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Introduction/Need for Research
Despite only 40 years in the making, there is a rich history of legislative protection for students with disabilities and provisions that require public schools to meet students’ needs.  The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA; 1975) was passed as the first federal act to specifically direct the support that public schools must provide for students with disabilities.  EAHC was reissued in 1997 as the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA; 2004).  Federal legislation also included provisions that called for teachers to use evidence-based instructional practices (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).  The use of evidence-based practices, along with direction detailed in the IEP, provides the architecture that teachers are required to provide to meet the learning needs of each student in their classes (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).
Though limited in number, studies in agricultural education have attempted to identify evidence-based practices to teach students with disabilities, including instructional strategies for teaching students with disabilities (Hoerst & Whittington, 2009; Pense, Watson, & Wakefield, 2010; Richardson & Washburn, 2006).  Agriculture teachers’ perception of the use of Strategy Instruction to support the general student’s reading comprehension was also investigated, which yielded a need for increased use of Strategy Instruction to benefit students (Park & Osborne, 2006a, 2006b).  Special education research has yielded findings that can inform instructional efforts in agriculture classrooms. Direct Instruction (Gersten, 1985), Strategy Instruction (Klingner, Vaughn, Arguelles, Hughes, & Leftwich, 2004), and a combination of both instructional practices (Swanson, 1999) have produced significant academic improvement for students from multiple disability categories (e.g., autism and specific learning disabilities).
Theoretical Framework
Knowledge of legislation and research-based practice may influence an agriculture teacher’s perspective of students with disabilities and classroom instruction, but instructional behavior is ultimately determined by their personal values.  Argyris (1976, 1994) provided two Theories of Action that influence a person’s ability to integrate thought to produce behavior: espoused theory and theory-in-use.  In this framework agriculture teachers have thoughts of teaching and learning that they espouse to guide their instructional practices, including those focused toward students with disabilities.  However, an agriculture teacher’s theory-in-use determines their instructional practices in the classroom.  Espoused theory and theory-in-use often differ, though the individual may or may not be aware of any discrepancies (Argyris, 1976).  Simply, the instructional practices that teachers think they use often differ from what they actually do in the classroom.
The instructional practices that all teachers, including agriculture teachers, use for teaching students with disabilities should be guided by two specific principles within the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB; 2001): students have unique educational needs and evidence-based instructional practices must be used to meet those needs.  However, research must first be conducted that identifies which instructional practices are present in agriculture classrooms before measuring their merit for teaching students with disabilities.  The purpose of this study was to describe [State] agriculture teachers’ espoused instructional practices versus observed use of evidence-based instructional practices when working with students with disabilities.  The following research objectives were developed to guide the study: (1) describe agriculture teachers’ espoused use of instructional practices for teaching students with disabilities, specifically Direct Instruction and Strategy Instruction; (2) describe agriculture teachers’ instructional practices for teaching all students, including students with disabilities, as observed in inclusive secondary classrooms; (3) determine if teachers’ espoused instructional practices significantly related to their observed instructional practices.
Methodology
Two rounds of data collection were conducted for this descriptive-correlational study: teachers’ espoused instructional practices were quantified through phone surveys and teachers’ observed use of instructional practices were documented on a quantitative observation form through partial interval recording (PIR).  In order to be considered for participation, teachers had to meet three criteria: preservice preparation at [Institution], 5 – 10 years of teaching experience, and teaching classes that included students with a disability.  The purposive sample of agriculture teachers (n = 6) was then selected by two experts for high quality classroom instruction.  Instrumentation from special education research (Cornett, 2010) was modified for the development of the questionnaire and observation forms.  A panel of experts (n = 6) verified face and content validity.  A test-retest pilot study of teachers from a neighboring state yielded a reliability estimate of 92.8% for the survey questionnaire.  The observation form was verified with an intrarater agreement estimate of 94.1% and an overall reliability estimate of .94.
Results/Findings
Teachers reported the highest espoused use of traditional instructional practices, and the lowest espoused use of other characteristics of instructional practice.  Teachers were also observed to use traditional instructional practices with the highest frequency and other characteristics of instructional practice with the lowest frequency.  However, correlation (rT) of teachers espoused and observed use of instructional practices yielded a moderate relationship (.36) for traditional instructional practices, a trivial relationship (.01) for instructional practices of Direct Instruction and Strategy Instruction, and a moderate negative relationship (-.33) for other characteristics of instructional practice.
Conclusions/Implications/Recommendations
The high espoused and observed use of traditional instructional practices for participants in this study aligned with previous research findings of teachers’ desire for high competence in teaching students with disabilities (Elbert & Baggett, 2003) and a lack of Direct Instruction and Strategy Instruction use (Park & Osborne, 2006; Stair et al., 2010).  Implications for this conclusion include high levels of comfort or preparation, higher recognition within the survey, or higher perceived social desirability for traditional instructional practices.  It is recommended that teacher preparation be modified to encourage increased use of evidence-based practices, increase the alignment of teachers’ theories of action through preparation and professional development, and further investigate through modified replication, quasi-experimental, and qualitative methods.
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