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An Evauation of Past Performance of the Two-Y ear Agricultural Technology Program at
Virginia Tech as Perceived by the Program Graduates

Kantrovich, Adam Joseph .... ABSTRACT

The review of the literature reveals the historical nature of Vocational Education
programs and how they relate to the importance of Virginia Tech's two-year post-secondary
Agricultura Technology Program. The literature review also provides a historical review of
information regarding Virginia Tech's Agricultural Technology program, brief histories of other
post-secondary land-grant two-year agricultural programs, vocationa education philosophers,
and two-year program evaluations.

The purpose of this study was to perform an evaluation of past performance of the two-
year Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Tech as perceived by the two-year program
graduates. The study focused on two points, @) the graduate's opinions with regards toward the
improvement of the program on behalf of the students, and b) the strength and weaknesses of the
program in order to determine what the program has accomplished and where it should be
headed.

Five research questions guided this study;

Lo

How pleased were the graduates with the education they received through the Agricultural

Technology Program?

2. What isthe salary range of the graduate's first job after graduation and what is their present
saary range?

3. What were the strengths and weaknesses of the program as perceived from the graduates?

4. What are the Agricultural Technology graduates current occupations?



5. What recommendations do the graduates have for the improvement of the Agricultural
Technology Program?

A survey instrument was used as the research method for the collection of the data. A
pilot study was performed to test the survey instrument. Three rounds of survey instruments were
sent to increase the possible response rate. A non-respondents study was performed to determine
if there was a difference between the respondents and non-respondents of the survey instrument.
Frequencies, mean, median, mode, and standard deviation were used in the analysis of the data.

The population consists of all of those that graduated from the two-year Agricultural
Technology Program at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University from the date of the
programs first graduation class (1989) to the fall semester of 1998. Because there was such a
small number of subjects within the population, to prevent sampling error, and to be able to
prevent any deviation of assumptions between the sample and the population the whole
population was mailed an evaluation instrument. All three of the mailings yielded atotal 215
received survey instruments for a 62% response rate from an N of 343. Thisleft atotal of 128 or
37% non-respondents. A reliability test was run in SPSS using the Cronbach Alpha method, also
know as Alpha coefficient, the Standard Item Alpha = .7661.

The mgor conclusions of the study were that the Agricultural Technology Program
graduates were pleased with the overall education that was received at Virginia Tech, the mean
salary for the graduates first job was between $18,000 and $23,999, the mean of the graduates
current job is between $24,000 and $29,999, the major strengths to the program were the
mandatory internship requirement, the hands-on courses, and the advisors for the program, the
weaknesses of the program are issues with the transferability of credit hours to the four-year

program, additional computer and technology courses and information are needed, and a lack of



available elective course offerings. Just over 78% of the program graduates are employed within
the field of agriculture and 16% have gone back to farm ownership or to work on the family
farm. Some of the major recommendations that were made by the program graduates were to
offer additional courses and options, add more emphasis to computers and technol ogy, additional
job placement services, and to allow students to take more four-year courses.

Based on the findings recommendations were made about further studies for the addition
of courses, faculty, program options, more emphasis of technology in courses, curriculum
development, job placement, and credit hour transferability. Specific recommendations were
made for an externa review to be performed of the Agricultural Technology Program, aformal
review of curriculum, additional courses in computers and technology, and further research to be
performed with regards to policy change in transferability of credit hours to the four-year
program, addition of courses offered as electives, and for students to take courses provided by

the four-year program.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Virginia Polytechnic Ingtitute and State University (Virginia Tech) has four-year
agricultural programs and a two-year Agricultural Technology Program. The two-year
Agricultural Technology program has been a source of controversy since its inception. The
Agricultural Technology Program's establishment got its start in the mid-1970s with a push from
the Virginia Farm Bureau Federation and the Virginia agricultural industry for two apparent
reasons. First, there was a need for students to be formally trained in agricultural production that
would lead to careers as technicians and middle management positions directly related to
agricultura production in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Only 7% of the students that
graduated from the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences four-year program were returning
to the farm and careers directly related to agricultural production. At the time graduating high
school students that wanted formal training in agricultural production would leave the state to
receive a two-year degree that would meet the demands of the Virginia agricultura industry (Dr.
John White, personal communication March 23, 2000).

Theideaof Virginia Tech establishing atwo-year agricultural program came from
outside sources of the University and continued from the top down within the University. The
College of Agriculture and Life Science (CALS) faculty seemed to be against the establishment
of the program because they felt asif the administrators of the College of Agriculture and Life
Science and Virginia Tech were pushing the program upon them. The CAL S faculty was also
concerned about gaining more responsibilities for the two-year program without the appropriate
added funding and compensation to adequately continue what the faculty already was

responsible for (Dr. John White, personal communication March 23, 2000).



The following introduction will show what kind of two-year agriculture programs exist
and where they are housed administratively and how changes to the program are necessary for its

continued successful existence.

Community College, Non-Land-Grant I nstitutions, and 1862 Land-Grant | nstitutions

Throughout the United States there are many two-year post secondary agriculture
programs. Most of these programs are located within the community college system. Only afew
are placed within four-year post secondary ingtitutions. This number decreases even further when
we look at the number of two-year post-secondary agriculture programs at land-grant institutions
(Appendix A).

According to the latest statistics from the American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC), there are 1,132 community collegesin the United States
(http://mvww.aacc.nche.edu/allaboutcc/number.htm, Feb 2000). Using the National Center for
Education Statistics web site (http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/cool/Search.asp, Feb. 11, 2000) and using
the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) a search was performed to
ascertain the total number of public community colleges containing agriculture programs. The
search criteria was set by looking for public community colleges that had the following
programs; agricultural business and production, agricultural sciences, and conservation and
renewable natural resources. The results of the search indicated that there are 460 public
community colleges containing programs that met the searched criteria.

The Food and Agricultural Education Information System (FAEIS) data that had been
gathered in the fall of 1998 regarding enrollment status stated that there are "64 colleges with

programsin Agriculture, Renewable Resources and/or Forestry." (FAEIS, 1999, p. 85). In the



FAEIS non land-grant summary there was a response rate of 70.3%, 45 of the 64 colleges had
responded to the study. From the 45 respondents only 7 non land-grant institutions have
enrollment in two-year programs with atotal number of 197 students. The overwhelming
majority of these programs and students enrolled can be found in the Southern Region with four
programs totaling 139 of the 197 students enrolled.

FAEIS data also showed that there are 57 1862 land-grant Institutions in the United
States and its Provinces (i.e. Samoa, Micronesia). From data that had been gathered in the fall of
1998 regarding enrollment status only 53 of the 57 institutions responded showing atotal of 15
1862 land-grant institutions having an enrollment in two-year programs. This number included
one program at the American Samoa Community College. The total number of students enrolled
in the fall of 1998, according to the datais 3,209. Thereis alarge gap in student enrollment
between the program with the highest number of students and the lowest number of students
enrolled. Ohio State (Wooster) had the largest student body with 965 students and the University
of Maine-Orno has the least amount of students with only one student enrolled in the fall of
1998. The institutions that had not responded were; The University of the District of Columbia,
University of Maryland, University of Puerto Rico, and the University of Micronesia. The
University of Maryland, which did not respond to the study, does have a two-year agriculture
program with an enrollment of 87 students, and the University of Nebraska misreported their
information and has atotal of 270 students according to the Technical Agriculture Association
(TAA). The University of Maryland's program brings the total number of land-grant institutions
with enrollments in two year agriculture programs to 17 (http://www.ag.ohio-
state.edu/~taa/membership.htm, Feb 11, 2000). FAEIS only showed one 1892 |and-grant

institution having a two-year Veterinary Science program with 10 students enrolled.



With so many postsecondary two-year agricultural programs available why would one
want to choose a program at aland-grant institution? There are many factors that should aid in
one's decision: cost of the education, housing, variety of options and courses, experience and
personalities of the educators, etc . . . Due to alack of published information, and from personal
interviews conducted with Drs. David Ford, John Crunkilton, Gary Minish, and John White on
this subject, there are many more positives that come from receiving an education from a land-
grant institution compared to a community college. A land-grant institution will have a greater
number of experienced instructors and professors from which to teach courses. Students will be
at an institution in which research can immediately get into the course curriculum to provide the
most up-to-date information on atopic. Usually more up-to-date facilities, equipment, and
machinery can be integrated into the course curriculums.

There are afew negatives to attending a land-grant institution versus a community
college; @) a student may have to pay the additional cost of housing if the institution is not within
the local area, b) the additional cost in tuition and fees, and ¢) for a mid-career person with a
family it could mean atemporary separation from the family or arelocation of the whole family.
Either way two-year land-grant agricultural programs provide an important service to the

ingtitution's locality, region, and state.

Individual Program Histories and Changes to Conform

As discussed in the previous pages there are many two-year agricultural programs
throughout the nation, each with its own unigue history, some with alengthy history behind the

program. Many of these programs may have come about for any number of reasons; however,



most must have felt some niche that needed to be filled in some locality, region, or state of the
established program.

The oldest public junior college is Joliet Junior College in Joliet Illinois that was founded
in 1901 by William Rainer Harper, a president of the University of Chicago. Joliet Junior
College has a thriving agricultural program amost a 100 years after its inception (Vaughan,

1995).

The National Farm School, Doylestown, Pennsylvania

Some programs have thrived for many decades, and some for as long as a century, show
endurance to their curriculum and consistent assessments being performed for the survival of the
program. An example of a private program changing in order to continue its existence is the
National Farm School, now known as Delaware Valley College in Doylstown, Pennsylvania
The National Farm School was the brainchild of Rabbi Joseph Krauskopf who purchased the
farm on January 10, 1896. Rabbi Krauskopf had gotten the idea of the farm school after visiting
Czarist Russia and meeting with the "great”" Tolstoy. Krauskopf began the farm school to be able
to aid young Jewish boys and girlsin getting out of the ghettoes in the city. The school opened
up an economic opportunity to the new immigrant population. The original name for the school
was to be "The Jewish Agricultural College" (Blood, 1973, p. 83). Dueto its lack of
identification with any religion the name was eventually changed to "The National Farm
School." This name would also appeal to more young men other than just those of the Jewish
faith and help the college flourish (Blood, 1973).

Two years after the charter of the National Farm School a statement of purposein a

prospectus was issued:



It was founded in the belief that, in a country as large and fertile as ours,
the pursuit of scientific agriculture will open an honorable and useful
career to many a boy who wastes his years and opportunitiesin following
a petty trade career, or wastes away in a sweatshop treadmill, or is driven
to anarchistic discontent, or to crime or dependency by non-employment
or by insufficient living in the lum centers of the city. . .

While the National Farm School is to be non-sectarian, it isintended to
encourage especialy Jewish lads to follow the most honorable, the most
useful, and the most independent of al calings-agriculture (Blood, 1973,
p. 85-86).

The preceding statement of purpose showed immediately the origina intention of the
National Farm School and how it changed so that the school would be able to survive by
becoming non-secular. Throughout the years the school began to accept state funding and
continued to add a greater variety of courses and programs and has since flourished as one of the
only private agricultural and science teaching colleges in the nation. As Dr. John Hillison stated
in 21991 paper at the Southern Research Conference for Agricultural Education "The leaders of
the school recognized that change was crucial. Its basic mission of teaching about agriculture has
never been forgotten. However, additional majors and the admission of female students has
created an environment where the school has not only survived, but flourished" (J. Hillison,

personal communication, February 15, 2000).



The Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Tech

The Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University created a small firestorm before the first graduating class of 1989 even stepped foot
on the Virginia Tech Campus. Correspondence between many administrators and faculty
members of the University, the Virginia Farm Bureau, Virginia Community College Leaders,
and the State L egidature showed heated debates and strong feelings on whether or not the
program should be created. Many discussions ensued regarding the necessity of the program and
if it were proper for the program to be placed at Virginia Polytechnic Ingtitute and State
University. Over a decade would pass with discussions, debates, arguments, and threats before
the two-year Agricultural Technology Program would become areality with students walking
through the hallowed halls of Virginia Tech. It would be two-years later, in 1989, that the
program graduated its first students from the present day two-year agricultural program. Just
over 10 years and three administrators later many of the same debates continue to rise about the
programs overall validity to the region and state, and whether or not a two-year program is
appropriate at aland-grant institution.

The Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University has reached a milestone in its history. In May of 1999 the Program graduated its 10"
annual class. During the past 10 years the program has progressed through changesin
administration, changes within the core curriculum, changes in options offered, transfer of course
work, and for the added benefit to allow students to more appropriately choose electives. The
changes that have taken place aid the Program in the overall goa to prepare an individual to head

straight into the agricultural workforce after completing the Program.



Besides the internal program improvements that have taken place to the Agricultura
Technology Program there are a number of external changes that have affected the program.
Among these changes are the clientele entering the program. More and more of the clientele are
now coming from urban areas and have very little if any farm experience. Changes within the
federal and local governments, and general social aspects are also beginning to play arole with
what changes can occur in atwo-year agricultural program.

The changes to the individual student are a qualitative measurement found by the trend
toward what option or specialization the student takes within the Agricultural Technology
Program. The mass has moved from traditional production agriculture program, such as crops
and livestock management toward landscape & turf management and agricultural business. This
may be due to the individual student, governmental, socia and or a combination of changes. One
possible explanation for the move from traditiona production agriculture to landscape and turf
management and agricultural business can be due to a combination of the previousy mentioned
aspects. For example, in the past the Southern Region of Virginia, agriculture has had a heavy
base in tobacco. American values have changed regarding tobacco issues pushing the federal
government to institute new laws and regulations regarding the tobacco industry. This has had a
trickle down affect making it difficult for a small producer to survive on raising tobacco.

Data gathered from the Virginia Agricultural Statistics Service (VASS) show that cash
receipts, government payments, and gross and net farm income has continued to rise since 1970
with only adight falter between 1990 and 1995. The National Agricultural Statistics Service
(NASS) released an announcement on February 19, 1999 which stated that hired workers were
up 5% and wage rates were up 4% from the previous year showing an increase in agriculture.

This may qualitatively show a swing between the production of an agricultural commaodity to



another. The largest increase, according to the NASS took place in the Appalachial region,

Virginiaand North Carolina.

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study was to perform an evaluation of performance of the Virginia
Tech Agricultural Technology Program as perceived by the two-year program graduates. The
study focused on two points, a) the graduate's opinions with regards toward the improvement of
the program on behalf of the students, and b) the strength and weaknesses of the program in

order to determine what the program has accomplished and where it should be headed.

Research Questions

In order to accomplish the purpose of the study the following research questions were asked.

1. How pleased were the graduates with the education they received through the Agricultural
Technology Program?

2. What isthe salary range of the graduate's first job after graduation and what is their present
salary range.

3. What were the strengths and weaknesses of the program as perceived from the graduates?

4. What are the Agricultural Technology graduates current occupations?

5. What recommendations do the graduates have for the improvement of the Agricultural

Technology Program?



Assumptions of the Study

1. Theresponses to the questionnaire were assumed to reflect the true attitudes of the
respondents based upon their personal perceptions, observations, or experiences.

2. The responses to the questionnaire were assumed to be truthful answers.

3. The program was important enough in their individual lives that they would remember

potentially useful information.

Limitations of the Study

1. The responses to the questionnaire were assumed to reflect the true attitudes of the
respondents based upon their personal perceptions, observations, or experiences.

2. Guarded questions that people did not want to respond.

3. Even though athorough review of literature and discussions of program administrators has
taken place, it is still possible that key questions may have been missed.

4. Because of the history of the program and its political context, limited information was made

available for evaluation.

Organization of the Study

This follow-up evauation of performance of the two-year Agricultural Technology
Program at Virginia Tech as perceived by the program graduatesis divided into five chapters.

Chapter 1 contains the introduction, purpose of the study, research questions, and
limitation of the study.

Chapter 2 contains the review of the literature relevant to this study.
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Chapter 3 contains the descriptions of the subjects, instrument(s) used, procedure, and the
analysis of results,

Chapter 4 contains information to describe the results of the data collected, the findings
of the questionnaire, and the analysis of data related to the research questions.

Chapter 5 contains the discussion, summary, conclusions, limitations, implications and

recommendations of the study.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter isto provide areview of the literature that reveals the
historical nature of Vocational Education programs and how they relate to the importance of
Virginia Tech's two-year post-secondary Agricultural Technology Program. This chapter will
also give a historical review of information regarding Virginia Tech's Agricultural Technology
program, brief histories of other post-secondary land-grant two-year agricultural programs,
vocational education philosophers, and two-year program eval uations.

The theme of the following literature review is to show how education, vocational
education and its philosophies have changed throughout history. The Agricultural Technology
Program continues to follow some of the basic philosophies and trends that have continued in
education for hundreds of years. The Agricultural Technology Program uses a philosophy of
teaching skills through hands-on courses, this philosophy began in biblical times had continued
through history with such philosophers as Johann Pestalozzi, Booker T. Washington, David
Snedden, and Charles Prosser. The Agricultural Technology Program also mandated that all
students perform an internship in the field of which they are studying, this philosophy of
practicing a trade before becoming a master in the field has its roots in an apprenticeship style of
education. The literature review shows how apprenticeships have played an important rolein
learning skills and a trade. Throughout history apprenticeships and hands-on learning have
become a basis of vocational education, from there vocational education has opened the door to
agricultural education (Bennett, 1926; J. Crunkilton, persona communication, February 21,

2000; Gordon, 1999; J. White, personal communication, March 23, 2000).
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The Agricultural Technology Program resides at Virginia Tech as a program within the
College of Agriculture and Life Science. Virginia Tech is an 1862 land-grant institution, because
of this some faculty thought that this would not be a suitable institution to house a two-year
agricultural program. Because of the Morrill Land-Grant Act 1862, the Hatch Act of 1887, and
the Smith-Lever Act of 1914, the land-grant institution was created to offer coursesin
agriculture, military tactics, and mechanica arts so that individuals that were members of the
working class sector would be able to attain a practical education. The land-grant ingtitutions are
also to support experiment stations and offer a component of outreach through the Cooperative
Extension Service to the citizens of the state. Nowhere in any of the acts does it state that the
land-grant institution is to only provide four-year programs, as the literature review will show.
Therefore, making a land-grant institution an appropriate place to house two-year agricultura
programs because of its great breadth of facilities, research and teaching faculty, and
professional outreach personnel to aid in the education for those in such a program (Morrill

Land-Grant Act, 1862; NASULGC, March 1995).

A Historical Review of Education and Vocational and Technical Education

Americais ayoung country compared to its Asian and European counterparts and has
come along way in education in just over 200 years as an independent nation. Many aspects that
influenced American education's devel opment have come in notables from Europe and the
biblica Middle East.

According to Charles Alpheus Bennett, from the beginning people have learned the basic

skills necessary to survive by ssimple imitation. Skills needed to create weapons requires some
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form of education whether it be formal or in the case of the "savage man" and "Barbaric people,”
imitation (Bennett, 1926; Davidson, 1901).

Further up in "civilized" times vocationa skills became a part of religious daily lives.
Bennett and Rabbi Telshulkin stated that those practicing the Jewish faith had social values
concerning "instruction in some trade or other vocation” (Bennett, 1926). A young Jewish male
would be required to go to school in the morning while learning a trade with his father in the
afternoon (Bennett, 1926).

Jewish ancestry followed the teaching of atrade as mandated by the Talmud, the book of
commandments the Jewish faith follows. Bennett and Rabbi Telshulkin stated that the Talmud
instructs that it is a father's duty to teach your son the law and to teach him atrade. "Whoever
does not teach his son atrade or profession teaches him to be athief" (Babylonian Talmud
Kiddushin 29a, Circa 400-500 C.E.; Bennett, 1926, p 13; Telshulkin, 1994, p.153).

Thus we have a beginning of an apprenticeship type of system where a skill or vocation is
passed down from a master to an apprentice. The apprenticeship method can be found
throughout history through the Babylonian times through the Code of Hammurabi (about 2250
B.C.), to the Greeks, and early Christian Monks (Bennett, 1926). It was a necessity for the
Monks living in amonastery system to be sdlf-sufficient. Each Monk was required to gain a skill
at amastery level and to perform histask for the overall good of the monastery (Bennett, 1926).

In the seventeenth century John Amaos Comenius proposed an educational system which
included the following:

1. Infant school in the home for children up to the age of six.
2. Vernacular school, a school similar to elementary school in every community

for children between the ages of six and 12 would attend.
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3. Secondary school, "Gymnasium" for "selected students from twelve to
eighteen years of age."

4. University, for "young men who would continue their education beyond the
age of eighteen." (Keatinge, 1896; Laurie, 1885)

The infant school was to use play as a means of education. During the fourth and fifth
year the children were to exercise by using drawing and writing (Monroe, 1901).

Comenius had intended the Vernacular school education to include "all that is proper for
aman, and is one in which al men who are born into the world should share" (Keatinge, 1896, p.
418). Keatinge (1896) went on to state that Comenius thought that the gymnasium school was
where selected students would receive a "libera education” (p. 418).

Comenius does not mention any vocational training. However, he began the idea of a
separated school system that would benefit individuals according to their age (Monroe, 1901).

Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi, as a young man in Switzerland, began to study law. It was at
this time that Jean Jacques Rousseau's book Emile, published in 1762, was creating a stir in
many of the elite circles of Europe. Pestalozzi became interested in Rousseau's writings and gave
up studying law and turned to agriculture. Pestalozzi agreed with Rousseau's idea that agriculture
"was the best and happiest of al occupations’ (Woodbridge, 1831, p.21). Both, Pestalozzi and
Rousseau were followers of Comenius (Woodbridge, 1831).

After marriage, studying agriculture and the birth of his son, Pestalozzi began the Neuhof
Industrial School Experiment. In 1774 he took in many children, which he clothed, fed, and took
care of and began to educate them at the Neuhof Farm. The experiment was an educational
success but afinancia disaster. He received some funds, and in 1776 made a written pleato all

that he knew for additional funding to educate the poor at the Neuhof Farm. In 1780 Pestal 0zzi
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had to halt his efforts to the experiment due to financial difficulty. In the years following the
Neuhof experiment he would continue to attempt the same educational ideals but to no avail. In
approximately 1804, afriend of Pestalozzi, Emanuel von Fellenberg offered the idea of them
working together, which they did until Pestalozzi dissolved the partnership and failed financially
again in Hofwyl, Switzerland (Bennett, 1926).

In the end, Fellenberg created his own ingtitution in 1807 using the ideals of Pestaolzzi's
educational instruction. Fellenberg's academy combined the manual arts and labor for
educational purposes and exercise but the academy also taught courses in the sciences, religion,
languages, mathematics, philosophy, music, drawing, literature, and gymnastics (Bennett, 1926).

Fellenberg took in an assistant by the name of Wehrli. Fellenberg alowed Wehrli to take
in afew poor children. Wehrli and the children lived in afarmhouse where he began to educate
them, as aresult the Fellenberg Farm and Trade school was born. Wehrli used connections
between school studies and the manual 1abor to aid in educating the students. Fellenberg and
Wehrli continued to expand the school creating a school of Applied Science and a Normal
School (Woodbridge, 1831).

In the end, Pestalozzi's ideas and theories lived on through the opening of a school in
1803 by aformer instructor of Pestalozzi's, Francis Joseph Nicholas Neef, who opened the
school in Paris based from Pestal0zzi's educational theories and ideals. Neef's school caught the
attention of many, including a delegation from Americathat included a philanthropist by the
name of William Maclure. After returning to America, Maclure sent for Neef to open asimilar
school in Philadel phia that in1809. Neef's school failed, as did a smilar school in New Harmony,

Indiana. Barlow (1976) cited one of the reasons for failure of these institutions was because these
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schools were based on the European Pestalozzi theory that was never Americanized (Barlow,
1976; Gordon, 1999; Gutek, 1978).

Because of the previous mentioned educators and philosophers, the groundwork had been
laid for a vocational education system. Throughout the next two centuries vocational education
would have many pitfalls in Europe and in America, but it would be just a small measure of time
in this young country's history before vocational education would be given the recognition it well
deserved.

The world first sees a plan for a College of Agriculture in England from a gentleman by
the name of Samuel Hartlib. The College of Agriculture, or as Hartlib named it a " College of
Husbandry" was to use an apprentice style of education. Each student was indentured for seven
years where he would be taught the " theory and practice of the art, trade, or mystery.” Thisisthe
first step towards formal education in the trade of agriculture. The idea of theory and practice
being taught demonstrates a new twist in education with the similar philosophy of apprenticeship
and teaching the skills necessary that coexist with the theory behind them (Bennett, 1926).

Bennett stated that the admission policy followed a set of stringent rules including:

1) the student must be at least fifteen years or older. 2) The student must
have ingenuity. 3) "must subscribe himself a seeker for advancement
of the Mystery and Society,” 4) must live in the common hall, 5) must
be single, 6) must pay 50 pounds when entering, and have 250 pounds
to aid in his preparation and to pay for servant, horse, and any other
said items (Bennett, 1926, p. 43).
We can see through the previous literature that from biblical times there has been a need

for education and for vocational education. In biblical times the learning of a vocation has been
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mandated through religion, throughout the rest of history, education and vocational education has
been set upon the current events, religion, and society of the time. In some instances it has been
shown that the only way to survive and to receive any type of education has been through the use
of apprenticeships. Apprenticeships has been woven in to present day vocational education in
some form such as the continued use of apprenticeships, cooperative work situations, or

internships just to name a few.

It isimportant to know where various styles of education came from and how it aided the
local community and society of the time. We are able to look back through education's history and
find a piece of our present education system. This enables present day educators and teacher
educators to more effectively teach and instruct.

Although it was never carried out, Thomas Budd introduced a plan for public schoolsin
1685 for the colonies of Pennsylvaniaand New Jersey. Within Budd's plan he stated that a "boy
be taught and instructed in some mystery or trade”" (Bennett, 1926, p. 63). The proposed school
would be required for al children including the local Native Americans and be based from the
Quaker religious traditions. This would be one of the first known schools of its kind (Bennett,
1926, p. 62-3).

Pre-Revolutionary war illiteracy was high and there was no formal education systemin
place to combat this problem. The education system that was present was not uniform among the
colonies and became disrupted by the war (Barlow, 1976).

During the Colonial periods apprenticeship was a well-suited system that needed little
adjustment. This system was a route for boys and girls who were unable to pay for any other type
of education to be able to become literate. Apprenticeships were overseen by the local town or

city and aided a societal problem of orphaned and poor children. According to Seybolt
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apprenticeship provided for some of the basic needs. food, clothing, and shelter; religious
instruction; reading and writing; skill training, and the "mysteries of the trade" (Seybolt, 1917).

With more advancement in education, the apprenticeship movement declined after the
Colonial period and all but died out in the nineteenth century with the onset of factories (Barlow,
1976; Gordon 1999; Hawkins, Prosser, and Wright, 1951).

After the Revolutionary war, America saw many changes to the nation including
education. Literacy became an issue "for the purpose of improving the soul, and later when
secular ideas about social equality led to the doctrine that literacy was a basic right of all
people.” (Barlow, 1976, p. 24). America watched an educational control transition from the
church to the State. Since the Constitution did not make any statements about provisions of
education we see that education would be a function of the state. Over time, according to
Barlow, we see that "education was considered to be a concern of the federal government, a
function of the State, and a responsibility of the local community"

(Barlow, 1976, p. 24; Venn, 1964).

Within a short period of time several movements arose regarding education, the
Manumission Society of New Y ork organized in 1785 and represented the City School Society
movement. Its main goal was to educate those children that had no other means to aformal
education. The Manumission Society's stated purpose was to "defend the rights of blacks, and
especially to give them an education” (Barlow, 1976, p. 24). Another City School Society
movement that gained recognition was the New Y ork Free School Society founded by De Witt
Clinton in 1805, many other public school societies ballooned within the nation to provide afree

education (Barlow, 1976, p. 24).
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In 1799 the Sunday school movement made an appearance as a philanthropic venture.
The ideawas pulled from England and used in Philadelphia. Again the education was provided
to those children who were poor. The Sunday school movement did accomplish the melding of
all societal classes for the equality of education.

In 1816 Boston began the Infant school to provide a plan to prepare children to enter a
grammar school. The Infant school actually has its roots in Scotland and was organized by
Robert Owen in 1799. Owen created the school for children at the ages of three and four years
old. The children were to be morally, physically, and intellectually trained through song and
dance instruction (Barlow, 1976, p. 24)

Joseph Lancaster organized a system known as the Lancasterian Movement. This
movement was to educate large numbers of students to read. This was done by a school master
teaching a number of students known as "monitors' to read and in turn those monitors would
teach 10 other students what they had learned from the school master. The method was efficient,
effective, and an economical way to instruct alarge number of students the proper skills
necessary to become literate (Barlow, 1976).

In the early nineteenth century, educational movements began to call for free educational
opportunities. Barlow stated (1976) that private charity schools and societies of mechanics began
to appear to heed to the educational callings.

In 1814, the Boston Asylum and Farm School was founded to educate orphaned boys.
November 17, 1785 saw the founding of the General Society of Mechanics and Tradesman that
had a full-scale educational program by 1821 (True, 1929).

Many other groups and societies came about that influenced American education such as

the Lyceums, manual labor academies, and agricultural societies. Each one's basic principle was
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to educate individuals for a specific purpose or trade. Funding came from the private sector and
or business that had some relationship to the skill(s) or trade(s) taught (Knowles, 1962).

The nineteenth century also saw the advent of private venture schools offering education
to whomever would be willing to pay, these schools took a more utilitarian approach to
education offering a more expansive curriculum including business, trade, commerce, and
modern languages. This set the stage for the movement of vocational skills from an
apprenticeship society to the schools. This set the stage that formal education would prepare
students for careers (Barlow, 1976, p. 26).

In 1749 Benjamin Franklin published Proposals relating to the Education of Youth in
Pennsylvania. Franklin wanted to establish an academy that would offer a secular and utilitarian
education. The academy would take the technical and vocational education taught by masters,
under contract or through apprenticeship and formalize and institutionalize it. Franklin's
academy opened in 1751 and he severed ties with it in 1775 due to the academy falling into the
"hand of a conservative elite, whose cultural ties were closer to London than Philadel phia’
(Barlow, 1976, p. 26).

Vocationa education in America could be found early in American history in the
exemplified by missionariesin New Mexico, California, Texas, and Florida by teaching young
Native American boys manual labor and agriculture, and young girls essentials for the home. But
the formal vocational education system in America has roots in Europe. Jean Jacques Rousseau
developed ideas that students should be taught through work as opposed to books. One of the
skills Rousseau had thoughts upon was agriculture, "Most respectable of all arts and professions’

(Bennett, 1926, p. 96).
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In 1797 Dr. John de la Howe of Abbeville, South Carolina provided an endowment for
"an agricultural or farm school” (Bennett, 1926, p. 94). When Dr. Howe died he had an estate of
2,630 acres of which he willed 1,500 acres to the endowment. 500 acres were to be used for
farming purposes while the remaining 1,000 acres were to stay forested for fuel, range, and
timber. In 1917 about a 100 years after Dr. Howe's initial endowment, the state of South Carolina
took over the management of the land, built a new building, and added funds for maintenance.
The school is known as the De la Howe State School and it is probably one of the oldest
agricultural schoolsin the nation (Bennett, 1926, p. 94-5; True, 1929).

Robert Owen, a Scottish industrialist was approached about purchasing a community that
was created by areligious group waiting for the Second Coming of Christ. On June 2, 1825
Owen purchased the settlement known as New Harmony and immediately made his way to
Washington D. C. While in Washington, Owen gave two speeches to the joint sessions of
Congress, the President, and to the members of the Supreme Court. Owen spoke about the
idedlistic vision about the socialist community of New Harmony, Indiana and how other similar
communities would spring up through the nation. Robert Owen was aided by William Maclure
and eventually added Joseph Neef as schoolmaster. New Harmony was to be a communal style
of living with a Pestalozzi style of education system. Due to differences of opinion for those
running New Harmony, it failed after only two years (Wilson, 1964).

The next movement of education included the manual |abor movement, which swept
through the nation as schools that offered an education in usualy religion, English, some form of
agriculture, or other trade. The students were also mandated to perform manual labor to aid in the
cost of the education. Many of the schools failed due to financial reasons. Theodore Weld of the

Oneida I nstitute thought that one of the reasons for the failuresis that instead of people making
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donations they have invested monies expecting a return on investment from the labors of the

students at the institution (Bennett, 1926).

Manual Training High Schools

The manual labor movement came about to aid the needs of the farmer and the mechanic.
The major difference between the Manual 1abor movement high schools and "traditional” high
schools of the time was the way the student's free time was used. Free time in the Manual
Training schools was to be used by students to work on projects while students at the
"traditional™ schools spent their out of class time as they chose (Barlow, 1976, pp. 32-33).

Stephen Van Rensselaer founded the Rensselaer Institute in Troy, New York in 1824.
The school combined "science and practical work for a better understanding of the relationships
between chemistry, natural philosophy, and mathematics, agriculture, and mechanics' (Barlow,
1976, p. 33). Van Rensselaer created the institute for the purpose of instructing students in the
"application of sciences to the common purposes of life" (Barlow, 1976, p. 33; Hawkins, Prosser,
& Wright, 1951; True, 1929).

In 1832 the House of Representatives of Pennsylvania requested that its Education
committee write a report about manual 1abor academies. The report stated that there was a
breakdown of the rich and poor class distinctions, that manual labor did not divert from classical
studies, educational expenses was reduced by fifty percent with "manual pursuits,” and that the
"combination of studies and labor contributed to the development of a better citizen" (Barlow,
1976, p. 32).

According to Bennett in an establishing statement dated June 6, 1879 the purpose of the

Manual Training School of Washington University in St. Louis Missouri was to instruct students
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in math, drawing, English, and to instruct "in the use of tools." The instruction of tools
curriculum taught skills for such things as carpentry, woodturning, pattern making, and various
other shop skills of the time (Bennett, 1926).

Other Manua Training schools of similar status could be found elsewhere in the nation
such as The private Chicago Manual Training School which opened its doors in February 4, 1884
which eventually became affiliated with the University of Chicago. March 3, 1884 the first
publicly supported manual training high school was opened in Batimore, Maryland. In
September of 1885 Philadel phia opened The Philadel phia Manual Training School with public
funds. In 1885 The Toledo Manual Training School, 1886 saw the open doors of the Technical
School of Cincinnati open, which eventually moved to the University of Cincinnati. September
of 1888 The Manual Training School of St. Paul was ready for enrollment in Minnesota. There
were many other schools opened to the public in cities around the nation such as New Orleans,
LA; Indianapalis, IN; Louisville, KY; Brooklyn, NY; Cambridge, MA; and Muskegon, MI.
Many other ssimilar schools opened throughout the country under the sametitle or using similar
terminology calling themselves "Technica" or "Vocationa" schools. Eventually many public
secondary schools added "vocational" programs within the preparatory curriculum. (Bennett,

1937 pp. 347-397).

Agricultural Education

Agricultural education was primarily promoted by various societies during the late
Colonial times. Some societies pushed for agricultural education from a scientific standpoint
while others were interested in "practical” agriculture. The first society formed was the

Philadel phia Society for Promoting Agriculture established in March 1785. Some active
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members of the agricultural societies of the time according to Melvin Barlow included Benjamin
Franklin, George Washington, Robert Livingston, and John C. Calhoun, just to name afew. The
societies were interested in increasing the quality of production in agriculture through sponsored
research and experimentation (Barlow, 1976; Periam, 1874).

In 1749 Benjamin Franklin suggested the teaching of some basic agriculture through a
proposed academy in Philadel phia. Nothing would come of the proposal. However, beginning in
1785 with South Carolina a state society of agriculture was organized, New Y ork State followed
in 1791, and in 1792 the state of Massachusetts had an organized state agricultural society
(Knowles, 1962). After the American Revolution many regiona and local agricultural societies
began to promote agricultural production "through printed materials, contests, and fairs."
(Knowles, 1962, p. 23). In 1852 the local and regional societies formed the United States
Agricultura Society (USAYS), in 1960 the USAS reported that 941 agricultural organizations
existed (Knowles, 1962).

In 1839 a farmer's institute movement began in Massachusetts. By 1880 "farmer institutes
had been established in 26 states," and by 1899 "farmers institutes were organized in forty-seven
states and territories." (Knowles, 1962, p. 40).

Many of the early educationa centersincluding lyceums, academies, colleges,
universities, and the like added courses in agriculture. In the early half of the nineteenth century
it was not uncommon to find courses in agriculture on the secondary level; however, this was
primarily left up to local interests. Congress aided agricultural education by memorials presented
to Congress requesting endowments to state universities to promote agricultural development

(Barlow, 1976, p. 32).
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Post-Secondary Vocational Education at Land-Grant | nstitutions

According to the National Association of State Universities and land-grant Colleges
(1995) (NASULGC) the origina purpose of land-grant institutions was to "teach agriculture,
military tactics, and the mechanic arts as well as classical studies so that members of the working
classes could obtain aliberal, practical education." (Morrill Land-Grant, 1862).

The start of the land-grant institutions and the Morrill Act of 1862 and 1890 had their
rootsin lllinois and are owed to a gentleman by the name of Jonathan Baldwin Turner. Barlow
stated that Turner believed there are two distinct classes within society, the professiona class
and the industrial class. Thus he believed there should be an industria university in every state.
[llinois farmers took to Turner'sidea and on February 8, 1853 the State L egidature passed, and
the governor approved, a resolution asking for federal support. The U.S. House of
Representatives and the Senate received the memorial on March 20, 1854 and took no action. On
December 8, 1857 a bill was introduced to the U.S. House by Justin Morrill of Vermont and was
passed on February 7, 1859. President Buchanan vetoed the bill "on the grounds that it violated
the traditional policy of the federal government, which until then had left control of education to
the states." (NASULGC, 1995, p. 5). Justin Morrill reintroduced the bill to the House of
Representatives on December 16, 1861 and it was passed by the House, the Senate followed suit,
and it was signed by President Lincoln on July 2, 1862 (Herren & Hillison, 1996; Knowles,

1962; NASULGC, 1995; Wirth, 1972).

The Morrill Act donated public lands to each state in order to establish colleges for
agricultural and mechanical arts purposes. One of the many stipulations of the Act was that any
state in rebellion against the union was not allowed to receive public lands. This was brought on

by the continued Civil War. By the wars end those states of the Confederacy did receive the
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land grants. And thus the 1862 land-grant status of state post-secondary educational institutions
was formed for the primary purpose of vocational education in agriculture and manual arts
(Morrill Land-Grant, 1862).

With the authorization of funds from the Hatch Act of 1887 another component of the
land-grant was added, the agricultural experiment station. In 1914 the Smith-Lever Act allowed
for an additional component to the land-grant university, the Cooperative Extension Service. The
Cooperative Extension Service was the method, which would be used to disseminate information

from the Agricultural Experiment Stations to the states' populous (NASULGC, March 1995).

Section Summary

From apprenticeships to societies, from manual training high schools to the land-grant
ingtitution, vocational education and agriculture have continued to play arolein American
education. The only variations of the teaching of a skill or vocation have been by the method
used. A master teaching a skill or trade to ayounger apprentice, usualy involving afather and a
son, was known as an apprenticeship. In Europe if the apprentice were not learning a trade from
thelr father, they would have lived with or by means of their master. Today the apprenticeship
has taken a new shape, that of an internship where a student is placed in the field, usually after
some formal structured training. The student is responsible for learning what the "real world" is
like through their respective trade.

Agricultural societies began to sprout in Americato aid in the dissemination of
information regarding practices in agricultural production. These societies held formal and

informal gatherings as well asfairs, smilar to present day county fairs.
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Manual training high schools began to catch on throughout the nation where young men
would be able to attend to learn a skill or trade besides the traditional classics taught in
education, many of the training high schools became affiliated with some post-secondary
institution. Along with the manual training high school the Morrill Land-Grant Act of 1862 was
signed creating a new forum for vocational education at the post-secondary level in regardsto
agriculture, the mechanical arts, and engineering. The land-grant institutions began to educate,
perform research, and disseminate information to where it was needed within the region and state
of its affiliation. In the mid-to-late 1800s and early 1900s various American philosophies began
to emerge towards vocationa education, to this day vocational education takes these

philosophies to heart.

Vocational and Technical Education Philosophers

Our present day system of vocational and technical training and education's philosophical
underpinnings can be found to resemble, if not be dictated by, the individual and combination of
philosophies of historical figures such as Booker T. Washington, his mentor, General Samuel

Chapman Armstrong, along with David Snedden, Charles Prosser, and John Dewey.

Booker T. Washington

In the mountains of southwest Virginia, Booker T. Washington was born into slavery of
nine years and was still a child when freed after the surrendering of the Confederacy to the
United States. Being illiterate and uneducated as a dlave, Washington eventualy became
educated and at age 16 ended up at Hampton Institute in 1872 (Denton, 1993; Gordon, 1999;

Washington, 1901). By the time he left the ingtitute in June 1875 Washington and his philosophy
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had been set. In 1881, under the recommendation of General Samuel Chapman Armstrong,
Washington became the principal of a"new school in Tuskegee, Alabama’ (Gordon, 1999, p.
18). Washington had established Tuskegee Institute on the same principles that Hampton
Institute was founded on. "Washington built programs in academics, agriculture, industrial arts,
hedlth, religion, and music around the community needs if Tuskegee and its environs' (Denton,
1993, p. 95). Vocational programs such as electricity, carpentry, stationary engineering, painting,
blacksmithing, wheelwriting, and tinsmithing were developed at Tuskegee Institute (Denton,
1993; Gordon, 1999; Washington, 1901).

One of the requirements to receive an education at Tuskegee I nstitute was that of labor.
Each student was required to perform some manual labor "not only to develop self-discipline but
also to develop healthy respect for honest 1abor" (Gordon, 1999, p.18). Washington believed in
the style of education that makes use of the student's psychomotor and cognitive learning
domains of "learning by doing" (Gordon, 1999, p.18). According to Gordon (1999) "Washington
defined an educated person as one possessing (1) both cognitive and problem-solving skills, (2)
sdf-discipline, (3) mora standards, and (4) a sense of service." (Gordon, 1999. p. 19;
Washington, 1901).

By Booker T. Washington's definition of what an educated person must possess we can
begin to see similarities to John Dewey's philosophy of education and the educated human spirit.
While on the other side of the coin we are able to see the Snedden-Prosser philosophy emerge by

teaching more of an industrial art and technical skill compared to Latin and Greek philosophy.
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David Snedden and Charles Prosser

David Snedden, faculty member at Columbia University in New Y ork, had a very
samplistic view on vocational education, which was to prepare the students for occupations and
skills at which the students excel. In 1910 Snedden was appointed Commissioner of Education
for Massachusetts (Gordon, 1999).

When Snedden was still a faculty member at Columbia he mentored a student by the
name of Charles Prosser, who quickly became a believer in Snedden's educationa philosophy
and the "Snedden doctrine of socia efficiency” (Camp, 1982, p. 36).

According to Camp (1982) the doctrine of socia efficiency came through the effort of
Snedden combining the teachings of "prominent economists, sociologists, psychologists and
educators' (Camp, 1982, p. 36). The philosophy of Snedden and Prosser towards vocational
education came from Snedden'’s doctrine. One of the thoughts of the time, which can be seenin
early vocational education, that follows the doctrine is one of social classes in society, one class
of followers and another of leaders (Camp, 1982). Snedden thought, "schools for lower class
youth should emphasize physical training, moral vaues training, vocational education, and
limited literary training.” (Camp, 1982, p. 37). This notion today seems amost unconceivable
due to political and social implications. The thought of socia classesin Americais disturbing
considering how the country was founded. Throughout American history there has been a clear
distinction of socia classes and there continues to be. Snedden's philosophy that the "lower
class' should have a specified education that only taught physical training, vocational skills, and
only alimited amount of literary training seemsto be away of keeping any group of individuals
into a"lower socia class' by the careers or jobs that have been chosen (Camp, 1987; Gordon,

1999).
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No matter how absurd some of the philosophies that were held within the doctrine of
socid efficiency seem today, it was a method to solve some of the early twentieth century
problems of alack of skilled laborers or trades persons. Industry in the early part of the 1900's
was at a boom stage, industry needed workers fast, and preferably already trained.

The doctrine had some basic premisesto it;

a) The corporate/industrial/urban complex is the way of the future,

b) the individual is no longer the primary concern, the group as awholeis,

C) society is separated into socioeconomic classes, and should be educated as

such,

d) educating the "rank and file," Snedden's term for the working class, should

emphasize physical training, moral values training, vocational education,
and limited literary training and the skills taught should be as industry
dictates is necessary, and

) the ultimate responsibility of vocational education isto produce a

productive, happy work force responsive to the needs of industry and
contributing to the socia good. (Camp, 1982, p. 38).

One of the main affects the previous mentioned doctrine had on education was the
separation of vocationa education from the traditional, classic education. The math, science, and
other traditional education topics would only be discussed if it was of direct relation to the
vocational skill or training (Camp, 1982).

Charles Prosser, being a devout believer in Snedden and the doctrine of socia efficiency,

created a group of theorems now known as: Prosser's Sixteen Theorems.
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. Vocational Education will be efficient in the proportion as the environment in
which the learner istrained is areplica of the environment in which he must
subsequently work.

. Effective vocationa training can only be given where the training jobs are
carried on in the same way, with the same operations, the same machinesasin
the occupation itself.

. Vocationa education will be effective in proportion as it trains the individual
directly and specificaly in the thinking habits and the manipulative habits
required in the occupation itself.

. Vocational education will be effective in proportion as it enables each
individual to capitalize hisinterests, aptitudes, and intrinsic intelligence to the
higher degree.

. Effective vocational education for any profession, trade, occupation, or job can
only be given to the selected group of individuals who need it, want it, and are
able to profit from it.

. Vocationa training will be effective in proportion as the specific training
experiences for forming right habits of doing and thinking are repeated to the
point that these habits become fixed to the degree necessary for gainful
employment.

. Vocational education will be effective in proportion as the instructor has had
successful experiencesin the application of skills and knowledge to the

operations and processes he undertakes to teach.
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8. For every occupation there is a minimum of productive ability which an
individual must possess in order to secure or retain employment in that
occupation.

9. Vocational education must recognize conditions as there are and must train
individuals to meet the demands of the "market" even though it may be true that
more efficient ways for conducting the occupation may be known and better
working conditions are highly desirable.

10. The effective establishment of process habits in any learner will be secured in
proportion as the training is given on actual jobs and not on exercises or pseudo
jobs.

11. The only reliable source of content for specific training in an occupation isin
the experiences of the masters of that occupation.

12. For every occupation there is a body of content which is peculiar to that
occupation and which practically has no functioning value in any other
occupation.

13. Vocationa education will render efficient social services in proportion as it
meets the specific training needs of any group at the time that they need it and
in such away that they can most effectively profit by the instruction.

14. Vocationa education will be socialy efficient in proportion as in its methods of
instruction and its personal relations with learnersit takes into consideration the
particular characteristics of any particular group which it serves.

15. The administration of vocationa education will be efficient in proportion asit is

elastic and fluid rather than rigid and standardized.
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16. While every reasonable effort should be made to reduce per capita cost, thereis
aminimum level below which effective vocational education cannot be given,
and if the course does not permit this minimum of per capita cost, vocational
education should not be attempted (Prosser & Allen, 1925).

The Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 was signed by President Woodrow Wilson on February
23. There were four key individuals that devel oped what we know as the Smith-Hughes Act.
Charles Prosser was the professional educator of the group and worked with Senator Carroll
Page of Vermont to write various bills that Page proposed. Former Georgia Governor turned
Senator Hoke Smith was a strong proponent of vocational education and agricultural education
in general. Senator Smith had success in the past with proposed bills such as with the Smith-
Lever Act of 1914. Smith was also named chairman of the Senate Committee on Education and
Labor. The last individua that had a significant role in the Acts passage was Representative
Dudley M. Hughes of Georgia. Hughes was the Chairman of the House Committee on
Education; therefore, being very influential and known as a "skilled parliamentarian and
politician” (Camp, 1987, p. 6; Gordon, 1999).

According to Camp (1987) Page was not a great parliamentarian and "one wonders
whether Page could have ever succeeded in securing the passage of the bill without Smith's
support” (Camp, 1987, p. 5) even though Charles Prosser mostly wrote the bill (Camp, 1987,
Gordon, 1999; Wirth, 1972).

Once the bill was passed and signed, its legidation put a helping hand in to vocational-
technical education by providing 1.7 million dollars toward vocational education. To be éligible
to receive federal funds the state would be required to establish a state board of vocational

education (Gordon, 1999). Following the Snedden-Prosser philosophy of vocational education



the Smith-Hughes Act began to separate vocational education from the traditional academics.
For the years that followed the passing of the Smith-Hughes Act vocationa education was
separated from traditional education, and the skills taught were shadowed industry's need leaving
a humanistic approach out from vocational education (Gordon, 1999; L ozada, 1999; Malpiedi,

1987).

John Dewey

A close examination of literature about John Dewey shows that he was a strong
proponent of vocational education however, he had a different view than the Snedden-Prosser
philosophy of the group before the individual, separate schools, and of a differentiated
socioeconomic class system. From the careful study of the writings of Barlow (1976), Dewey
(1913) Gordon (1999), Venn (1964), and Wirth (1972), the literature indicated that the Prosser
philosophy of vocational education must be separate from traditional academics and that
traditional academics should only be assimilated into vocational education when necessary.
Dewey's thoughts took the opposite approach by assimilating vocational education into
traditional academics. Dewey took a very humanistic approach and philosophy to education and
vocational education. Education should take into consideration the individual and what science
and technology holds for the future of the democracy when program development takes place. In
smplicity, Dewey believed that a human should not be deemed to be at a mindless laborious job
without having some education in the arts and classics of academiato be able to broaden ones

morals and ethics for the betterment of society (Dewey, 1913; Gordon, 1999; Wirth 1972).
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Section Summary

Throughout American history education has played arole in the melding of society and
economics. Educational and social philosophers from Benjamin Franklin, Jonathan Baldwin
Turner, and Justin Morrill to Booker T. Washington, Snedden, Prosser, and John Dewey have dl
played critical rolesin how we are presently taught and how we presently educate students. It is
important that we examine their philosophies of the time and how the world around them may
have affected education and society. Since in many cases, we continue to follow these peopl€e's
ideas, and continue to hold vocational education up to their ideals we must look back and see if

we are truly acting on what has been set forth or if it istime for a change.

1862 Land-Grant I nstitutions with Two Y ear Programs in Agriculture

There are 17 1862 Land-grant institutions with two year agricultural programs and/or
short coursesin agriculture (Appendix A). These include the 13 students enrolled at American
Samoa Community College and the University of Maine-Orno with only one student enrolled,
leaving 15 1862 land-grant institutes nationally with more than one student enrolled. Each
program history is unique; however, there seems to be some similarities when it comes to the
main purpose or mission for which it was founded. Each of the 15 institutions mentioned earlier
was contacted either by e-mail or by phone for information regarding when the program was
organized, student enrollment, and whether or not the program goes through an
evaluation/review or assessment, and if a copy of information regarding the program's history,
and the most recent program review or evaluation could be obtained. Very few of the institutions

obliged the requests or sent minimal information.
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Purdue University

Purdue University's program is completely integrated into the four-year program
departments. There is no separation between faculty or funds. There is no review of the two-year
associate degree program on its own (Allen D. Goecker, persona communication, February 15,
2000).

From the 1880s until 1995 the College of Agriculture at Purdue University operated an
eight-week Winter Course during the months of January and February. Due to alack of interest
and enrollment the short courses were discontinued. The short course targeted individuas from
farms or agribusiness who were not interested in pursuing an associate degree. In 1973 the
school established an associate degree program. There are currently six areas that one can obtain
an associate degree in agriculture: agricultural economics, agricultural systems management,
agronomy, animal science, horticulture, and general agriculture (Allen D. Goecker, personal

communication, February 15, 2000).

University of Nebraska

The Nebraska College of Technical Agriculture, which is part of the University of
Nebraska, has its own campus in Curtis, Nebraska. In 1911 the Nebraska state legislature called
for the establishment of an agricultural school in the southwest region of the state. The Nebraska
School of Agriculture (NSA) was created as a secondary education institution emphasizing
agricultural studiesin 1913. In April of 1965 the legidature approved a resolution that would
allow collegiate level courses at NSA. In June of 1968 NSA became the University of Nebraska

School of Technical Agriculture (anonymous, personal communication, February 12, 2000).
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In 1986 UNSTA's future was looking grim due to shortfalls in the state budget. The
governor of the state, Kay Orr, visited the school in 1987 and urged the continued existence of
the school with new "roles and programs.” A task force with representatives from other two-year
ag programs, business and industry conducted surveys and visited UNSTA and recommended
new emphasis and courses. In April of 1993 the Coordinating Commission for Post Secondary
Education also concluded and recommended that the programs housed at UNSTA be continued,
the fight for life was won (anonymous, personal communication, February 12, 2000).

UNSTA's mission is to provide educational programs to the agricultural-community;
students of the program will master scientific and technologica skills, leadership capabilities,
and communication skills along with the agricultural specialty coursesin which the student is
enrolled (anonymous, persona communication, February 12, 2000).

As of the 1997-1998 academic year there were 276 full time students and 90 part time
students who include enrollment in courses in the evening, distance learning, and short courses.
UNSTA has 19 full-time faculty members and 10 part-time faculty; 1 professor, 9 associate
professors, 8 assistant professor, and 1 instructor. UNSTA sits on a 78-acre campus and has a
total of 172,000-sq. ft. of instructional classroom and laboratory space, and has a 1,370-acre farm
that includes grain storage facilities, swine units, and cattle facilities (anonymous, persona

communication, February 12, 2000).

Ohio State Univerity

Ohio State University has a two-year associate degree program with its own campusin
Wooster, Ohio. The school is known as The Ohio State University Agricultural Technical

Institute (ATI). ATI "serves over 900 students every year" (A. Mokma, personal communication,
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February 24, 2000). Ohio State ATI opened its doorsin 1972 and operates an 1,800-acre farm
laboratory for dairy, beef, swine, and crop production; a horse training stable; and production
greenhouses and nursery" (A. Mokma, personal communication, February 24, 2000).

Ohio State ATI opened its doors to students in 1972, incoming students must have a high
school diploma or a GED. Ten percent of the students at Ohio State ATl have a disability,
usually alearning disability or an attention deficit disorder. Ohio State ATI is proud to boast that
over the past five years, data have shown that over 99 percent of Ohio State ATI's graduates is
employed in the chosen field within three months of graduation™ (A. Mokma, personal

communication, February 24, 2000).

University of Wisconsin

The University of Wisconsin has what is called The Farm and Industry Short Course
Program (FISC) with an enrollment of 123 students. The program was established in 1885 and is
claimed to be the oldest of its kind in the country. The program is offered November through
March and a student may receive a one or two year certificate once the program is completed.
Students must maintain a"C" average to stay in the program, and 15 credit hours may be
transferred towards a B.S. degree. The courses are taught by college of agriculture faculty and

some courses are taught jointly with the degree program (TAA web site).

Other Land-Grant Programs

North Carolina State University's Agricultural Institute Program was organized in 1959
with courses first offered in the Fall of 1960 and boasts 461 students enrolled presently and more

than 3,800 alumni (TAA web site).
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The Institute of Agricultural Technology at Michigan State University has 403 students
enrolled and was founded in 1894 (TAA web site).

Other 1862 land-grant universities with two year agricultural programs or short courses
include (Appendix A); the Universities of Maryland, Connecticut, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, Ohio State University, South Dakota State University, Louisiana State University,
Utah State University, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (FAEIS Report,
1999; TAA web site 1999).

The program history at Pennsylvania State University was not known "the program has
been in place longer than our current faculty can remember" (F. Goode, persona
communication, February 14, 2000). No one can remember when the program was last evaluated

at Penn State (F. Goode, personal communication, February 14, 2000).

Section Summary

What better place to contain atwo-year agricultural program. Land-grant institutions
have the establishment, resources, research, faculty, and facilities to offer programs that meet the
ever-changing needs of the agricultural environment and industry. It is not as important to know
the varied institutions history as it is to know that each program was created to meet a need of
the citizens that reside within the ingtitutions regions and state.

A land-grant institution's mission is to meet the needs of its state's citizensand it is
imperative that the institution does everything in its power to do so. A method of meeting the
needs of the state's citizens is through an array of traditional and non-traditional course offerings
such as an associate degrees, vocational programs, or short courses (Morrill Land-Grant Act,

1862; NASULGC, 1995).
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Virginia Polytechnic and State University Two-Y ear Program

The Early Twentieth Century Two Y ear Program

In the early part of the twentieth century there may have been some form of atwo-year
agricultural technology program, to what extent is unknown. In The Bugle, the Virginia
Polytechnic Institute yearbook of the time, there has been some use of terms when describing
groups of individuals. On page 10 of the 1910 Bugle "Second Y ear Apprentices' and " (Special
Agriculture)" is mentioned with the names of presumably students and the cities, counties, and or
state they are from. From 1910 through 1923, with the exception of 1911 and 1912 those phrases
or similar were used. Other terms or phrases used include; "Two-Year Men" (The Bugle, 1914,
p. 143), "First Two-Y ear Agriculture" (The Bugle, 1915, p. 150), "Sophomore Two-Y ear
Agriculture Class' (The Bugle, 1915, p. 156), and "Two Year Aggies." (The Bugle, 1921, p.149)

On page 259 of the 1916 Bugle there was a brief statement of what was accomplished
under the administration of President Barringer including a brief statement that short courses for
farmers were established in the last year of Dr. Barringer's term (Appendix B). Another piece of
evidence of agricultural short courses and of atwo-year agricultural program at VPl was an
advertisement (Appendix C) for Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Agricultural and Mechanical
College. The exact year of the advertisement is uncertain but can be presumed circa 1915 or
1916 because of the following statement "The next session opens Wednesday, September 20,
1916." Within the advertisement it gives a brief statement " Two-year short courses in
agriculture, and Farmers winter short courses.” It can be assumed between terms used in The
Bugle yearbooks from 1910, 1913 through 1923, the administration brief, and advertisement that
aform of atwo year agricultural program and short course had been offered at Virginia

Polytechnic Institute and State University in the early twentieth century.
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History of the Present Day Two-Y ear Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Tech

There were many individuals and organizations that played a key role in the establishment
of the Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Tech. The Virginia Farm Bureau Federation
helped to begin the ball rolling through its political ties to the State Capital in Richmond, Virginia
and with the administration at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. Dr. James
Nichols the then Dean of the College of Agriculture and Life Science was responsible for setting
the stage to begin the establishment of the program. Dr. David Ford, the then Assistant Dean and
Director of Resident Instruction, which became Vice Provost for Academic Affairs, began to do
the necessary research to see what it would take for the establishment of such a program. And Dr.
Gary Minish, the first named Director of the Program, researched other two-year agricultural
programs at land-grant institutions, developed the course curriculums, schedules, and hired the
necessary faculty and support staff for the program. There was great controversy between the
College of Agriculture and Life Science faculty and administration after the two-year program was
proposed. The program initiation came from the top down, from the administration to the faculty
instead of the faculty bringing a proposal for atwo-year program to the administration. Some of
the concern had to deal with finances, the college and many of its departments were strapped for
funding to continue to support the programs aready in place. From the faculty's perspective this
was going to add to the financial burden of having to carry an additional program without the
proper resources (J. Crunkilton, personal communication, February 21; D. Ford, personal
communication, February 24, 2000; G. Minish, personal communication, May 15, 1999; J. White,
personal communication, March 23, 2000).

The first students of the Agricultural Technology (AT) program walked through Virginia

Tech's hallowed hallsin the fall of 1987, with the first graduating class in the spring of 1989.
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The mission of the Agricultural Technology Program is to develop the human
resources to fulfill technical and management level needsin arapidly changing
and diverse agricultural society. The primary emphasisin the Program is the
application of content learned in the classroom, to address the issues, problems,
and trend in the agricultural industry (AT web site, 2/16/00).

This section of the literature review will discuss some of the who, when, and why of how
the Agricultural Technology Program (AT) at Virginia Tech became established. The information
found in this section was taken completely from formal documents, personal interviews, e-mails,
correspondence letters, and other personal communication kept by the AT administration, and
other various methods to gather this material. There was no information found using traditional
literature review methods. With the material that was obtainable, the researcher has triangul ated
much of the information contained within this document to validate its correctness.

Within the recent history of the Agricultural Technology Program there have been three
directors; Dr. Gary Minish from 1986 until April of 1988, Mr. Michael Bell from August 1988
until 1993, and Dr. John Crunkilton from 1993 until the present time. According to the
Agricultural Technology Report of the Three-Y ear Review Committee, the history of the proposed
establishment can be traced back to the early 1950s. The College of Agriculture and Home
Economics conducted a self-study of its role and found that it should establish a two-year program.
In the mid 1960s a bill recommending a two-year agricultural program was introduced in the
Virginia Senate Finance committee, the bill was endorsed but went no further. A study
commission was appointed by Governor Mills Godwin in 1969, the commission issued a number
of Virginia Agriculture position papers and one included the support of atwo-year agricultura

program at Virginia Tech similar to the North Carolina State University's program. It was not until
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the mid 1970s when another special commission on the future of Virginia agriculture
recommended the establishment of atwo-year agricultura program at Virginia Tech that the ball
actually began to roll (J. Crunkilton, personal communication, February 21, 2000; Report of the
Three Y ear Review Committee, 1991).
Through many interviews and conversations with faculty at Virginia Tech that include Dr.
John White, Associate Dean of Academic Programs of the College of Agriculture and Life Science
(CALYS), Dr. John Crunkilton, Program Director of the Agricultural Technology Program, and
various others, that would like to remain anonymous, stated that the push to have atwo year
associate degree program within CALS at Virginia Tech was made by the Virginia Farm Bureau
Federation, agricultural industry representatives, and various others within the Commonwealth of
Virginia.
In one letter to Mr Andre Viette dated October 21, 1982 it stated that:
Governor John Dalton appointed the Agricultural Opportunities Study
Commission which recommended that Virginia Tech look into the need for
atwo-year agricultura program. The 1980 General Assembly passed a
resolution which asked us to prepare, for the legidature, a plan which
included atwo-year agriculture program (W.E. Lavery, personal
communication, October 21, 1982).
April 19, 1977 Dr. John D. Wilson, Provost of Virginia Tech, received areport from Dr.
James Montgomery, from the Office of Institutional Research at Virginia Tech, of two-year
agricultural programs from around the country and state. The report briefly listed various associate

degree programs of agriculture and stated that Virginia Tech has not relinquished any rights to



confer an associate degree when the community college system in Virginia was established (J.
Montgomery, personal communication, April 19, 1977).

There have been many statements regarding problems about placing a two-year program
within CALS at Virginia Tech. A letter written September 8, 1978 proficiently summed up
problems regarding the establishment of atwo-year program at Virginia Tech. In the letter to Mr.
James Berry, Vice President and Regiona Executive of the National Bank and Trust Dr. James
Nichols, Dean of CALS wrote:

There are problems, however, as one would expect and many things to
consider. We are now turning away many qualified students who apply
for regular four-year programs. Would we turn more away to make
room for the two-year students? And what would be the community
colleges stance on our offering "competitive" two-year Associate
Degree Programs? Also the Virginia State Council of Higher Education
would have to approve such aprogram . . . Our faculty size, while quite
sizable, would be further pressed to provide the needs for such a new
program (J. Nichols, personal communication, September 8, 1978).

It can be noted by statements within the September 8, 1978 letter that Mr. Berry and the
National Bank & Trust were in favor of the establishment of the AT program. Dr. Nichols also
made statements regarding his favoritism of a proposed program, "l support your recommendation
for the establishment of atwo-year agricultural program at thisinstitution”(J. Nichols, personal
communication, September 8, 1978).

A January 4, 1979 letter by an extension agent to Dr. Nichols questioned why Virginia Tech

did not have atwo-year agricultural program. The extension agent made mention of many high
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school students, after graduation, who head out of state to atwo year program held at another land-
grant institution. In the response letter from Dr. Nichols to the extension agent, Dr. Nichols reported
that Virginia Tech was not approved to have a two-year program. However, in an April 19, 1977
report from Dr. James Montgomery to Dr. John D. Wilson, Provost of Virginia Tech, Dr. Nichols
was sent a carbon copy. To reiterate one of the pointsin the report, "Virginia Tech has not
relinquished any rights to confer an associate degree when the community college systemin
Virginia was established"(J. Montgomery, personal communication, April 19, 1977). The letter also
stated that if the institution would like to begin to confer a degree program it must be approved by
SHEV. In the response letter Dr. Nichols again stated that "1 personally support the idea”’ (EJ. F.
Diem, persona communication, January 4, 1979; J. Nichols, personal communication, January 30,
1979).

A guidance counselor at Southampton Academy wrote a response letter dated October 21,
1980 to Dr. David Ford, Assistant Dean and Director of Resident Instruction at the time, who also
forwarded the letter to Dr. Nichols. The letter stated that the Academy had 13 studentsin the
previous seven years who went to North Carolina State University's two-year Agricultural Program.
She believed that the number would have been higher if not for the cost of paying out-of-state
tuition. She stated "I strongly recommend this program in Virginiafor our students' (M. T. Flowers,
personal communication, October 21, 1980).

By April of 1981 it can be assumed a committee regarding the two-year agricultural
program existed. Attached to a memo from the Virginia Farm Bureau Federation regarding a
meeting about the two-year agricultural course at Virginia Tech dated April 3, 1981 is a sample of

course requirements and program of study. As the letter indicated this memo was sent to the
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committee on two-year agricultural courseat VPl & SU (A. Hamilton, personal communication,
April 3, 1981).
In an Associated Press article titled: Degree Proposal Causes stir from the September 8,

1981 issue of the Richmond Times-Dispatch it stated that a 1980 governor's study commission

recommended that Virginia Tech consider atwo-year agricultural program. The article goes on to
state that the Virginia Farm Bureau insisted that Virginia Tech is the "only ingtitution that could
run" atwo year agricultural program. The article quoted Perry Adams, vice chancellor for academic
affairs for the state community college system, as stating that there are already adequate two-year
programs within the community college system. Dr. Nicholsis also quoted as saying, "Virginia
Tech can develop a super program™ (Associated Press, 1981).

The Virginia Farm Bureau began to meet with the Virginia Community College personnel
to discuss the two-year agricultural program at Virginia Tech and to help put anxieties to rest of the
community college system losing enrollment to the proposed Virginia Tech program. This can be
substantiated by a memorandum from the office of the president at Blue Ridge Community College
about when and where the meeting will be held (J. A. Armstrong, personal communication, January
20, 1982).

By February of 1982 it is shown through memos and |etters that people are beginning to
discuss and suggest possible courses for the proposed agricultural program. From a March 8, 1982
memorandum to Dr. Nichols from Dr. Ford about the program, the first sign of the now name of the
program shows up in the subject, Ag. Technology Program. The memorandum discussed a list of
courses, identified possible faculty, and created the course syllabi (D. Ford, personal

communication, March 8, 1982; P. P. Graham, personal communication, February 5, 1982).
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In aMarch 29, 1982 response letter to S. T. Moore, the president of the Virginia Farm
Bureau Federation, Dr. Perry Adams, vice chancellor of Virginia Community College System,
showed his definitive objection to the proposed program at Virginia Tech. "It is also evident that
you cannot convince me that Virginia Tech should enter into the two-year program field, and | will
continue to object to that idea’ (P. Adams, personal communication, March 29, 1982).

From March 22 of 1982 through April of 1982 a greater number of correspondences began
to take place between Dr. Nichols and a steering committee for the agricultural technology
program. These letters are in regards to courses, funding, schedules, and updated information about
the proposal process, and SHEV.

In an article by Virginia Churn in the May 28, 1982 Richmond Times-Dispatch stated that

the State Board for Community Colleges approved a resolution opposing the proposed two-year
agricultural program at Virginia Tech (Churn, 1982).

By June 7, 1982 formal proposals for the "Agricultural Institute" began to appear. The
proposa began to discuss justification showing enrollment in like programs around the country,
admissions, advising, housing, financia aid, courses, specializations, and needed funds. Prior to
June 9, 1982 the Undergraduate Studies and Affairs Committee (USAC) of the College endorsed
the proposal. The USAC endorsement was found on an unofficial memo to Dr. Nichols from
"David," presumably Dr. David Ford (D. Ford, personal communication, June 9, 1982).

By July 22, 1982 aformal copy of the resolution passed by the State Board for Community
Colleges showing opposition to the proposed two-year agricultural program was received by Dr.
Nichols (J. Hinson, personal communication, July 20. 1982).

In a January 4, 1983 letter from Gordon Davies, Director of the Council for Higher

Education in the Commonwealth of Virginia stated that " Senators Howard Anderson and Elmon
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Gray have asked the State Council of Higher Education to examine the feasibility of atwo-year
Agricultural Program at VirginiaTech . . . A report of that study will be presented to the Senatorsin
Summer 1983" (G. Davies, personal communication, January 4, 1983).

By August of 1985 another draft proposal for the Agricultural Technology Program at
Virginia Tech was developed and circulated.

On April 30, 1985 The Commission on Undergraduate Studies (CUS) Course Approval
Committee rejected the Agricultural Technology Program. Dr. Larry Harris, Chair of the CUS
Course Approval Committee (CAC), in aletter to Dr. Ford stated the CAC sent the proposal (for
the agricultural technology program) back to the steering committee. The proposal was sent back
due to concerns with; transferable credits, policy, resources, and other details not within the
proposal (L. Harris, personal communication, Mar 1, 1985).

A December 3, 1985 letter was written to Dr. Nichols from M. R. Geader, Director of the
Virginia Cooperative Extension Service. In the letter Dr. Geasler showed support for the two-year
agricultural program because of the need within the Commonwealth of Virginia, and his
experiences with similar programs at lowa State University and Michigan State University. Also on
December 3, 1985 Dr. Peter Eyre, Dean of the VirginiaMaryland Regiona College of Veterinary
Medicine wrote a letter to Dr. Nichols. The letter Dr. Eyre wrote aso showed his support for the
establishment of atwo-year agricultural program at Virginia Tech (P. Eyre, personal
communication, December 3, 1985; M. R. Geader, persona communication, December 3, 1985).

On December 3, 1985 Dr. Nichols sent aletter to Dr. David Roselle, the University Provost,
"to transmit, for consideration by the Commission on Undergraduate Studies and the University.”
The letter also indicated to Dr. Roselle that the credits received from the two-year program would

not be transferable (J. Nichols, personal communication, December 3, 1985).
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The Virginia Tech Spectrum on Thursday January 16, 1986 reported that the University

Faculty Senate endorsed the Agricultural Technology Program on Tuesday January 14, 1986. The
Spectrum also stated that at that time there were 30 Virginia students enrolled in asimilar program

in North Carolina (Virginia Tech Spectrum, 1986, pp. 1,7).

On February 5, 1986 the Council of Higher Education met. As stated on page 5 of the report
the staff had prepared for Senators Howard Anderson and Elmon Gray recommended to the Council
of Higher Education to deny approval to Virginia Tech for the two-year program. The staff also
affirmed support of arrangements for Virginia native students to attend the North Carolina State
University's program (Council of Higher Education, 1986, p. 5).

On February 10, 1986 the President of Virginia Tech, Dr. William Lavery, received a letter
from Gordon Davies of the Council of Higher Education. The letter informed Dr. Lavery that the
Council had approved the two-year agricultural program with the stipulation that that program be
retracted if the 100 students enrollment per year is not met after each of the first 5 years (G. Davies,
personal communication, February, 1986).

Governor Baliles of Virginiawrote aletter dated February 17, 1986 to the President of the
Virginia Farm Bureau Federation, Mr. S. T. Moore, Jr. The letter reaffirmed the governor's support
of the two-year program and the support of the budget amendments before the General Assembly to
establish the two-year program at Virginia Tech (Baliles, persona communication, February, 17,
1986).

By the spring of 1986, there were still a number of issues that had not been resolved as
shown in a memorandum to Dr. Gary Minish, the first acting director of the Agricultural

Technology Program from the office of the Provost (Appendix D). These problems were in regard
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to admission, diplomas, record management, budget, timetable, along with a host of other various
issues (Appendix D) (E. W. Carson, personal communication, March 5, 1986).

During the spring of 1986 and spring of 1987, through letters and interviews, it can be found
that many of the problems discussed in the March 5, 1986 Provost's Office-Minish memorandum
were being resolved.

In aletter dated February 9, 1987 from Dr. Minish to Acting Dean, Dr. Neal Boyd, Dr.
Minish showed concern and a hint of anger at some mishaps that had occurred regarding
classrooms. Dr. Minish asked for support regarding the budget for positions and classroom
assignments needed for the program (G. Minish, personal communication, February 9, 1987).

By the fall of 1987 the Agricultural Technology Program began to disseminate an education
to those students who applied, were offered admission, accepted admission, and enrolled (G.

Minish, personal communication, February 9, 1987).

Section Summary

In conclusion, the program has had a varied past, sometimes more ominous than others, but
it was always an uphill battle and a great challenge to all of those who aided in the program's

establishment.

Evaluation
Through personal correspondence, each of the 15 national 1862 land-grant institutions
containing a two-year or short course agricultural program with more than one student enrolled was
solicited for information regarding their program. The requested information was for some or all of

the following; a program history, enrollment numbers, how often the program is reviewed or
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evaluated, and for the most current copy of the program review or evauation if any had been
performed.

Many of the institutions have refused to acknowledge the received correspondence, others
have stated that they were willing to send the requested materials but the researcher had never
received them. Any information that has been received can be found in the following few pages.

Purdue University does not review or evaluate their two-year or short course agricultural
program. The program is integrated with the four-year courses and only the academic
departments of the college of agriculture are reviewed every five years, "there have been no
formal reviews or assessments of the associate degree offerings' (A. D. Goecker, personal
communication, February 17, 2000). While at Pennsylvania State University "no one remembers
when it was evaluated” (F. Goode, personal communication, February 14, 2000). Penn State was
not the only University where staff cannot remember the last two-year agricultural program
review or evaluation that took place. For example staff at the University of New Hampshire
cannot remember when their two-year program was last reviewed (R. Smick-Attisano, personal
communication, February 24, 2000).

The Nebraska College of Technical Agriculture (NCTA) was last reviewed through a
state mandated special task force made up of representatives from various members of other two-
year agricultural programs and industry representatives from around the country. The task force
acted as alifeline to the college for its continued operation. NCTA has also gone through
accreditation evaluation. The written report will be used by the North Central Association of
Colleges and Schools evaluation team. The report will also be reviewed by the University of

Nebraska's administration, the Vice Chancellor of the Institute of Agriculture and Natural
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Resources, the President of the University, and the Board of Regents (Anonymous, personal

communication, February 12, 2000).

The last review that Ohio State ATl had done was a " zero-based" review of curriculum in

1994. The review's purpose was to revise curricular requirements for the associate degree

programs (A. Mokma, personal communication, February 24, 2000). The specific objectives of

the review were as follows;

1.

2.

steps;

reaffirm that our graduates are meeting the expectations of employers;

introduce some flexibility in our curriculafor student choice on courses to be taken;
review our requirements in line with the Provost's call to reduce credit hoursin
baccalaureate programs; and

better align our curricular requirements with the expectations of external bodies
such as the Ohio Board of Regents and the North Central Association (A. Mokma,
personal communication, February 24, 2000).

The review process has taken six years to complete. The process included the following

1994-95 The Academic Affairs Committee devel oped the strategy for
curriculum review.

1995-96 The core concepts for the curriculum were rated by the Ohio State
ATI faculty.

1996-97 Industry advisory committees reviewed the "faculty approved” core
concepts.

1997-98 The Academic Affairs Committee reviewed the concepts identified
by industry advisory committees to develop the core of genera education
areas for Associate of Applied Science curricula. In May, the faculty voted
"proceed" with this proposal.

1998-99 The Academic Affairs Committee revised the proposal and
presented it to the divisions for further discussion. On December 4, a faculty
meeting held to vote on the proposed revisions. The proposal was modified
and approved by a 28 (favor)-4 (opposed) margin. In January, the faculty
began to develop courses to deliver instruction on the agreed upon concepts.
Technology coordinators convened meetings of industry advisory
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committees to review the general education core as the foundation for key
technical concepts to be included in curriculum. In April, the Academic
Affairs Committee approved changes in the Associate of Science degree
requirements to reduce the credit hours to reflect the changesin the
Associate of Applied Science degree requirements as well as changes made
by the College of Food Agricultural and Environmental Sciencesin the
baccalaureate curriculum (A. Mokma, personal communication, February
24, 2000).

South Dakota State University's two-year program goes through an institutional review
every five to seven years in conjunction with the four-year programs. The most recent review was
in 1995. The review was broken into 15 different sections;

1. Description of program, college, institution, etc. . .

2. Trends

3. Program Goals and Objectives

4. Need for the program

5. Curriculum

6. Assessment Results

7. Outreach/Extension/Services

8. Research

9. Personnel (Faculty and Staff)

10. Information Resources/Libraries

11. Fecilities

12. Equipment

13. Financing of Program

14. Comparative/Competitive position of overall program

15. Long range plans with implementation strategies and budget consideration (South

Dakota State University, 1995).



Each section was made up of severa different sub-sections and parts to fully assess and
review all aspects of the program; however, there was not mention specifically about the two year
program (T. Nichols, personal communication February 10, 2000; South Dakota State University,
1995).

In March of 1991 the Final Draft of the Report of the Three-Y ear Review Committee Report
for the Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Tech was released. The review is an extensive
summary containing information about all aspects of the program including but not limited to; brief
history, academic issues, administration, faculty & personnel, scholarships, funding, curriculum,
student retention, extra curricular activities, market, job placement, and a summary. The report
stated the strengths of the program to be;

1) the dedication of the students to achieving their goals of an education and career
in the diverse field of agriculture,

2) the excellent faculty and the availability of facilities located in CALS to sustain
such a program,

3) the support given by the agriculture industry and business throughout the
Commonweslth, and

4) the curriculum, which is well-designed to meet the objectives of the program
(Report of the Three Year Review Committee, 1991).

The program weaknesses that were mentioned are as follows;

1) Reduced funding for operations each year the program has been in existence.
2) Thetransferability of credits, the credits do not transfer to the four-year

programs at Virginia Tech. However, the credits will transfer to other institutions
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and be awarded transfer credits. The lack of transferability has discouraged
prospective students and/or their parents.

3) A lack of scholarship support (Report of the Three Y ear Review Committee,
1991).

Two Status Reports, one from 1998 and one from1999, about the Agricultural Technology
Program at Virginia Tech presented to the Virginia Farm Bureau Federation, made mention of some
challenges the program will face. Each report included a challenge of securing additional faculty,
providing more courses for the students to select from a wider range of electives, and "keeping the

program practical and hands-on" (Crunkilton, 1998; Crunkilton, 1999).

Section Summary

The magjority of the 1862 land-grant institution's two-year agricultural programs have not in
recent years, if ever, gone through aformal review, evaluation, or have had performed a needs
assessment. For those two-year agricultural programs that do, it seems that the
review/eval uation/assessment is done in conjunction with the four-year programs, with an

assessment of the college as awhole, or has only reviewed its curriculum.

Summary of the Literature Review

Vocational education has continued to change with political, economic, and social issues
of the time. The literature has shown the beginning principles of vocational education from the
biblical mandates to learn a trade, through the apprenticeships of Europe and America, to the
utopian communities, educational societies, manual trade schools, to the establishment of the

1862 land-grant ingtitutions. The changes within vocational education is also be attributed to the
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changing and melding philosophies, from Fellenberg and Pestalozzi to Franklin, Washington,
Snedden-Prosser, and Dewey. Every movement, every idea, every philosophy is similar but
different. Asthe years go through the history of education we can see what those before us could
not. We can examine, critique, and expand on those ideas, philosophies, and movements. Aswe
look into the past we can notice that every idea, philosophy and movement was built on a past
idea, philosophy, or movement. While education and vocational education continues to evolve
through history, the educators and philosophers of the time take consideration of the
socioeconomic situation at hand to create the newest educational methods of the time. However,
without a proper examination of the past we are unable to learn for the future. One must study
history so that one does not repeat mistakes. It is essentia for every program to perform some
method of program review or evaluation to seeif it is necessary to not only update curriculum,
but also to seeif it may be necessary to remove and or add courses, specializations, change goals,
or even restate the program mission. Every land-grant institution was created with the "industrial
class' in-mind (Herren, Hillison, 1997). One of the purposes of the land-grant institution is to
serve the people of the state by any traditional or non-traditional method. One method of meeting
the demands of the state is the inclusion of two-year programs. If the needs of the people are not
being met, then the land-grant mission is not being fulfilled (Morrill Land-Grant Act, 1862;
NASULGC, 1995).

Virginia Tech being one of the prominent agricultural and engineering schools in the
nation should continue to stand out as such by continuing to follow the land-grant mission, this
includes the continued two-year Agricultural Technology program. The continued success of the
Agricultural Technology program is based on economic, social, and industry trends, and

directing the program and course materia towards those trends. There are many ways that the
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Agricultural Technology Program continues to follow trends of industry; a close working contact
with employersin the agricultura community and by having students in the program perform a
mandatory internship between their first and second year. Through examination of literatureit is
easy to see that some type of apprenticeship or internship has been an important part of
education, especially when actua skills are taught. The literature review shows we can trace
some form of skills or technical training from biblical times, through Europe, to Colonial
America, and at present day as an internship. The apprenticeship has evolved some from biblical
times from a father-son ideal to an internship where students are able to put their education to a
practical use, and to be further trained in the field, or on-the-job.

Asthe Agricultural Technology Program enters into the new century it isimportant for
the program to perform some type of evaluation, review, or assessment to continue the success of
the program. By performing evaluations, reviews, or assessments, a program is ableto gain a
more profound understanding of the needs of its students, graduates and the industry for which
the program graduates will enter. Thisideais not a new thought, Booker T. Washington had a
strong belief in producing a workforce that was needed by industry. Snedden and Prosser also
believed in going to industry to mandate what curriculum must be taught in the classroom for
students to gain employment. By performing some type of evaluation the program will be able to
gain more information of how the program graduates feel. An evaluation will also provide
needed information to the program about what the industry and labor force trends are and is
expected of new workers, what changes the program must incur. And in the end, the program can
use information gained from the evaluation, not only for program improvement but also as a

marketing tool to prospective students.
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Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this chapter isto describe the research methodology used in the study, the
population from which data were collected, describe the instrument (questionnaire) used to
collect data, the procedures used to administer the instrument, and to explain the statistical

procedures used to analyze the collected data.

Research M ethodology

Dependent on what perspective one takes at the technique that was used in this study one
would see from one side a summative evaluation, and from the other a formative style of
evaluation. From the perspective of the subjects that were used to collect the data the evaluation
can look asif it will be used as a summative evaluation because they have completed the
program to which is being evaluated. According to Tuckman (1972) summeative evaluation isto
"determine whether a fully developed program is meeting its objectives’ (Tuckman, 1972, p.
366). From the Agricultural Technology Program perspective the evaluation type was formative.
According to Scriven (1991) formative evaluation is usually conducted for improvement of a
program and is conducted more than once. The evaluation istypically performed from within the
program. For purposes of this study the best description of an evaluation type would be one of an
evaluation of past performance.

The research method of which the data was collected is that of afollow-up survey of the
program graduates' perceptions.

A survey instrument was used as the means of collecting data, Sample survey instruments

are presently awidely used and accepted method to provide data for social science research and
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for administrative program purposes. One of the main purposes of a survey instrument isto
provide for a description of the program, explanation of a program, and for the exploration on

behalf of the program. (Babbie, 1990; Kalton, 1983).

Popul ation/Sample

The population consisted of al of those that graduated from the two-year Agricultura
Technology Program at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University from the date of the
programs first graduation class (1989) to the fall semester of 1998. Because there was such a
small number of subjects within the population, to prevent sampling error, and to be able to
prevent any deviation of assumptions between the sample and the population the whole

population was mailed an evauation instrument.

| nstrumentation

The instrument used in the study was created by using a template from the Academic
Assessment Program at Virginia Polytechnic Ingtitute and State University. The template was
modified to fit the proposed needs and purposes of the Agricultural Technology Program.

A panel of experts was used to validate and identify the proper methods and questions to
be placed or removed from the evaluation instrument. The panel consisted of internal faculty of
the Agricultural Technology Program, faculty from within the College of Agriculture and Life
Sciences, and a faculty member that specializes in program evaluation and statistics.

An additional panel of experts was utilized to aid in the categorization and sub-
categorization of program graduates current occupations and to determine whether the

occupation was a directly related to the agricultural industry.
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The purpose of the survey instrument (Appendix F) was to collect information on the
graduates attitudes towards the Agricultural Technology Program, basic demographics,
beginning job & present job salary, and recommendations for the program'’s improvement.

The instrument was broken into three distinctive parts. Part one consisted of 14 Likert-
styled questions to provide insight into the graduate's attitude toward the program, faculty &
staff, curriculum, and extracurricular activities. Part two consisted of 15 multiple choice and
open-ended questions that related to the graduate's personal and demographic information,
extracurricular activities, additiona education, career, and salary. Part three contained six open-
ended type questions, which the graduate was able to relay specific information about their
attitudes towards program courses, curriculum, program services for the students, and any other

recommendations.

Pilot Study

A pilot study was performed to determine reliability and understandability of the
instrument by sending the instrument to 60 subjects chosen by using a random number chart
produced using the statistical software package of Minitab on June 15, 1998. A second mailing
was sent out on July 9, 1998. A total of 24 survey instruments were returned providing a
response rate of 40%. When using an instrument for gathering data it must be tested to prove a
consistency within its judgement questions. The instrument must be shown that it will be
consistent on what it is testing (Hopkins, 1998). A test for reliability was performed to show "a
reliable measure is one that provides consistent indications of the characteristic of being
investigated" (The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 1981, p. 120).

Using SPSS, the judgement questions (Appendix F, 1-14) were tested for reliability using the
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Cronbach Alpha method, also know as Coefficient Alpha. The questions were shown to be of

reliable consistency with a Standardized Item Alphaof .7371.

Collection of Data

A packet containing a cover letter, questionnaire, an addressed and stamped return
envelope, and asmall gift (usually a magnet or sticker) was sent to each of the subjects. The
stamped return envelope and gift were placed in the packet to encourage the subject to respond.
A pilot study was performed to determine reliability and understandability of the instrument.
Once the pilot study was completed the instrument was updated as deemed necessary by a panel
of experts. Following the updating of the instrument, it was sent to the population of program
graduates, which included those, that participated in the pilot study. Two more mailings were
sent and a non-respondents analysis was performed compl eting the data collection process.

To allow the researcher to distinguish between the first, second, and the third mailings
received, different colored ink was used to place the subject identification number in the top right
hand corner of the instrument to allow for a more accurate account of the response rate. The first
mailing black ink was used; the second mailing red ink was used, and on the third mailing green
ink was used.

The first mailing was sent on February 1, 1999 to 365 people. The researcher received 22
"Return to Senders’ leaving an N of 343. The first mailing produced a response rate of 35% with
121 survey instruments being returned. The second mailing was sent on February 22, 1999 to all
of those who had not yet responded. The second mailing yielded an additional 65 survey
instruments, which is 19% of the total N bringing atotal response rate to 54%. The third mailing

was sent on Wednesday April 7, 1999 to the non-respondents of the first two mailings. Twenty-
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nine survey instruments were received in response to the third mailing achieving an additiona
8% of thetotal N. All three of the mailings yielded a total 215 received survey instruments for a
62% response rate from an N of 343. Thisleft atotal of 128 or 37% non-respondents. A
reliability test was run in SPSS using the Cronbach Alpha method, also know as Alpha

coefficient, the Standard Item Alpha = .7661.

Non-Response Study

A non-response study was performed to determine if there was a difference between
those graduates that returned an instrument from those that had not. If there was no difference
between the respondents and non-respondents the researcher could assume that the findings of
the study would hold true to the whole population. A total of 30 subjects of the 128 non-
respondents were randomly chosen using a random number chart to perform a non-respondent’s
study. Approximately 20% of the non-respondents were chosen to perform the non-respondent's
study. The researchers chose 30 subjects to round the number that is 23% of the non-
respondent's. The study was conducted over afour day and night period where the researcher
made an attempt to call the 30 subjects at various times through the day, evening, and night. Out
of the 30 subjects chosen 11 phone numbers had been disconnected or were incorrect, at two of
the phone numbers there was no answer at any time of the day, evening or night. At four of the
phone numbers the subjects no longer lived at the residence taken from the Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University Alumni services database and the researcher was not given any
forwarding phone number. A total of 13 subjects were contacted giving a 10% response rate for
the non-respondents study. A reliability test was run using SPSS, Standardized Item Alpha=

.8235.
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Method of Analys's

All of the survey instruments that had been received were examined for an excess of

unanswered questions and were removed. The data were analyzed using SPSS, a statistical

software package. Due to the possibility of guarded questions regarding personal information
and the possibility of the subject not having an answer to some or al of the open-ended questions
some of the survey instruments were not 100% complete. Therefore, when descriptive statistics

such as, means, frequency and standard deviations were run on the data different Ns appeared.

Summary

The purpose of chapter 3 was to discuss the methods used in this study, how the survey
instrument was developed, data collection procedures, and the statistical methods used for

analyzing the collected data.



Chapter 4
RESULTS
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the data examined from the received survey
instruments. The first section of this chapter describes the population/sample. The second section
examines and describes the findings as dictated by the data received. The third section is the

chapter summary.

Description of the Population/Sample

The population researched for this study was those students who had graduated from the
Virginia Tech Agricultural Technology Program between May1989 and December 1998. The
first mailing of the survey instrument was sent on February 1, 1999 to 365 people. The
researcher received 22 "Return to Senders' leaving an N of 343. The first mailing produced a
response rate of 35% with 121 survey instruments being returned. The second mailing was sent
on February 22, 1999 to all of those who had not yet responded. The second mailing yielded an
additional 65 survey instruments, which was 19% of the total N bringing a total response rate to
54%. The third mailing was sent on Wednesday April 7, 1999 to the non-respondents of the first
two mailings. Twenty-nine survey instruments were received in response to the third mailing,
achieving an additional 8% of the total N. All three of the mailings yielded atotal of 215
received survey instruments for a 62% response rate from an N of 343. This|eft atotal of 128 or
37% non-respondents. A rdiability test was run in SPSS using the Cronbach Alpha method, also
known as Alpha coefficient, the Standard Item Alpha = .7661. A follow-up of the non-
respondents was performed and showed no significant difference between the respondents and

non-respondents. A total of 13 non-respondent subjects were contacted giving a 10% response
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rate for the non-respondents study. A reliability test was run using SPSS, Standardized Item

Alpha=.8235.

Description of the Respondents

The mgority of the respondents was male (85.6%) between the ages of 20 and 29
(76.7%). The highest response came from the graduating class of 1989 (17.7%) with a close
second from the 1998 class (14.9%). The response rate according to area of specialization and in
descending orders was: Animal Agriculture (34.4%), Landscape and Turf Management (30.2%),
Agribusiness (28.3%), and Crop Production (7.1%). The current mean income of the respondents

was $24,000 - $26,999.

Findings

Thefirst 14 questions on the instrument were opinions regarding the graduates overall
experiences at Virginia Tech while enrolled in the Agricultural Technology Program. The first
14 questions on the instrument used a five-point Likert-style; one being strongly agree, three no
opinion, and five being strongly disagree with the statement provided. Questions 15 through 27
and question 29 asked selected demographic and personal characteristics of the subject.
Questions 28 and 30 through 35 contained five open-ended questions and two yes or no
guestions. Questions 28 and 30 through 35 asked for information pertaining to the subjects

opinion, feelings, and recommendations for the Agricultural Technology Program.
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Research question 1: How pleased were the graduates with the education they received through

the Agricultural Technology Program?

The findings to research question one were based from questions 1 through 14 of the
instrument. The top three questions that were rated with the highest agreement were: number 1,
"my overall educationa experience at Virginia Tech was worthwhile," was rated with a mean of
1.55 and a standard deviation of .61. Question 6, "the Agricultural Technology Program should
continue the internship requirement for every student,” had a mean of 1.35 and a standard
deviation of .61, and question 3, "my undergraduate education equipped me with effective
communication skills' had amean of 1.94 and a standard deviation of .63

Questions 2, 13, and 8 had the least amount of agreement and the lowest means, Question
2, "the Agricultural Technology Program offered me adequate job placement assistance,” had a
mean of 2.58 and a standard deviation of .96. Question 13, "the curriculum in Agricultural
Technology does not permit enough elective courses in other areas,” had a mean of 2.83 and a
standard deviation of .96. And question 8 "I believe the computer experience provided by the
Agricultural Technology Program was adequate for my career,” drew the least agreement with

standard deviation of 1.11. Complete findings of descriptive statistics are reported in Table 1.
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Table1

Evaluation of Agricultural Technology Education Experience

. Standard
Question N Mean Deviation
My overall educational experience at Virginia Tech was worthwhile 215 155 .61
The Agricultural Technology Program should continue the internship requirement
215 1.35 .61
for every student.
My undergraduate education equipped me with effective communication skills. 215 194 .63
| believe the lab sections helped my understanding of the course content in the
. 214 142 .64
Agricultural Technology Program.
| felt comfortable talking to my advisor about course work and issues related to 215 195 71
the program.
The courses taught by the Agricultural Technology Program were out-of-date and
214 397 71
lacked relevance.
My advisor was available when | needed help. 215 1.75 .76
| consider my option area courses to be very important for my career success. 214 191 .81
My student involvement in extracurricular activities is helping me now. 214 251 .87
| feel that | was provided sufficient information concerning career opportunitiesin
) ; 215 2.26 .88
the field of agriculture.
All things considered, | wish that | had not majored in Agricultural Technology. 215 4.14 91
The Agricultural Technology Program offered me adequate job placement
assistance. 209 2.58 .96
The curriculum in Agricultural Technology does not permit enough elective
: 213 2.83 .96
courses in other aress.
| believe the computer experience provided by the Agricultural Technology 215 250 111

Program was adequate for my career.

Note. Scale 1 through 5, 1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=no opinion, 4=disagree, and 5=strongly

disagree
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Research Question 2: What is the salary range of the graduate's first job after graduation and

what is their present salary range?

The datareceived from Question 2 was coded from zero to 10. The mean, mode, and
median discussed represent the numeric code used to interpret the data. The code was then
trandated from ordinal data to the actual numeric representation.

A subject(s) minimum gross salary for the first job after graduating the Agricultural
Technology Program was in the $10,000 to $14,999 range for 30 of the 201 subjects that
responded to the question. The Mean was a 3.27, which represents an average, gross salary range
of $18,000 to $23,999 for 90 of the 201 respondents of the question, and a mode and median of 3
($18,000-$20,999). There were three (1.5%) respondents making a gross salary of $40,000 or
higher on thelir first job after graduating from the program. Complete findings of descriptive
statistics are reported in Table 2.

The current annual gross income question showed there were three subjects (1.5%) that
currently have no income, thisis due to either being a current student or being a "housewife"
according to the data received. The minimum current gross salary for an Agricultural
Technology graduate was in the $10,000 to $14,999 range for 10 (4.9%) of the 204 subjects that
responded to the question. The mean was a 5.75, which represents an average, gross salary range
of $24,000 to $29,999 for 63 of the 204 respondents of the question. There were 30 (14.7%)
respondents making a current gross salary of $40,000 or higher. The median current annual gross
incomeis a6 ($27,000-$29,999) and a mode of 5 representing $24,000-$26,999. Compl ete

findings of descriptive statistics are reported in Table 3.
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Table2

Starting Gross Salaries of the Agricultural Technology's Graduates First Job (n=201)

Sdlary Range Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

No Income 0 0.0 0.0
$10,000 - $14,999 30 14.9 14.9
$15,000 - $17,999 40 19.9 34.8
$18,000 - $20,999 55 27.4 62.2
$21,000 - $23,999 35 17.4 79.6
$24,000 - $26,999 23 11.4 91.0
$27,000 - $29,999 12 6.0 97.0
$30,000 - $32,999 1 5 97.5
$33,000 - $35,999 0 0 975
$36,000 - $39,999 2 1.0 98.5

$40,000 + 3 15 100

Note. Mean=3.27 shows that the mean income is between $18,000 and $23,999, standard

deviation=1.75. Mode=3 ($18,000-$20,999), and a median income of 3 ($18,000-$20,999).
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Table3

Current Gross Salaries of the Agricultural Technology's Graduates (n=204)

Sdlary Range Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

No Income 3 15 15
$10,000 - $14,999 10 4.9 6.4
$15,000 - $17,999 13 6.4 12.7
$18,000 - $20,999 19 9.3 22.1
$21,000 - $23,999 21 10.3 32.4
$24,000 - $26,999 34 16.7 49.0
$27,000 - $29,999 29 14.2 63.2
$30,000 - $32,999 20 9.8 73.0
$33,000 - $35,999 12 5.9 78.9
$36,000 - $39,999 13 6.4 85.3

$40,000 + 30 14.7 100

Note. Mean=5.75, shows the mean income is between $24,000 and $29,999, standard
deviation=2.73. median=6 ($27,000-$29,999), and a mode of 5 ($24,000-$26,999).
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Research Question 3: What were the strengths and weaknesses of the program as perceived from
the graduates?

Strengths and weakness of the program were determined from the first 14 questions on
the survey instrument through the mean and standard deviation, and through survey instrument
guestion 32 and 35. Questions 32 and 35 had similar responses with the addition of graduates
calling for the Agricultural Technology Program to have alumni activities, a newsletter, and to
ask the alumni of the program to get involved with the program. Tables 1 and 4 through 16
report frequencies and means when appropriate and are where the appropriate datais reported for
the findings of to research question 3.

The top three questions that were rated with the highest agreement were: number 1, "my
overall educational experience at Virginia Tech was worthwhile," was rated with a mean of 1.55
and a standard deviation of .61. Question 6, "the Agricultural Technology Program should
continue the internship requirement for every student,” had a mean of 1.35 and a standard
deviation of .61, and question 3, "my undergraduate education equipped me with effective
communication skills' had amean of 1.94 and a standard deviation of .63

Questions 2, 13, and 8 with the least amount of agreement and the lowest positive mean,
Question 2, "the Agricultural Technology Program offered me adequate job placement
assistance,” had a mean of 2.58 and a standard deviation of .96. Question 13, "the curriculum in
Agricultural Technology does not permit enough elective courses in other areas," had a mean of
2.83 and a standard deviation of .96. And Question 8 "'l believe the computer experience
provided by the Agricultural Technology Program was adequate for my career,” drew the least
agreement with standard deviation of 1.11. Complete findings of descriptive statistics are

reported in Table 1.
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After careful examination of the subjects statements in answer to question 32 of the
survey instrument, the statements were deemed to fit in one of 14 categories. Some statements
made were thrown out due to illegibility and, therefore, will not be shown in any of the tables.
Some of the statements were able to fit into more than one of the categories, but were only
categorized into one as the researcher deemed most appropriate. The categories are as follows:
animal agriculture, agricultural business, computer and technology, communication and 1Ssues,
more in-depth courses, turf, additional courses, crops, genera curriculum, job placement and
internship, new program options, separation of options, more stringent requirements, and general
statements and no-opinion. Complete findings of descriptive statistics are reported in Tables 4 -

16.

Table4

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Animal Agriculture

Statement Freq.
Additional animal health courses 3
Keep on the cutting edge in beef production and forage utilization 1
More in-depth beef cattle courses 1
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Table5

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Agricultural Business

Statement Freq.
Additional business courses 5
More emp_hasis in sales techniques, business management, bidding skills, and owning 4
and operating asmall farm

Require more business courses for all options 3
Less animal courses and more business courses would be more benefit 2
Don't just teach how to borrow money 1
Table 6

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Computers and Technology
Statement Freq.
Increased computer work, additional computer courses, and increased emphasis on 16
computer applications

Stay current with technology and look at new technol ogy 2
Table 7

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Communication and Issues
Statement Freq.
Increased emphasis on communication, public speaking, and public relations skills 4
Additional curriculum for people management and leadership 2
Emphasis on current agricultural practices 1
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Table 8

Subject Statements about Program | mprovement to Curriculum: Turf

Statement Freq.
Improve and more hands-on irrigation and drainage course 8
More strictly turf courses, more speakersin turf 6
Separate the Landscape and Turf options 2
Offer aturf equipment mechanics and maintenance course 2
Additional golf course classes 1
Golf course construction courses required 1
Require diseases of turf grasses course 1
Additional landscape and turf courses 1
Both woody landscaping courses should be more available for every turf student 1
I mprove nursery courses 1
Additional hands-on activities towards superintendent training 1
Include herbaceous plant material and landscape contracting 1
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Table9

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Additional and More In-depth

Courses

Statement Freq.
More course options and awider variety of coursesfor electives 14
More 4 year course options 10
S_ome courses are to vague and should be more in-depth to aid in the understanding of the 5
field of study

Have basic courses that relate to the real world and less useless courses 2
Have in-depth training that can lead to licenses and certifications, i.e. crop advisors 1
Make the management courses more in-depth 1
Replace Ag. Tech course | and Il with more specific courses so that students are able to

choose what they want and need 1
Table 10

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Crops

Statement Freq.
More crop specific courses 1
Additional coursesin nutrient management 1
More agricultural related courses 1
Use something other then corn to teach students how to raise plants 1
Teach some common growing practices such as, from pre-planting through harvest and 1

post-harvest
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Table 11

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Genera Curriculum

Statement Freq.
Get more or al credits and courses to transfer 27
More hands-on in classes and/or keep class size down 9
More in-depth soil chemistry courses as well as math, chemistry, turf science and 2
computers

Teachers that speak English 2
Some courses should have a project at the end to tie everything together 1
Only require one anima management course 1
The program should put more time into classes, making sure that people understand the 1
materia

Make material more specific 1
Allow more basic college classes 1
Ag. Techisagreat ideaand all options are good except the crop production option 1
Local farmers need to be brought into the classroom and internships 1
Make students understand that classes are important. Be tougher on the ones that did not 1

participate or were disruptive, certain students made it difficult to concentrate.
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Table 12

Subject Statements about Program |mprovement to Curriculum: Job Placement and Internship

Statement Freq.

Spend more time with people graduating to help them with job placement 2

Let students know that jobs obtained with a two-year degree are lower paying production
or farm management jobs

Allow interns to work for family business 1
Review the many agriculture jobs available and the various positionsin the field of

agriculture and what the future holds for many of these options. More than just animal, 1
business and turf.

Have job placement for agricultural technology students only 1
Become invol\_/ed in pl aci_ng or giving internrshi ps. Helping an intern work with a 1
company that is related directly towards their degree

Table 13

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: New Program Options
Statement Freq.
Add aforestry option 2
Add an equine option 1
Expand to more fields 1
Table 14

Subject Statements about Program Improvement to Curriculum: Separate Options

Statement Freq.
Have complete separate courses for al of the options, do not intermingle the options 7
Have more specialized classes for each individual options 7
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Table 15

Subject Statements about Program |mprovement to Curriculum: More Stringent Requirements

Statement Freq.
Make the courses tougher, more challenging, more difficult grading, and demand more 6
from students

Make the graduating required GPA higher, students should improve 1
Crack down on cheating, its cheating the students 1
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Table 16

Subject Statements about Program |mprovement to Curriculum: General Statements and No-

Opinion

Statement Freq.
No-Opinion, no statement, not sure of present-day Situation, and stay the same 19
Make it afour year program 2
Cut down on the paper work required for the internship 1
Have long and short essay exams, not multiple choice 1
More advertising of the program 1
we experienced bitterness from the instructors towards the two-year program 1

Professors who normally taught 4yr students thought we were less capable

peopl e/students 1
More university support 1
Bring back more adumni to talk with students about the real world 1
Have an internet site with updates of what is going on 1
Try to get more students involved in clubs and organizations 1
!Do away with attendance cl_asseﬁ such asintro to Ag Tech It makes the students feel 1
immature and they then act immature

| seemed to learn alot from the classes taught by extension agents 1
Some professors didn't seem interested in teaching us 1
More guest speakers from various agriculturad fields 1
Most employers want 4-year degrees 1
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Research Question 4: What is the Agricultural Technology graduates current occupati ons?

Once the data had been collected each response to survey instrument question 27, "what
iSyour current primary position title?' was written on afile card and then separated into one of
severa categories. The categories are animal agriculture (Table 17), agricultural business (Table
18), crops and agronomy (Table 19), landscape and turf management (Table 20), miscellaneous
agriculture (Table 21), production agriculture (Table 22), and miscellaneous occupations (Table
23). Each of the categories listed has several sub-categories. Complete category and subcategory

listings and frequencies are reported in Tables 17 through 23.

Table 17

Agricultural Technology Program Graduates Current Occupations: Anima Agriculture

Occupation Category Frequency
Herdsman 5
Herd Manager 4
Equine (Grooming) 2
Veterinary Technician 2
Artificial Insemination 1
Poultry service 1

81



Table 18

Agricultural Technology Program Graduates Current Occupations: Agricultural Business

Subcategory Frequency
Managers, Assistant Managers and Trainees, Supervisors, and Department heads. 18
General Sales 10
Territory and Regional Sales Representatives, and consultants 8
Owners 7
Office Management, and Administrative Assistants 5
Accounting, Banking, Bookkeeping, and Finance 3
Customer Service, Human Resources, and Training 3
Directors and Coordinators 3
Table 19

Agricultural Technology Program Graduates Current Occupations. Crops and Agronomy

Subcategory Frequency
Agronomy Specialist 1
Chemical Applicator 1
Genera Labor 1
Supervisor a an Experiment and Research Station 1
Technical Specialist 1
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Table 20

Agricultural Technology Program Graduates Current Occupations: Landscape and Turf

Management

Sub-category Frequency
Golf Course Assistant Superintendent 10
Golf Course Superintendent 6
Landscape Crew Foreman or Supervisor 4
Landscape Company Owner 3
Lawn-care 3
Irrigation Specialist and installation 2
Delivery/Fertilizer Spreader 1
Greens-keeper 1
Greenhouse Maintenance Foreman 1
Landscape Gardner 1
Landscape Groundskeeper 1
Propagation Manager 1
Table 21

Agricultural Technology Program Graduates Current Occupations: Miscellaneous Agriculture

Sub-category Frequency
Environment, Conservation, Wildlife, and Health 6
Lumber and Paper Industry 3
Extension Agent 1
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Table 22

Agricultural Technology Program Graduates Current Occupations: Production Agriculture

Sub-category Frequency
Owner/Operator 16
Vice President, Managers, Assistant Managers, and Supervisors 14
General Farm Labor 2
Quality Control 1
Table 23

Agricultural Technology Program Graduates Current Occupations: Miscellaneous Occupations

Sub-Category Frequency
Skilled Trades 6
Generd 5
Law Enforcement and Military 5
Student 4
Truck and Delivery Driver 4
Foreman 3
Managers and Supervisors 3
Unemployed and Homemaker 3
Engineer 2
Operator 2
Teaching 2
Technicians 2
Health Sciences 1




Research Question 5: What recommendations do the graduates have for the improvement of the

Agricultural Technology Program?

After careful examination of the subjects statements in answer to question 32 of the
survey instrument, the statements were deemed to fit in one of 14 categories. Some statements
made were thrown out due to illegibility and, therefore, will not be shown in any of the tables.
Some of the statements are able to fit into more than one of the categories, but were only
categorized into one as the researcher deemed most appropriate. The categories are as follows:
animal agriculture, agricultural business, computer and technology, communication and issues,
more in-depth courses, turf, additional courses, crops, genera curriculum, job placement and
internship, new program options, separation of options, more stringent requirements, and general
statements and no-opinion. Complete findings of descriptive statistics are reported in Tables 4 -

16.

Chapter Summary

This chapter supplied a description of the examined data relevant to the four research
guestions received from the research questionnaire. A description of the population and sample,
and the descriptions of the findings as dictated by the data received were also examined within
chapter 3. Relevant frequencies, means, standard deviations, and percentages were described for
some or al of the following: Likert-style judgement questions, graduates gross income for their
first job following graduation, current gross income, current occupation, and statements made

with regards to program improvement.
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Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this chapter isto present a summary of the study. This chapter will review
the purpose of the study, reiterate the research questions, research method used, the findings,

conclusions of the study, and recommendations for further research.

Summary

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to perform an evaluation of performance of the Virginia
Tech Agricultural Technology Program as perceived by the program graduates by collecting data
regarding Virginia Tech Agricultural Technology Program graduates salaries, occupations, and
recommendation statements for the improvement of the program. The population that was
surveyed in the research is al of those that graduated from the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University Agricultural Technology Program between 1989 and fall 1998. This evaluation
will alow faculty of the Agricultural Technology Program to better determine what changes
need to take place within the program'’s curriculum to prepare students for the workforce in the

agricultura industry.

Research Questions

1. How pleased were the graduates with the education they received through the Agricultural
Technology Program?
2. What isthe salary range of the graduate's first job after graduation and what is their current

saary range?
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3. What were the strengths and weaknesses of the program as perceived from the graduates?
4. What are the Agricultural Technology Program graduates current occupations?
5. What recommendations do the graduates have for the improvement of the Agricultural

Technology Program?

M ethodol ogy

After an instrument was created and a pilot study conducted, the questionnaire was
prepared for mailing with two follow-ups to increase the response. All three of the mailings
yielded atotal 215 received instruments for a 62% response rate from an N of 343. Thisleft a
total of 128 or 37% non-respondents. A reliability test was run in SPSS using the Cronbach
Alpha method, also known as Alpha coefficient, Standardized Item Alpha = .7582. Once the raw
data were compiled descriptive statistics, frequencies, and cross tabulation were used to analyze

the data.

Findings

The first 14 items on the instrument were judgement questions regarding the graduates
overall experiences at Virginia Tech while enrolled in the Agricultural Technology Program. The
first 14 questions on the instrument used a five point Likert-style; one being strongly agree, three
no opinion, and five being strongly disagree with the statement provided. Questions 15 through
27 and question 29 asked selected demographic and personal characteristics of the subjects.
Questions 28 and 30 through 35 contain five open-ended questions and two yes or no questions.
Questions 28 and 30 through 35 asked for information pertaining to the subject's opinion,

feelings, and recommendations for the Agricultural Technology Program.
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The majority of the respondents were male (85.6%) between the ages of 20 and 29
(76.7%). The highest response came from the graduate class of 1989 (17.7%) with a close second
from the 1998 class (14.9%). The response rate according to area of speciaization and in
descending orders was. Animal Agriculture (34.4%), Landscape and Turf Management (30.2%),
Agribusiness (28.3%), and Crop Production (7.1%). The first 14 Likert-style judgement
guestions show a low variance and standard deviations below one with the exception of one
guestion. The annual gross income for the graduates first job after graduating from the
Agricultural Technology Program was $18,000 - $23,999. The current mean income of the

respondents was $24,000 - $26,999.

Conclusions

Question 1: How pleased were the graduates with the education they received through the

Agricultural Technology Program?

The findings of the first 14 questions of the survey instrument clearly illustrate positive
mean scores with low standard deviations. Thisis concluded to show that the majority of the
graduates were pleased with the education they received through the program and that the
program prepared the majority of graduates for the agricultural industry. Two particular
questions illustrate this best, "my overall educational experience at Virginia Tech was
worthwhile," had a mean of 1.55 (strongly agree-agree) showed a high agreement with a
standard deviation of .61. Question 14, "al things considered, | wish that | had not majored in
Agricultural Technology," had a mean of 4.14 (disagree-strongly disagree), and a standard

deviation of .91. The question was structured as a negative gquestion and should show a high
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mean score. The mean of 4.14 is a positive statement toward the Agricultural Technology

Program.

Question 2: What is the salary range of the graduate's first job after graduation and what is their

present salary range?

The graduates gross salary for their first job after graduating from the Agricultural
Technology Program showed 30 graduates with a low of $10,000-$14,999. The mode salary of
55 Agricultural Technology Program graduates was $18,000-$20,999, a mean and median first
salary of $18,000-$23,999 for 90 graduates, and 3 graduates had a high annual salary above
$40,000.

The Agricultural Technology graduates current gross salary consists of alow with no
income due to being a student or homemaker (3 graduates). There were 34 program graduates
that fell into the mode income level of $24,000-$26,999. The mean current salary of the
Agricultural Technology Program graduates was $24,000-$29,999, 63 graduates fell into the
mean. The median current income of the Agricultural Technology Program was $27,000-$29,999
that included 29 graduates, and 30 graduates with a high current income above $40,000.

From the frequencies and descriptive statistics collected regarding program graduates
salariesit is concluded that the salary range has moved up since their first job. Only three
graduates had an income above $40,000 for their first job after graduating the program while 30
graduates report their current income to be over $40,000. The mean income rose from $18,000-
$23,999 to $24,000-$29,999. The mode salary rose from $18,000-$20,999 to $24,000-$26,999,
while the median rose from $18,000-$23,999 to $27,000-$29,999 for their reported current

income.
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Question 3: What were the strengths and weaknesses of the program as perceived from the

graduates?

As with most results there are certain instances and/or subjects that show strengths as
well as some shortfalls of the program. Without any doubt the findings show that there are a
great deal of strengths to the Agricultural Technology Program. The availability of advisors and
the students comfort level of talking to them about course work and issues related to the program
had shown to be important to the respondents. The use of teaching labs in the course curriculum
and the communication skills taught have proven to be an important part of a graduates career
success. The program graduates in almost unanimous agreement, believed that the mandatory
internship that must be completed prior to graduation should be continued resulted in the lowest
mean of 1.35 (strongly agree to agree) and a standard deviation of .61.

Every program has some points in which it should improve on, the Agricultural
Technology Program is no different. From the graduates perceptions the program is lacking in
not having enough computer technology skills being taught. Question eight of the questionnaire,
"I believe the computer experience provided by the Agricultural Technology Program was
adequate for my career," had the least amount of agreement with a standard deviation of 1.11 and
the highest variance (1.232). Among other weakness that the graduates pointed out included
adequate job placement, the question "the Agricultural Technology Program offered me adequate

job placement assistance”" had a mean of 2.58 (agree to neutral) with a standard deviation of .96.
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Question 4: What are the Agricultural Technology graduates current occupations?

The Agricultural Technology Program is meeting its mission by being able to have the
majority of the program graduates employed in the agricultural industry (78%) with 16% having
gone straight back work for the family farm or into farm ownership. The Agricultura
Technology Program graduates have a higher rate of career-related employment than the
Virginia Tech College of Artsand Sciences that was only at 72.9% as found in the 1997-1998
Post-Graduation Report (http://www.career.vt.edu/FOLLOWUP/97-98/CARUNIV .html, April
22, 2000). Four of the Agricultural Technology Program respondents are students and three are
either unemployed or homemakers by choice, if these 7 are taken out of the equation 81.5% or
155 out of 190 total respondents are in occupations directly involved with the agricultural
industry. There are 15 graduates in the animal agricultura field, 57 in the agricultural business
industry, five in crops and agronomy, 34 in landscape and turf careers, 11 in the miscellaneous
agricultural positions, 33 directly related in farming, and 42 of the graduates are employed in
miscellaneous careers or trades. See Tables 17 through 23 for full occupation description and

frequencies.

Question 5: What recommendations do the graduates have for the improvement of the

Agricultural Technology Program?

There are many recommendations from the subjects that the program faculty should take
into consideration with regards to curriculum and program management. Many themes were
observed in the data received from the Agricultural Technology Program graduates including
those regarding the transferability of course credit hours to the four-year program, use of

computers and technology, additional program options, additional courses, and improvement
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with job placement services. However, some of the recommendations may not be economically
feasible for this program even though they would be of benefit. There were 16 statements of
recommendation made about requiring more computer work and added computer courses to help
prepare students for the workforce. There were atotal of 26 recommendations for the addition of
or further emphasis of courses, five recommendations for additional business courses, seven for
communication and people management courses, and 14 for more courses being made available
to be taken as electives. Recommendations to make four-year courses more readily available to
the Agricultural Technology students were made by 10 subjects, eight subjects recommended for
the improvement of the irrigation course, while nine recommended to keep classsizeto a
minimum and make the courses more hands-on. There were 14 recommendations to speciaize
and separate each of the courses according to option. Eight subjects thought that there should be
more stringent grading procedures, higher GPA requirements for graduation, and/or more
challenging courses. An overwhelming 27 recommendations to allow more credit hours allowed
to transferred to the four-year programs, and 19 subjects stated that they were either too far
removed from the program to make any recommendations, for the program to stay the same or

had no-opinion.

Recommendations

Based from the findings and conclusions of the study related to program graduate
perceptions the following recommendations for further study to determine if policy needsto be
changed in the areas of curriculum, job placement, and credit hour transferability.

A needs assessment and/or full evaluation of the program curriculum should be

performed using leaders from the agricultural industry in the fields of agricultural business and
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finance, landscape and turf management, animal agriculture, and crops and agronomy to aid in
what the industry deems as necessary skills and knowledge for a prospective employee.

An external review, which contains members not from Virginia Tech but of industry
members, extension agents, faculty of two-year agricultural programs from land-grant
ingtitutions, and curriculum and instruction specialists should be conducted. Thiswill alow an
unbiased review of the program stature and its curriculum while provide constructive criticism
from peers and should provide anew insight to instruction delivery.

Twenty-seven recommendations from Agricultural Technology graduates about the
transferability of credits shows a great concern from their behalf. Based on the great deal of
concern shown by the program graduates a study should be initiated to look at the possibility for
policy change to increase the amount of transferable credits from the two-year Agricultural
Technology Program to the four-year programs.

It is recommended that the Agricultural Technology Program perform a needs assessment
and an economic feasibility study to possibly extend program options and coursesin
forestry/wood science, natural resources, and equine science. The data that have been compiled
in response to current graduate occupations (see Tables 17-23) and recommendations made from
the program graduates (see Tables 4-16), showed the need for additional options and/or courses.

Based upon the data that has been received in response to question 8 of the survey
instrument (see Table 1) and recommendations made from the program graduates (see Tables 4-
16) it is recommended that the Agricultural Technology Program expand its computer and
technology course offerings. Additional technology and advanced computer skills have become
more predominant in the agricultura industry and the Agricultural Technology Program must

prepare students to meet the growing demand of technologically skilled employees.
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The last mgjor recommendation is that the Agricultural Technology Program should
continue to do what has been working well as perceived by the program graduates. The
internship is an integral part of the educationa style of the program, also, the hands-on lab
courses being taught through the program have proven to be a great asset and should be
continued, and the advisement of students and the conformability that was on behalf of the
students while meeting with the advisor shows a worth of accomplishment and high standards

should be kept when advising students.

Personal Observations and Discussion

Through the data received from the survey instrument the graduates have showed their
displeasure with the amount or lack there of, of credit hours allowed to transfer to the four-year
program at Virginia Tech. Throughout the program's short history more credit hours have
accepted into the four-year program than at the conception of the Agricultural Technology
program. At the present time not more than 28 credit hours are allowed to transfer to the four-
year program. With this said, the Agricultural Technology Program is aterminal degree program
offering an Associate of Agriculture degree at the completion of the program. This two-year
program was not be used as a stepping-stone such as seen through community colleges, to afour-
year program.

The Agricultural Technology Program requires that a two credit hour computer
applications course be taken to meet graduation requirements. Many of the courses that are taken
through the Program require some basic computer usage, including email, Internet, word-
processing, and spreadsheet usage. From the data received, and experience from within the field

this does not come innately close to meeting the technological and computer needs that will be
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found in the majority of the agricultural industry. There needs to be further integration of
technology, computer hardware and software utilized in most, if not all of the courses within the
Agricultural Technology Program. Furthermore, additional courses in technology and computers
should be offered within the Program. The Agricultural Technology Program would be providing
amore profound service to the students through an advanced computer applications, precision
agriculture, and general agricultural technology course offerings.

Many of the courses that are being taught and offered through the Agricultural
Technology Program are being duplicated with courses from the four-year program. At the
programs inception it was bargained between administrators and faculty that there would be
complete separation of the two-year and the four-year program. This does not provide the
students any benefit. The students would receive a more appropriate education if there would be
an integration between courses that are taught in both of the programs, there is no common sense
or feasible reason to have course duplication as is being done with courses such as the computer
applications course, and courses in the Landscape Turf option of the program. This requires
additional manpower, administrative work, and money. In addition, a faculty member would be
able to offer additional courses to the students that are not already being taught by the four-year
or two-year program if he or she did not have to duplicate a course already being offered through
the four-year program. Some thought should be given by offering specified coursesin the
various College of Agriculture and Life Science departments to the Agricultural Technology
students that can be taken along side of the four-year program students. Purdue University has a
two-year program that is fully integrated within each individual collage of agriculture

department.
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Overall the Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Tech. is fulfilling the mission it
has set forth. It is performing a worthwhile service to the Commonwealth of Virginia and

Virginias agricultural industry.

Summary

Part of the mission of the Agricultural Technology Program "is to develop the human
resources to fulfill technical and management level needs’ (AT web site, 2/16/00). This mission
is being fulfilled with over 78% of the respondents in technical and management field of
agriculture and the majority of those respondents that fall into the "miscellaneous occupations’
category are primarily in management and technical fields which brings the Agricultura
Technology Program's accomplishment of mission close to 100%.

The second part of the Agricultural Technology mission is "the primary emphasisin the
Program is the application of content learned in the classroom, to address the issues, problems,
and trend in the agricultural industry”" (AT web site, 2/16/00). This has been a main focus of the
program but a great number of the recommendations received show that there could be
improvement made with regards to additional courses added and the hands-on application of the
content learned in the courses being taught. Again economic feasibility may play an important
role in how these recommendations are carried out.

Overadll, the careful examination of the data shows that the graduates of the program are
satisfied with the education they received from the program, but have some concerns regarding

the amount of courses that are made available to the students.
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Appendix A

1862 Land Grant Institutions with 2-Y ear Agricultural Programs, 1998 Fall Enrollments from the

Food and Agricultural Education Information System (FAEIS) Report.

All datawas received either from the Food and Agricultural Education Information System

(FAEIS) Report (July 1999), the Technical Agriculture Association (TAA) Web site, or the

stated Institution.

North Carolina State University Agricultura Institute

Organized: 1959
University if Wisconsin
Organized: 1885
Michigan State University
Organized: 1894
University of Maryland
Organized: 1965
University of Nebraska
Organized:  1912/1965
University of Connecticut

Organized: 1941

University of Massachusetts

Organized: 1918
Virginia Tech

Organized: 1987

Farm and Industry Short Course

Institute of Agricultural Technology

Institute of Applied Agriculture

Nebraska College of Technical Agriculture

Ratliff Hicks School of Agriculture

Stockbridge School of Agriculture

Agricultural Technology
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Enrollment; 461

Enrollment; 126

Enrollment; 386

Enrollment; 87*

Enrollment; 270*

Enrollment: 64

Enrollment: 264

Enrollment; 123



Ohio State (Wooster) Enrollment: 965
Organized: 1972

Purdue University Enrollment: 27
Organized: 1973

South Dakota State University Enroliment: 94
Organized:  Unknown

Pennsylvania State University Enrollment: 137
Organized:  Unknown

Maine-Orno Enrollment: 1
Organized:  Unknown

Louisiana State University Enrollment: 213
Organized:  Unknown

American Samoa Community College Enrollment: 13
Organized:  Unknown

Utah State University Enrollment: 16
Organized:  Unknown

University of New Hampshire Enrollment: 319

Organized: 1868

* Indicates that the enrollment data was obtained from the Technical Agriculture
Association (TAA) Web site.
*x Indicates that the data was received from somewhere other than the Technical Agriculture

Association (TAA) Web site or the Food and Agricultural Education Information System

(FAEILS) report.
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Appendix B
1913 Yearbook, The Bugle.

Administration Notes

In 1907, Pregident MeBrdye vesigned 10 wecapt an bowvrary appsintuent
oo the Carnegie Foundntion for the Advaieciment aof I'egehin g,

The policy adapted 1383, nud the arganisation then tiven the Colage,
bave sontinued practios)te unchitngetD from that yenr 7y the nrvssens one.

ADMHIRIETHATION OF P_HEi-'-'ID'EH'].‘ HARKINCER

In Jdung, 1207, Dr. Panl Nrandon Boarrinwer, & redical pmfessor gt the
Univrrairy of Vieginis, and far several Teary Chairman of (e Faenlty of that
insziEntiony, was elearad prstden aud, enteed upon his dulies in Septender of
st year Muny changes m the fueully were made during Bk lerm of nffice,
aud the fouryesr cowrtes o Gonernl Sclence and Frapzratmy Veterinare

» Medicine were dropped, as well as the classes in hists ey, Toe garden and sanning

and eider-mabrg depatbments wers abwlizhed and the old daivy and the

. “eanning buildmgs weae torn dewn.  Tn the last vear of his term of otfiee tke

Teain shop buildipg with the greater pavt of i%s octents was destroyed by fire.

© The departwment of Minjug Enmmeering was cstablsshed and ¢ professar of Min.

lng Engimeeriug clocled. Mew fouryear eouiwes in Mining Bugiceering, Apri-
enltural itnginesring, Themieal Frogivecriag, and Applied Bivlumy wera omrun-
ized, ghort winter courses fir farmers were established and a zmall building
erectec. for the deparcment of Mining Eaglueering sl n pesilencs for the fare
BN ET .0 '

4 numhker of concrele walks were txd dovo, mmproving watarially the

- Appearance oF the grounds adjsining the maiz buildings. A new drivewny wax

opeucd to the agricultersl Milding and teo or thres comgrp.e bricge erceled,

CThe Almoad gale sb the town smiranee Lo Lha grovnds was Inilt dariuge hic

edmiristration, Fur the session of 10EL ien omits wery reraired for admms.
5idiL, an advauce madas posmble by the rapid estabislowml nf kiglh achoals
throngacot the State and nescsilated by similar aetion Laken bv many Swithern
Colleges.  The catalogve for W session nf TEVLI, the Taas of thia miministra.
tivn, Eave uoLiee that fenrtoen units wavld be vequised In 1853414,

- During Doetar Bareinger's term uf offer there was e derline e the
rumuer of atndests, the atlendagee fuibiage 2o AT 2t its elose. Thatioe Bzt
Tesiganed ot the el of the seashon T ISR
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Appendix C

Virginia
Polytechnic Institute

ﬂgri&u’ﬂﬁmf and Mechanical College

- -

EGREE. courses in General Science, Agriculture, Applied
Biology, Hortieulture, Agricultural Engineering, Preparatory
Veterinary Medicine, Applied Chemistry, Chemical Engi-

neering, Metallargy and Metallography, Applied CGeology, Civil
Enginzering, Mechanical Enginc:ring,‘E]c:tricﬂ Engineering, Min.
ing Enginecrnng.’ Fifty-three instructors, theroughly equipped
yhops, laboratories and barns. '

Entrance requirements fourteen units. Specified: in English,
thres units: in Mathematica, three. vnits; in History, two units;
Optona}, sz units Stzam heat and electric.lighs in the dormi. -
tories and buildings Pure water, regularly tested by collegz bac-
teriologist, in all college buildimgs and in town. Library, 26000 | |
volusmes, Farm of 800 acrea. Military iraiming under ofhicer
detailed by the U. 5, Army. : : :

Demonstration work- for the State of Virginia administered -
fiom this institukion. . '

“Two-year short course in Agriculture, and Farmers’ winter | = °
short conrae, N - -

Total coat for session of pine months, including tuition and
other fees, board, washing, uniforms, medical attendance, etc.,

$316.75. Cost to Virginia students, $236.75.

Alumni employment burcau administered from the Regis-
trar’s ofhce. '

The next se_:qii:m opens Wednesday, September 20, 1916,
Write to Registrar for catalogue. -

~ }. D. Eggleston, President ..

BLACKSBURG, VA.
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Appendix D

Letter from E. W. Carson to Dr. Gary Minish

VIRGINIA TECH

Office of Univgrsﬁy‘ﬁrovnxt 861-5133

MEMORANDUM
TO: GCary Minish _ (IULECT OF 2R ICULTURE
RMD LT S MINGTS

FROM:  E. W. Carson

SUBJECT: . Two-Year Agricullure Program

I have noted with some concern that the first class for the two-—
Year agriculture prog-zm is targeted for enrollment ip the Fall
of 198%. fThere are nu—erous issues which could or will =ff=sct the
student systems area. We have not discrssed any of these issues.
Some of these are listed below. I thought this lisling might be
helpfu] in your planniag. [ have alse included several areas
vinich interact with thke Student Systens but for which we are not
directly rESPDRSlDIE

1. The ACG admissions should e in a separste affice from Under-
graduzte Admissiops. A clone of our new system could be made
availab;e for uze as needsd by the AG program.

E;Bfter students accept an offer, sslected data elements zre
transferred to tha student records system. This transfer of
student records mz st be coordinated.

3. The University must prepare SCIEV and OCR. admissiens rep

and enroliment remorts. Who will prepare and coordinate
thexe?

cris

-.L All academic records must be in the same system and all tran-

F C scripis and grade Tecords will be under the Reqistrar. 211

9 such academic reccrds are official state records and subject
" to bath stat= apd AACRAC guidelines.

S.4 Will the appnlication records and high school material be for—-
. warded to the Registrar For all enreoliled students, as is now

the case for undararaduates?

by Who will verity tre data in the zdmissions and student records
« BYsten? Self-verZlication?

How will the A5 c--gram courses be identified in the records
N system and on tra=e-sript?

%‘"\%

irpira coliccnie nseitcle smd Soce UBaiversioe
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+ jp the AG progran and all faculty Teacniis
Fogram will need to be identified as heing
Y am. This must be dons in the University's
ssociated with students and timetables.

L Ees . s . . . :
.1/t asumé-th £ yill be specific funding which will need €0 be
as:s’o‘:';‘i"'é{t%lé"with faculty afforts in this program.

i__O. . ']_.i,;i%g%oufses will be excluded from BS/BA deqrees*and asso-
iead QCR caloulations. How will this nae done?

e the associate degres desigpation (official ti-

_0_..w111 clear the students for t‘rceir graduation?

3. H’ho will design and order'diplcmas? w_-( o,
e f ’ ﬂ. 37 \f\('

i
- ti-‘l__'.l'/‘ﬂill +hig pe from 2 separate pudget?

; L
" 15.#pl)l AC COQUIRES must be entered into the Univeglsity catalod
. data base for subsequent ccheduliing and granscript processing.

16. All AC courses must be in the timetable data base for students
to register for classes.

\3{’17\/7&:{11 a'separats;'timetable'of WG classes be printed?
16. A separate catalog will be neaded for the AG program. Y

19. Will the ARG students be permitted on-campus housing? | This
will affecht available heds for freshmen and the retention of
reqular students.

20. Will the gpecial AC identification in the student systems af-
student IDs and acceds o student events, sports, and
student services? St [

21. 8ince these students will form @ closed population, we may
assume that No scheduling priority is needed,M

22 Véw will we exclude four-yaayr students from two-year courses?

23. Since the two-year students will not be reguired +o meet COWMT
L/’[::etit:ive admissions standards, it 1S a5 umed that the two-ysar
students weol w2 excluded frow enroliling 3o~

four-year programs. How wWill Ehis be accomplished?

24, in the 3DSEnce of any guidance in the zeparatien of student
~lass levels, I have assumed That WE will assign class level

107



[//’

_5 to the first yaar AG students aud a class level of 06 to
the second year students.

!Students wishing to "transfer® to the four-year program must
apply for admission &s Tegular freshmen and meet competitive
admissions standards.

i_iﬁé;gll Toom schedullng, including the twa—year AG courses, is
’ assumed to be under one University scheduling system.

o

- 27, New BEGIS and REGIS codes must be assigned to the various
' sub-programs. These must be coordinated with IRFA office and

. placed throughout the approprlate Unlverslty files and data
bases.

' A
28 Will the AG students be eligible for K financial aﬁé //;hat
., types of aid? It is assumed that all such financial aid :
tﬁtﬁlprocessing'must be administered by the current Schelarship and
Financial Aid Office. "Only this cffice is siaffed to deal
with state and federal requlations.

29. tudent Accounts reeds to ke included in the plannlng so that
GLthelr computer billing prrﬁrams Wwill properly interface with
{V the student records.

" 3Q. The payroll prograns may require medification so that the
{}wo vear AG students .can be paid fer hourly waqes The pay-
roll system accesses the student system.

31. The Personnel/Payroll systems must adequately reflect the
4 faculty funding sco that the teaching loads and faculty efforts
- can be properly accounted.

32, How will the course rediatration process fit with that for
L’/,ffeqular students? I assume it will be the szme process and

at the same dates. ﬂ/‘é Chigé v ,&Z,;C/jﬁ".f'd. /
B%Vﬂblll there be any special gradlng system7_ I assume hot.

ﬁWhat will constitute satisfactory academlc progress?

/;ﬁ”ﬁ;ﬁt happens if there is not satisfactory progress?

36 Will the director of the AG program need the ability to block
7 the students {freom registration? %05 .

37. I assume that the assigning of advisors, grade reporting, re-
7? admits, billing, =tc., will be much as they zre for ragular
- students h&Note that we have spacial readmit processes for ALL
© returning studenis. If these are not properly handled, the
students canpot enroll.

7
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that reacm1ts {after a ter‘" of _non-enrcllment, other
er} Wi1l be processed by the AG adm1551cns offlce

the two-year pr acceot credits? Transfer cred-
I assume sat w111 th_'LS e entered into the system®

‘the two-year students be included in commencement pro-

£ees be listed in the deqgrees

ill the two-year associdt
1 assume this will be a normal

onferred and who will pr¢
function of the Registrar.

2. Are there unique Zeatures required for the transcriptslto show
participation in the two-year program?

Many of the items listed above simply cannot be implemented with
" our current Student Svstems. Significaht program and data base
changes would be reguired in the current system. We e develop-
ing a new system which will be ready for Fall 1988. 1Ix staff time
is devoted to trying %o patch the current system to adequately
- handle the AG program in 1987, we will seriocusly risk not having
" the new system ready! __The new system will be developed to work with the

two-year program. Howemmﬂw
. now so that we can adsguately meet your needs.

.pdg

ce:  Jim Nichols
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Appendix E

State Board for Community Colleges Resolution

- $Hcrman €. Seat, Chairman P“‘M”"'!;.

- g r Q Bir. Richard A, Starling
T‘-:aido (; I\éi‘llrlss, Wica Chairman . ’ 0 Mtr< Dariene b, Steswer
r. Thomas 355 Mr_ E. Kendalt Stack
- B Ir. enadal ac,
FNe. G Geraid Harris ] #‘ - Mr_Hobert Austin Vinya
Mr. Lester A Hudsan, Jr. 3 V“““’"" ; Mr_ ¥y, Aoland Walkar
M : y
/s v: ¢ e s
7 - Ml A Y ) & Mr. Eara C. Williams
Mr. ickael J. Queillen ,3"_5 'rﬁ-"‘ Cr. James H. Hingan, Jr

STATE BO0ARD FOR COCMMUMITY COLLEGES

HJAMES MOMNAOQE BULOING, 101 NORTH 14TH STHEET, TELEFPHONY AREA CDOE B0 @E5-Z117
MAILING ADDRESS: P.C. HOX 1558, RICHNOMND, VERNINLA 2512

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Virginia Community College System was established
to provide freshman and sophomore level courses leading to a
baccalaureate and/or technical dsgree; and

WHERELZS, the VCCS now operates twenty—three colleges located
on thirty-three campusss throughout the Commonwealth of
Virginiz; and

WHEREAS, thoss various colleges and campuses are presently

serving over 400 students in two-year agriculture programs;
and

WHERERS, Virginia Polytechnic Imstitwte and State University
has been planning a two-year agriculture program that would
bz duplicative in nature to the community coliege program and
therefore an extra financial burden to the Commonwealth;

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the State Boarxd for
Community Colleges cpposes the establishment of & two-year
agriculture program at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

State University and believes that all such two-year programs
should reside in the Virginia Community College System. Be

it further resclved that the State Board for Community Colleges
directs that a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the

State Council of Higher Education and the Secretary of Education.

Adopted this 2Z7th Day of May, 13982
Eichmond, Virginia

Qe 2l i Qo

Secretary to the Board
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Appendix F

Instrument Cover Letter

g 'Ié ] Agricultural Technolagy

YIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITLTE Culege of Agreulture md Litfy Scivners
AND §UATE UNMIVERSTTY 1040 Liiton Reaver Llall
Blacksburg, Virginia 2/061 334 USA
50y 231760 Fux: (540 231 4741

January 27, 1999

Dear Ag Tech Alumni:

This past year we calebrated the 10" Anniversary of the Agricultural Technology
Program, graduating a class of 56. This now cives us a total of 384 graduates cf
the Program. You are a special part of a distnct group of graduates in that ng
other two-yaar agricultural orogram has been started in the U.S. since our
Program began in 1987,

We continue to have a high interest in our Program and students are in great
cemand upon graduation. However since our Program was started, we have
rever conducted a thorough and comprehensive follow up of all of our graduates.
Thus, this is the purpose of this mailing 1o you.

We wou'd like to ask your cooperation and assistance in helping us o leam moie
sbout you since you graduated. Enclosed is & questionnaire we woule like for
you fo complete and return in the preaddressed and postage paid envelop. All
data coliected will be confidential end all data reported will be summarized as a
grntin responsa. The Cade Number on the questionnaire is used on'y if a follow
up is needed and will be discarded at the comaletion of the study. In anticipation
of your willingness to cooperate and as a token of our appreciation, we have
included & Virginia Tech magnet.

Your individual response is crit cal and we hope you take the 20 minutes to
complete the questionnaire. We loak forward to your respunse and thus
waould {ike to have your form returned by February 15. again, thanks for
yuur hetp and please let us know what you are doing.

ohn R. Grunkilion
Associate Dean and Director

Enclosure

A Levaa Grant Ufversiy. The Corrrmetwealrth s (e Copres
A Eguaol Oppoetarive SAeametios sotion bnsefiurior
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Appendix G

Survey Instrument

Agricultural Technology Alumni Questionnaire

Directions: Please read each of the following statements and circle the letter corresponding to your FIRST
reaction concerning your opinion. As you answer each statement, try not to look back at previous items.

Your opinion of each statement is important, since there are no “right” or “wrong” answers.

10.

1

ot

12.

13.

14.

My overall educational experience at Virginia Tech was
worthwhile.

The Agricultural Technology Program offered me adequate
job placement assistance.

My undergraduate education equipped me with effective
communication skills.

My advisor was available when I needed help.

My student involvement in extracurricular activities (e.g.,
AT Club, Turf Club, etc.) is helping me now.

The Agricultural Technology Program should continue the
internship requirement for every student.

I believe the lab sections helped my understanding of the
course content in the Agricultural Technology Program.

1 believe the computer experience provided by the
Agricultural Technology Program was adequate for my
career.

I consider my option area courses to be very important for
my career success.

I feel that T was provided sufficient information concerning
career opportunities in the field of agriculture.

. The courses taught by the Agricultural Technology Program

were out-of-date and lacked relevance.

1 felt comfortable talking to my advisor about course work
and issues related to the program.

The curriculum in Agricultural Technology does not permit
enough elective courses in other areas.

All things considered, I wish that 1 had not majored in
Agricultural Technology.
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Strongly
Agree

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

Agree

A

No
Opinion

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

Disagree

D

Strongly
Disagree

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

Sb

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD



Directions: Please check the blanks and fill in the spaces as appropriate.

15. Tam: ___ male
__ female

16. Myageis: ___ 20-24 __ 2529 _ 30-34 __ 3539 _ 40-44 4549 __ >50

17. What were you doing immediately before entering the Agricultural Technology Program?
high school working part/full time attending another college/university unemployed

other

18. The year of my graduation from the Agricultural Technology Program was 19

19. My specialization area in Agricultural Technology was:
___ Animal Agriculture ___ Agribusiness __ Crop Production __ Landscape & Turf Management

20. Please indicate the extracurricular activities or organizations you participated in while at Virginia Tech:(check all

that apply)

___AgTechClub ___ TurfClub __ DairyClub __ Blockand Bridle ___ Alpha Zeta
___ Gamma Sigma Delta ___ Student Government ___ Fraternity ___ Sorority

Other:

21. Since graduating from the Agricultural Technology Program at Virginia Tech, have you enrolled in any other
colleges? _ No __ Yes Ifyes, please answer A, B & C.

A) Please indicate program and university attended

B) Did any AT credits transfer No Yes If yes how many?
C) Did you secure the B.S., M.S,, and Ph.D. degrees? (please circle all that apply)

22. How long did it take you to obtain your first job after graduation from the Agricultural Technology Program?
____ obtained job prior to leaving Virginia Tech __ lessthan 1 month ___ 1 -3 months ___ 4 - 6 months

___7-12months ____over 12 months

23. Was your first job after graduation from Virginia Tech with the same company you did your internship with?
__Yes __ No

24. What was the title of your first full-time job following graduation?

25. Was your first job related to your Agricultural Technology option? Yes No

26. My annual gross income for my first job after graduating from the Agricultural Technology Program was:

___ $10,000 - 14,999 __ $24,000 - 26,999

_ $15,000 - 17,999 _$27,000 -29,999 _ $36,000-39,999
___ $18,001 - 20,999 __ $30,000 - 32,999 __ $40,000 +

_ $21,000 - 23,999 _ $33,000-35,999
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27. What is your current primary position title?

28. Has your Agricultural Technology degree helped you advance in your profession? __ Yes No

29. My current annual gross income is:

__ $10,000 — 14,999 __ $27,000 - 29,999
~_ $15,000- 17,999 330,000 - 32,999
~_ $18,001 - 20,999 T $33,000 - 35,999
T $21,000 - 23,999 T $36,000 - 39,999
T $24,000 - 26,999 T $40,000 +

30. Which specific courses have been most helpful to you in your job?

31.Which Agricultural Technology courses do you now wish you had taken but did not?

32. How can the Agricultural Technology curriculum be improved?

33. How can the Agricultural Technology Program better serve you as an alumnus/alumna?

34. Would you recommend the Agricultural Technology program to a friend?

35. Are there any changes to the Agricultural Technology program that you would recommend to make the program
productive for you?
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VITA

ADAM J. KANTROVICH

Educational Background

Doctorate Degree Ph.D.
Institution Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Major Vocationa Technical Education
Specialization Agricultural Education
Cognate (minor) Agricultural Economics
Year Awarded 2000
Master's of Science Degree M.S.
Institution Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
Major Agricultural Education
Year Awarded 1997
Bachelor's of Science Degree B.S.
Institution Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
Major Agricultural Education & Mechanization
Specialization Agricultural Information
Year Awarded 1993
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Experience

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY, BLACKSBURG, VIRGINIA
Graduate Assistant (Instructor of record).

SUBSTITUTE TEACHING K THROUGH 12, Jefferson County, Missouri and Columbia, Illinois.

SOUTHERN ILLINOISUNIVERSITY, CARBONDALE, ILLINOIS
Teaching Assistant/Assistant Instructor.

COMPUTER WAREHOUSE, CARBONDALE, ILLINOIS

Business Manager.

Responsible for sales, marketing, purchasing, shipping and receiving, and various office
management responsibilities.

KESSLER - ASHER CLEARING HousE (Chicago Mercantile Exchange, Commodities & Futures
Market), CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Out - Trader, Liaison.

Responsible for tracking trader's positions and accounts, out - trades, broker liaison and general
office management.

United States Department of Agriculture (U.S.D.A.), Animal & Plant Health I nspection
Service (APHIS), CHICAGO (O'HARE AIRPORT), ILLINOIS

Plant Protection and Quarantine Technician.

Responsible for clearing aircraft and passengers entering the United States.

Rainbow Ranch, Sioux CiTy, lowaA

Volunteer.

Aided in the teaching of mentally and physically chalenged children to horseback riding. This
was used as therapy for the children.

Golf Maine Park District, DESPLAINES/NILES, ILLINOIS

Camp Counselor.

Day camp counselor for children ages 8 through 13, duties included the creation and instruction
of various arts & crafts, sport activities and other outdoor recreation activities. The duties varied
dependent on the age group.
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Courses Taught and Responsibilities
Virginia Polytechnic I nstitute and State University

Applications of Computersin Agriculture (Instructor of Record): Creation of course
curriculum, instruction of labs & lectures.

Student Teacher Field Practicum (Team-taught): Instructed the technology skills
necessary for students who will begin student teaching the following semester.

Independent Studies/Special Sudies (advanced computer technology): Creation of
curriculum, and instruction on an individua basis of advanced computer technology and
web page design.

Internship Supervision: Responsible for the supervision of assigned students performing
an Internship with the Agricultural Technology program. Thisincluded site visits and
reviewing an internship report.

Swine Management (Instructor of Record): Creation of curriculum and instructional
methods for the Agricultural Technology program. Instructor of Record

Web Based Application of Computersin Agriculture Course (Instructor of Record):
Responsible for creation, proposal, curriculum, instruction, and web site design.
Instructor of Record

Southern Illinois University

Individualized Learning Program, Computer Applications Course: Organized appropriate
meeting times with students in this course for exams and help.

Land Surveying: Assisted in the lab portion of the course.

Microcomputer Applicationsin Agriculture: Organized material and curriculum, and
taught lecture & labs.

Professional Presentations (communications/education course): Instruction of
course.

Pedagogy for International Projects. Worked in conjunction with the Workforce
Education Department with various international projects that include government
officials and educators from countries such as Nepal and Indonesia. Some duties included
the creation and instruction of structured courses, educationa trips, and advising.

Agricultural Workshops: Assisted with workshops created to give elementary teachers

exposure to the agricultural industry. | created and organized packets of information the
teachers were able to take back to the classroom, and aided in educational field trips.
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Scholar ship
Proposals

Spring 1998, Maymester course proposal accepted to be funded by the provost office

Fall 1998 (accepted), Web based summer course proposal accepted to be funded by the
provost during the May-June summer session 1999.

Unpublished Text

Ph.D. Dissertation: An Evaluation of Past Performance of the Two-Y ear Agricultural
Technology Program at Virginia Tech. (in progress)

Master's Thesis: Needs Assessment for Agricultural Computer Training, pp.72, 1997.

Course Text: Applications of Computersin Agriculture, pp.107, 1996; Revised Dec.
1997, Revised Aug. 1998, Revised Dec. 1998.

Service
Contest Judging

Post-Secondary Agriculture Student (PAS) National Conference; Williamsburg, Virginia
March 1998. Judged participant competition of formal interviews and resumes.

FFA, Virginia State Conference; Blacksburg, Virginia June 1998. Judged participantsin
the speech competition and the Group Agricultural 1ssues competition.

Facilitate Session

Southern Association of Agricultural Scientists, Southern Agricultural Education
Research Conference; Memphis Tennessee, January 1999
Session B: Perceptions of Agricultural Education Program Sudents

Southern Association of Agricultural Scientists, Southern Agricultural Education
Research Conference; Lexington Kentucky, January 2000

Session A: Learning Theory

Session G: Local Teacher Concerns
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Organizations, Committees & OfficesHeld
Virginia Polytechnic I nstitute and State University

College of Agriculture and Life Sciences Computer Technology Advisory Committee, 1997 -
June 1999

Southern Illinois University at Carbondale

Graduate Professional Student Council (GPSC) Member, 1994 - 1996; Graduate Professional
Student Council Executive Board Member, 1994 - 1995; Elected President of Graduate
Professional Student Council, Spring 1995; Fee Allocation Board, Constitutional Review Board,
Safety and Parking Committee, Student Trustee Election Commissioner, Student Conduct
Review Board, and Chair of the Mass Transit Advisory Board

Member shipsin Professional Associations

AlphaTau Alpha - Professional Agricultural Education Fraternity.

Association for Career and Technical Education

Kappa Ddlti Pi - International honor society in Education.

National Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association.

Omicron Tau Theta - Vocational Technical Education professional organization.
Virginia Vocational Agricultural Teacher Association
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