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 Agricultural Education Teacher Beliefs Regarding Instructional Supervision

Introduction/Need for Research
Student achievement in schools in the United States is receiving an ever greater emphasis, placing more accountability on the classroom teacher (Salinas & Kritsonis, 2006). Administrators responsible for the supervision of classroom teachers have also felt pressures to maintain student achievement at levels consistent with state and national mandates (Danielson and McGreal, 2000). One of the primary strategies used by administrators to guide teachers in increasing student achievement is through supervision of instruction in traditional classroom settings (Andrews, Basom, & Basom, 1991). Instructional supervision has been defined by Sullivan and Glanz (2000) as, “the process of engaging teachers in instructional dialogue for the purpose of improving teaching and increasing student achievement” (p. 24).

In an attempt to determine teachers’ perceptions of the instructional supervisory behaviors of their educational supervisors, Zepeda and Ponticell (1998) examined the perceptions of 114 elementary and secondary teachers in Oklahoma and Texas. In their study, teachers were asked to share their “best” and “worst” experiences regarding instructional supervision. Specific instructional supervisory behaviors were identified. In their discussion of the findings, Zepeda and Ponticell (1998) espoused, “Far more research is needed from many contexts examining teachers’ perceptions on supervision” (p. 71). The purpose of this study was to identify perceived beliefs held by agricultural education instructors regarding the supervision of instruction.

Conceptual or Theoretical Framework
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]	The theoretical framework underlying this study originated from Ferguson and Bargh’s (2004) work regarding how social perception can automatically influence behavior. According to Ferguson and Bargh (2004), social knowledge, activated through perception, can shape and guide complex human behaviors automatically without one’s knowledge of how or why these behaviors are taking place. Agricultural education teachers’ perceptions of supervision may impact the manner in which they approach their instructional practice. 

Methodology
	This study was designed utilizing a cross-sectional survey design, implemented through an internet-based instrument. Survey items were developed from a thorough review of the literature regarding instructional supervisory practices by those who are responsible for the evaluation of teachers, primarily high school principals, in several settings (Blase & Blase, 2004; Marquit, 1968; Pajak, 1990; Thoebega & Miller, 2003; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). The instrument included 10 general belief concept statements regarding instructional supervision. A five-point Likert-type scale was used (1 – Strongly Disagree, 2 – Disagree, 3 – Neutral, 4 – Agree, or 5 – Strongly Agree) to determine the participants’ general beliefs regarding instructional supervision. 

	The target population for this study consisted of high school agriculture teachers in the United States who were identified on available, electronic state agricultural education instructor directories as of September 28th, 2010. The states were stratified by the size of the state FFA membership (National FFA Organization, 2010). A disproportional stratified random sampling technique was used to determine the number of respondents to sample from each available state (Ary, Jacobs, and Sorenson, 2010). A random selection of participants was drawn from each state using a random number generator add-in for Microsoft© Excel.  A total of 293 agricultural education teachers from 17 states responded from the original 664 potential respondents for a 44.13 percent response rate. Fifty-nine respondents provided incomplete data and were removed leaving 234 usable responses. 
	 
Results/Findings
	The average respondent was male (70.6%), 40.62 years old, held a Bachelor’s degree (58.4%), and had 14.86 years of teaching experience. Table 1 provides the mean scores and standard deviations for each of the ten statements regarding the respondents’ general beliefs related to instructional supervision.

Table 1. Agricultural Education Teacher Beliefs Regarding Instructional Supervision
	
General Beliefs Regarding Instructional Supervision
Supervision…
	N
	Mean
	SD

	should be used in all teachable moments
	233
	4.22
	.726

	is participatory development of the teaching and learning process
	234
	3.94
	.724

	is conducted ultimately to help the learner
	233
	3.76
	.949

	is more art than science
	234
	3.59
	.851

	is basically an administrative tool used by principals and superintendents
	233
	2.88
	1.152

	is all about the teacher including what he/she does/does not do in the learning situation 
	234
	2.79
	1.004

	is mainly for professional development purposes 
	233
	2.79
	.989

	is solely for evaluation of performance
	234
	2.52
	1.007

	is best conducted in a structured, teacher-centered situation 
	233
	2.43
	.818

	is best done in formal classroom settings
	234
	2.29
	.786



Conclusions
	Respondents supported Ovando’s (2001) claim that teacher evaluation systems should “recognize teachers’ contributions that go beyond classroom instruction” (p. 217). They also prefer to be collaboratively engaged (Thobega and Miller, 2003; Zepeda and Ponticell, 1998) in a supervisory process that impacts student learning (Iwanicki, 2001). Agricultural education teachers also believe that instructional supervision is more art than science. Since perceived beliefs regarding instructional supervision can impact instructional practice (Ferguson and Bargh, 2004), agricultural education teachers must become engaged in a holistic approach to supervision that takes into consideration the formal and non-formal aspects of their professional practice.   

Implications/Recommendations
	Instructional supervision is a complex activity that should transcend the traditional classroom setting; therefore agricultural education instructors should invite their high school principals to supervise them in all aspects of their teaching. Additional research is needed regarding teachers’ perceptions of instructional supervision (Zepeda and Ponticell, 1998). Further research is needed to determine the importance of specific instructional supervisory practices as well as the frequency in which these practices are experienced. By further exploring instructional supervision, a list of appropriate supervisory strategies could be developed that could be used to positively impact student achievement through instructional supervision in agricultural education.
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