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Introduction
Presenting new technology to students enrolled in secondary school programs allows the acquisition of new knowledge, and evokes in some, curiosity and a desire for further learning (Edgar, 2012).  Today’s high school agricultural science programs are required to teach a breadth of disciplines related to agriculture.  As a result, high school agriculture teachers have reported needing specific skill development enabling them to improve teaching, especially in the areas of agricultural leadership, communications, and agricultural career development (Roberts, Dooley, Harlin, & Murphrey, 2006).  Although secondary educators understand the importance of educating students about agriculture, electronic technologies, and strategies to promote agriculture while improving English and writing skills, they usually do not have the time and/or skills to create programs focused in agricultural communications.  

Agricultural communicators are uniquely prepared to promote agriculture because they are familiar, through education and experience, with the science and technology involved in food production and processing, animal and human health and nutrition, and the environment.  In today’s technological society, it is imperative that students are availed access to new technology.  These skills are becoming competencies that every educated person is expected to master (Margaryan & Littlejohn, 2008).  Although this technology is readily available, both teachers and students must first be trained in effective communication strategies via multimedia channels that adhere to professional journalism standards and ethics.

Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for this study was based on technology acceptance.  Technology acceptance relates to predictions of technology use and factors that can impact use (Lederer, Maupin, Sena, & Zhuang, 2000).  The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) included five constructs that were identified as affecting a person’s intention and use of a given technology.  “Communications in agriculture is designed to introduce students to topics related to promoting agriculture through a variety of media sources” (Oklahoma Instructional Media Center, 2010, p. 5).  However, since the incorporation of the agricultural communications Career Development Event and the development of The Guidebook for Agricultural Communications in the Classroom, [state] has yet to develop an educational framework in agricultural communications to teach students about technologies and careers associated with the field.  Yet, the most recent National Research Agenda notes priority areas important to visual communications curriculum and training in secondary education programs (Doerfert, 2011).  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to assess secondary agricultural teachers’ perceptions of the agricultural communications technology and skills, in an effort to create an effective training program for agricultural teachers in [state].  

Methodology
For this study, the population consisted of all [state] secondary agriculture teachers attending the summer 2012 in-service training (N = 184).  The teacher survey contained six parts consisting of teachers’ use of technology, proficiency with technology, teachers’ interest in specific education components of agricultural communication curriculum, demographics, and respondents’ self-literacy, interest, and availability.  A panel of four faculty members (from agricultural communications and education) examined the instrument and judged it to possess face and content validity.  According to Venkatesh et al. (2003), in regard to the UTAUT, “all internal consistency reliabilities (ICRs) were greater than .70” (p. 457).  Thus, the instrument was determined to be reliable.  Alpha coefficients, on Parts I through V, ranged from .92, .96, .97, .97, and .64 for the dependent variables based on the administration of the instrument for this study.  Data were analyzed using descriptive (means and standard deviations) statistics.

Results and Findings
Objective one sought to determine educators’ current use of technology to teach or enhance teaching of agricultural communication curriculum.  Respondents indicated using computers for recording grades and preparation of instructional materials most frequently and receiving the highest mean scores.  Participants reported using technology for blogging and digital audio broadcasting the least.  Objective two sought to determine respondents’ ability to use technology.  Participants related their personal ability in technology to be most proficient with computers and least proficient in digital audio broadcast.  The third objective of study was to determine competencies teachers possessed in assisting them in teaching agricultural communications curriculum.  Participants reported being most interested in communicating to the public and least interested in Associated Press Style.  Finally, objective four sought to determine respondents’ ability to teach agricultural communications topics to their students.  Participants indicated their highest proficiency being writing and lowest proficiency being blogging.  

Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations
The respondents of this study (72.5% male and 23.75% female) represent similar gender makeup of the state in which they are employed.  Today’s employment market requires skill in many technology areas.  Based on the findings of this study, students are not gaining skills in present areas of emerging technology.  Therefore, as a vocationally based program, findings of this study do not agree with the findings of Hayward (1993); stating that preparation of students, especially based in current and emerging technologies associated in agricultural communications, is present.  When identifying abilities of teachers, it was found that their abilities were not assisted with high technological skill levels.  If students and teachers are to approach an active process as touted by Hein (1991), then further education and experience (Kolb, 1984) must be gained in order to avail these abilities from the teacher to the student.

Based on the conclusions of this study, recommendations for practice are as follows.  Today’s teachers need further experience and skill development in agricultural communication technologies.  Participants have indicated insufficient levels of ability in these areas, and further education in emerging technologies is warranted.  Additionally, institutions of teacher preparation in this area should evaluate their need for skills in these areas and incorporate training for future candidates in teacher education in agricultural education.  As reported by numerous researchers (Bigge & Shermis, 1999; Gredler, 2005; Schunk, 2004), perceptions of students must be taken into account in order to explain learning.  If educators are not utilizing technology, education may not be impacting students successfully and learning may not be maximized.  Furthermore, researchers should investigate acceptance of technologies by secondary agriculture teachers in the state in order to further impact the professional development of teachers.
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