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;o . The purpose of this research was to explore the
perceptions of gocatipnal horticulture students,- parents,.
horticultural industrial employers, and school administrators ‘'
concerning the value of extended service contracts (summer programs)
in horticulture. Twenty schools were randomly selected from the 66
‘Ohio secondary schools having vocational horticultural procrams, and

students were given questionnaires. From-these questionraires, five-

" ,dere selected from each school; five parents and five employers of

students received questionnaires; all 'the teachners and administrators

at each of the 'schools received questionnaires as well. Of the .

,pumerous results obtained from the analysis, the most:significant .

“-were the following: (1) parents, vocational horticultural students,

* " .and employers all responded that the summer program is an -important

__pert of the vocational horticultural program; (2) all four groups

perceived of teachers as engaging in activities of supervising
students' summer employment; advising summer FuturehFarmers of .
America activities, working with horticultural industrial employers,
contacting community leaders, and/ updating and repairing school
equipment; (3) students did not respond as strongly as parents and
‘employers that knowledge and experience obtained during the summer |

_weve not obtainable during the school year; (4) frequency of teacher

- ‘visits to job sites were viewed differently by students and N
gmployers., possibly because teachers paid more attentioh to employers -
"~than to students; and (5) all groups responded that the extended
- — service contract.should be continued even if federal/state monies' are
-withdrawn. Recommendations were made to increase owledge of the
summer program and*t?~ogen'lines of communication~among the groups
involved. (KC) L S : S
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INTROBUCTION

ﬂ

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUGE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

. * 7&‘
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The extended service. contract/summer program has long. been

“an 1nte§ral pant of vocational agriculture programs.
tional horticulture evolved as a s

As voca-

cialized vocational taxonqmy

area, a summer program evolved wit it. Extended service has

been more or less considered traditional,
twelve month programs in vocational horticulture is being

Hoyever, the need for

challenged by superintendents and other educational leaders.
With less money available for school systems, suﬁerlntendents
- are looking for plcces to economize and the extended serv1ce

' contract/summer program must be Justtfled to administrators wh
would trlm thelr budget by e11m1nat1ng stich contractq.

Many studles substantiate the opinion that a s
.gram is p051t1velv related to a good total program (Mlller and
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ummer pro-
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Parks, 1981; Arrington. 1981; Cepica i9793 Ford, l970);'however) "the infor-

mation to date reprecents .rinions of the'professi ls. .4 reports of /
what is being done" (AVa Azriculture Education Div. n ResearcR Committee's
Subcommittee on Twelve Month programs, 1979). Within -he vocationdt-agricul- &

tural education profession, summer programs are clearly hoth benefici 1 and
vital to vocationdl horticulture programs. -With the aim of a Jocatlona
horticulture program being the preparation of students to fulfill the needs_ .
of a particular area, the perceptlons of industry of a mandated portion of
¢+ fthe prograrare: important. ~Parents of vocational horticulture students are

seldor =skea about vocational horticulture programs and they could possibly
witress somé o tre greatest effects of the program. Their support as tax-
payers is necesszry in this era of finapcial trlmmlng The vocatlonal hort-
iculture students are the direct benefactors of the _extended - serv1ce/summer

- progranl. e Supervisors of ‘vocational horticulture teachers shonld also be.
keenly aware of the summer program and its viability. . How a supervisor ~
perceives extended service time can impact on the program-itself. Students',
parefits', administrators', and future employers of the students' perceptions
of the summer program have not been widely explored.

~J  OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this research’ was to explore perc cevtic: :rning the

value of extended service contracts in horticulture of:vocatic:sl horticul-
‘ture students, parents, horticultute industry employers ard.school "iriris-
trators. An awareness of what these people perceive can only el

D -

agriculture educators better defend extended service/sumr
\Vdmlnlstrators who question its value. . - \
{ . 4 . r bl ‘ . ) w . . '

- ; . ; . . s
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" METHODOLOGY

FNA The procedures_used to assess the perceptlons of each of four groups
\ were descrlptlve survey research procedures

'Respondent Selection and Data Collection

) " Four groups of respondents were included in this survey: students, -
parents, administrators and employers. . Us1ng a table of random numbers,
_twenty ‘schools were randomly selected from the 66 Ohio secondary vocational . -
"horticulture programs listed in the 1980-81 Ohio Agricultural Education
Directory: Schools served as the sampling unit for a randomized cluster N
sampling procedure. Instructors at Anch school. were contacted by teWephone -
and asked to participate., A date ‘o visilh Lo Lhe school was arrc.ged;’ T
during $his visit, students filled - the questlonnalre and prov1ded the
namés and. addresses of their parent. | admlnlstrators received a copy of the
administratorts questlonnalre and-a preaddressed stamped return envelope;
~and each teach }%prOV1 ed ‘the names -and addresse° of five emplovers of his
or her students ¥ollowing the school visit., the tudent questionnaires
were numbered and a table of- random numbers was uféd to select five student

. ' , o A B .
2 ! ’ . ] 4 ) J . 1% \
. ) . ) .
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questlonnalleo from each school. The. list.of parents was also numbezed and
a table of 1andom numberswas tUsed to select the five parents who would '
receive surveys. {Five questionnaires per &chool were used to eliminate.
possible skewing of t' »* ypy a large number of students i~ + .ngle
program.). . = . S

: - «-’} 4 - . l/

Instrunentation

Four parallel instruments were &eveloped by the researcher through :
interviews with teacher educators and discussion questions used in a previous
extended service study (Parks, 198Q). The quéstionnaires contained 15 to 20
Likért-scale {téfis and a five-response ranking item. As g check of content
validity, a package contalnlng a copy of" each ouyvey was qubmltted separateey
to a panel of experts -

£l

J

N

¢

Data Analysis
_ The 1nstrument and responses of each subject were coded and statlstlcally
analyzed with a weight of "4" for strongly .agree to-"1" for strongly disagree.

Chi- square_values,were calculated for selected items which correoponded
 across questionnaires. Correlations were calculated among and between the, *~
groups on the item dealing thh rank orderlng the Yenefits of the summer

program. .
AN

'INDINGSJ | o

Chi- square analys1s was completed for. fourteen survey questionnaire
items which were paraltel across two, three or all four groupo (Table 1).
¢ . ot
. Table 2 presents the mean responses by group for each item in the,
. rankiﬁg of benefits section. In this section, respondents were asked to
rank from 1 (highest) to 5 (lowest) potential benefits students receive from
' having their teacher available _diring the summer months.- The Kendall's
- Coefficient of Concordance {W) @es¢ribed how the rankings of the ‘groups
varied together as -.54. This is a Substantial correlation among groups.
Spearmen rank-order correlation coefficients () are presented in matrix
form for between group comparison (Table 3). The very high correlation
between students and'parenté ((.90) would indicate that they vary together in
thglr rankings and that by knowing one, the other could be predicted
81) K ‘ . ~
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TABLE 1

MEAN RESPONSE OF GQOUPS ‘ON SELECTED
CORRESPONDING ITEMS

Administratore

T~

Item - ' o Group Mean
The vocational horticulture teacher Students 3.04,
"has a summer program of activities ™

(extended service) and is employed Parents 3.00
beyond theqregular school year.

. The teacher makes contacts with . Students 3.10°
community people (business” people_//// y
leaders, horticulture industry) Fgrents .3'12_ :
during the summer. 7 ) Employers 2,83 -~
Summer FFA activities are an im-'  Students 2.81%

‘)portant part of the'FFAvprogram.- ‘Perents . © 3,25

. Employers. 3.14-
- Administrators © 2,75 -
" The teacher updates and repairs Stuéeuts '2;79’”'f
school equipment and facilities’ parents 5 83-
" during thé summer. Co o LT
, s - Employers 2,67
2067

il



even if federal/state monies are . Administrators

. withdrawn. Lo Y
s 2

*p < 10, Chi Square N

.**3cal: ‘ues were reversed for negativelv stated

*

'

¢ T, “TABLE 1 (Continued)
' . ) > £
Item Group ) 5" Mean
1 haveAgainea experience and " Students L "2 03 . ‘
knowledge during the summer : e o -
program that was impossible to Parents '3'04 -
~ get during the school year. Employers - 3.19
Summer experiences will help Students - 3.04
(have nelped) me be more successful‘ Parents 3.28
in_a -job. )
‘ "Employers 3.00 ) ,
" The summer program is an important ~ Students 2.91
pare of the vocatlepal horticultqre Parents’ . 3.00
program, / : o ol
' ¢ Employers J 3.28
~ . [, s . N ‘
I received help and support , Stgdent§ C2.49%
'f?°9 ny teaeher.wben‘helehe ) Parents 3.30
visits me on thé job during } ] : ¥
the summer. . Employers = 3.25 _ )y
B} \V ! P} ' :
My teacher visits me often enough . Students 2.30%
at my summer job.. ’ 7 Parents 2.90
R ' Employer 2.46
L . A .
My teacher works with me and~my Students 2.29
employer in outlining my s 'mmer” N, Co ~51
A . : _Employers 3.6
experiendes. = :
The teacher pfeeents a negative - Students 3.15
" the & -
image of the school. Parents 3.32.
Employers 3.43
' . ' & N ‘
The school: supports the . Students 2.73 " =
1o s . .
Feacher S summer actljities. Parents 3,92
» , E@ployers v - 2.80 .
. T ) .
Teachers are allowed to develop “Parents, 2.91% .
their <uvmmer program however they Employers 2.73 '
see fit., T . : , °
' ' . Administrators 1.58
The extended service contract Parents:. 2.84
(allowing for the summer activities * Emplovers X 3.00
of the teacher). should be" continued - POy 2'
.82 . .



, * TABLE 2 - .
. _ ' /
. MEAN RESPON&E BY GROUP OF RANKED
BENEFITS OF THE SUMMER PROGRAM'
: oL | o Mean* . )
: Students Parents Employers Administrators
Item 2 (n=86) (n=22) - (n=30) (n=12),
g . ‘ - 4 " - .
one-to-one L
instruction 2.69 2.36 : Z2.47 ‘;>-58
moral support and - 1.91 2.00  2.58 . 4.25
encouragement - . B _
the continuation of o _ S ' R
the FFA program 3.77 - 2.73 3.23 . 4.00
_ access to horticul- Y " ;
tural information 2.84 2.69  3.00 - 3.75
help in dea ng ;' A “n g !
wi'h job v - ted. ‘ 2.28 2.55 K Co 2,33

p- wlems

¢ 5 L

v

*Lowest mean would describe the most beneficial aspect of the
summer program. ' : AR TR '
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“ ' TABLE 3 ' . -

RANK ORDFR CORRELATIONS (P)
: BETWEEN GROUPS -

’
’\l

S Group

Group ‘ Siudents Parents EmployersAdmlnlstrators -
Students 1.0 .90%* .27 -.15 . i
Parents - . 1.0 . .58 o -0
Employers . 10 0 .58
U%dﬁiﬁist;étors‘ " L : 1.0
*Kendall's Coefficilent, of Concordance among all
ﬂjl\ﬁ;roups (W) = .54, w(crit 5 4 ; 10‘0
Spearman Rank Order Correlatlon :
b b (ertr, 367, .10%) = . -
N 7 | S
| .
g N \ T‘



S cONCLUSIONS

! Of the numerous results obtained/ from the énalysis, several were yvery
 striking. Parents, vocational horticulture students and employers all
+  responded that the summer program“is an important part of the vocational
horticulture program,,.and that summer experiences will help the student be
more successful in a. job. Activities which all four groups perceived tefchers’
engaging in included supervising studgnts surmer employment, advising summer
FFA activities, working with{horticulture industry employers, contacting
community leaders, and updaﬁinguand'ngpéiring schqpfmequipment. Students
did not respoﬁa as strongly as parents and ‘employers that knbwledgekand
experiences obtained during the summer; were unobtainable during the school
7};\ year. "This could imply that students are not receiving what the other
‘.groups think they ere from cooperative platement and trainipng plans may be
‘being misused. . Students also indicated that they receive little help and
support from.their teacher during their summer placement;'employers and
parents.resﬁonded with the opposite view. This is possibly dug to a lack of
~ attention during the visits io_thé.sfudent (more attention to the employer) -
—~at the cooperative fraining center by the teacher. The item r~lated to

2

frqqueﬁcy of teacher visits to on-the-job students received . 1if antly
, differenthgesponses«from differer ~ ossiblv pcipging to.a shortcoming
as perceived by students and empi wno are divegtl involved in: the

" yisilation process. The .largest di :rence betwe 'n groups existed on the
iteuw concérning,allowiné_tefehers-to develop their summer.program &s they see.
fit; employers and parents .reed vwi h this item and administrators, very
definitely ﬂisaireed. Parents and employers may not realize that this is a
part of administrative responsibility, or they may feel a close watch by
admini~trators hinders a.program. . Students, parents and employers all ‘
perceived their school ds supporting the summer program. .
! .
+ On the ranking of benefits item, one itém coénsistently and conspicuously *
* ranked low; the continuation of the FFA program ranked fifth for three groups
and fourth for the other group. Employers ranked "help in dealing ¥ith job
related problems" as the most important benefit and students rated this item
as a least important benefit. This discrepency again raises the possibility.
that students. are.not receiving the.assisgance-witﬁ their cooperative place-
ment jobs that the ?ther groups think th~v are. .
{ ~Another notewg;thy result of the analysis of the data was that parents, .
employers-éhd administrators all T sponded that the extended service contract
shoulc be contir ~d even %f T=deral/state ?onies are v thdrawn. i

4 ~

© RECOMMENDATIONS

. l:.Knowledge‘of the summe} brogrém and ité aims, and the teachers'
' responsibilities (which was lacking in the groups studied) needs to ‘be-
. ~ increased. SR - . : Y

¢




-3 ~Communication llnesbetweonstudents, parents, employers and admlnlst”ators
" need to be opened so that there is no misunderstanding as to what ‘ts to be
happenlng during the summer.

3. Teachers need to be more attentive to on-the-job students, more communica-
tive with the~ e@ployers, arnd more sensitive to the perceptlons o? admin-

1strators.

4. The results of this study indicate several areas,ior'future investigation:

- similar s®udies on a national level. . -
. g, : . .

~ s1m11ar studies in other taxonomy areas. : ' ”

7

- cooperative training agreements and how they are being used.

o : ‘ . /T .
. the perceived value of the FFA program to students of vocational
horticulture. " . . : )
. . , . v ) ‘
- the use of FFA in voqatiodaJ horticulture programs.
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SUMMARY OF RESEARCH SERIES

The summer season is-a peak time for agriculturé& actigity. This is
especially true in crop ngductioﬁ~and other areas involving the
plant sciences. Because of the need for students to be active during
"this busy season, vocational agriculture programs have traditionally
utilized the summer months. 1Is there a need for summer instrUctidn
in horticulture? What are the opinions held’by students, paréntsﬂ
~school admiqistrators, and employers? This study describes the f
values of these groups concerning summer programs in horticult&r?.

v o 0
This summgry is based on a Master'g thesis completed by Larae Waﬁkins
under the direction of Larry E. Miller. Ms. Watkins is employed in
industry. Dr. Miller is a Professor, Department of Agriculturai '
:Education, The Ohio State .Univeirsity. Special appreciation is due

'

Christine D. Towngend, Presidept, Agriculfural Education Research
Unlimited, Inc., Normal,Tllinois; Larry R. Arrington, Assistant
Professor, Department of.Agricultural and Extension Education,
- Yniversity. of Florida; and L.‘H. Newconb, Professd}, The Dhio State
sUn%ersity for their critical review of this-manuscript prior\to its_ -
publication. ' : .
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Research hd#s been an important function of the -Department of Agricul-
tural Education since it was established in 1917. Research conducted
by the Department has generally been in the form of graduate theses,

" staff studies and funded research. The purpose of this series is-to
make useful knowledge from. such research available to practitioners
in the profession. Individuals desiring addiﬁipnal information on
tfis topic should examine the refégfnces cited. = “
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