly understood, but
for the beginner these terms may be lesgs distinet., Students in agricul~
tural education should be given a considerable amount of iInstruction in
recording and making reports pertaining to supervised farming.

The investigator would like to -point out that the term "labor income"
is demonstrated to be the "total credits" minus the "total expenses™ on

the Final Report, Ta the-urdtér; +hil seems to be misledding and does not

appear to agree with definitions of the term "labor income" commonly given
by authorities in agricultural economics.6 This immediately poiats out
that the term "total expenses" may be confusing when one may becone
doubtful whether or not to includé such an item as "sell labor" as ar
expense or a credit. In observing thé confusion exhibited in graduate
classes of euperienced teschers of vocational agriculture concerning such
details, the writer would recommend that such terms be clarified. The
writer would suggest that a group of experienced teachers cooperating
with supervisors and teacher trainers in agricultural education depart-
ments consider revision and simplification of the supervised farm

training record book used by students of vocational agriculture.

o N .

“The Finzl Report is a report pertaining to supervised farm train-
ing that teachers of wvocational agriculture in Oklahome are required to
complete and return to the State O0ffice of Voecational Bducation each year.

67, Yorman Efferson, Principles of Farm Menagement, (Wew York),
1953, p. 76.




141

Record books and terms that are confusing to teachers certainly will be
too complicated for high scheol students to gomprehend.

Other objective measures of the supervised farm training program
which exhibited highly significant differences between the two groups
are average annual total net profit per department, average amnual total
self labor per depariment, and average annualvtotal student hours per
department. The average annual total net pfofit for the above-average
group is $13,300 and $6,450 for the below-average departments. This
would reveal that the aversge net profit per department for the bhelow-
average group was jJust AE.50 per cent of the average net profit of the
above-average group. Highly significant differences were also revealed
between the two groups when the investigator compared the average annual
total self labor and the average annual total number of students. Self
labor and student hours are reasonable estimates of time spent conducting
supervised farm training programs, bubt they are not so reliable estimates
of a good supervised farm training program as measures of labor Incone
and investment in projection projects. These factors, however, do point
oul in this study that the above-average group appeared to encourage greater
student participation in supervised farming progranms.

The average annual total labor income per department and the average
annual labor Income per student are believed to be two of the most valid
and most important measures of effective programs of vocational agriculture.
Lebor income is the measure generally used in reporting the scope of
farming programs of State Farmer and American Farmer applicants, Since
value of self labor is added to net profit to get labor income, this
measure is not affected by varied rates per houwr when figuring self labor.

This study reveals thelt the average labor income per department for the



above~average group is more than twice as grealt as the average labor in-
come for the below-average group. The average labor income per depart-
nent for the above-average group is @l5,120. Seventy-two per cent of the
below-average group reported botal labor income per departmen* to be less

than $9,001; 22 per ceat of the above-average group reported labor income
3 &I &5 & J: Fy

to be less than $9,001 per departn The average labor income per

Y g

gtudent is $346.50 for the above~average group and $178.50 for the helov-

average group. Thirty-three of the 50 helow-zverage departments reported
average labor income per student to he less than @201, with 13 of this
group reporting average labor income to be less than $10L. With these
two factors manifesting highly significant differences between the two
groups, 1t is recommended that these objective measures of labor income
be considered of major importance when one is deveioping criteria for
measuring the effecltiveness of programs of vocational educztion in agri~
culture. Labor income per student apparently is one of the best single
criterion for ewvaluating programs of supervised ferming.

The investigator was interested in determining whether or not the

1 ]

anmual Investment in different enterprises per department and whether or

o

not labor income per department from these enterprises would reveal statis-

tical differences bhetween the above-~aversge and the below-average group of
g ge g g

departments. The enterprises considered were beef, swine, dairy cattle,

2
cheep, poultry, and crops. These were considered to be the six enterprises
of major importance to supervised farm training progrems in Qklshoma. The
annual investment per department in each enterprise and the annual labor
income per department derived from esch enterprise were collated and

=

presented in Chapter IT. Concerning

g

investments in all enterprises consid-

o
o

. .

ered by the investigator in thig study, significant to highly significant



differences were revealed between the two groups of departments except

for the .sheep and poullry enterprises. The above-aversge departments had
1.87 times as much invested in beef projects as the below-average group;
they had over twice as much invested in swine entsrprises; they had more
then twice as much lanvested in dairy projects; and they had 1.70 times as

. 3

much invested in crop projects. The average annval investment per depart-

ment in the following enterprises for the two groups of depariments is

presented:
Above-average Below-average

group group
Beef production projects $ 9950 $ 5300
Swine production proguct 7700 3600
Sheep production projects 1250 750
Dairy production projects 5100 2326
Poultry production projects 178 1636
Crop production projects 9120 5366

The annvel labor incomes per depurtmont derived from the different

enterprises also reveal in all instances significant to highiy significant

gnl
differences between the two groups. Laborvincome from heef and swine both

manifegt highly significant differences. It wes interesting for the writer
to-note the labor income per department for the above-average group

3 per cent of the average annual total Investment in the six
enterprises; for the below-average group the labor income averaged 44.00

per cent of the average amnual btotal Investment in the six enterprises.

The annual labor income per deparbtment from the six enterprises for the

two greups ig presented:

Above-average Below-avera

group group

Beef production projects $ 4060 $ 2440
Swine production projects 2560 1310
Shesp production projects 431 319
Dairy production projects 2420 1652
Poultry production projiects 504 268
Crop production projscts 3920 2778
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Supervised farm training "projects of various types conducted on the
home farm offer the hest-possible setting for both teaching and learning.”
Supervised farm training is counsidered one of the very essential parts of
effective progroms of wvocational asgriculture. This invesgtigation would
substantiate other research studies emphasizing the necessity of having
strong supervised farm training programs in order to have effective pro-
grens of vocational agriculture. The investigator would recommend that
factors revealing significance In this study be included as part of
evaluative criteria when one is attempting to evaluate programs of voca~
tional agriculture. It is also recommendsd that educational experiences
pertaining to supervised farm training bhe emphasgized as a vitally lmpor-
tant area in the uwndergraduate curriculum in agricultural education.
Undergraduates need to develop the ability to initiate and ovperv1se
farm training programs of studenls of vocational agriculture, They need
thorough training in preparing reports related to the supervised farm
training program. It may be possible that this is an area in which
itinerent teacher trainers and district supervisors should assume greater
regponsibilily in sssisting teachera. Tt has been suggested that a
survey be made to determine the need for revision and simplification of

the record book used by students of wvocational agriculture in Oklahoma

Factors related to FFA activities. Practically every factor reléted

to Puture Farmer activities included in this investigation revealed sig-
nificant to highly significant differences bebtwsen the above-average

group of departments and the below-average group. A good Future Farmers

TE. W, Garris, Teaching Voca

tonal Agriculture (New York, 1954),
p. 218.
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of America organization appears to be an essential of an effective progran

IR

of vocational egriculture. An active FFA chapter has been called the
"eatalyst" of vocational agriculture. The investigator would make the
vecomvcndatLon that factors related to FFA activities be regarded among
the most importent measures of the effectiveness of programs of voca~
tional agriculture. The findings presented in this study solidly support
this point of wview.

One of the factors concerning FFA considered in this study was the
number of active FFA members per department. A significant difference
between the two groups is evidenced when one is considering this factor,
with many of the departments reporting over 100 per cent of the students

in vocational agriculture being FFA members. Some departments,

however, indlcated less than 100 per cent of the students enrclled as

FFA members. Some teachers of vocational agriculture dem

4

gtudents bhecome paid up FFA members if they expect to enroll in wvoca~

tional agriculture. The writer feels this is too autocratic and not in

chk

harmony with the ideals and principles of the FFA organization. FFA should
be Mgold" in order that boys will want to become members of the organiza-
tion. This 1s generally the case in depariments that have outstanding

FF& chapters.

Ancther factor concerning FFA activities is the number of honerary

FFA members per department. A4 highly significant difference is revealed

between the two groups when this factor is considered. The above-average

‘N

deporinents averaged almost three times as many honorsry members as the
below-average deparitments. Recognlzing honorary members is a function
of'ten overlooked by teachers of wvocational agriculture, yet it is one of
the eagies?t and most rewarding activities FFA chapters should undertake.

Recognition should be given to those who support programs of vocational
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.

agriculture. It is recommended that the supervisors and the teacher
training staff encoursge beginning teachers to include this activily in
the local FFA program of work.

o] .

Some of the other FFA factors which revealed significant differences
between the two groups were as follows: participate in leadership train-~
ing conferences, enter public speaking contests, participate in radio
and television prograns

5, and prepare news publicity regularly. These

e
+

may be classified as leadership acbivities that are recommended for con-
sideration when one 1s developing the local FFA program of work. Programs
of work should be developed by the FFA boys under the guldance of the
teacher. Unless the boys are involved in developing the local FFA pro-
gram of work, it is practically worthless. When a committee is evaluating

a program of vocationsl agriculture, the FFA program of work should be

reviewed witi some of the FFA members in order for this group to get an

e

ndication of the amount of student participation.

Additional ¥F7FA activities which revealed highly signi cant differences
between the two groups were as follows: hold advancement ceremonies for
FFA members, hold FFA Parent-Son banquet or social, appear before civie
clubs, and hold joint Fulure Homemskers of America and Future Farmers of

America socials. The factors named in this paragraph were recommended for

congideration when the investigator developed evaluative criteria for

=

neasuring the effectivensgs of programs of wvocational agricultur The

>

» el

investigator would consider these factors as excellent guides for planning

the activities of the year for any FFA group.

The other factors indicating highly significent differences uwere as
follows:  providing a State FFA officer and belng rated as an "Outstand-
ing FFA Chapter." These are worthy goals, but it is recognized that only

a small percentage of the A00 departments of vocaltional agriculture in

(=]
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Oklahoma could achieve these goals during any one-year period.

Attendance at the State FFA convention and attendance at the National
FFA convention reveal significant differences between the two groups., It
has been the experience of the writer that one of the hest methods for
developing interest in local FFA activities among the members is to afford
them an opportunity to participate in FFA activities with members from
other schoocls. Some of the most wvaluable experiences FFA boys should
derive from their high school education should come from out-of-town trips.
if the teacher gives proper supervision and guidance, This would imply |
the teacher of vocatlonal agriculture should be with the bhoys of his
department in order to supervise and set an example for them at all times
while they are representing the local FFA chapter or while they are repre-
senting the local department of vocational agriculture.

A strong supervised farm training program, coupled with enthusiastle
participation in FFA activities, should result in a boy's being awarded
the State Farmer degree. One of the best criterion in evaluating programs
of vocational agriculture would he to consider the number of State Farmer
degrees awarded a department each year, When one is cdnsidering this
factor in this investigation a highly significant difference is revealed
betwsen the two groups of departments. The Junlor Master Farmer degree
is the State Farmer degree for FFA members in Oklahome. The above-average
group had an average of 4.78 Junior Master Farmer degrses awarded per
department during the three-year period covered in this investlgation in
contrast %o an average of .46 for the below-average group. This would
gignify that ebove-average departments would average approximately 1.6
Junior Master Farmers per year in contrast to approximately .16 per year
for the below-average group. At this rate, a below-average department

would produce one Junior Master Farmer approximately every six years.



It is very revealing to observe thet no Junior Master Farmers were pro-
duced by 40 of the belouw-average departments during the three-year
period.

4 highly significant difference is manifested between the two groups
when one is comparing the number of American Farmer degrees awarded per

department. No American Farmer degrees were awarded among the entire
iy 5

>

50 below-average deparitments during the three-year periocd. Twenty-

eight Americen Farmer degrees were awarded to FFA members among 17 of
the 50 above-average departments. This indicates an average of .56 de-

yrees awarded per department from the above-average group during the

L'Q

three-year period,
One of the more controversial ilssues related to FFA activities and

4

programs of voecational agriculture ig participation in FFA judging

o

contesbs. Since the five district supervisors' judgments are to be
respected, then one must recognize the highly sig gnificant difference ex-
hibited between the above-average group of departments and the below-
verage departiments when one is considering participation in judging
contests. The factors concerning judging contests included in this study
reveal three measures that manifest statistical differences between the
two groups. The factors are as follows: number of contests placed in
(siz high placings) at the interscholastic FFA judging contests in 1952
and 1953

, Tthe number of points earned in the interscholastic FFA judging

sonbaests in 1952 toward

the Farmer-Stockman Award, and the judging contest

winnings et the three major shows in Oklahoma. The three major

@ Fair, the Tulsz Stete Fair, end the

Cilahoma City ow. The sbove-average group averaged

o

$18.80 per department from conbest winnings in contrasst to an average of

ol

i

P
g

¢ deparitients. BEven more revealing 1s the fact
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that 43 of the 50 below-average départments show no cash winnihgs from
judging contests at the three majbr shows in comparison to 22 of the above=
average group showing no cash winnings. It is recommended that participa~ -
tion in judging contests be weighed when evaluating programs of vocational
agriculture. It must be remembered, however, that the sole purpose of
judging contests should be justified in 1light of the educational experiences
mede available to students of vocational agriculture. When this justifica~
tion ceases to be foremost, then a critical examination of judging contests
should be made. The writer has pointed out the beneficial educational
experiences made possible by such activities,

Another.FFA activity that mﬁy be a controversial issue among those
responsible for administering and developing local programs of vocational
agriculture is the show activities engaged in by students of vccationﬁl
agriculture. Administrators and others interested in programs of voca-
tional agriculture may question fhe practicability of participation in
livestock‘and crop shdws. Some teachersbmay neglect other important phases
of the progrém of vocational agriculture in order to spend excessive time
at shows. Since the writer!s basic assumption in this investigation was
to accept the factors which refute the null hypothesis, show winnings
should be accepted as one of the criterion in measuring the effectiveness
of programs of vocational agriculture. One may observe that the above-
average group averaged $254 per department from show winnings in contrast
to an average of $46 for the below—average'group; Thirty of the 50 belowe
average departments reveal no cash wimmings at the three major shows; ten
of the above-average group show no cash winnings. It was evident when
the investigator made this comparison that district supervisors rated

departments above average which were most actlve in show programs.



The writer would recommend that those interested in local programs
of vocational agriculture seriously consider the possibilities of a local
community crop and livestock show. It is believed that local shows do
much more for local programs of vocational education in agriculture than
participation in mejor shows. The writer believes that participation in
shows strengthens the supervised farm ﬁrajning programs of students. On

the basis of the findings of this study, it is recommended that winnings

5

ghows be regarded ag one of the measures when one is evaluating

vocational agriculture.
actors included in this investigation reladted to FFA activitie

which sustained the null hypothesis, thus revealing no significant differ-

ence between the two groups of departments, are as follows: number of
FFA chapters represented at the State FFA convention, FFA chapters having
a satisfactory program of work, chapters participating in cooperative
feeding, and chapters exhibiting chapter welcome signs. It should not
be assumed that these are trivial or unimportant activities. All thet

ig implied is that no statistical difference was observed between the

.

two groups of departments.

fasd

From the evidence presented in the pages discussing FFA activities,
it is recommended thalt FFA activities be given considerable attention
when cone is evalusting programs of wvocational agriculture. Teachers of
woeational agriculture should attenmpt to develop a strong FFA chapter.
Administrators and laymen shonld encourage and support an active FFA
chapter, Supervisors and teacher trainers should assist beginning
t@ach@rﬁ in developing active FFA chaplters. BEmphasis should be placed
upon the factors that manifegted significant to highly significant
differences between the above-average and below-average groups of depari-

-

ments of woecabional agriculture in this study. Undergraduates in
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agricultural education should receive considerable instruction in

organizing and developing a strong FFA chapter.

Factors related to adult and young farmer education. Another impor-

]

tant area In vocational agriculture is that of adult and young farmer
education. "Instruction for out-of-school young men who are becoming

established in farming and for older sdult farmers is one of the most

g

important phases of vocational education in agriculbure."” Another

prominent leader in young farmer education states:

The young farmer program must always be based upon the neesds of
g brog
these young farmers of post-high school age. It is concerned primarily
o (o] I i & p
with helping them to become successfully established in farming. It is
a program of definite, organized, systematic instruction and supervision.

Ekstrom and MeClelland report:

»

Young men leave high schools with incomplete training in vocational
agriculture several years before they will enter farming in their own
right., This age-group receives but little vocational assistance from
other educational agéncies and is in dire need of the guidance and con-
tinved training that can be had in young farmer classes. . . . llo group
is in better position to work as effectively with mature farmers as the
eachers of vocatlonal agriculture.

ct

In this investigation, those facltors related to young farmer educa-

tional programs which revealed significant differsnces betwsen the two
groups were as follows: the number enrolled in young farmer classes per
department, the number of hours of young farmer instruction per depart-

ment, and the number of young farmer farm visits per department. The

average numper of young farmers enrolled for the above-average departments

[ S - 4
“Phipps and Cock, p. 501.

O 7.8 - " PR IR
Mark Nichols, Young Farmers, Their Problems, Activities, and
Educational Program (Danville, Illinois, 1952), p. 63.

10George F. Ekstrom and John B. MeCGlellond, Adult Education in
T1linois, 1952), pp. 16 and 17.

Vocational Agriculture (Danville

)

b
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was 14.30 in contrast to a mean of 10.88 for the below-average depart-
ments., Eleven of the bhelow-average departments reported no young farmers
enrolled in classes; five of the above-average group reported none en-
rolled. Of the 84 departments reporting young farmer instruction, all
reported at least 20 hours of instruction. The above-average group shows
a mean of 39.70 hours of instruction in contrast to a mean of 30.50 for
the below-average group. Only three of the 100 departments reported more
than 70 hours of young farmer instruction per year. The average annual
number of young farmer visits per year shows the above-average group to
have reported 51.70 visits per department and the below-average group
reported 30.90 visits, This manifests a highly significant difference.
This would suggest that an effective young farmer program of ingtruction
should include home visits as well as organized classroom instruction,

When collating data concerning aduvlt education, the investigator
failed to detect any significant differences revealed between the means
of the two groups. In fact, the below-average depariments reported an
average of 56.70 hours of adult instruction in comparison to a reported
53.10 hours of adult instruction by the above-average group.

The investigator recommends that teachers of vocational agriculture
rmeke a consclentious effort to offer well-organized educational programs
to the adult farmers and young farmers. Administrators should assume the
:responsibility of encouraging stronger adult programs. It is helieved
that some administrators may feel the adult program is not the responsi-
bility of the schools, and, in some Instances, it is believed they may
discourage such a program. It 1s suggested that report forms pertaining
o adult and young farmer education be signed by the superintendent or
principal and the vocational agriculture teacher before being sent to the

State Office of Vocational Bducation. This is a normael practice in some
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states. It is suggested thalt supervisors spend part of their time in
familiarizing beginning teachers and inexperienced superintendents of
the obligations and responsibilities of the teacher of wvocational agri-
culture to adult farmers and young farmers in farming commmities.
Teacher training departments should place considerable emphasis upon
undergraduate and graduste instruction and guidance in developing adult
programs and in teaching adult classes. Assistance and encouragement
should be given beginning teachers of vocational agriculture hy adminis-
trators, supervisors, and itinerant teacher trainers. A suggestion often
volced among beginning teachers is that a fewer number of hours of adult
and young Tarmer instruction be required during the first year on a new
Job,

The area of adult and young farmer education appears to be one of
the most obvious weaknesses in programs of vocational agricultuwre. Before
this segment of the total program of wvocational agriculture can be

strengthened to any marked degree, a marked change in attitudes must

ceur amohg those responsible for administering and implementing programs

O

of vocational edueation in agriculture

Pac tors related to school curriculum. It is believed that programs

m

of wvocational agriculture are sffected by the number of students enrolled

n veecaticnal agriculture and the number of curricular units of instruction

s

Fala

offered in the high schools. The investigator observed that schools with
low enrollments and narrow curriculums were generally the schools which
tended to be sub-standard in their programs of wvocational agriculture.

iz substantiated by the findings in this investigation.

K

to highly significant differences were revealed hetween the

I
[evl

two groups of departments when these faclors were considered.
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When the investigator compared the number of students enrolled in
vocational agriculture, a significant difference was revealed with the
above~average group averaging 5.2 more students than the below-average
group., MNine of the below-average group had less than 31 students en-
rolled in vocational agriculture. Another factor believed to be affected
by the size of school enrollment was the number of active FFA members
per department. The shovewaverage group differs significantly from the
below-average group, for the above-average group had 7.5 more FFA members
than the below-average group.

The investigator believes that the highly sipnificant difference
manifested between the two groups when he compared the number of graau ates

in college is influenced by the curriculums found in the secondsry schools.

o

statement is supported by the findings which show a highly significant

J

This
difference between the two groups when he compared the number of curricular
unite of imstruction offered in the related schools. The below-average
departments were associated with secondary schools that averaged only
27.26 mite of instruction in contrast to an average of 33.34 for the
shove-average group. Sixteen of the below-average deparbments were in
high schools that offered less than 25 units of instruction; only three

of the above-aversge schools offersd fewer than 25 units of instruction.

Another factor revealing a highly significant difference between the

two groups is the number of schools that were accredited in the Horth

Central Asscciatio Twenty-«four of the abowve-average departments were

[N

n schools that were accredited in contrast to 11 of the below-average
departments in such schools. The total number of years of vocational
agriculture per department indicates a highly significant difference
between the two groups. Twenty-six of the below-average departments had

been in operstion for less than nine years. It is possible in some
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instances helow-average departments were associated with schools that had
not been able to qualify for departments of vocaﬁional agriculture eariier
because of low enrollment and limited facilities. The below-average
depsrtments show a greater difference between the total number of yeérs

of vocational agriculture and the number of years of continuous vocational
agriculture. This would indicate the below-average departments had more
interruptions in their programsg of wocational agriculture,

In evalusting programs of vocatioﬁal agriculture one must recognize
that schools with low enrollment and with limited curricular offerings
are likely to be operating under circumstances which would make it
extremely difficult for them to meet the goals and objectives that would
make it possible for them to be rated above average.

It is recommended that schools requesting that departments of voca-
tional agriculture be added to the school curriculun be carefully
surveyed before the request is approved. The survey should include data
concerning the present high school enrollment and predicted enrollment
for later years. The facilities available for teaching vocational agri-
culture and the number of curricular units of instruction offered should
also be considered.

Other factors that revealed no significant differences. Factors not

previously mentionsd in this chapter that revealed mno significant differ-
ences between the means of the two groups will be discussed in the
following paragraphs. These factors must be considered of lesser
importance in this study since a basic premise was to accept only those

factors which revealed significant differences between the above-average

£

group of

departments and the helow-average group for developing criteria

el

“w

for evaluating the eflsctivensss of programs of vocational agriculture.
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The purpose w2z to accept significant factors which revealsd statistical

j'—-
digsimilarities betuween the ahove~average group and the bhelow-average

2

o .

group. Tactorsg which have previously been discussed in other sub-
divisions of this chapter will not warrant further discussion

Factors relatsd to enrollment of farm bovs and non-farm hoys gave
no indication of gignificant differences betwesn the two groups of
departments. The writer is led to helieve that some teachers do not
inition of the termg "farm boys" and "non-Tarm boys.™
It is suggested that such terms be defined in an instructional manual or
sheet to accompany reports that originate in the State 0ffice of Voca~
tional Education before they are distributed to the teachers of voceo~
tional agriculiture. When the investigator tested the null hypothesis
concerning ths factors perteining to the number of farm boys and non-
farm boys per department, no significant difference was evidenced.
between the means of the two groups. Other factors, however, related to

supervised ferming programs of the hoys n fegted significant to highly

&

gignificant differences hetween the two groups. The writer would cone-

&
clude that 2 goodly number of farm boys would necessarily be found in

3

effective depuriments in order to display strong supervised farm train-

ing programs. IT Is quite possible that both groups of deparitments
would have funcitioned more efficiently had there heen a fewer numbsr of

non-farm boys enrolled who truly were not interested in voecationsl agri-

culture. A recomnendation is offered that administrators cooperate with

¢k

sochers of vocational agriculture, carefully screening non~-farm boys

before approving them for enrolling in vocational agriculture. There

should be a cooperative effort to enroll only those who menifest
definite need, inbterest, and facilities for participeting in the currie-

ular offerings in vocational agriculture. Enrolling others, non-farm
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boys or farm boys, who divulge lack of interest, little evidence of need,
or inadequate facilities for carrying on satisfactory supervised farm
training programs will contribute to a weaker program of vocational agri-
culture. Students deserving consid eration receive less time and attention
when @ department is burdened with sn excessive number of "non-vocational®
students. Vocational agriculture should wot be a "dumping area® for the
problem child just because the teacher of vocational agriculture is =z

good disciplinarian or because vocational agriculture is an interesting
course.

Of the nine factors reiated to graduates and drop-outs per depar

ct
e .

to

ment, or Ly the one pertaining e number reported In college indicated
a significant difference between the two groups. There was no significant
difference indicated between the two groups when the investigator consid-
ered those factors related to placement in ferming or asgricultursl occupa-~
tions., The findings apparently emphasize the necessity of teachers of
voecational agriculture working bowérd the general objectives of education
pertaining to the over-all school program, One should realize that only
a small percentage of the students enrolled ih vocalbional agriculture
will eventually become farmers., Teachers of vocational agriculture
serving In the public schools of America must have = part in the devel-
opment and guidance of a larger number of boys and girls, although they
may never become established in the "vocation of farming." As Hamlin
states:

The task of the public school, as a developer of American citigens,
becones correspondingly complex und lmpOftht Agricultural education
has been brought into the schools to assist in making citizens more capable
of providing for their own needs, in reducing the number of para51tes upon
other citizens, and in meking more available to all citizens, the food,

clothing, and shelter t‘ey require. It is also expected to contribute as
any other kind of education to the general purposes of the public schocls.



The public schools are concerned with the best total development of
human beings. OQur task in public school education in agriculture is to
aid in developing men and women, who 1
businesses, 1ndustrlea, and p”ofes»wozsg
and determine public agricultural policie
ested in developing farmers or agriculiur:

ive on farms; work in agricultural
onsume agricultural products

. We are pot primarily inter-

.1 workers

8

Another factor that failed to reveal a significant difference he-
tueen the above-average group and the below-average group was concerned
with the number of schools offering four or more units of vocational
home economics. GConcerning this factor no significant difference was
observed, even though the findings indicated 33 of the above-average
group were associated with schools that offered four or more units of
vocational home economics; and 25 of the below-average group were asso-
ciated with schools that offered four or more units of vocational home
economics,

s

No significant di

n

ference was exhibilted when comparing the average

=

number of

~

teacher changes per department. A significant difference was
spparent, however, when the investigator compared the number of depart-
ments that revealed no teacher changes since 1948. Thjrty—twovof the

above~average group revealed no teacher changes in contrast to 20 from .

the below-sverage group.

Recommended use of criteria dsveloped by the investigator. After

compiling the data, testing the null hypothesis to detect significant

~

differences hetween the above-average and the below-average groups, the

writer formulated Supplementary Criteria for Eyvsluating Programs of

B

Voecational Agriculture. The writer recommends that these criteria be

11, M. Hamlin, "The Unique Role of Public School Education in
Agrieuvlbure,” The Ap Tiﬂulb"“al Education Magazine, (August 1953),

- 20
Do 32




159

used in measuring the effectiveness of a program of vocational agricultfure.

Supplementary Criteria for Evaluating Programs of Vocational Ags‘rJ’,cu].tu:c-el2

may be found in the Appendix of this thesis.

Those factors which revealed significant differences between the
above-average group of departments and the below-average group were used
as a guide when the writer developed these supplementary criteria.

Bach criterion is concerned with a specific factor objectively stated in
terms of either the "total number per department" or "average number per
gtudent.” A suggested goal is itemized for each criterion by listing the
"mean™ of the above-average group or: the “percentage" of the above-average
group participating in the activity or the "percentage" of the above-
average group reporting an affirmitive answer. The means listed represent
annual averages.,

When a committee is involved in evaluation of a program or depart-
ment of vocational agriculture, they should consider those factors
selected in this study that evidenced significant differences between
the abovs~average group and the below-average group. Those factors are

listed in the Supplementary Criteria for Evaluating Programs of Vocational

The first step in evaluating is to determine the accomplishments of

the department for the past fiscal year. One of the next steps would he
I b p
to set goals for the next wvear by weighing the achievements of the past
J ning P

year and comparing those achievements with the means of the above-awverage
group which are listed in the Appendix. Goals would not need to equal or
exceed the means established by the above-average group reported in this

study. Goals should be adapted to the specific department being

leppeﬂd’x, p. 174.
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evaluated. The gogls accepted for that individual department should be
challenging, yet attainable. It is not imperative that all factors listed
in the supplementary criteria in the Appendix of this thesis be included
as goals or objectives for any department. Those involved in the eval-
uating should develop only the gcals and objectives that seem pertinent
and reasonable. The final step is to make plans to accomplish the proposed
goals and objectives that have been developed. It is suggested that those
criteria developed in this study be used only as a supplement to evalu-
ative criteria already being used.

Evaluation is a continuous process occurring in the public schools
of the United States. The purpose of evaluation is to examine the present
gituation in order to make needed changes and to encourage progress, If
the schools are to serve the people living in a democratic community, then

the public must be involved in evaluation of the educational programs.

Summary. In evaluating programs of vocatlional education invagri—
culture, it is apparent that the major areas for measuring the effective~
ness of programs which have been identified in this investigation should
be grouped into the following categories:

1. Factors identifying an extensive supervised farm training
prograi :

2. Tactors pertaining to an active Future Farmers of Ameriea
chapter

3. Factors characterizing a practical systematic educational
program for young farmers and adult farmers

4. Factors related to a desirable school curriculum that is
broad enough in scope to meet adequately the needs of boys
and girls and adults living in the school community

It is recommended that the undergraduate curriculum in agricultural

education provide the needed educational experiences to prospective
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teachers of wocational sgriculture concerning those vitally Important
areas identified in the preceding paragraph.

It is recommended that teachers of vocational agriculture, partic-
ularly beginning teachers, receive more guidance in initiating and super-
vising these areas of instruction. It is also recommended they receive |
guidance in preparing reports to be returned to the State O0ffice of Voca-
tional Education. Supervisors and itinerant teacher trainers in agricul~
tural education should provide such guidance.

It is suggested that revision of some of the report forms be conside
ered. It is also suggested that teachers of vocational agriculture be
surveyed concerning the need for revision and simplification of the super-

vised farm training record hook kept by students of vocational agriculture,



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

This thesis has been concerned primsrily with evaluatioh of pro-
grams of vocational education in agriculture. Prominent educators in
agricultural education have indicated a need for further research re-
garding this important process. In reviewing the available literature,
the investigator observed that 1ittle has been done concerning evalua-
tion of programs of vocational agriculture through the application of
statistical analysis to data to test the validity of materials surveyed.
Most of the ‘studies that were reviewed dealt with subjective opinion-
type surveys.

The writer analyzed factors believed to contribute to the effectiwve-
ness of programs of vocational agriculture in secondary schools in
QOklahoma. Eighty factors were selected on the basis of the literature
reviewed and consultations with authorities. Only factors were selected
which could be measured objectively. Fifty above-average and 50 below-
average departments of vocational agriculture were identified by the
five district supervisors in Oklahoma. Data pertaining to these two
groups of departments were collated and analyzed; These data were gathered
for a three-year period covering the school years of 1949-1950, 1950-1951,
and 1951-1952. Data were collected from the materials maintained in the
files in the Staté Office of Vocational Educaticn. Data pertaining to
each of the 80 factors were used to test the null hypothesis in order
to identify those factors which revealed significant differeﬁces between

the above-average group of departments and the below-average group, It

162
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was assumed that the five district supervisors of vocationaltagriculture
in Oklahoma could identify above-average departments and below-average
departments. It was also assumed that those factors which manifested
significant differences by refuting the null hypothesis were valid
guides invdev310ping criteria for evaluating programs of wvocational
agriculture. It was believed that significant differences would identify
valid dissimilarities between the two groups. 8Significant differences,
when comparing the two groups, were considered to be important guides in
identifying;charactéristics which contribute to the effectiveness of
programs of vocational education in agriculture. |

Thus, the purpose of this study was to develop evaluative criteria
which could be used in initiating, developing, and administering progfams
of vocational educétion in agriculture. The purpose of this study was tou
aid teachers and prospective_teachers of vocational agriculture, teacher
trainers in agricultural education,‘supervisors, administrators, and

interested laymen in evaluating programs of vocational agriculture.

Sumﬁarz. When attempting to identify significant differences between
the above-average group of departments of vbcational agriculture and the
below-average group, the investigator observed that there were four
general areas revealed to be of importance. The significant factors
conéidered in this study, therefore, were classified into four major
areas assumed to contribute to the effectiveness of programs of voca-
tional agriéulture. - These four areas are as follows: factors related to
the supervised farm training program, factors concerning Future Farmers
of America activities, factors pertaining to young farmer and adult
farmer education, and factors characterizing the school and school curric-

ulum of which the vocational agriculture progran was a component.
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On the basis of the findingsjevidenced in this investigation, a strong
supervised farm training program appears to be of utmost importﬁhce in the
development of an effective program of vocational education in agriculture.
A strong supervised farm training program should include production pro-
jects, improvement projects, and suﬁplementary farm jobé. The findings
of this study indicate that farm visits by the teacher of vocational agri-
culture are of value in encouraging and supervising farming programs of
students. Factors regarding the amount invested in production projects
were revealed to be valid criteria when identifying dissimilarities between
above-average departments and below-average departments. The amount in-
vested per department and the labor income per department from the total
supervised farming program menifessted significant différences. The
amount invested in specifie enterprises‘and the labor income per depart-
ment‘from these enterprises also revealed significant differences between
the two groups of departments. |

On the basis of the data studied, it is indicated that an active
Future Farmers of America organization is another vitally important
component of an effective program of vocational education in agriculture.
The number of State Farmers degrees awarded and thé number of American
Farmers degrees awarded are revealed to be valid measures of an effective
program of vocational agriculture. These two factors are also related to
the supervised farm training program, even though they were groﬁped with
FFA activities. Participation in FFA leadership training activities is
another aréa manifesting significant differences between the above~average
group and the below-average group., These activities included participa-
tion in advancement ceremonies for FFA members, leadership training schools,

public speaking contests, radio and television programs, civic club pro-

grams, and preparation of news articles. Participation in judging contests



was another factor which revealed gsignificant differences between the two
groups. The above-~aversge group exhibited considerably more crop and
livestock winners in the major shows in Oklahoma. Forty-three of thé

50 above-aversge departments held Parent-Son banquets or socials honoring
‘the parents. Twenty-nine of the below-average group held such affairs,
This study indicated that other measures of desirable FFA activities are
as follows: the mumber of honorary FFA chapter members, the percentage

of the students enrolled in vocational agriculfure that are FFA members,
the number of members that attend the State and National.FFA conventions,
and participation in joint Futurs Homemakers of Americe and Fubure Farmers

of America socials.

The factors related to young farmer educational programs that revealed

w

ignificant differences between the two groups of departments are as
follows: the ﬁumber enrolled in classes, the total number of hours of
instruction, and the total numbef of hours of farm visits to homes of
young farmers, The other factors related to young farmer énd adult farmer
education considered in this study failed to reveal significant differences
between the means of the two groups.

Findings in this study have shown that the curricular offerings of
the gchool affest programs of vocational education in agriculture. In
comparing the two groups, the investigator observed that 24 of the 50

e departments were zssociated with schools that were accredited

above~averay
in the North Central Association, while only 11 of the 50 below-average
were asgociated with schools that were accredited. The size of the school
meagured in terms of school enrollment in vocational agriculture and the
number of curricular units of instruction taught manifested significant
differences between the groups. It should be recognized'that schools

with limited enrollment and with limited curricular offerings generally
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did not have above-average programs of vocational agriculture.

Two factors included in this study related to the number of years
that vocational agriculture departments had been in operation manifested
significent differences between the above-average group and the below-
average group. The above~average group of departments had averaged
20.90 years of operation in compsrison with an average of 15.38 years
for the below-average group. The above~averaze group showed an almost
identical average of 20.02 years of conbtinuous opsration; however, the
below-average group averaged 12.42 years of continuous operation. It is
obvious that the above-average departments had a cénsiderably fewer
number of disruptions and periods of discontinuance than did the below-
average departments.

Another factor which revealed a significant difference between the
two groups was the number of teacher changes that occurred in the depart-
ments of vocational agriculture for a sixyear period. One maj note that
teacher changes occurred in 18 of the 50 above~average departments,

whereas teacher changes occurred in 30 of the 50 below-average departments.

Recommendations. Any educational program needs careful examination

from time to time fto keep it in step with the educational and social needs
of the people it serves. Evaluation is a vital process that shovld involve
students, parents, teachers, administrators, supervisors, interested lay-
men, and the public if it is to be the accepted process to be used in the
public schools of the United States. BEvaluatlon of an educational pro--
ram should be made to determine the effectiveness of the present situa-
tion and to serve as a gulde for planning Improvements in order to
encourage progress. Bvaluation should be confined to a specific individial

program; it should not be concerned with a comparison of programs of
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various schools. Evaluation ShQuld be accomplished by inventoryihg the
achievements and activities of the individual program of a specific
school with the purpose of developing or reviéing goals and objectives.
After goals and objectives have been developed, then it should be the
responsibility of those-concerned to initiate and implement plans for
accomplighment of those goals and objectives.

The purpoge of this investigation was to develop valid evaluative
criteria that could be used in identifying factors which contribute to

the effectiveness of programs of vocational education in agriculture.

Supplementary Criteria for Evaluating Programs of Vocational ggricq;ture'
were developed by the investigator. These criteria may be found in the
Appendix of this thesis. It is recommended that these criteria presented
~in this study be used as a supplement to other evaluative criteria already
being used. The mean (average) of the above-average group of departmeﬁts

of vocational agriculture is presented for each factor listed as a

criterion in Supplementary Criteria for Evaluating Programs of Vocational
Agriculture. Means are presented in the criteria to serve only as a guide
for those setting goals, developing objectives, and plannipg activities
of an individual school program of vocational education in agriculture.
Goals of any program of vocational agriculture should be datermined by
considering the past achievements of its program and the loéical expecta-~
tion of its accomplishments for the future. Goals for a particular:
departmental program, therefore, could be higher or lower than those
suggested by one's observing the means of the above-average group pre-
gented in the suggested criteria of this thesis.

On the basis of the data studied, the writer recommends that factors
related to the supervised farm training program, factors concerning

Futures Farmers of America activities, factors pertaining to young farmer
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and adult farmer education, and facltors characterizing the school and

school curriculum, which are presented in the Supplementary Criteria for

Bvaluating Programs of Vocatlonal Agriculbure, be weighed carefully by

those evaluating programs of vocational education in égriculture. Those
factors In the four major areas listed in these criteria revealed signif-
icant differences between the above-average group of departments of
vocational agriculture and the below-average group. These factors are
recomuended to he valid guideg when commitise members are attempting to
identify factors contributing to the effectivenecss of programs of voca-

ional agricultbure.

5]

ci®

@

Supplementary Criteria for Evaluating Programs of Vocational Agri

culture and the findings presented in this thesis should facilitate

valuation of programs of vocational education in agriculture. Teachers
and prospective teachers of wocational agriculbture may find this study
useful in identifying the characteristics peculiar tovabove~average depart-
ments. Teacher-trainers in agricultural education may find this report

of value when planning a and developing the curriculum to better meet the
needs of siudents. The curriculum in agricultural education should 1nclude
participating experiences for students to become iavolved in the activities
concerning the four major areas emphasized in this investigation. Adnin-
istrators should become familiar with the complete program of vocational
education in agriculture in order to assist beginning teachers in planning

and developing effective programs o

]

vocational agriculture. The findings
administrators to gain bebter insight into a complete
program. Supervisors of wvocational agriculture may find helpful informa-

sion in this thesis. Taterested laymen may also find this study useful

in gaining & more comprehensive picture of an effective program of voca-.
tional sduc in agriculture.
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The investigetor recommends that further research be pursued concern-
ing evaluation of programs of vocational education in agriculture. He
would suggést that research be conducted pertaining to evaluation of pro-
grams of vocational agriculture in which objective data would be used to
test the valiidity and reliabllity of eveluative criteria. FObjective data
should be used to measure the effectiveness of such programs, Research
studies pertaining to the improvement of evaluation and evaluvative tech-~
niques will always be nseded if the public schools ih the Urnited States
are expected to make the desirable changes in order to meet the social

and educational needs of the people they ssrve.
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SUPPLEMENTARY CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING PRDGRAMS'QF VOGATYONAL AGRICULTURE
Factors Related to Supervised Farm Training

Criteria pertaining to the department as a unit

Mean
of the above-average
departments

a. Total number of production projects
completed per department . . , , . . ¢« . . . . . 105.5

b. Total number of improvement projects
completed per department , . + . . . 4 4+ . . . . 227

¢. Total number of supplementary farm jobs
completed per department . , . . v . . . . ... 692.5

d. Total number of supervised farm training visits
Derdepartment..’.......‘--.-.'-.. 54705

e. Total number of hours of self labor per :
dep&r'bmen'b . . . . PR . . c v . . . s s ‘o ¢ o 5,720

£. Total value of supervised'farm training program
pCl‘ deparumen'b o v 2 s e s @ 9 v 9 9 e e o » $31,000

g. Total net profit per depwrtment from super— _
vised farm training program . . . . « « $13,300

h. Total value of self labor per depertment . . . $ 1,674

i. Total value of labor income per department ,
from supervised farm training ... . . . . . $15,120

J. Total investment in beef production projeets
peI‘ d.ep&rm@nt . ] . ] . . . [} » [ ) . . . [ ] . $ 9,950

k. Total investment in swine production projecté
p@I‘ depﬁ’.r‘tment L T T I R Y AR $ 7,700 .

1. Total invesiment in dairy production projects
per department « + ¢« 4 4 4 4 . e 0 s o o o o $ 5,100

m., Total investment in crop production projects
pe:r d.ep&l"tm.ent L e O I I $ 9,120

n. Total labor income from beef production
projects per department . . . 4 o . . . o . B 4,060



Criteris

Total labor income from swine production
projects per deparbment . . . . . . . .

Total labor income from gheep production

Y
projects per depsrtwment . . . . . . . . .

from deiry production
ent .. . . . . . .

Total labor Income
projects per depa

&

rom peultry production

. . . © . . - . .

.

ACC10n

o . . .

k]

&
a

b.

of the above-avers
departments

Average muber of production projects
completed per student . . o o o 0o . .

Av rage nunber of improvemenl projects
..... meLbu pc gtudent . . . . o . .

mber of supplementery farm jobs
l :t:(

* ubudeﬁ « e 2 e« & & e 2 s s

" gupervised farm training
.

. S T S T S S S S

ﬁvol ge investment in supervised farm train-
pur student . . . . v 0 0 v v e 0 4

e value of labor iIncome per student
supervised farming . . . . . + . . .

Mean
a bO"Tf‘—

£

$ 3,920

Mean

{
N
o

o
1&. . L’.""l

-
ge

he verage
dena.rtr,lcn"' S
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Factors Related to FFA Acgtivities

Criteria pertaining to the department s a unit

&8,

h,

k.

Mean
of the above-average
departments

Total number of FFA members per
department . . o o . ¢ o o s 4 e 0 ¢ e 0 s 0 w0 o 52,9

Number of honorary FFA members named annually
per department . . o + o o o o 0 6 s .« @ o o o o 107

Number of State Farmer degrees awarded annually
per department . . . o . s . e s 6 0 s 0 o 0 o Llob

Number of American Farmer degrees awarded
anuelly per department . . . . . . 4 4 o 6 o ¢ 19

Number of FFA members per department that attended
the State FFA convenbion o o o o o o o o o o o o« 764

Number of Jjudging contests placed inat the inter-
scholastic FFA state judging contests per
department (high six placings) + o o o « o « o . .38

Total number of points earned toward the Farmer-
Stockman Awsrd per department . . . . . . . . . 2.6

Total value of cash winnings per depariment from ‘
judging contests at the three major shows in o
Ok1ahoma o o o o = + o o o « o o o o « o o « + o« 89,40

Total value of cash winnings per department
from crop and livestock exhibited at the three
major shows in 0klahoma .o » o o.0 o v « &+ o - 127

Percentage of the students enroclled in voca-
tional agriculture that are members of the
lQCal FFA Ghﬂp‘ter o a L] o © * 3 » e ° . o © ° 114 %

Percentage
of the above-average
departments that reported

Holding FFA advancement ceremonies for
members in the leccal chapter ., . . . . . . . 66 %

Participating in FFA leadership training
SChOOLE & o « o o o » o o 06 0 o6 s o o « o o 82%



Percentage
of the above-average
departments that repor

n. Participating in FFA public speaking

Contests & o o 4« v s o 6 0 s v e e e e . ROP
n. Holding FFA Parent-Son banquet or social

honoring parents « « + « v v v v o v v ... B6%
o. Participating in radio progrems . . . . . . . 0%
p. Participating in television programs . . . . . 32 %
q. Presenting FFA programs before civic clubs . . 86 %
. Pewnb represented at the MNational FFA conven-

tion by local FFA members . + v v v o o o 28 %
g. Holding jolint Future Homemakers of America

and Future Farmers of America sccial or

2 it s 3 4
t. Preparing FFA news publicity regularly . . . . 98 %
u. Providing a State FFA officer (during

three-year period) « v © v v v o 4 0 0 e v 9 %
v. Belng rated as an "Outstanding FFA Chapter"

(during three-yesr period) « « « v v« v o v . 243

Factors Related to Adult and Young Farmer Education
Criteria pertaining Lo the department as a unit
Mean
of the shove-aver
departments

a. Total number enrolled in young farmer

classes per deparbment . . . . . . . « .« . o . . 14.3
b. Total number of hours of young Larmer

instruction per department . . . . . . . . . . . 39.7
¢. Total number of young farmer wvisils per

department . . « . o 4 v 0 0 0 0 e h e e e e

177

ted

age
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Factors Related to the .School Curriculum

Criteria pertaining to the department as a unit

NOTE:

Mean
of the above-average
departments

Total number of students enrolled in all-day
classes of voeational agriculture per
depar-bment . . L) . . L * . 1] ] - . . . L) - ] L] 460 2

Total number of graduates and drop-outs in
college per department . . .« + « v .+ . . . . 3.14

Total number of curricular units of instruction
offered in the high school . . . . . . + . « « 33.34

Total number of years of wocational agriculture
since first opening . . . . . ¢« .+ . . . « . . 20,9

Total number of continuous years of operation
since last opening . + « ¢« ¢ 4+ ¢« + « + 4« o 20,02

Percentage
of the above-average
departments that evidenced

Being associated with high schools that
were accredited in the North Central
Association . ¢ ¢« ¢ v v v i e e e v e e s L3 %

o teacher changes occurring within depart-
ments for the six~year period . . . . . . 64 %

The criteria suggested and the means presented should be assumed

to be stated in terms of the average total number per department or
the average number per student unless otherwise designated. All means
presented represent annual averages for the above-average departments,
The percentages given represent the percentage of the above-average
departments reporting participation in or indicating an affirmitive

answer.
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