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Supervised occupational experlence (SOE) programs are an Integral
component of secondary agricultural programs and provide essentlal sup-
port to the vocatlonal nature of Instruction (Binkley & Byers, 1984;
Newcomb, McCracken, & Warmbrod, 1986; Phlpps, 1980). Slince 1908, when
Rufus Stimson flrst Introduced the project method, which gradually
evolved Into the present day SOE concept, SOE programs have provlded
practical occupational experlences for students studylng agriculture
(Moore, 1985). "The acceptance of the supervised occupatlonal exper!-
ence program as a basls for a highly functlonal Instructional program
has been a chlef contrlbutor to the success of vocatlonal agriculture®
(Dlckerson, 1984, p. 4).

Desplte the recognlzed Importance of SOE programs by agrlcultural
educators, particlpation In SOE programs by hlgh school students has
been declining In recent years (Moore, 1979). Osborne (1987) reported
that only 40% of I1iInols vocatlonal agriculture teachers required thelr
students to conduct SOE programs. In a New York study, Berkey and Sut-
phin (1985) found that a majorlty of students In each grade level did
not conduct SOE programs. Furthermore, one-fourth of the agricultural
teachers Tn New York reported that they made no SOE supervlsory vislts.
Other studles have reported higher levels of SOE particlpatfon, but some
have also found relatively high levels of student dlssatlsfactlon with
thelr SOE programs (Zurbrick, 1984). The quallty and scope of SOE pro-
grams have been found to be slgnlflcantly retated to the number of
supervisory vislts made by teachers, travel funds avallable, teacher
asslstance with falrs, length of teacher contract, and type of SOE pro-
gram conducted by students (Arrington & McCracken, 1983; Case & Stewart,
1984). Research reported by Arrington and Price (1983), Berkey and Sut-
phln (1985), |verson (1980) and Osborne (1987) Indicated that teachers
are supportive of the SOE concept, yet have great difflculty In Imple~
menting thls concept wlth many students. These flndings suggest that
SOE planning. and supervislon strategles may be among the factors that
form the connective |lnk between positive teacher phllosophles and high
qual Ity SOE programs.

The trend of declinling SOE particlpation and the flndIngs In recent
research studles that noted the Importance of teacher supervislon of SOE
programs suggested a need for further Investigatlon of the SOE plannlng
and supervislon strategles followed by teachers. No data were avallable
which ?escrlbed these strategles In detall, particularly for teachers In
I1iTnols.

Purpose and Objectlves

The purpose of thls study was to describe the SOE planning and
supervistion strategles reported by Illlnols vocatlonal agrliculture
teachers. The following research questlons provided focus for the
study:

1. What strategles were used by teachers In (illnols for planning
and supervising SOE programs?

Journal of the American Association of
Teacher Educators in Agriculture
Volume 29, Number 4, pp.49-56

DOI: 10.5032/jaatea.1988.04049

Winter 1988 49



mary.rodriguez
Stamp


2. what was the relatlonshlp between planning and supervislon
strategles and selected demographlc characteristics, such as percentage
of students wlth SOE programs, SOE program standards, and types of SOE
programs conducted by students.

3. what dlfferences In SOE planning and supervising strategles
exlsted when teachers were grouped according to selected demographic
~haracterlstics, such as SOE course and workshop participation, SOE
requirement, and contract length.

Procedures

The research deslgn Implemented In the study was classifled as des-
criptive correlational. The target population included all full-tIme
{111nols agricultural production teachers In 1986-87 (N = 320). The
LOTUS 1-2-3 spreadsheet program was used to select a simple random sam=-
ple of 100 teachers, or 31% of the population. The sample slze was
determined by using a formula suggested by Et1lott (1980). Using a
response scale range of four, an accuracy level of 10% (acceptable dlf-
ference between the populatlon mean and sample mesn), and confldence
level of 95%, the needed sample slze was calculated to be 100.

Data were collected by use of a malled questlionnalre contalning
four parts. Part | contalned a 22-1tem Likert-type scale pertalning to
SOE planning and supervislon strategles. Parts Il and iV gathered des-
criptive data about the nature of SOE programs and school and teacher
characteristics. Part |11 of the questionnalre examlned teacher phllos=
ophles of the SOE concept uslng a 27-1tem Llkert-type scale. Results
from Part 111 are not contalned In thls manuscrlpt, due to space | Im! ta=
tlons.

Fleld testing and pllot testing resulted In several mod!flcatlons
In the survey Instrument. A group of flve graduate students and faculty
provided feedback on the organlzation and clarity of the Instrument. A
panel of experts In agriculfural educatfon judged the Instrument to have
content valldity. Ten purposefully selected agricultural teachers pro-
vided pllot test data. A Cronbach's alpha rellabliity coeffliclent of
r = .91 was calculated for the 22-1tem scale descrlbing SOE planning and
supervision strategles.

After three follow-up mallings, a response rate of 79% had been
attalned. However, two of the returned questlonnalres were Incomplete,
resulting In a 77% usable return. All returns recelved one week or
|ater after the flrst follow-up malling were classifled as late respond-
ents. Research has shown that late respondents are simljar to nonre-
spondents, and a comparison of early and late respondents can be per-
formed to allow generallzation of the findings to the target population
(MI1ler & Smith, 1983). The 57 early respondents were compared with the
20 late respondents on the primary dependent vartable, SOE planning and
supervislon strategles. The t-test Indicated no signlflcant dlfference
between the two groups. Thus, the resuits of the study were generallzed
to the target population under study.

Analysls of Data

Descriptive statistics were used to summarize and analyze the
data. Posslible relationships between varlables were examined usling
Pearson and polnt biserlal correlation coeffliclents. Group means were
compared uslng t-tests and one-way ANOVA as appropriate. The Scheffe
procedure was used to ldent!fy slgnlficantiy dlfferent group means as a
follow-up to the ANOVA procedure. All hypotheses were tested at the .05
level.
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Results

Teacher Character!stics

The number of students enrolled In vocational agrlculture courses
ranged from 15 to 230 (X = 48.04, SD = 32,30, Md = 41.25). On the aver—
age, teachers reported that 44 OF thelr students Ilved In a clty or
town, 23% llved In & rural area but not on a farm, and 33% Ilved on a
farm. Elghty=-four percent of the teachers had conducted SOE programs as
a hlgh school student. The average number of years of agricultural
teachlng experlence was found to be 11.66 years (SD = 8.44). Whlle 80%
of the teachers had earned a bachelor's degree fn agricuitural educa-
tton, only 13% had completed undergraduate courses dealing strictly with
SOE programs. Only 50% of the teachers had completed undergraduate
courses that contalned substantlal dlscusslon on SOE programs. Whlle
nearly 50% of the teachers had earned advanced degrees, only 13% had
completed graduate courses deallng strictly with SOE programs. However,
60f of the teachers had partliclpated In workshops that focused on SOE
programs. Only 12§ of the teachers had at least one perlod per day
allotted for SOE supervlision, and two-thlrds reported having uniimlted
travel funds for SOE supervislon and other offlclal travel expenses.
One-fourth of the teachers had a school vehlcle that they could convenl-
ently use for conducting SOE supervlsory visits. Elghty=three percent
of the teachers particlpated In falrs and shows to asslst with thelr
students' exhiblts. The percentage of teachers wlth each contract
length was as follows: 9-month--26.3%, 10-month--31.5%, 1t1-month--
3504%, and 12-mon‘l‘h--6.8%.

Nature of SOE Programs

Sixty percent of the teachers required thelr students +o conduct
some type of SOE program, and about half (51.3%) consldered the SOE pro-
gram as a portlon of the student's grade In vocatlonal agriculture. The
percent of students having SOE programs ranged from 72% to 84%, depend-
Ing upon the grade level. Nearly 60% of the students' SOE programs
Involved Ilvestock and/or crop productlon enterprises. Other types of
SOE programs conducted by students Included agrlcultural buslness owner-
shlp (5.9%), farm placement (8.3%), agricultural buslness placement
(11.5%), and school-based SOE programs of any type (11.5%).

Planning and Supervislon Strategles

Teachers responded to a set of 22 Llkert=type Items (1 = never, 5 =
always) that sought to determine the extent to which they used spec!flc
SOE planning and supervisfon strategles. Mean responses ranged from
1.48 to 4.30 (see Table 1), while a relatively large varlance occurred
In the teacher self-ratings for most of the 1tems on the scale. The
overal| mean score for the SOE planning and supervlisfon strategles scale
was 3.25 (SD = .736). Teachers reported that they strongly encouraged
students to expand thelr SOE programs each year {X = 4.30) and that they
regularly evaluated student's SOE programs (X = 4.01)s In addltion,,
teachers reported that they usually made SOE visits durfng the summer
and vislted each student at least once durlng the school year. Provid-
Tng written recommendatlons for Improvement and conducting vlIslts In
response to students' problems with thelr SOE programs were also strate~
gles usual ly followed by teachers. Developlng tong range plans, con-
ducting at least two SOE supervisory vislts per student per year, and
dlscussing SOE problems !n class were strategles that teachers reported
they offen used to help thelr students conduct SOE programs. Flnally,
teachers reported that students sometimes prepared written short=-term
goals for thelr SOE program. Developlng a monthly schedule of vislts
and presenting SOE orlentatlon programs were strategles seidom used by
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teachers. Conducting SOE supervisory visits durling a planning or super-
vislon perlod was rarejy reported as a strategy used by teachers to plan
and supervise students' SOE programs.

Table 1
Means and Standard Deviatlons for SOE Planning and Supervision Strate-
gles

X S0
1. | encourage students to expand thelr SOE program each
year In terms of scope and experlences. 4,30 938
2. | evaluate each student's SOE program on a regular
hasls. 4,01 1.101
3, | make SOE vis!ts durlng the summer, 3.99 1.400
4. | vislt each one of my vocational agriculture stu-
dents at least one t1me durlng the school year. 3.90 1.342
5. | conduct a supervisory vislt when students encounter
problems In thelr SOE programs. 3.88 1.143
6. | encourage students to conduct SOE programs that go
beyond thelr current activitles In agriculture. 3.84 1.046
7. | show students examples of high quallty SOE programs
conducted by former students. 3.83 1.311
8. | encourage students to plan thelr SOE programs to
match thelr career Interests In agriculture. 3.81 1.055
9. | provide students with written recommendations for
tmprovement In thelr SOE programs. 3.72  1.341
10. | follow a systematlc procedure for helping students
plan SOE programs. 3.51 1.194
11. | vislt parents and try to Involve them In the SOE
planning process. 3.46 1.238
12. Class tIme 1s used on a regular basls to update SOE
records. 3.30 1.357
13. Class time 1s used for Indlvldual student SOE plan-
nIng. 3.20 1.211
14. | glve students a written set of standards, gulde-
lines, or policles for SOE programs. 3.00 1.657
15. Every student w#Ith an SOE program develops a 2~-4 year
long-range SOE plan. 2.97 1.166
16. | vistted each of my vocational agriculture students
at least once each semester or two times per school
Yearo 2.97 1 «336
17. Problems encountered In SOE programs are brought
before the class for discussion. 2.74 1.124
18. | vislt new students at least once before the school
year beglns or during the first semester. 2.71 1.353
19. | present an SOE orlentatlon program to parents and
students. 2.45 1.482
20. FEach student with an SOE program submits a wrltten
short=term plan. 2.21 1.266
21. | develop a monthly schedule of SOE supervisory
visits. 2.15 1.151
22. | use my planning or supervision perlod to make SOE
vislts. 1.48 .818

Note. Scale: 1=never, 2=sometlimes, 3=often, 4=usually, 5=always.
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As the percentage of students with SOE programs in each grade level
Increased, the SOE plannlng and supervislon scores of teachers tended
to Increase (see Table 2). Teachers with higher planning and supervi-
slon scores tended to requlre more Improvement projects, supplementary
sk1lls, and ownershlp projects. A posttlve relatlonshlp was found be-
tween SOE planning and supervislon scores and the percentage of students
from a farm, the percentage of students with productlon enterprises, and
the percentage of the vocatlonal agriculture grade based on SOE. On the
other hand, as the percentage of students from town or a clty and the
percentage of students with school-based SOE programs Increased, SOE
planning and supervision scores tended to decrease.

Negliglble relatlonshlips were found between SOE plannlng and super-
vlislon scores of teachers and percentage of students wilth placement SOE
progrmas, number of agrlicultural students, years of teachlng experlence,
number of perlods per day allotted for SOE supervision, and the amount
of travel money avallable.

Table 2

Pearson Correlation of SOE Planning and Supervision Strategles With
Selected Demographlc Varlables

Varlable r

Percentage of students with SOE:

12+h grade -5 Tl

11th grade S XER

10th grade 4ENER

9th grade 4OXX*
Requlred number of Improvement projects T Satd
Requlred number of supplementary skillis o45% NN
Requlred number of ownershlp projects 42%NN
Percentage of students wlth production enterprises - dakd
Percentage of vo~ag grade based on SOE o32%*
Percentage of students with school-based SOE programs - 29%%
Percentage of students from a farm o24%
Teacher assistance with falrs and shows 22%
Hortlculture course(s) taught «20*
Percentage of students from town or clty -.20*

*_E< 05, **_E< 01, ***_E< .001.
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A number of t-tests were computed to analyze dlfferences In plan-
ning and supervisfon mean scores when teachers were grouped according to
selected demographlc varlables. Teachers who required all of thelr stu-
dents to have SOE programs had slignlflcantly hlgher planning and super-
vislon mean scores than those who dld not require SOE programs (t =
-2.41, p<.05). Addltlonally, teachers who prepared an annual summary of
+helr students' SOE programs had sligniflcantly hlgher mean scores for
SOE planning and superviston than teachers who dld not prepare an annual
summary (+ = ~3.81, p<.001). The dlfference In SOE planning and super-
vlslon mean scores for teachers who asslsted with falrs and shows com-
pared with those who did not approached statistical signlflcance at the
.05 level (t = -1.92, p = .059). No signlficant dlIfferences In mean SOE
planning and supervislon scores were found when teachers were grouped
according to particlpation In SOE workshops, completlon of undergraduate
and graduate course work on SOE programs, avallablllty of a school
vehicle for supervisory visits, and the Inclusion of SOE as a part of
the grade 1n vocatlonal agriculture.

Finally, one-way analysls of varlance was performed to examine the
differences In SOE planning and supervislon mean scores when teachers
were grouped according to length of teacher contract (see Tables 3 and
4). Results of the analysls of varlance Indicated a signlficant differ-
ence between the mean scores In two or more groups. Scheffe post-hoc

Table 3

Means and Standard Devlatlons of Teacher SOE Planning and Supervislon
Scores by Contract Length

Contract n X SD
9 months 19 2.86 «875
10 months 24 3.14 «630
11 months 27 3.58 578
12 months 5 3.75 332

Table 4

Analysls of Varlance of Mean Teacher SOE Planning and Supervislion Scores
by Contract Length

Source af ss ¥ E
Between groups 3 7.308 2.436 5.40%
Within groups 1! 32.013 451

Total 74 39.321

*_E< 01,
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analys!s revealed that teachers with 1i-month and those with 12-month
contracts had slgnlficantly hlgher SOE planning and supervislon mean
scores than teachers with 9-month contracts.

Conclustons and Recommendations

While a silight majority of I1lInols agrlicultural productlon teach-
ers requires all of thelr vocatlonal agriculture students to have SOE
programs, In general teachers follow accepted SOE planning and supervl-
slon strategles on an Irregular basls. However, teachers who place
higher expectatlons on thelr students for SOE particlpatlon are more
systematic and extensive In thelr planning and supervislon efforts.
Through workshops and other Inservice efforts, teachers should be
asslsted In tdentlfylng hlgher expectations of thelr students for SOE
particlpation.

Teacher Involvement In SOE planning and supervislon Is Ilnked to
the nature of SOE programs and student backgrounds. Students from farms
with tradltlonal SOE programs are more )lkely to recelve needed teacher
supervislion and asslstance In planning. Approprlate SOE strategles for
working wlth students having nontradltional SOE programs need o be
addressed In preservice and Inservice programs.

SOE supervisory vislts are usually made by teachers durling the sum-
mer months. However, there 1s evidence In thls study to suggest that
111inols teachers are not devoting a strong effort to conducting SOE
supervisory visits. Furthermore, wrltten short-range and long-range
plans are not usually developed by students for thelr SOE programs.
Teachers need asslstance In developlng a systematlc approach to thelr
SOE planning and supervislon strategles.

Teachers on extended contracts are more heavlly Involved In SOE
planning and superviston activitles. Schools are not providing time
durlng the school day for SOE supervlslon. However, most schoois In
1111nols are provldling adequate travel funds for SOE supervislon.

Regular evaluatlon of SOE programs Is a common practlice among most
teachers. Teachers who prepare annual summarles of thelr students' SOE
programs are more extenslve In thelr SOE planning and supervislon
efforts. A simpte form for summarizing SOE programs on an annual basls
should be developed with Input from teachers. Completed forms should be
obtalned from teachers each year.

The followlng areas of further study are also recommended: (a) de-
velopment and pllot testing of an SOE planning system for teachers to
use wlth thelr vocatlonal agriculture students, (b) a thorough Invest!-
gatlon of the factors assoclated with teacher commltment toward hlgh
quallty SOE programs, (c) an analysls of the planning and supervision
d1fflcuitles encountered by teachers when working with students with
nontradl+ional SOE programs, and (d) a detalled analysls of the SOE
supervisory objectives and practlices Implemented by teachers who are
heavlly Invoived In SOE on-site supervislon.

Winter 1988 55



References

Arrington, L. R., & McCracken, J. D. (1983). Relatlonshlp of length of
vocatlonal agriculture teacher contract to supervised occupatlonai
experlence program scope. The Journal of the Amerlcan Assoclatlion of
Teacher Educators In Agriculture, 24(4), 34-42.

Arriagton, L. R., & Price, W. N. (1983, December). Relatlonshlp of
vocatlonal agriculture student satlsfactlon to selected student,
school, and program varlables. Paper presented at the Natlonal Agri-
cultural Educatlon Research Meeting, Anahelm, CA.

Berkey, A. L., & Sutphin, H. D. (1985, December). Status and Impor-
tance/support for supervised occupational experlence programs (SOEP)

as percelved by New York vocatlonal agrlcultural teachers and thefr
adminlstrators. Paper presented at the Natlional Agricultural Educa-
FTon Research Meetling, Atlanta.

Binkiey, H. R., & Byers, C. W. (1984)., SOE %rograms In_agriculture.
Danvflle, IL; lnfersf%fe Printers and PublTshers.

Case, L. D., & Stewart, B. R. (1984, February). Teacher Infiuence on
uallty SOEP. Paper presented at the Central Reglon Research Confer=-
ence 1n Agricultural Educatlon, Chlcago.

Dlckerson, 1. A. (1984). A reexamination of the baslcs In agricultural
educatifon. The Journal of the Amerlcan Assoclatlon of Teacher Edu-
cators In Agrlculfure, 25(1), 2-11.

Elllott, B. (1980). SlzIng the sample (without laundering the data).
CEDR Quarterly, 13, 10-12.

lverson, M. (1980). The role of vocational agriculture In the occupa=
tlonal success of graduates--A southern reglon study. The Journal of
the Amerlcan Assoclatlon of Teacher Educators In Agriculture, 2i(2),
11-20, 47.

Mliler, L. E., & Smith, K. L. (1983, September/October). HandilIng non-
response Issues. Journal of Extenslon, 21, 45-50.

Moore, G. E. (1979). Back to the baslcs !n teachlng agriculture--the
project plan. The Agricultural Educatlon Magazine, 51(10), 219-220.

Moore, G. E. (1985, December). Where are you when we need you, Rufus
W. Stimson? Paper presented at The Na?ional AgrTcul¥ural Educatlon

Research Meeting, Atlanta.

Newcomb, L. H., McCracken, J. D., & Warmbrod, J. R. (1986). Methods of
teaching agrlculture. Danville, IL: |Interstate Printers and Pub-
I Isherse.

Osborne, E. W., (1987, December). SOE Frograms In _i11Inols--Teacher

hllosophles and program characteristics. Paper presented at the
Na?fonai AgrTcultural Education Research Meetlng, Las Vegas.

Phlpps, L. J. (1980). Handbook on agricultural educatlon In pubilic
schools. Danvllle, IL: Interstate Printers and PublTshers.

Zurbrick, P. (1984). Student dlssatlsfactlon with SOE programs. The
Agrlcultural Education Magazlne, 56(7), 18-20.

56 The Journal of the AATEA



