

		Research Poster




[bookmark: _GoBack]


Frequency of High School Principal Supervisory Practices Experienced in the Nonformal Components of Agricultural Education


Thomas H. Paulsen, Ph.D. 
Iowa State University 
217 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011
(515) 294-0047
tpaulsen@iastate.edu


Robert A. Martin, Ph.D. 
Iowa State University 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011
(515) 294-0086
drmartin@iastate.edu






Frequency of High School Principal Supervisory Practices Experienced in the Nonformal Components of Agricultural Education

Introduction
A recent report by Pearson (Unit, 2012) indicated that the United States ranks 25th out of 34 countries in math and science achievement. Many factors have been identified to increase student achievement, however, Wright, Horn, and Sanders (1997) professed “the most important factor affecting student learning is the teacher” (p. 63). High school principals use instructional supervision techniques to enhance the pedagogical skills of teachers with “the ultimate goal of enhancing student achievement” (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011, p. 2). Recent attempts to reform teacher supervision and evaluation (Marzano & Toth, 2013) demonstrate that the importance of teacher supervision has never been greater. 

Agricultural education uses a three-component, whole-person approach to agricultural education (National Council for Agricultural Education, 2009; Phipps, Osborne, Dyer, and Ball, 2008). Etling (1993) posited that powerful learning experiences can be implemented in each of the three components of agricultural education and most effective teachers are able to facilitate learning in both formal and nonformal settings. However, are high school principals supervising agriculture teachers in the nonformal components of the agriculture education program?  

Theoretical Framework
Instructional supervision is a form of adult learning that takes place between an adult learning facilitator (high school principal) and an adult learner (agricultural education teacher). Andragogical supervision (Ellis & Bernhardt, 1989) is a framework used for providing instructional supervision for teachers which considers strategies considered most effective with adult learners. Ellis and Bernhardt (1989) purported that an andragogical supervisor “acknowledges the teacher’s need to be self-directing and autonomous” (p. 363). Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordan (2004) purported that effective supervision of teacher learning “should be related to [teachers’] experiences, needs, and learning strengths; should include opportunities for collaborative action, reflection, and critical thinking; and should be directed toward teacher empowerment” (p. 95). Do agricultural education teachers experience instructional supervision practices from their principals that support androgogical supervision? If so, how often do they experience these practices within the nonformal components of their programs? The purpose of this descriptive study was to identify the frequency in which selected administrator supervisory practices were experienced by agricultural education teachers in the nonformal components of the agricultural education program.  

Methods/Procedures
This descriptive, base-line study utilized a cross-sectional survey design and was implemented electronically using the tailored design method (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Items were developed and aligned within five constructs of instructional supervision practices as identified by Zepeda and Ponticell (1998): validation, empowerment, coaching, visible presence, and professionalism.  A panel of experts reviewed the instrument for content, face, and construct validity. A pilot-study was conducted with 20 randomly selected agricultural education instructors using the recommendations of Sudman (1976). A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for each construct (α= .79 to α=.96). Internal consistency was considered acceptable or good (George & Mallery, 2003) for the instrument.  
The target population for this study consisted of high school agricultural education teachers in the United States who were identified in available, electronic state agricultural education instructor directories. A total of 234 agricultural education teachers from the randomly selected 664 potential respondents provided complete responses for a 35.24% response rate. Due to the anonymity of the responses, non-respondents were not able to be identified. Responses of early and late respondents were compared (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers, 2001). No statistically significant differences were found.  This study was limited to agricultural education teachers who responded.

Results/Findings
The average agricultural education teacher in this study was male, aged 40.62 years, held a Bachelor’s degree, and had 14.87 years of teaching experience. Frequencies and percentages were calculated within each of the five Likert options for each of the 28 items. Grand means were calculated by construct. Respondents indicated that they experienced empowerment and validation supervision practices in nonformal settings more than any other construct area; however, frequencies identified for all constructs were rated less than sometimes. The grand mean and standard deviation for each construct are displayed in Table 1.  

	Table 1

Frequency of Supervisory Practices Experienced in Nonformal Settings by Construct

	Supervisory Construct
	Construct Mean
	Construct SD

	Empowerment
	2.59
	.88

	Validation
	2.59
	.90

	Professionalism
	2.49
	.88

	Coaching
	2.31
	.89

	Visible Presence
	2.30
	.79

	Note: Each item was rated on the following scale: 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, and 5 = always.



Conclusions/ Implications/Recommendations
Agricultural education teachers seldom receive supervision in the nonformal components of the agricultural education program. Teachers identified the frequency of experience in nonformal settings with each of the constructs below sometimes with most of the constructs being marked as never or rarely. No constructs were rated often or always. If principals have the ability to assist teachers in improving instruction through supervisory practices (Marzano & Toth, 2013) and powerful learning opportunities exist in all aspects of the agricultural education program (Etling, 1993), it is then a matter of concern that agricultural education teachers are not experiencing appropriate supervisory practices in the nonformal components of the program. 

Agricultural education teachers can initiate the supervisory process in nonformal settings by inviting high school principals to provide them with feedback regarding the pedagogical practices that take place in FFA and SAE activities. Pre-service teacher training and beginning teacher mentoring programs should include training to assist agricultural education teachers in developing the skills to initiate collaborative relationships with principals and other evaluators.  By further exploring instructional supervision, a list of appropriate supervisory strategies could be developed that could be used to positively impact student achievement in all components of the agricultural education program. The results of this study could be useful in developing a model for implementing supervisory practices in agricultural education.  
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