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Career and technical education is in a dynamic state.   Alabama state career and 

technical education director, noted that career and technical education in Alabama has 

undergone significant changes in the last decade. As determined by previous researchers, the 

importance of agricultural education demonstrating value across the curriculum is vital in 

today’s education climate. The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of Alabama 

agricultural educators regarding the impact of curriculum integration on the achievement of 

their students and their role in this effort. The population consisted of 161 middle-school and 

high-school agricultural educators in Alabama. Most teachers either agreed or strongly agreed 

that integration of mathematics (92.5%,  = 3.4) and reading comprehension (87.9%,  = 3.2) 

were important in the agricultural education curriculum. Three-fourths (74.5%, =3.0) of the 

teachers felt lack of appropriate equipment was a barrier to science integration. A majority of 

teachers felt insufficient funding (90.2%, =3.2) and lack of appropriate workshops (65.4%, 

=2.8) served as barriers.  

 

 

 

 

 



Introduction and Conceptual Framework 

 

Career and technical education is in a dynamic state.  Sherry Key (2008), Alabama state 

career and technical education director, noted that career and technical education in Alabama has 

undergone significant changes in the last decade. As determined by previous researchers, “Many 

jobs require workers to know and apply math and science concepts to be able to properly fulfill 

the duties set before them” (Hamilton & Swortzel, 2007, p.2).  Edwards and Ramsey (2004) 

posited, “society and the workplace are placing increasing demands on citizens and employees to 

be scientifically and technologically literate” (p. 87); however, laborer’s skill sets have not 

stayed current with technical knowledge needed to be successful in industry. The National 

Research Council (1988) noted, “vocational agricultural curriculum has failed to keep up with 

modern agriculture” (p. 31).  Changes to curriculum and courses of study have been called for to 

update programs and incorporate academic skills required to be successful in today’s work place 

(Parr, Edwards, & Leising, 2006).  A change in industry prompting change in education is not 

new. Such changes were apparent even a century ago when Snedden (1914) stated, “the world is 

changing and education must change with it” (p. 51).  Crunkilton & Finch (1999) noted more 

than a decade ago, “Demands placed on workers in the new workplace include greater facility in 

mathematics, science, English, and communication” (p. 8).  With new skill requirements, the 

nature of career and technical education has changed. 

  

 To understand the state of career and technical education today, one must consider its 

past.  The roots of vocational education are said to be in Egypt over 4000 years ago (Crunkilton 

& Finch, 1999).  During those times, young people practiced apprenticeships under master 

craftsmen.  These young persons learned, over several years, the craft which subsequently 

became their occupation.  No time was spent learning anything other than that which dealt 

directly with the craft (Snedden, 1914). This style of training persisted until well into the 19th 

century. Gradually, thoughts about the education of young people changed (Crunkilton and 

Finch, 1999).  

 During the sixteenth century, philosophers began to rethink the apprenticeship and 

suggested that pupils should learn manual arts in formal school settings (Crunkilton & Finch, 

1999).  Crunkilton and Finch (1999) noted, “Rousseau’s concern about the value of manual arts 

in education served as a model for other educators…” (p. 5). With emergences (in the late 1700s 

and early 1800s) of new technologies such as the cotton gin, (Croom, Talbert, and Vaughn, 

2005), more emphasis was placed on the need for skilled labor. This thought process and the 

Industrial Revolution spurred on the movement to establish schools that would provide both 

skilled and unskilled labor for the factories. The high demand for labor could not wait on persons 

to complete long apprenticeships. Crunkilton & Finch (1999) noted, “This increased demand 

almost seemed to correspond with the rapid decline of formal apprenticeship programs in many 

skilled areas” (p. 5). 

 

 In the late 1800’s and early 1900’s, vocational schools were being established 

(Crunkilton and Finch, 1999). One of the first schools of agriculture [in the Unites States] was 

established in Mansfield, Connecticut (1881) on land donated by Augustus Storrs (Ball, Dyer, 

Osborne, & Phipps, 2008). This school provided instruction in the field of agriculture to boys 15 

years of age and older. Following suit, other states appropriated funds for agricultural education 

including, Rhode Island 1888, New Hampshire 1895, and Alabama 1897 (The National Research 



Council, 1988).  With the onset of funding and allocations for schools dedicated for the pursuit 

of agricultural education, educational thinkers developed their own responses to how they should 

be constructed.  

 

 Philosophers such as John Dewey and David Snedden weighed in on how they thought 

vocational schools or programs should be developed in this early era of American public schools. 

“John Dewey, drawing on Francis Parker's ideas, founded a laboratory school with a curriculum 

that progressed from practical experiences (planting a garden) to formal subjects (botany) to 

integrated studies (the place of botany in the natural sciences)” (Berryman, 1991).  

 

 The first director of the Federal Board for Vocational Education, Charles Prosser, 

strongly supported David Snedden’s ideas of “social efficiency.” Social efficiency is described 

as an educational framework in which the school sees its role as that of preparing the students to 

become workers (Larabee, 2010).   

 

 Snedden’s address entitled “The Schools of the Rank and File”, which was delivered to 

the Stanford University alumni in 1900, was inundated with the social efficiency paradigm. 

Further, Charles Prosser, Snedden’s legislative right arm, was instrumental in developing the 

Smith–Hughes Act of 1917 and even wrote much of the legislation himself (Larabee, 2010, p. 9). 

The act established federal funding for vocational education in the United States. Due to the fact 

that the act provided federal funds for these schools, the federal government would now have a 

say in the curriculum development.  This federal control led to the establishment of minimum 

curriculum offerings (Crunkilton & Finch, 1999).  According to Gordon (1999), “The 

Constitution of the United States makes no provision for federal support or control of education; 

however, the federal government has considered vocational education in the national interest to 

provide federal legislation in support of vocational education” (p. 67).  Many curriculum 

offerings developed from Federal approved criteria were devoid of opportunities for students to 

“stretch” [emphasis added] their brains and use critical thinking skills (Crunkilton & Finch, 

1999).   

 

 With the advent of the micro-computer and other technologies in the 1970’s and 1980’s 

vocational schools could no longer afford to teach a static curriculum of job related skills only 

(Crunkilton & Finch, 1999). Warmbrod (1974) proposed that “if vocational education assumed 

its proper role in American education that vocational education must be concerned with the 

student’s intellectual, social, and cultural development as well as their vocational development” 

(p. 5).  Barkey and Kralovec (n.d) noted that, “the workplace of today makes very different 

demands on workers than did the workplaces our vocational education system was designed to 

address (p. 1). The shift in industry called for a shift in vocational school curriculum offerings. 

This paradigm was echoed later by Edwards, Leising, and Parr (2002) when they noted, “society 

is increasingly dependent on a myriad of complex technologies- ranging from the use of 

computers to the consumption of genetically modified foods” (p. 5). 

 

 In the 1980’s and 1990’s, more funding legislation was passed to provide money for the 

vocational schools to stay at pace with the machinery and technology in the industrial market 

place. The legislative act that provided the funding was, and is still known as, the Carl D. Perkins 

Act (Crunkilton & Finch, 1999). Educational goals established in the Perkins Act are associated 



with two areas: education for life and education for earning a living (Crunkilton & Finch, 1999).  

According to the Alliance for Excellent Education (2009), a reauthorization of federal legislation 

termed as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) or No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) says, “The mission of the public education system must shift from educating some 

students and preparing them for the twentieth-century American economy to educating all 

students and preparing them for the twenty-first-century global economy” (p. 4).  This 

reauthorization has within it a set of college readiness indicators that help assess how well 

students are being prepared for college. 

 

The reauthorizing of the Carl D. Perkins Act (Public Law 109-270) in 2006 led to the 

development of increased focus on academic standards within career and technical education. 

With this legislation, states had to develop ways to achieve the mandates set forth. The Act also 

set the stage for states to develop ways to assess achievement by students in career and technical 

education programs and standard education programs in the form of standardized high stakes 

tests. Legislation mandating the integration of academics shifted career and technical education 

in a new direction.  

 

 The conceptual framework that guided this study is rooted in Glasser’s choice theory 

(2001). This theory states that individuals control their behaviors based on knowledge and 

internal stimuli to do what they feel is best. This theory could be used to explain teacher 

behaviors when it comes to the delivery of academic subject matter through the context of 

agricultural education based on their perception of the importance of doing so. Simply, if 

teachers truly believe that this integration is beneficial to their students, then they will be more 

inclined to see that it is carried out in the classroom. 

   

 

 

Purpose of the Study 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of Alabama agricultural 

educators regarding the impact of curriculum integration on the achievement of their students 

and their role in this effort.  

 

This study was based on constructs from which research questions were derived. A 

questionnaire was administered to agricultural teachers to determine perceived relationships 

between outcomes on standardized tests and agricultural education course work and agricultural 

instructors’ perceptions of teaching responsibilities as they relate to academic achievement. The 

constructs were as follows 1) student test taking preparation 2) academic standard integration 3) 

perceived barriers to science integration and 4) science integration and its relationship to student 

enrollment.  

 

Research Questions 

 

 The following research questions guided this study. 

1) Do agricultural education teachers in Alabama feel it is their responsibility to prepare 

their students for standardized high-stakes tests? 



2) Do agricultural education teachers in Alabama feel they should incorporate core 

academic standards into their instruction? 

3) Do agricultural education teachers in Alabama feel there are outside influences that affect 

how and if science integration takes place in their classrooms? 

4) What are the perceptions of Alabama agricultural education teachers regarding student 

enrollment and the impact science integration plays on it? 

 

The researcher developed questionnaire contained five questions for each construct. 

Upon approval from the Auburn University Institutional Review Board and representatives of the 

Alabama Association of Agriscience Educators (AAAE), the researcher distributed the survey at 

the 2011 annual meeting of Alabama Association of Agriscience Educators in Birmingham, 

Alabama.  The surveys were collected and descriptive statistics, including frequencies, means, 

and standard deviations were used to summarize the data. 

 

The population consisted of 161 middle-school and high-school agricultural educators in 

Alabama.  This number was determined by the number of teachers that filled out the registration 

sheet for the AAAE session. It is recognized that teachers who attend the state conference may 

be very different when compared to those who did not attend, therefore, no generalization may 

be made beyond this group of 161 teachers. 

 

A survey was provided for each agricultural teacher that attended the AAAE meeting.  

All session attendees were given the opportunity to complete the survey. Of the 161 educators, 

133 completed the survey. According to the American Association for Public Opinion Research 

(AAPOR, 2011) the response rate is, “The number of complete interviews with reporting units 

divided by the number of eligible reporting units in the sample” (p.5). By this definition, this 

survey had a response rate of 82%. The AAPOR determined that response rates over 70% is 

acceptable.   

 

To answer research questions two through five, an instrument was developed using an 

instrument previously developed by other researchers in this field (Layfield, Minor, & 

Waldvogel, 2001; Balschweid & Thompson,2002; Thompson & Schumacher, 1998; Myers & 

Washburn, 1998).  The instrument was modified to meet the requirements of this study. The 

instrument was reviewed by an agricultural education university professional for face and 

content validity. Previous researchers report the original instrument internal consistency using 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88 (Thompson & Schumacher, 1998). Cronbach’s alpha for the new 

instrument is reported at 0.84. 

 

The instrument operationalized the constructs. The first construct, student test taking 

preparation measured the value that agricultural educators in Alabama place on preparing their 

students for high stakes standardized tests (see Table 1).  Each construct contained five items 

with response options noted as 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (agree), 4 (strongly agree).  

The second construct, academic standard integration measured the value that agricultural 

educators in Alabama place on integrating academic standards in biology, social studies, 

language arts, mathematics, and reading comprehension into their classroom instruction (see 

Table 2).  The third construct, perceived barriers to science integration measured the perspective 

of agricultural education teachers in Alabama on barriers that limit the amount of science they 



integrate into their classroom instruction (see Table 3). The fourth construct, perceived 

relationship of science integration on enrollment measured the perspectives of agricultural 

education teachers in Alabama regarding relationships between science integration and student 

enrollment in agricultural programs (see Table 4).  

  

Before implementation of the study, the Alabama State Department of Education, Career 

and Technical Education, Agriscience section was contacted and an allotted time was given to 

the researcher to distribute the questionnaire during the 2011 Alabama Career and Technical 

Education Conference in Birmingham, Alabama. The questionnaire was given to the session 

chair who distributed and collected the survey. The researcher then retrieved the collected 

surveys and used SPSS 18 for Windows to calculate descriptive statistics and percentages from 

the tallied survey responses.  

 

Results 

 

 Research question 1 sought to describe the perceptions of agricultural education teachers 

toward preparing their students for standardized high-stakes tests. A majority of responding 

teachers (63.1 %) either agreed or strongly agreed that they felt it was their job to prepare 

students to pass the Alabama High School Graduation Exam (AHSGE) (Table 1). Furthermore, 

84.9% either agreed or strongly agreed that students are better prepared for the AHSGE after 

completing their classes. A majority (94.8%) of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that it 

is important that their students pass the AHSGE. Most (85.7%) of the teachers either agreed or 

strongly agreed that agricultural classes have a place in preparing students for high stakes tests. 

Finally, 81.9% of teachers surveyed feel that students who take agricultural classes are better 

prepared for passing the AHSGE than students who have not completed an agricultural class. 

 

 

Table 1 

Preparing Students for Standardized Test 

Statement      ______________________  M (SD)   %SD  %D   %A  %SA                          

I feel it is my job to prepare students for the AHSGE.        2.7(.90)  10.5  26.3  43.6  19.5 

 

I feel students are better prepared for the AHSGE after      3.1(.77)    4.5  10.5  54.1  30.8  

  completing my class. 

 

I feel it is important that my students pass the AHSGE.      3.5(.67)     2.3    3.0  34.6  60.2 

 

I feel that Agriscience has a place in preparing students      3.1(.76)    3.8  10.5  51.9  33.8 

  for high stakes tests. 

 

I feel that students in Agriscience are better prepared for     3.1(.74)    2.3  15.8  51.1  30.8 

  passing the AHSGE than students who have not  

  completed an Agriscience class. 

 

Note. n = 133. M= mean. SD= Std. Deviation. Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree 

(D), 3 = Agree (A), 4 = Strongly Agree (A). 



 Research question 2 sought to describe the perceptions of agricultural teachers regarding 

incorporation of core academic standards into the agricultural education curriculum. Over four-

fifths (83.4%) of the respondents reported that integration of biology concepts into the 

agricultural curriculum was important (Table 2). Slightly more than half (53.4%) of the teachers 

either agreed or strongly agreed that it is important to integrate social studies in their instruction. 

Furthermore, most teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the notion that integrating language 

arts is important (66.2%). Finally, most teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that integration 

of mathematics (92.5%) and reading comprehension (87.9%) were important in the agricultural 

education curriculum. 

 

Table 2 

Integration of Academic Concepts 

Statement      ______________________  M (SD)   %SD  %D  %A      %SA                          

I feel it is important to integrate biology into my                 3.1(.81)   6.8  9.8 54.1 29.3 

  instruction.   

 

I feel it is important to integrate social studies into           2.6(.82)   9.0  37.6 41.4 12.0 

  my instruction. 

 

I feel it is important to integrate language arts into           2.7(.78)    7.5  26.3 53.4 12.8 

  my instruction. 

 

I feel it is important to integrate mathematics into            3.4(.70)    2.3  5.3 45.1 47.4 

  my instruction 

 

I feel it is important to integrate reading comprehension     3.1(.74)   3.8  8.3 52.6 35.3 

  activities into my instruction.   

 

Note. n = 133. M= mean. SD= Std. Deviation. Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree 

(D), 3 = Agree (A), 4 = Strongly Agree (A). 

 

Research question three sought to describe the perceptions of agricultural teachers 

regarding barriers to integrating science into the agricultural education curriculum (Table 3). 

Three-fourths (74.5%) of the teachers felt lack of appropriate equipment was a barrier to science 

integration. A majority of teachers felt insufficient funding (90.2%) and lack of appropriate 

workshops (65.4%) served as barriers. Conversely, the minority of teachers felt that the lack of 

having a cooperating science teacher (38.4%) and a lack science competence among agriculture 

teachers (39.1%) were barriers to science integration.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3 

Barriers to Science Integration  

Statement      ______________________  M (SD)   %SD  %D  %A %SA                          

Lack of appropriate equipment is a barrier to            3.0(.78)   3.0 22.6 48.9 25.6 

  integrating science into my agricultural education  

  program.  

 

Lack of adequate federal, state, or local funds is a            3.2(.66)   1.5 8.3 55.6 34.6 

  barrier to integrating science into agricultural  

  education programs. 

 

Lack of agriscience workshops for agricultural            2.8(.80)   4.5 30.1 45.9 19.5 

  education teachers is a barrier to integrating  

  science in my class. 

 

Lack of science competence among teachers in            2.3(.87) 16.5 43.6 29.3 9.8 

  agricultural education is a barrier to integrating. 

  science. 

 

Lack of a science teacher who is willing to help             2.3(.80) 12.8 48.9 30.1 8.3 

  me integrate science concepts has been a barrier  

  to integrating science. 

 

Note. n = 133. M= mean. SD= Std. Deviation. Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree 

(D), 3 = Agree (A), 4 = Strongly Agree (A). 

 

 Research question four sought to describe the perceptions of Alabama agricultural 

education teachers regarding student enrollment and the impact science integration plays on it 

(Table 4). A majority (68.4%) of the teachers felt that average ability students are more likely to 

enroll in agricultural education courses that integrate science. Furthermore, slightly more than 

half of teachers felt that both low ability students (51.8%) and advanced students (57.1%) were 

more likely to enroll in agricultural courses that integrated science. Likewise, more than half 

(54.2%) of the teachers felt integrating science into the agricultural education program more 

effectively meets the needs of special population students. Finally, the majority (63.2%) of 

teachers either strongly disagreed or disagreed that enrollment had gone up since they had 

integrated science.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 4 

Perceptions on Enrollment in Agricultural Education  

Statement      ______________________  M (SD)   %SD  %D  %A %SA                          

High ability students are more likely to enroll           2.6(.85)   10.5  32.3 43.6 13.5 

  in agricultural education courses that integrate  

  science. 

   

Average ability students are more likely to enroll in           2.6(.8)       9.0     22.6 51.9 16.5 

  agricultural education courses that integrate science 

 

Total program enrollment in agricultural education           2.3(.78)   12.8  50.4 30.1   6.8 

  has increased since I integrated science. 

 

Integrating science into the agricultural education           2.5(.80)     9.8  36.1 44.4   9.8 

  program more effectively meets the needs of  

  special population students. 

 

Low ability students are more likely to enroll in           2.4(.88)   14.3  33.8 39.8 12.0 

  agricultural education courses that integrate science. 

   

Note. n = 133. M= mean. SD= Std. Deviation. Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree 

(D), 3 = Agree (A), 4 = Strongly Agree (A). 

 

 

Conclusions/ Implications 

 

 A majority of responding teachers (63.1 %) either agreed or strongly agreed that they felt 

it was their job to prepare students to pass the AHSGE (Table 1). However, the mean implies (

=2.7) that there is a substantial group of teachers feel it is NOT their job to prepare students for 

the AHSGE.  Though the majority do agree test preparation is important, the minority must 

realize that testing is the paramount in current education agendas…per NCLB (USDE, 2001).  

Without gains in standardized tests and relationships being identified between those gains and 

career and technical education classes, career and technical education is losing ground on the 

bureaucratic battle front. 

 

 Interestingly, 84.9% ( =3.1) either agreed or strongly agreed students are better prepared 

for the AHSGE after completing their classes. A large majority (94.8%, =3.5) of teachers either 

agreed or strongly agreed that it is important that their students pass the AHSGE. Most (85.7%, 

=3.2) of the teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that agricultural classes have a place in 

preparing students for high stakes tests. After looking at these responses, the question must be 

posed, “If teachers feel it is important to pass the AHGE and they feel students are better 

prepared for passing by taking agricultural classes, why do many not feel it is their job to help 

prepare their students for passing the exam?” With increased scrutiny and waning budgets many 

teachers might soon realize improving test scores will help secure a place at the policy table for 

career and technical education. Finally, 81.9% ( =3.1) of teachers surveyed feel that students 



who take agricultural classes are better prepared for passing the AHSGE than students who have 

not completed an agricultural class. 

 

 The majority (83.4%) of the respondents reported that integration of biology concepts 

into the agricultural curriculum was important (Table 2). The mean implies (  = 3.1) that the 

teachers felt science was important in the agricultural curriculum, which is consistent with 

research done by Myers & Washburn (1998). 

 

 Slightly more than half (53.4%) of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that it is 

important to integrate social studies into their instruction. The mean implies (  = 2.6) that many 

of the teachers felt social studies was NOT important. A lower indicator of importance may be 

indicative of little social studies content in the course work of agricultural education classes. 

 

 Most teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the notion that integrating language arts is 

important (66.2%). The mean implies (  = 3.1) that most teachers felt language arts was 

important. This falls in line with one of the main topics of research for the National Research 

Agenda: Agricultural Education and Communications. Student literacy is a focus of research 

being conducted (Doerfert, 2011). 

 

 Finally, most teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that integration of mathematics 

(92.5%,  = 3.4) and reading comprehension (87.9%,  = 3.2) were important in the agricultural 

education curriculum.  

 

 Three-fourths (74.5%, =3.0) of the teachers felt lack of appropriate equipment was a 

barrier to science integration. A majority of teachers felt insufficient funding (90.2%, =3.2) and 

lack of appropriate workshops (65.4%, =2.8) served as barriers. These findings are consistent 

with a study conducted by Balschweid, Cole, & Thompson (1998) that noted, “Teachers 

indicated the greatest barriers to implementing agriculture into existing lessons were the time 

necessary for curricula changes and access to necessary supplies/materials/information” (p. 8).  

 

 Conversely, the minority of teachers felt that the lack of having a cooperating science 

teacher (38.4%, =2.3) and a lack science competence among agriculture teachers (39.1%, 

=2.3) were barriers to science integration. This is consistent with findings of Myers & Washburn 

(1998) where they reported only 33.5% of agricultural instructors felt they had insufficient 

background in science content to integrate it into their curriculum. This could be attributed to the 

fact that many agricultural educators feel they are knowledgeable enough about science concepts 

such that no science curriculum specialist would be needed.  

 

 A majority (68.4%) of the teachers felt that average ability students are more likely to 

enroll in agricultural education courses that integrate science. This is consistent with Myers & 

Washburn (1998) when they report that 61.8% of their surveyed population believed enrollment 

of average ability students would go up with science integration. Furthermore, slightly more than 

half of teachers felt that both low ability students (51.8%) and advanced students (57.1%) were 

more likely to enroll in agricultural courses that integrated science. These results both coincide 

with and confound Myers & Washburn’s (1998) results. They indicated that only 30.4% of 

teachers felt low achieving student enrollment would increase, whereas 73.5% of teachers 



believed high achieving student enrollment would increase with science integration.  More than 

half (54.2%) of the teachers felt integrating science into the agricultural education program more 

effectively meets the needs of special population students. Myers and Washburn report only 

42.9% of teachers in their study believed science integration would benefit special needs 

populations. Finally, the majority (63.2%) of teachers either strongly disagreed or disagreed that 

enrollment had gone up since they had integrated science. This may be due to the fact that many 

teachers believe that agriculture is already latent with science; therefore, they do not believe 

enrollment would be increased if more science content was added.  

 

 With such weight being put on accountability of instruction and accountability being 

operationalized in the form of student performance on standardized tests, career and technical 

education must develop ways to enhance student scores while not losing sight of its raison d'etre 

(Parr, Edwards, and Leising, 2008).  This study was done to explore the current perceptions of 

agricultural education in preparing students for standardized high stakes tests. Also, this study 

sought to determine the barriers that agricultural teachers feel are present in preventing models of 

academic integration. Research cited in this study provides evidence that such integration models 

could help enhance scores on standardized tests; however, one must realize that a multitude of 

variables must be in place for such models to succeed.  The most important of those variables is 

an agricultural instructor willing to break the mold of the old vocational agricultural class and 

learn how to enhance the curriculum and bring out concepts that are on standardized tests. The 

data presented in this study suggests that while many agricultural educators believe that they 

have a role in preparing students for success in other academic content areas, many agricultural 

educators do not. This implies that a group of teachers have not bought into the concept of 

becoming holistic educators and may still see themselves primarily as vocational trainers. These 

perceptions must continue to change as the old adage “perception is reality” most likely hold true 

within this group. 

 

 

 

Recommendations/ Implications 

 

1) Efforts should be made to provide training for agricultural educators on how to better 

incorporate or bring out content that is already in the agricultural curriculum so that they 

can see the connections between agricultural education and other academic content areas. 

   

2) Administrators should allow for collaboration periods between core teachers and 

agriculture teachers so that common academic themes might be identified. Strategies 

could then be developed to reinforce those standards using agriculture as the context for 

teaching. 

 

3) Professional development should be provided to administrators, state educational staff, 

core academic teachers and agricultural teachers regarding the benefit of curriculum 

integration.  

 

4) Research should be done to assess agriculture teacher attitudes regarding preparing 

students for high stakes tests. Demographics such as age, years of teaching experience, 



and education level should be collected so that new inferences can be made about the 

makeup of teachers in the agricultural education profession. 

 

The researcher was confounded that more agriculture teachers do not consider preparing 

students for standardized tests as part of their job.  Several explanations are offered. 1)  

Respondents might feel that their only job is to teach the curriculum set forth by the state of 

Alabama.  No agricultural class has within its standards any statute that dictates that agricultural 

teachers should teach to a test. 2) There may be a generation gap among agriculture teachers in 

the sample population which would inherently render different perspectives. Many older 

agricultural teachers (those with 30 + years of teaching) could have different opinions about 

students passing the AHSGE. This could be due to the fact that the AHSGE started in 1983. 

Many older educators never experienced having to pass a high stakes test in order to graduate 

from high school; whereas agriculture teachers with fewer years of experience did. These 

younger teachers could have a better understanding of the necessity for passing the AHSGE 

since they had to accomplish that goal before continuing their education. This could lead to 

another topic of research for study. 
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