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The Relationship between the Amount of Agricultural Mechanics Training and Skills Received at the Secondary and Post-secondary Levels
Introduction/Conceptual Framework

Agricultural mechanics courses have long been considered an integral component to the agricultural education curriculum. This relationship is evident when the amount of instructional time devoted to agricultural mechanics and the amount of time spent in the agricultural mechanics laboratory are explored. Approximately half to two-thirds of instructional and laboratory time is spent on agricultural mechanics concepts (Johnson & Schumacher, 1989; McKim, Saucier, & Reynolds, 2010; Shin, 1987). 

While agricultural mechanics courses have maintained a high level of popularity, not all agricultural education candidates are adequately prepared to teach agricultural mechanics courses. Hubert and Leising (2000) indicated, on average, potential agriculture teachers are only required to enroll in two (2) three-credit hour courses to meet certification requirements. Consequently, teacher education programs should focus on ensuring preservice teachers receive adequate training in the area of agricultural mechanics (McKim & Saucier, 2011, 2012). Seemingly, potential teachers who did not receive an adequate amount of agricultural mechanics at the secondary level would seek out additional training at the post-secondary level, representing a negative correlation.  Is this an accurate assumption? 
Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this study was to describe potential relationships between the quantity of agricultural mechanics training and skills received at the secondary level and at the post-secondary level. The following research objectives were identified to accomplish this purpose. 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of [STATE] secondary agricultural educators. 

2. Examine the relationship between amount of agricultural mechanics training at the secondary level and amount of training at the post-secondary level. 

Methods and Procedures

The target population of this descriptive study was in-service agricultural education instructors who are currently teaching secondary agriculture in [STATE] (N = 242). A researcher-modified, paper based questionnaire containing three sections, consisting of 54 skills, teacher demographics, and program demographics was distributed to each instructor (n = 130) who attended the [STATE] agricultural education teachers conference. Respondents were asked to use a five-point Likert-type scale to rate their perceptions of the amount of training and skills received at the secondary and post-secondary levels. Usable instruments were collected from (n = 101) respondents for a 77.7% response rate. A Pearson‘s χ2 analysis yielded no significant differences (p > .05)for gender, age, highest degrees held, years of teaching experience, and size of school community between respondents and the general population of agriculture teachers in [STATE]. Face validity was established by individuals with expertise in instrument development and agricultural mechanics. Post-hoc reliability calculations resulted in reliability coefficients for importance (α = .97) and competency (α = .98). 
Results

The first research objective sought to describe the demographic characteristics of [STATE] agriculture teachers. The typical respondent was male (67.0%), employed by a rural school district (79.2%), in a single-teacher department (90.0%), and reported 10 or fewer years of teaching experience (52.4%). Examining and interpreting potential relationships between amount of agricultural mechanics training received at the secondary and post-secondary levels was the purpose of the second research objective. Spearman Rho correlations were used to identify significant (p<.05) relationships. Significant positive correlations were discovered within each skill area. It should be noted that each skill area is correlated within the respective area and not representative of a composite of all sub-constructs. Furthermore, only the top area with the highest correlations in each respective domain is displayed in Table 1.

	Table 1
	
	

	Spearman Rho Correlational Relationships between the Amount of Agricultural Mechanics Training and Skills Received at the Secondary and Post-secondary Levels

	Skill Area
	n
	Spearman Rho Correlation

	Mechanic Skills
	
	

	Oxy-propylene Cutting
	83
	.659*

	Structures and Construction Skills
	
	

	Construction Skills (Carpentry)
	90
	.553*

	Electrification
	
	

	Electrical Safety
	86
	.641*

	Power and Machinery Skills
	
	

	Tractor Selection
	78
	.758*

	Soil and Water
	
	

	Profile Leveling
	75
	.756*

	Note. *p < .05
	
	


Conclusions
Based upon the identified objectives and reported findings the following conclusions were drawn. Demographic characteristics were in line with expectations for [STATE] agricultural teachers. There was a significant positive correlation found within every skill area. This indicates that students who take more agricultural mechanics classes at the secondary level also take more at the post-secondary level. This also implies that if a potential teacher does not have agricultural mechanics at the secondary level, they will not seek it out at the post-secondary level.  This phenomenon suggests that as a profession we are creating two “groups” of teachers, the haves and have nots. Based on these correlations, there is no “middle ground”. Future research should be directed toward examining causal relationships exploring how students with or without secondary agricultural mechanics course experience choose post-secondary courses. 
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