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Abstract 

 

Recently there has been an influx of alternatively certified agriculture education teachers 

entering the profession.  Regardless of certification method agriculture education teachers 

desire and need inservice training.  However, are the needs of traditionally and alternatively 

certified beginning agriculture teachers similar?  Little research exists that documents the 

inservice needs of alternatively certified teachers, much less alternatively certified beginning 

teachers.  The purpose of this study was to determine the inservice needs of traditionally and 

alternatively certified beginning agriculture teachers and to what extent did differences exist in 

the inservice needs between those groups.  Based upon the findings of this study, agriscience 

teachers indicated little need for inservice education.  There were no significant differences of 

inservice needs between alternatively and traditionally certified teachers, when comparing 

grand means of larger constructs. However, differences did exist when comparing specific 

competency items within constructs. This study modeled the work conducted by Roberts and 

Dyer (2004), and given the difference in findings, the authors recommended that other states 

carry out this study so that university faculty and state staff can identify and address the needs of 

agriculture teachers in their respective states. 
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Introduction/Theoretical Framework 

 

Effective teachers are developed through pedagogical coursework and clinical 

preparation (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  However, in the effort to fill position vacancies, some 

state departments of education have developed alternative-certification policies requiring few 

pedagogical experiences before obtaining a position.  These alternative-certification methods 

currently enable mid-career adults to enter the teaching profession with only an undergraduate 

degree and passing a general exam which measures basic skills in reading, writing, and 

mathematics. Individuals then obtain teacher certification by completing pedagogically-based 

courses while employed as a full-time teacher, which in some states can take up to five years.  

From this, one could make the assumption that inservice needs of alternatively certified 

agriscience teachers are different than the traditionally certified teachers given the difference in 

age, backgrounds, and training.  However, we should ask the question, are these needs 

significantly different? 

The states that are currently allowing teachers to enter the field prior to completing 

pedagogical coursework may not be doing so for ideological reasons.  There may not be any 

other choice.  Camp, Broyles, and Skelton (2002) indicated that there has been a shortage of 

university-prepared agriculture teachers for over 40 years.  As a result, school administrators 

have been left little choice but to fill vacancies with uncertified or alternatively certified teachers.  

Therefore, with this influx of alternatively-certified agriculture teachers, it becomes vitally 

important to assess and inservice these teachers in an attempt to provide them the skills 

necessary to be successful.  

Agricultural education is not a static profession in the content taught or instructional 

methods.  Discoveries, inventions, and technological advancements are made daily that impact 

the lives of agricultural education teachers.  Not only do these discoveries affect how these 

teachers teach, but what they teach, as well.  Due to the ever-changing world of agricultural 

education, the National Research Agenda (2007) called for an assessment of the professional 

development needs of current agricultural educators.  As a result, inservice programs are 

employed to meet agriculture teachers’ needs to ensure their skills are current (Barrick, 

Ladewig, & Hedges, 1983; Duncan, Ricketts, Peake, & Uesseler, 2007).  Inservice programs 

administrators are often left with the responsibility to determine what appropriate topics to 

include (Barrick, et al.). Roberts and Dyer (2004) indicated that this problem may be a result of 

the different experiences that alternatively and uncertified teachers possess when compared to 

traditionally certified teachers.  It could be assumed that these two groups do not have the same 

inservice needs (Roberts & Dyer).  Due to the potential differences, needs assessments have 

been conducted to determine appropriate topics to be included in inservice programs 

(Andreasen, Seevers, Dormody, & VanLeeuwen, 2007; Birkenholz & Harbstreit, 1987; 

Claycomb & Petty, 1983; Duncan, Ricketts, Peake, & Uesseler, 2006; Edwards & Briers, 1999; 

Garton & Chung, 1996; Harris, 2008; Joerger, 2002; Layfield & Dobbins, 2002; Washburn, 

King, Garton, & Harbstreit, 2001).  Determining the needs for beginning teachers is also vital in 

preparing inservice and induction programs.  Previous researchers have indicated that beginning 

teachers have different needs than experienced teachers.  Claycomb and Petty (1983) concluded 

that the needs of teachers change as they become more experienced. Several researchers have 

indicated the needs specific to beginning teachers.  A summary of these findings are found in 

Table 1.  
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Research from other education disciplines indicates that differences exist in the inservice 

needs of traditionally and alternatively certified teachers (Truell, 1999; Wayman, Foster, & 

Mantle-Bromley, 2003).  However, little is known about the inservice needs of alternatively 

certified agriculture teachers, even more so about alternatively certified beginning teachers. 

Roberts and Dyer (2004) reported that alternatively certified teachers in Florida indicated their 

greatest inservice needs were preparing proficiency award applications, preparing for career 

development events, changing the curriculum to meet changes in technology, advances in 

biotechnology, writing grant proposals for external funding, building the image of agriculture 

programs and courses, recruiting and retaining quality students, managing and reducing work-

related stress, and time management tips and techniques.  Roberts and Dyer indicated that 

knowledge of these differences in teacher needs could assist program administrators in providing 

the necessary inservice for both groups of teachers.  Their question “Do these results hold true in 

other states?”(p. 69) was seen as a call to action to replicate the study in Louisiana.    

 

 The Borich (1980) needs assessment model has often been used by researchers in 

agricultural education to determine inservice needs of secondary agriscience teachers. The steps 

in this model include: 1) determine competencies, 2) administer survey of competencies to 

teachers, 3) rank competencies in order of importance as evident from data, 4) compare high 

priority competencies with instructional programming, and 4) either revise instructional program, 

or revise competencies (Borich). Likewise, this study will follow the principles of the Borich 

model to determine inservice needs of beginning agriscience teachers in Louisiana for the 

purpose of improving instructional programming in the state for both alternatively and 

traditionally certified agriscience teachers. 

 

Table 1 

Summary of Inservice Needs of Beginning Teachers 

Inservice Need Researcher(s) 

Advisory committees Garton & Chung, 1996 

Joerger, 2002 

Layfield & Dobbins, 2002 

Student motivation and leadership 

 

Edwards & Briers, 1999 

Washburn & Dyer, 2006 

FFA award and proficiency applications Garton & Chung, 1996 

Joerger, 2002 

Classroom management Joerger, 2002 

Washburn & Dyer, 2006 

Program planning, marketing, and public relations Garton & Chung, 1996 

Edwards & Briers, 1999 

Joerger, 2002 

Torres, Ulmer, & Aschenbrener, 2008 

Career Development Event (CDE) preparation Birkenholz & Harbstreit, 1987 

Layfield & Dobbins, 2002 

Washburn & Dyer, 2006 

Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) programs Birkenholz & Harbstreit, 1987 

Garton & Chung, 1996 
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Washburn & Dyer, 2006 

Technology integration Birkenholz & Harbstreit, 1987 

Garton & Chung, 1996 

Edwards & Briers, 1999 

 Joerger, 2002 

Completing reports and paperwork Garton & Chung, 1996 

Washburn & Dyer, 2006 

Fundraising Layfield & Dobbins, 2002 

Washburn & Dyer, 2006 

Establishing support groups/partnerships Joerger, 2002 

Torres, Ulmer, & Aschenbrener, 2008 

Conducting and managing FFA activities/program Garton & Chung, 1996 

Edwards & Briers, 1999 

 

 

Purpose/Objectives 

 

 Research priority area number four of the National Research Agenda in Agricultural 

Education and Communication (Osborne, n.d.) calls for research in agricultural education in 

public schools to “Prepare and provide an abundance of fully qualified and highly motivated 

agriscience educators at all levels” (p. 20).  The topic of inservice needs of beginning teachers 

falls under the priority initiative, “Assess the professional and continuing education needs of 

agricultural educators” (p. 20). Using the study conducted by Roberts and Dyer (2004) as a 

model, the central purpose of this study was to compare the inservice needs of traditionally and 

alternatively certified beginning agriculture teachers.  To achieve this purpose, this study had 

three objectives:  

1. To describe the self-perceived inservice needs of traditionally certified beginning 

agriculture teachers.  

2. To describe the self-perceived inservice needs of alternatively certified beginning 

agriculture teachers.  

3. To compare group differences in inservice needs between traditionally and alternatively 

 certified agriculture teachers.  

Procedures  

 

The instrument used in this study was adapted from the study conducted by Roberts and 

Dyer (2004).  The instrument was developed using the principles identified in the Borich (1980) 

needs assessment model (Garton & Chung, 1996; Roberts & Dyer, 2004), and altered only by 

replacing educational terms relevant to Florida with the equivalent terms used in Louisiana.  A 

panel of experts reviewed the survey after the terminology changes to assess content and face 

validity.  The instrument contained 80 items and was divided into the following constructs:  

program management and planning (15 items), teacher professional development (4 items), FFA 

and SAE supervision (9 items), instruction and curriculum (19 items), and technical agriculture 

(33 items).  Respondents were asked to rate their need for inservice education for each item 
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using a five-point Likert-type scale, and was also provided a blank space to write in other 

inservice needs not listed in the instrument.  The scale ranged from one indicating “not needed” 

to five indicating “very strong need”.  Roberts and Dyer, in their study, had also submitted the 

instrument for face and content validity by an expert panel, and estimated reliability using 

Cronbach’s alpha.  Construct reliability alpha values were .95, .91, .88, .95, and .91 respectfully 

for the instrument (Roberts & Dyer).  Means and standard deviations were determined respective 

to the objectives of the study, while independent sample t-tests were used to compare group 

differences between alternatively and traditionally certified teachers. 

 

State agricultural education program specialists in Louisiana provided the researchers 

with a complete list of agriculture teachers who had completed less than three years of teaching 

agriculture within the state (N = 41).  The instrument was mailed to these agriculture teachers 

during the first week of October, 2008 and late respondents were sent a reminder once a week for 

three weeks.  A total of 29 agriculture teachers agreed to participate and completed the 

instrument, providing a 71% response rate. Because of the acceptable response rate (Ary, Jacobs, 

& Razavieh, 2005), there was no follow-up with non-responders.  

For the purposes of this study, and consistent with the study conducted by Roberts and 

Dyer (2004), a traditionally certified teacher was defined a teacher who qualified for 

certification by earning an undergraduate degree in agricultural education.  Alternatively 

certified teachers were defined as those who earned their certification by either completing an 

alternative certification program at a university in Louisiana or applied directly to the state 

department of education for teacher certification.  

Findings  

 

Demographics 

Of the 29 respondents with usable data it was found that slightly more than one-third (n 

= 10) were traditionally certified in agricultural education.  Of the remaining respondents, 10 

majored in an agricultural discipline, two majored in science, and seven majored in an unrelated 

discipline. Twenty-two (76%) had completed a bachelor’s degree, six (20%) had earned a 

master’s degree, and one (4%) had earned a Ph.D.  Three (10%) respondents strictly taught at 

the middle school level, 23 (79%) taught at the secondary level, two (7%) taught at both levels 

and one (4%) did not indicate a level.  A majority of the respondents (67%) were male.  

 

Program Planning and Management  

The grand mean for traditionally certified teachers for program planning and 

management was 2.43 (SD = 1.04). Exactly one-half of the traditionally certified teachers 

indicated a high need for inservice in writing grant proposals for external funding (50%).  These 

teachers indicated very little inservice needs in utilizing a local advisory committee, conducting 

needs assessments, developing business/community relations, establishing a public relations 

program, building the image of agriculture programs and courses, building collaborative 

relationships, and working with local media.  Alternatively certified teachers had a grand mean 

of 2.72 (SD = 1.05) for this construct. The majority of alternatively certified teachers indicated a 

high need for inservice in writing grant proposals for external funding (63%); findings similar to 

Roberts and Dyer (2004).  There were no other inservice needs suggested by these respondents.  

A two-tailed independent sample t-test was conducted to compare grand means between the 

traditional and alternative certification groups, but the grand mean difference of 0.29 points was 

not significant (t = 1.08, p = .29) indicating no difference of inservice needs in the area of 
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program planning and management.  A summary of this data is presented in Table 2.  

Teacher Professional Development  

The grand mean for traditionally certified teachers for the teacher professional 

development construct was 2.23 (SD = .93).  As presented in the table, few teachers indicated a 

need for inservice instruction in any of the topic areas.  Two teachers indicated that instruction in 

managing and reducing work-related stress and time management tips and techniques would be 

beneficial.  The grand mean for alternatively certified teachers was 2.48 (SD = 1.06), a 0.25 point 

difference from the traditionally certified agriscience teachers. Although more alternatively 

certified teachers specified needs for inservice in professional development, no topic area had 

more than a third of the respondents suggesting a high need. This is in stark contrast to the 

findings of Roberts and Dyer (2004), who found that over half of the respondents indicated 

inservice needs in managing and reducing work-related stress, time management and techniques, 

and professional growth and development.  Utilizing a two-tailed independent sample t-test, the 

researchers examined if there were significant differences between the grand means of these two 

groups. No significant difference was found (t = 0.78, p = .45) indicating no difference of 

inservice needs in the area of professional development.  A summary of this data is presented in 

Table 3. 

Table 2 
Teachers with High Needs in Program Management and Planning by Certification Method  

 Traditional 

(n = 10) 

Alternative 

(n = 19) 

 M = 2.43 (1.04) M = 2.72 (1.05) 

Item f % f % 

Writing grant proposals for external funding  5  50  12  63 

Developing an adult program  4  40    4  21 

Recruiting and retaining quality students  3  30    5  26 

Managing learning labs  3  30    4  21 

Evaluating the local agriculture program  3  30    3  16 

Fundraising  2  20    6  31 

Completing reports for local and state administrators  2  20    5  26 

Planning and maintaining a school land lab  2  20    3  16 

Utilizing a local advisory committee  1  10    6  31 

Conducting needs assessments  1  10    4  21 

Developing business/community relations  1  10    4  21 

Establishing a public relations program  1  10    4  21 

Building the image of agriculture programs and courses  1  10    3  16 

Building collaborative relationships  1  10    3  16 

Establishing a working relationship with local media  1  10    2  11 

Note. Standard deviation in parenthesis next to mean value. Scale: 1 = no need, 2 = some,  

3 = moderate, 4 = strong 5 = very strong. Frequency determined by number of beginning 

agriscience teachers indicating “very strong” inservice needs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 J o u r n a l  o f  S o u t h e r n  A g r i c u l t u r a l  E d u c a t i o n  R e s e a r c h ,  V o l u m e  6 0 ,  2 0 1 0  

 

Page 96 

Table 3 

Teacher Professional Development Needs by Certification Method 
 Traditional 

(n = 10) 

Alternative 

(n = 19) 

 M = 2.23 (0.93) M = 2.48 (1.06) 

Item f % f % 

Time management tips and techniques 1  10  6  31 

Managing and reducing work-related stress 1  10   1    5 

Professional growth and development 0    0   2  11 

Becoming a member of the total community 0    0   1    5 

Note. Standard deviation in parenthesis next to mean value. Scale: 1 = no need, 2 = some,  

3 = moderate, 4 = strong 5 = very strong. Frequency determined by number of beginning 

agriscience teachers indicating “very strong” inservice needs. 

 

FFA and SAE Supervision  

The grand mean for traditionally certified teachers in the construct of FFA and SAE 

supervision was 3.26 (SD = 1.16).  As indicated by the percentage of teachers with a high need, 

the greatest needs for inservice education were for preparing proficiency award applications 

(70%), preparing FFA degree applications (60%), and organizing and maintaining an alumni 

association (50%).  The grand mean for alternatively certified teachers was 3.23 (SD = 1.21).  

The inservice needs rated highest were preparing proficiency award applications (63%), 

preparing FFA degree applications (63%), and preparing POA and national chapter applications. 

To compare traditionally and alternatively certified agriculture teachers based on FFA and SAE 

supervision inservice needs, an independent sample t-test was conducted. The test provided 

evidence that no significant difference existed between the two groups (t = -0.56, p = .96).  

However, note that traditionally certified teachers expressed higher levels of inservice need (50% 

to 26%) in the area of organizing and maintaining an alumni association as compared to their 

alternatively certified counterparts.  On the other hand, alternatively certified teachers indicated a 

much higher need (58% to 40%) for inservice training to prepare program of activities (POA) 

and national chapter applications.  These findings are not all-together surprising.  It would be 

assumed that traditionally certified teachers would have had more opportunities to gain 

experience in these areas during pre-service teaching programs.  Table 4 presents additional data 

regarding these agriscience teacher responses. 

Table 4 

Teachers with High Needs in FFA and SAE Supervisions by Certification Method 
 Traditional 

(n = 10) 

Alternative 

(n = 19) 

 M = 3.26 (1.16) M = 3.23 (1.21) 

Item f % f % 

Preparing proficiency award applications 7  70 12 63 

Preparing FFA degree applications 6   6 12 63 

Organizing and maintaining an alumni association 5 50   5 26 

Preparing POA and National Chapter Applications 4   4 11 58 

Developing SAE opportunities for students 4 40   8 42 

Supervising SAE programs 4 40   7 37 

Preparing for Career Development Events 4 40   6 32 

Supervising CO-OP/Internships 2 20   5 26 

Supervising show animal SAE projects 1 10   4 21 
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Note. Standard deviation in parenthesis next to mean value. Scale: 1 = no need, 2 = some,  

3 = moderate, 4 = strong 5 = very strong. Frequency determined by number of beginning 

agriscience teachers indicating “very strong” inservice needs. 

 

Instruction and Curriculum  

The grand mean for traditionally certified agriscience teachers for instruction and 

curriculum inservice needs was 2.32 (SD = 1.01); while alternatively certified agriscience 

teachers had a grand mean of 2.36 (SD = 1.11).  An independent sample t-test was utilized to 

examine if differences between grand means existed between these two groups; there was no 

significant difference (t = 0.15, p = .88).  Similar to the findings in the professional development 

construct, many traditionally certified teachers did not indicate a high need for inservice training 

in instruction and curriculum. Specifically, these teachers indicated no need for inservice in 

integrating math into agriculture instruction, understanding learning styles, teaching leadership, 

developing a magnet program or academy, or integrating science into agriculture instruction.   

 

On the other hand, the alternatively certified teachers did indicate a higher inservice need 

on specific items within this construct.  Ten (53%) indicated a high need for inservice training to 

develop teaching techniques and ideas to motivate students. Alternatively certified teachers also 

requested more inservice training (42%) in testing and assessing student performance than their 

traditionally certified counterparts (10%).  A noticeable difference was also found on the item, 

motivating students.  Also, one (10%) of the traditionally certified teachers indicated a high need 

for training, where as 58% of alternatively certified teachers indicated a high need. However, 

like their traditionally certified counterparts, these teachers also indicated that assistance was not 

needed in integrating science into the curriculum. Table 5 presents additional findings regarding 

instruction and curriculum inservice needs for these beginning Louisiana agriscience teachers. 
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Table 5 

Teachers with High Needs in Instruction and Curriculum by Certification Model 
 Traditional 

(n = 10) 

Alternative 

(n = 19) 

 M = 2.32 (1.01) M = 2.36 (1.11) 

Item f % f % 

Teaching SAE in the classroom 4 40   5 26 

Changing the curriculum to meet changes in technology 3 30   2 11 

Designing programs for non-traditional & urban students 2 20   3 16 

Planning and effective use of block scheduling 2 20   2 11 

Motivating students – teaching techniques and ideas 1 10 10 53 

Testing and assessing student performance 1 10   8 42 

Managing student behavior 1 10   5 26 

Modifying lessons for special needs and ESL students 1 10   4 21 

Modifying curriculum and courses to attract high quality 

students 

 

1 

 

10 

 

  3 

 

16 

Teaching in laboratory settings 1 10   3 16 

Developing critical thinking skills in your students 1 10   2 11 

Integrating state standards into the curriculum 1 10   2 11 

Teaching problem-solving and decision making skills 1 10   2 11 

Using computer technology and computer applications 1 10   1   5 

Integrating math into agriculture instruction 0   0   4 21 

Understanding learning styles 0   0   3 16 

Teaching leadership 0   0   2 11 

Developing a magnet program or academy 0   0   1   5 

Integrating science into agriculture instruction 0   0   0   0 

Note. Standard deviation in parenthesis next to mean value. Scale: 1 = no need, 2 = some,  

3 = moderate, 4 = strong 5 = very strong. Frequency determined by number of beginning 

agriscience teachers indicating “very strong” inservice needs. 

 

Technical Agriculture  

The grand mean for traditionally certified agriculture teachers for this construct was 2.79 

(SD = 1.12).  The majority of teachers indicated a high level of need for inservice training on 

electricity and controls (60%), global positioning systems (60%), aquaculture (50%), and small 

engine technology (50%).  The grand mean for the alternatively certified teachers was 2.73 (SD 

= 1.21).  These respondents did not indicate a high need for inservice in any area. Although 

interesting, this is not completely dissimilar from what Roberts and Dyer (2004) found in their 

study.  Their research indicated that alternatively certified teachers had a high need for inservice 

training only in advances in biotechnology.  

 

Grand mean differences between these traditionally and alternatively certified agriscience 

teachers were examined utilizing an independent sample t-test. No significant difference was 

found (t = -0.28, p = .78) between these groups regarding technical agriculture inservice needs.  

Nevertheless, differences were observed in several of the individual items. Traditionally certified 

teachers indicated more inservice training needs in large (40% versus 11%) and small project 

construction (40% versus 5%).  Alternatively certified teachers indicated more inservice training 

needs in landscaping (32% versus 20%), forestry (32% versus 10%), greenhouse operation and 

management (26% versus 0%), and plant propagation (32% versus 0%). Table 6 provides more 
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information regarding findings of technical agriculture inservice needs. 

 

Table 6 

Teachers with High Needs in Technical Agriculture by Certification Method 
 Traditional 

(n = 10) 

Alternative 

(n = 19) 

 M = 2.79 (1.12) M = 2.73 (1.21) 

Item f % f % 

Electricity and Controls 6 40 8 42 

Global Positioning Systems (GPS) 6 60 6 32 

Small Engine Technology 5 50 7 37 

Aquaculture 5 50 6 32 

Genetic Engineering 4 40 6 32 

Tissue Culture 4 40 6 32 

Meat Science 4 40 5 26 

Oxy-Acetylene Welding and Plasma Cutting 4 40 4 21 

Ag Mechanics – Large Project Construction 4 40 2 11 

Ag Mechanics – Small Project Construction 4 40 1   5 

Floriculture 3 30 8 42 

Advances in Biotechnology 3 30 5 26 

Restricted Pesticide License Training 3 30 4 21 

Tool and Machine Conditioning and Repair 3 30 2 11 

Animal Reproduction – A.I. and Embryo Transfer 2 20 8 42 

Plant Identification and Use 2 20 7 37 

Landscaping 2 20 6 32 

Waste Management 2 20 5 26 

Food Science and Food Safety 2 20 4 21 

Soil Science 2 20 3 16 

Global Agriculture Issues 2 20 2 11 

Forestry 1 10 6 32 

Turfgrass 1 10 6 32 

Water Quality/Water Regulations 1 10 5 26 

Financial Management 1 10 4 21 

Forages 1 10 4 21 

Animal Health 1 10 3 16 

Animal Nutrition 1 10 3 16 

Natural Resource Management 1 10 3 16 

Record Keeping Skills 1 10 3 16 

Agricultural Sales and Marketing 1 10 2 11 

Plant Propagation 0   0 6 32 

Greenhouse Operation and Management 0   0 5 26 

Note. Standard deviation in parenthesis next to mean value. Scale: 1 = no need, 2 = some,  

3 = moderate, 4 = strong 5 = very strong. Frequency determined by number of beginning 

agriscience teachers indicating “very strong” inservice needs. 
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Conclusions, Discussion, and Implications  

 

Because only beginning agriscience teachers in Louisiana were surveyed, findings were 

only applicable to this population. Based upon the research purpose and objectives of this study, 

several conclusions can be drawn.  First, nearly two-thirds of the beginning teachers in this study 

received their certification by some means other than what is considered the traditional route.  

This is much larger than what Roberts and Dyer (2004), who found that 49% of agriculture 

teachers in Florida were alternatively certified.  According to Camp et al. (2002) the national 

average is just over 13%. The increase in alternatively certified teachers does suggest a need to 

tailor induction programming to the needs of these individuals. However, if teacher educators 

believe traditionally prepared agriscience teachers are better prepared for the teaching profession, 

the question should not be how to provide better induction programs for alternatively certified 

teachers; rather the question should be how can teacher educators recruit more undergraduate 

students to teach agriculture? 

 

The first objective of this study sought to describe the inservice needs of traditionally 

certified beginning teachers.  The findings indicated that that these teachers have the highest 

level of inservice needs in the FFA and SAE and technical agriculture constructs, followed by 

program planning and management, instruction and curriculum, and professional development. It 

is interesting to note, that the order of importance is nearly opposite of the findings of Roberts 

and Dyer (2004).  The greatest individual inservice need for beginning traditionally certified 

teachers was preparing proficiency award applications.  Although this was noted as a high need 

in previous studies (Garton & Chung, 1996; Roberts & Dyer, 2004; Washburn et al. 2001), it was 

not identified as the most pressing need. State staff should begin providing induction 

programming for beginning agriscience teachers to improve their skills in helping students 

complete proficiency applications, and teaching SAE in the classroom as it relates to the 

Louisiana FFA record book. 

The second objective was to describe the inservice needs of alternatively certified 

agriculture teachers.  The findings indicated that the greatest inservice needs of this group were 

in the FFA and SAE supervision construct followed in decreasing order by technical agriculture, 

program planning and management, professional development, and instruction and curriculum 

constructs.  Three individual items indicated the same level of importance, writing grant 

proposals for external funding, preparing proficiency award applications, and preparing FFA 

degree applications.  Roberts and Dyer (2004) also found that inservice training in writing grant 

proposals was of high importance, the latter were new findings. State staff in Louisiana should 

provide beginning alternatively certified agriscience teachers with instruction concerning how 

to improve their skills in helping students complete proficiency applications, and FFA degree 

applications in relation to the Louisiana FFA record book. The authors suggest that because 

writing grant proposals for external funding was not determined to be a competency related to 

quality teaching in agricultural education, that inservice regarding this competency be deferred 

to a later time.  

The third objective of this study was to compare the differences in inservice needs 

between the two groups of teachers.  Based upon the findings of this study, beginning 

alternatively certified teachers have no significant difference of inservice needs than beginning 

traditionally certified teachers when comparing overall competencies of program planning and 

management, professional development, and instruction and curriculum.  Based on this finding, 

state staff in Louisiana should not feel compelled to offer different induction programs for 



 

 J o u r n a l  o f  S o u t h e r n  A g r i c u l t u r a l  E d u c a t i o n  R e s e a r c h ,  V o l u m e  6 0 ,  2 0 1 0  

 

Page 101 

alternatively and traditionally certified agriscience teachers. When examining specific items, 

over 50% of alternatively certified teachers indicated high inservice needs on only five items. 

Over 50% of traditionally certified teachers indicated high needs on eight items.  Although 

Roberts and Dyer (2004) did not specifically target beginning teachers, these conclusions were 

strikingly different than what they reported for agriscience teachers in Florida. 

 It is interesting to note that grand means of these inservice constructs were comparatively 

lower than the study conducted by Roberts and Dyer (2004). However, agriscience teachers in 

Louisiana did not provide any additional inservice needs when prompted in the survey. At the 

time of administering the survey, it was the intentions of state staff to begin induction and 

inservice programs for agriscience teachers. Minimal induction programming was offered to 

beginning agriscience teachers in Louisiana prior to this study. It may be possible that these 

beginning agriscience teachers were subject to the Hawthorne effect (Adair, 1984), whereas 

lower grand mean scores of inservice needs indicated a higher level of competency. This may 

especially be true for the professional development inservice needs measured by the survey. 

 

The results of this study generate nearly as many questions as answers.  Do the 

beginning agriculture teachers in this study simply lack the professional knowledge to identify 

their deficiencies?  Why do the inservice needs of beginning teachers in this study differ so 

greatly than agriculture teachers in Florida?  Were the study participants who were graduates of 

post-secondary agricultural education programs being prepared in such a fashion that little 

additional assistance is needed?  Were there really any significant differences between 

traditionally and alternatively certified teachers?  Were the differences that exist between the 

findings of this study and that of Roberts and Dyer (2004) related to geographic location, 

cultural beliefs and ideals, or some other unidentified phenomenon?  It is recommended that 

these questions be used as a guide for future research.  

Although few inservice needs were indicated by the study participants it is still 

recommended that an induction program for these teachers be developed to assist them with 

their self-perceived needs.  Participating in such a program may assist the beginning teachers in 

identifying additional needs that they may have been unaware of, as a result of idea sharing 

between other beginning teachers.  Furthermore, utilizing findings and data from similar studies 

in other states is beneficial when attempting to develop needs assessments or inservice 

programs. The National Research Agenda (Osborne, n.d.) noted that professional development 

programs must be provided that account for the subtle differences that may exist between 

teachers based on geographic locale.  This supports the authors’ recommendation that this study 

to be completed in other states so that university faculty and state staff can identify and address 

the needs of agriculture teachers in their own state.  
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