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Introduction


One of the major roles of college is to prepare a student that will enter the workforce fully capable of meeting the requirements employers are seeking. The National Research Agenda for the American Association for Agricultural Education identifies this role as a priority as well. Priority 5 of the agenda stresses the need for research pertaining to “documenting the outcomes and impacts of agricultural education programs on an individual, community, industry, and societal level” and the “current state of the effective characteristics” demonstrated agricultural programs (Doefert, 2011). University programs can meet this priority and evaluate their degree programs by surveying employers of graduates to determine their performance level. School administrators are uniquely able to provide feedback to universities on the performance of beginning teachers in their schools. Departments can then apply the feedback to make needed changes in the curriculum to meet the needs of the students and the current demands of workforce.
Conceptual/Theoretical Framework

Evaluation is a necessary component of programs to ensure that programs are meeting the needs of participants and other key stakeholders. Program evaluation is a systematic collection of information about activities, characteristics, and outcomes to measure the effectiveness of the program (Patton, 2002).  Program developers expect certain outcomes but the key is determining if the actual outcomes are aligned with those expected outcomes. Curriculum and standards should be developed and modified by those individuals who play a key role such as students, teachers, employers, employees in associated areas, directors, supervisors, and curriculum planners (Finch & Crunkilton, 1999).  Those employers are key stakeholders that should be involved in the process and can provide the latest needed knowledge and skills that are essential in the workforce. 
Teacher education should conduct programmatic evaluation in order to present data that can demonstrate the validity and adequacy of the program (Cooper, Felder, Loye, & Peck, 1980). These data also can provide feedback to those within the department when meeting for annual reviews. Evaluation that is responsive and designed to facilitate developmental needs of programs is essential to progress (Brinkerhoff, 1980).
Methodology

A list of 27 students from 2010-2012 who graduated with a Bachelor of Science in Agricultural Education was reviewed to eliminate those graduates who did not pursue a teaching career. After the review, 27 teachers and their respective principals were asked to participate in the study. Questionnaire items were designed using Qualtrics Survey Software and modeled after a questionnaire designed by Flowers (2004) that evaluated pre-service agricultural programs. The questionnaire was also compared to Cooper, Felder, Hollis, and Peck’s (1980) list of categorical teacher education variables viewed as being necessary components when evaluating teacher preparation programs. The questionnaire contained 15 likert-type items to measure performance tasks, an opinion question regarding the teacher’s total agricultural program and one open ended question to allow principals an opportunity to provide direct feedback related to specific areas of teaching. The content validity was reviewed by non-beginning agriculture teachers. Suggested changes were made and the instrument was emailed to all 27 principals.  Two follow-up emails were sent to increase the response rate.
Results and Findings

Overall, the findings suggested that principals viewed the graduates of the department as above average in performing all 15 of the performance tasks listed.  The highest means were associated with the willingness of the teachers to participate in non-instructional duties, interacting with faculty, FFA advising, and following school rules. Areas being closer to the “average” range involved performance tasks such as: maintaining discipline of students and teaching students with diverse backgrounds. Seventy-five percent of principals agreed (strongly agree or agree) that the beginning teacher was an effective teacher who conducted a total agricultural program. 

Four principals discussed the need for more preparation in developing instructional activities to meet the needs of diverse learners. Also identified as needing more emphasis in the pre-service program were: motivation, classroom focus rather than FFA, classroom management, lesson planning, technology usage, balance of duties, and knowledge of agricultural mechanics.
Conclusion

Principals indicated more emphasis on diverse learners was needed.  The department within the last three years created a course, Teaching Diverse Learners in Agricultural and Extension Education, which students are now required to take. This course discusses the history and legislation of diverse learners in addition to planning and facilitating teaching strategies to meet the needs of these students. 

Maintaining discipline of students also ranked lower. While much of the “management” skills cannot be taught directly, it is something that needs to be emphasized in the methods course. University supervisors can also suggest to cooperating teachers to use a more hands-off approach allowing student teachers get the full experience. The teacher’s knowledge of the subject will be useless if there are impeding discipline problems that prevent learning from taking place (Newcomb, McCracken, & Warmbrod, 1993).


The teachers ranked very high in their willingness to participate in non-instructional strategies. This may be because of their participation in FFA and SAE which some administrators see as outside of normal school time due to their lack of knowledge about the agricultural education three model components. Principals also ranked teachers high on interacting with other faculty and staff.  This shows that the department does a great job implementing teamwork and cooperation throughout their classes. Principals need to recall their beginnings and the importance of effective adminstration who can provide constructive criticism to help shape them into the teacher they need to be. 
Implications/Recommendations/Impact on Profession


Conducting an evaluation of graduates allows departments to see areas of weakness and success. After reviewing the results of this study, a classroom management course is being developed that will provide students with additional training in handling and preventing discipline problems. A service learning project was also incorporated into the “Diverse Learners” course to provide a more hands-on approach working with students with special needs.  In addition to evaluation of graduates, surveying graduates periodically would also provide insight when planning professional development and making changes to the current curriculm being taught in college classes. This study is a reminder that evaluation is key to meeting the needs of not only our students but also the future students of these classroom teachers.  
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