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Most agricultural education faculty members desire to
engage in meaningful research. Agricultural educators have rec-
ognized that knowledge generated through research can contribute
to improvements in vocational agriculture. While there have
been significant research activities in agricultural education,

there have been serious shortcomings. According to Mannebach
(1980):

Research has typically been an individual en-
deavor. Students have been encouraged to study areas
of interest to them. Yet in recent years, we have
seen the trend and perhaps felt the pressure to be-
come engaged in more programmatic research endeavors.

In a recent review and synthesis of research, Newcomb (1978)
concluded that agricultural education lacks the kind of pro-
grammatic research necessary for in-depth understanding essen-
tial to an emerging discipline. He said that:

....the status of research in agriculture education
is not what it ought to be. The gap between what
is and what should be must be closed in the immedi-
ate future if we are to continue to progress, to
live up to our potential, and--most importantly--
to serve our clients, the students.

But, how can researchers in agricultural education develop pro-
grammatic efforts without sufficient financial support?

The current Federal vocational education legislation (P.L.
94-482) has made funding available for a variety of program
improvement activities. Administered at the state level by re-
search coordinating units, over $39 million was obligated nation-
wide in the 1978 and 1979 fiscal years for research, innovative
and exemplary, and curriculum development projects. A summary
of those projects is available and a pattern of funding by state
agencies is becoming evident (Budke and Magisos, 1980). This
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article describes the extent to which these funds are being
used in agricultural education.

University-based agricultural educators may want to assess
how this funding pattern might be used to enhance research in
agricultural education. One axiom of research grantsmanship is
that you must be prepared to "sell what the spomsor is buying,"
especially if the sponsor is offering contracts (tc ca:ry out
the sponsor's program) instead of grants (to support what the
grantee is doing). Most of the state-administered program im-
provement projects are, as required by law, under contracts, not
grants. The question then becomes one of whether agricultural
educators have something to offer (i.e., substantive knowledge,
research expertise, or staff) to the sponsor's program or
whether the sponsor's research priorities are congruent or rele-
vant to the agricultural educator's program.

Sometimes a sponsor's research priorities may signal an
unrecognized problem. For example, a continuing state and
federal priority has been to overcome sex bias in vocational
education programs. Such a priority gives us reason to question
whether vocatiomal agriculture programs share this problem. 1In
addition to responding to state and federal priorities set by
others, university-based agricultural educators can work with
personnel in state and federal agencies to influence the agency's
research priorities.

From a political point of view, agricultural educators
might ask: "Are we getting our share of the program improvement
funds?" "If not, why not?" and "How could we get access to
available funding?" Agricultural educators will want to review
the data in Table 1 to determine how many projects are being
funded, the level of funding, and what percentage of the projects
are in agricultural education. They will want to compare their
state with other states.

Distnibution of Funds

Table 1 presents a summary, by state, of all program im-
provement projects and agricultural education program improve-
ment projects funded during the 1978 and 1979 fiscal years.
During this two year period, 1,560 research, innovative and ex-
emplary, and curriculum development projects were conducted
through the state-administered program improvement funds. A
total of $39,205,436 was obligated to support these projects.
Agricultural education accounted for 5.3 percent (83 projects)
of the program improvement projects and 4.9 percent ($1,902,149)
of the funds expended.
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Further analysis of Table 1 reveals that twenty-eight
states funded agricultural education projects ranging from one
project in each of twelve states to twelve projects in Illinois.
Total expenditures for agricultural education projects ranged
from $1,376 in Iowa to $649,217 in Texas.

A comparison of the expenditures for agricultural educa-
tion projects to overall expenditures in each state revealed
that the percentage of funds directed to agricultural education
projects ranged from .2 percent in Iowa to 24.5 percent in
North Dakota. The average expenditure per project was $22,917
for agricultural education projects compared with $25,132 for
all projects. Project size ranged from $850 to continue a farm
management institute in Pennsylvania to $254,799 to operate an
agricultural education instructional materials service in Texas.

Problem Areas

The data summarized in Table 2 show the problem areas
addressed by the state administered program improvement pro-
jects. Examination of this table reveals that more than 75
percent of the agricultural education projects addressed prob-
lems relevant to federal administrative and legislative prior-
ities. The largest portion of the agricultural education
funding (52.5%) focused on curriculum management/curriculum de-
velopment. This is in contrast to all program improvement
funding where 32.4 percent of the funds were directed to cur-
riculum management/curriculum development projects.

Typical of the agricultural education projects funded in
the area of curriculum management/curriculum development was a
project funded in Arkansas that developed six curriculum guides
in the areas of agricultural structures, farm machinery, agri-
cultural metal working, elements of farm and building layout,
soybean and rice production, and horticulture. In addition, a
transportable model to develop and update curriculum guides
based on present and future job market needs will result from
the project.

Similarily, a project was funded in Texas to make a compre-
hensive analysis and revision of the basic curriculum guide for
teaching production agriculture.

Further analysis of the problem areas addressed reveals
that seven agricultural education projects, accounting for 10.7
percent of the funds, were directed toward special needs popu-
lations. Included in this area was a project in Washington
that developed course materials to train individuals to provide
therapeutic horticultural activities to children, the elderly,
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mental patients, retarded persons and those with conditions
such as blindness and muscular and neurological problems.

Other problem areas addressed by agricultural education
projects included rural/urban youth where seven projects ac-
counted for 5.9 percent of the funds. This is compared with
1.2 percent of the total funds being expended in this area.
Two projects relating to the availability of vocational educa-
tion to adults accounted for 1.2 percent of the funds.

Othen Findings

One of the questions frequently raised about state-
administered program improvement funding is "What institutions
are getting the contract awards?" In agricultural education,
most of the program improvement funds have been awarded to four-
year colleges and universities (65.3%), followed by local edu-
cation agencies (16.6%Z), and two-year educational institutionms
(6.75). The remaining 11.4 percent is spread among state and
intermediate education agencies and private business. This is
in contrast to all program improvement funding where less is
being conducted by four-year colleges (33.5%) and more by local
education agencies (28.67%) and two-year educational institutions
(13.4%).

The products and outcomes of agricultural education program
improvement projects are predominately aimed at the instruc-
tional process. Curriculum and instructional products were
planned for 55.4 percent of the projects (62.5% of funding) and
inservice education in 13.2 percent of the. projects (15.7% of
funding). Technical reports, models and feasibility studies,
evaluations, placement studies, and network or consortium activi-
ties were among the other products and outcomes.

With respect to the targeting of program improvements to
educational level, agricultural education directs more funds
to combined secondary-postsecondary levels (46.4% vs. 18.5% for
all projects) and less to combined postsecondary-adult levels
(14.8% vs. 25.6% for all projects).

Summary
1. Agricultural education is not taking full advantage of
available state program improvement funds. Only 28 states
have funded projects relating specifically to agricultural

education.

2. The amount of funds obligated for individual projects is
variable. Funds obligated to individual agricultural
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education projects ranged from $850 to $254,779.

The percentage of total available program improvement funds
obligated to agricultural education projects varied widely
from state to state. Of the 28 states reporting agricul-
tural education projects, the percentage ranged from .2
percent in Iowa to 24.5 percent in North Dakota.

The majority of the agricultural education projects focused
on curriculum development. More than half of the agricul-
tural education funds were obligated for curriculum devel-
opment as contrasted to about one-third of all program
improvement funds.

Little or no attention has been given to equity/civil rights,
transition from education to work, availability/accessibility
to adults, and basic skills. Only 5.4 percent of the agri-
cultural education funds have been devoted to these national
priority areas.

Four-year colleges and universities receive a majority of
the funding (65.3%) for agricultural education program im-
provement projects. This percentage is in contrast to the
33.5 percent of the funds received by four-year colleges
and universities for all program improvement activities.

Recommendations

Agricultural educators should investigate the availability

of program improvement funds in their states. State staff
and teacher educators should make it their business to become
familiar with the research coordinating unit and individually
or collectively seek funds.

Agricultural educators should seriously consider their role
in addressing the federal priorities of equity/civil rights,
transition from education to work, availability/accessibility
to adults, and basic skills.

Agricultural educators should become proficient at grants-

manship. Funds are available to those who know how to com-
municate a good idea.
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