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Abstract

Professional development programs are needed to provide teachers of agriculture with the
technical information and skills required to successfully meet the demands of a changing
educational environment and advances in technology. Therefore, the purpose of this study was
to analyze and compare the professional development needs of secondary agriculture teachersin
the states of Kansas and Missouri. Specific research objectives were to identify similarities and
differences in the professiona development needs of secondary agriculture teachersin those
states, and to compare the professional development needs of secondary agriculture teachers in
Kansas and Missouri based on years of teaching experience.

Three items: writing grant proposals for external funding, modifying the curriculum to
meet changes in technology, and designing and modifying curriculum and course offerings to
attract high quality students, were rated among the five items of greatest need for teachersin
both states. An additional seven items were included among the top fifteen items for each group
of teachers. In contrast, teachers in the two states ranked eleven of the 52 items considerably
differently. Beginning teachers were found to have greater needs for professional development
in technical agriculture areas than had been found in previous research. The most experienced
group of teachers from each state identified strong needs for professional development in topics
pertaining to computers, related technology, and applications. Although needs assessment
findings from other states can definitely assist state leaders in refining their own potential lists of
professional development topics, sufficient differences existed between these two states to
warrant individual periodic needs assessments in each individua state.

Introduction/Theoretical Framework

State leaders of agricultural education in the public schools face many challenges.
Supervisory personnel in state departments of education have the responsibility of securing new,
and maintaining current program funding. They plan and deliver a plethora of FFA, Alumni, and
adult education activities. They work with school administrators to develop new relationships
and find ways to meet the growing demand for agriculture instructors. In addition, they conduct
local program evaluations, and provide guidance in the administration of programs. Teacher
educators have commitments to teaching, advising, research, recruitment, securing external grant
funding, and other administrative duties. They handle these commitments with the pressures of
downsizing in higher education. Agriculture teachers are expected to teach a dynamic and
changing curriculum to arapidly changing student population in their local programs. They
conduct Supervised Agricultural Experience visits, oversee countless FFA activities, deal with
administrative matters, and they work to build positive relationships within the communities
where they teach. Among these three groups, the responsibility to plan and deliver professional
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development activities for teachers is commonly shared. With all the demands of state leaders
time, planning quality professional development activities for teachers may not always receive
the attention it deserves. However, professional development is a necessity to provide
agriculture teachers the knowledge and skills needed to successfully meet the demands of a
changing educational environment and advances in technology (Niven, 1993).

Professional development progr ams for teachers of agriculture are often established
reflecting the current trends in education or new developments in the agriculture, food, fiber, and
natural resource industry. Although some states have conducted separate beginning teacher
sessions, professional development programs typically are designed for all agriculture teachersin
a particular state without regard to years of teaching experience. Many times, professional
development activities are planned and conducted by university faculty and/or state supervisory
staff without teacher input. Sofranko and Khan (1988) established that the individuals likely to
be involved in, or affected by, an educational program should be the starting point from which
programs emerge. Like any effective educational experience, professional development
activities should be meaningful to teachers and should reflect areas in which they have a felt
need for professional growth. Individuals are more motivated to learn when they are actively
involved in planning learning activities (Newcomb, et. al., 1993, p. 32).

A growing pool of research has been conducted identifying the professional development
needs of agriculture teachers within selected states. Gamon, et al. (1994) found that lowa
agriculture teachers needed inservice in agricultural environmental impact, natural resource
management, government policy, impact of the global market, and the processing of agricultural
products. King and Garton (2000) identified the use of computers, writing grant proposals,
attracting quality students, biotechnology applications, and landscaping as areas of high
professional development need for teachers in Missouri. Agriculture teachers in South Carolina
desired up-dates and assistance with using computers and related technology, preparing award
applications, record keeping, public relations, adult education, and developing Supervised
Agricultural Experience opportunities (Layfield & Dobbins, 2000). Though commonalities exist
between the findings of studies conducted in other states, the question remains, do teachersin
states with comparable agricultural enterprises and similar student populations have the same
professiona development needs?

Although not difficult to conduct, assessments of professional development needs require
organization and a substantial commitment of time (Caffarella, 1982). Additionally, needs
assessments should be conducted at regular intervals to accurately reflect the changing needs of
teachers, students, and the agriculture, food, fiber, and natural resource industry. Gamon, et al.
(1994) concluded that needs of instructors for inservice education should be periodically
assessed before planners contract to develop materials and training plans. 1f needs assessments
in agriculturaly and geogaphically similar states produce consistently similar results,
professional development planners in those states could potentially share the burden of
conducting regularly scheduled assessments. Furthermore, the responsibility for planning and
delivering quality professional development activities could be performed on areciprocal basis
between states. Research is warranted that can identify commonalities and differences between
teachers in sSimilar states.
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Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this study was to analyze and compare the professional development
needs of secondary agriculture teachers in Kansas and Missouri. The specific objectives of the
study were to:

1. Identify similarities and differences in the professional development needs of secondary
agriculture teachers in the states of Kansas and Missouri.

2. Compare the professional development needs of secondary agriculture teachers in the states
of Kansas and Missouri based on years of teaching experience.

M ethods/Procedures

Thetarget population for this descriptive study was secondary agriculture teachersin
Kansas (N = 175) and Missouri (N = 385). The accessible population in Kansas consisted of
teachers who participated in the annua state teachers' conference or who responded to a follow-
up mailed questionnaire (n= 139). The accessible population in Missouri consisted of teachers
who participated in the annual state teachers conference or statewide fall workshop (n = 348).

An instrument to assess the professiona development needs of agriculture teachers was
developed based upon areview of the literature (Neason, 1992; Garton & Chung, 1996; Briers &
Edwards, 1998). The instrument was reviewed by a panel of experts consisting of teacher
educators, state supervisors, and agriculture teachers for face and content validity. After
suggestions by the panel of experts were taken into account, modifications resulted in a 52-item
instrument. The items were grouped into four categories: 1) student and teacher development, 2)
instruction and curriculum, 3) technical agriculture, and 4) program management and planning.
Internal consistency for each of the four sections was established and ranged from .80 to .89
(Cronbach’s alpha).

The professional development needs instrument was administered at the respective state
teachers’ summer professional conferences. Respondents signed a card indicating they had
completed and returned the instrument, therefore providing anonymity to respondents.

Kansas teachers not attending the summer conference were contacted by mail and were
requested to complete the instrument. Data from the two collection points were compared and
found to be comparable and consistent. The total number of usable questionnaires was 139,
resulting in aresponse rate of 79.4%. In Missouri, teachers that did not attend the summer
conference were given the opportunity to complete the questionnaire during a fall statewide
workshop. Data from the two collection points were compared and found to be comparable and
consistent. The total number of usable questionnaires was 348, resulting in a response rate of
90.3%.
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Results/Findings

The first objective sought to compare the professional development needs of secondary
agriculture teachers in the states of Kansas and Missouri. The professional development items
were grouped into four categories: 1) student and teacher devel opment, 2) instruction and

curriculum, 3) technical agriculture, and 4) program management and planning. In the area of
student and teacher development (Table 1), teachers in both states identified preparing
proficiency and degree applications, preparing for career devel opment events, and developing

SAE opportunities for students as the three most important items. A comparison of these items
in terms of their overal rank with the items in the three remaining categories revealed that
Kansas teachers identified preparing proficiency and degree applications as the item of greatest
need for professiona development. The ranking of mean responses for Missouri teachers
however, placed thisitem 22" overall. Comparison of the remaining eight items in this category
reflects strong similarities between teachers in the two states.

Tablel

Student and Teacher Development

Kansas (n = 139) Missouri (n = 339)

Item CRR OR. M SO CRR OR M S
Preparing proficiency and degree applications 1 1 394 93 3 2 329 111
Preparing for career development events 2 11 350 .95 1 19 330 108
Developing SAE opportunities for students 3 19 332 112 1 19 330 106
ﬁ;’rﬁ‘gggnﬁ'z programs—traditional and 4 31 317 104 4 29 319 108
Managing and reducing work-related stress 5 3B 315 116 7 44 298 118
Flanning and conducting FFA chapter 6 37 309 92 6 43 302 105
Time managemernt tips and techniques 6 37 309 108 5 38 307 118
Developing professiondly 8 41 303 .98 8 49 286 112
Organizing an alumni association 9 51 279 116 9 52 271 117

Note. Itemsrated on 5 point scale (1 = No Need, 2 = Some Need, 3 = Moderate Need, 4 = Strong Need,
5 = Extreme Need). Grand mean for al 52 itemsin Kansas = 3.25, Grand mean for al 52 itemsin

Missouri = 3.24
“Rank within the category, "Overall rank on the 52 items

In the category of instruction and curriculum strong similarities were found between
Kansas and Missouri teachers of agriculture. Teachersin both states identified the same four

items as most important within the category (Table 2).

Additionally, the top three items for each state in instruction and curriculum were among

the top ten for both states overall. These items included: designing and modifying curriculum

and course offerings to attract high quality students, modifying the curriculum to meet changes
in technology, and using computer technology and computer applications (spreadshests,
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presentation software, etc.). Furthermore, Missouri teachers identified using computer
technology and computer applications (spreadsheets, presentation software, etc.) as the item with
their overall greatest need for professional development training.

Table 2

Instruction and Curriculum

Kansas (n = 139) Missouri (n = 339)

Item CRR OR M SO CRR OR° M D
Designing and modifying curriculum and
course offerings to attract high quality 1 3 378 93 3 5 369 .93
students
Modifying the curriculum to meet changesin
technology 2 4 376 88 2 3 375 94
Using computer technology and computer
applications (spreadsheets, presentation 3 7 360 101 1 1 379 110
softv_vare;, etc.) _ _
:\g ggs vating students — teaching techniques and 4 14 340 103 4 13 345 106
Integrating agriscience into the curriculum 5 19 332 92 6 18 334 101
Managing learning laboratories 6 23 325 106 5 16 337 1.09

Teaching students problem solving and
decision making skills

Managing student behavior 8 49 283 101 8 47 290 102

7 30 318 95 7 25 325 105

Note. Itemsrated on 5 point scale (1 = No Need, 2 = Some Need, 3 = Moderate Need, 4 = Strong
Need, 5 = Extreme Need). Grand mean for all 52 items in Kansas = 3.25, Grand mean for al 52
items in Missouri = 3.24

“Rank within the category, "Overal rank on the 52 items

Several differences and similarities of note surfaced in the category of technical
agriculture (Table 3). Advances in biotechnology and computer applications in agriculture were
identified as the two most important items within the category to teachers in both states, and both
items were included in the ten highest ranking items overall. In addition, animal reproduction
and embryo transfer, and genetic engineering were included among the top fifteen items for
teachers in each state. Furthermore, three items were among the fifteen items ranked lowest for
teachers in both states. Those items included: water quality, waste management, and oxy-
acetylene welding and plasma cutting.

Further analysis revealed that six of the technical agriculture topics received noticeably
different rankings from teachers in their respective states. Record keeping skills were the 107
overall item of professional growth need for Kansas teachers and 33 for teachers in Missouri.

L andscaping was ranked 7" in Missouri and 28" in Kansas. Missouri teachers also ranked
greenhouse operation and management, agricultural mechanics project construction, food science
and food safety, and small engine technology noticeably higher than did Kansas teachers.
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Table 3

Technica Agriculture

Kansas (n = 139) Missouri (n = 339)
Item CRR OR° M SO CR* OR° M S
Advances in biotechnology 1 6 363 .99 2 6 358 105
Computer applications in agriculture 2 9 35 101 1 4 370 112
Record keeping skills 3 10 352 104 17 33 310 114
Animal reproduction and embryo transfer 4 12 343 103 4 8 352 120
Genetic engineering 4 12 343 1.00 7 14 342 111
Agricultural sales and marketing 6 14 340 98 10 19 330 112
Financial management 7 16 337 93 12 24 326 109
Meat science 8 7 33 9% 6 11 349 105
Greenhouse operation and management 9 18 333 113 5 10 350 119

Globa Positioning Systems (GPS) 10 2 329 108 14 27 320 126
Animal nutrition 11 25 323 97 20 36 309 110
Soil Science 12 2r 32 9% 21 38 307 108
Landscaping 13 28 320 110 3 7 354 113
Electricity and controls 13 28 320 104 17 33 310 112
Natural resource management 15 31 317 107 1 22 329 111
Ag mechanics project construction 15 31 317 123 8 15 341 118
Tissue culture 17 36 312 108 13 27 321 118
Water quality 18 39 308 9% 22 41 304 110
Food science and food safety 19 40 306 101 9 17 335 109
Tool and machine conditioning and repair 20 45 29 114 16 31 312 116
Floriculture 21 47 292 112 15 30 315 119
Waste management 22 48 28 98 24 47 290 110
Oxy-Acetylene welding and plasma cutting 23 50 28 112 23 45 297 116
Small engine technology 24 52 265 119 19 33 310 124

Note. Itemsrated on 5 point scale (1 = No Need, 2 = Some Need, 3 = Moderate Need, 4 = Strong
Need, 5 = Extreme Need). Grand mean for all 52 items in Kansas = 3.25, Grand mean for all 52
itemsin Missouri = 3.24

Rank within the category, "Overall rank on the 52 items

Analysis of responses in the program management and planning category reveaed
similar findings between the teachers in Kansas and Missouri (Table 4). Three items: writing
grant proposals for external funding, recruiting and retaining quality students, and building the
image of agriculture programs and courses, were among the highest ranking 15 items in both
states. Completing reports for local and state administrators, evaluating the local agriculture
program, and utilizing alocal advisory committee were ranked noticeably higher for teachersin
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Kansas than in Missouri. Conversely, Missouri teachers found planning and maintaining a
school land 1ab to be a greater professional development need than did Kansas teachers.

Table4

Program Management and Planning

Kansas (n = 139) Missouri (n = 339)

Item CRR OR M SO CRR ORPR M S
Writing grant proposals for external funding 1 2 380 116 1 2 378 115
Recruiting and retaining quality students 2 5 368 102 3 12 349 109
Building the image of agriculture programs
and COUrses 3 7 360 .99 2 8 352 103
Completing reports for local and state 4 21 33 110 10 50 284 114
administrators
Evauating the local agriculture program 5 23 325 .99 8 41 304 .99
Utilizing alocal advisory committee 6 25 323 .98 7 40 306 109
Devel oping business’community relations 7 31 317 .97 5 32 311 103
Fanning and effective use of block 8 42 29 130 11 51 281 131
scheduling
Conducting needs assessments and surveys
to assist in planning the secondary and/or 9 43 298 97 9 46 295 104
adult program
Establ |sh|_ng aworking relationship with 10 M 296 92 6 36 309 105
local media

Planning and maintaining a school land lab 11 46 293 115 4 26 324 115

Note. Itemsrated on 5 point scale (1 = No Need, 2 = Some Need, 3 = Moderate Need, 4 = Strong
Need, 5 = Extreme Need). Grand mean for all 52 itemsin Kansas = 3.25, Grand mean for all 52
itemsin Missouri = 3.24

®Rank within the category, "Overall rank on the 52 items

The second objective sought to compare the professional development needs of
secondary agriculture teachers in the states of Kansas and Missouri based on years of teaching
experience. Teachers were divided into three categories. Five years or less, six to 15 years, and
16 or more years of teaching experience.

An examination of the top 15 items for teachers with five years of teaching experience or
less indicated beginning teachers in both states identified nine of the same items (Table 5).
Among these items, writing grant proposals for external funding was ranked first by both groups
of teachers, while recruiting and retaining quality students was 2" in Missouri and 3 in Kansas.
Interesting contrasts were the inclusion of preparing proficiency and degree applications and
developing SAE opportunities for students by Kansas teachers only, and the inclusion of animal
reproduction, landscaping, and motivating students by Missouri teachers only.

Of the fifteen items with the greatest professional development need, Missouri’s least
experienced teachers included eight technical agriculture items, four instruction and cur riculum
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items, three items pertaining to program management and planning, and none in the area of
student and teacher development. Kansas teachers included five technical agriculture items, five
program management and planning items, three items related to student and teacher
development, and two items in the instruction and curriculum category.

Table5

Top 15 Items for Teachers With Five Y ears Experience or Less

Kansas (n = 42) Missouri (n = 116)

Item Rank M SO Rank M S

Writing grant proposals for external funding 1 4.15 .96 1 398 105
Preparing proficiency and degree applications 2 405 103

Recruiting and retaining quality students 3 3.98 Q29 2 372 105
TS 4 am % 6w
Modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology 5 3.76 91 4 3.67 .90
Building the image of agriculture programs and courses 6 3.73 90 8 363 108
Developing SAE opportunities for students 7 369 109

Computer applications in agriculture 7 369 107 4 367 113
Ag Mechanics project construction 9 367 114 15 344 130
Greenhouse operation and management 9 367 105 9 362 118
Advancesin biotechnology 11 3.64 93 12 350 106
Completing reports for local and state administrators 12 3.63 .99

Agricultural sales and marketing 13 3.60 83

Evaluating the local agriculture program 14 3.56 87

Preparing for Career Development Events 15 355 94

Animal reproduction A.l. and embryo transfer 3 368 119
Landscaping 7 365 107
Motivating students — teaching techniques and ideas 9 3.62 .99
Using computer technol_ogy and computer applications 1 357 117
(Spreadsheets, presentation software, etc.)

Genetic engineering 13 347 104
Meat science 13 347 112

Note. Grand mean for dl 52 items in Kansas = 3.39. Grand mean for al 52 itemsin Missouri = 3.37

In the group of teachers with six to 15 years of experience, ten items were identified
among the top 15 by teachers in both states (Table 6). Teachersin both states included writing
grant proposals for external funding, designing and modifying curriculum and course offerings to
attract high quality students, and modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology in the
top five. Kansas teachers ranked preparing proficiency and degree applications, and recruiting
and retaining quality students first and second respectively while Missouri teachers omitted these
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two items from their top 15. Furthermore, Missouri teachers included ten technical agriculture
topics in the top ten compared to only six for Kansas teachers.

Table 6

Top 15 Items for Teachers With 6 to 15 Y ears of Experience

Kansas (n =41) Missouri (n = 94)
Item Rank M S Rank M S
Preparing proficiency and degree applications 1 400 81
Writing grant proposals for externa funding 2 378 117 5 359 128
Recruiting and retaining quality students 2 378 104
e e S 4 am m 4w
Building the image of agriculture programs and courses 5 366 104 11 342 91
tl\gcohdrllg/(l) rglg the curriculum to meet changesin 5 366 85 5 37 99
Preparing for Career Development Events 7 363 .86
Advances in biotechnology 8 359 107 6 354 104
Meat science 9 351 93 8 348 107
Motivating students — teaching techniques and ideas 10 344 110

Using computer technology and computer applications

(spreadsheets, presentation software, etc.) 10 34 .74 1 388 105

Record keeping skills 10 34 121

Genetic engineering 13 339 100 15 328 114
Greenhouse operation and management 13 339 114 9 346 120
Computer applicationsin agriculture 15 332 .96 3 373 117
Animal reproduction and embryo transfer 7 349 122
Landscaping 10 343 124
Ag mechanics project construction 12 339 107
Food science and food safety 13 333 109
Integrating agriscience into the curriculum 14 330 107

Note. Grand mean for adl 52 itemsin Kansas = 3.18. Grand mean for all 52 itemsin Missouri = 3.15

The final group of teachers, those with 16 or more years of experience, included nine of
the same items within their respective lists of 15 items with greatest reed. These nine items were
ranked in similar order between the two states as can be seen in Table 7. Teachersin this most
experienced group from both states included three technology related items in their top five.
Those items included were: using computer technology and computer applications (spreadsheets,
presentation software, etc.), modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology, and
computer applications in agriculture. The most notable difference among teachers with 16 or
greater years of experience is the number three ranking of preparing proficiency and degree
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applications by Kansas teachers and the exclusion of that item from the top 15 by Missouri
teachers.

Table7

Top 15 Items for Teachers With 16 or More Y ears of Experience

Kansas (n = 56) Missouri (n = 100)
Item Rank M S Rank M D

Using computer technology and computer applications

(Spreadsheets, presentation software, etc.) 1 387 101 1 400 %
Modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology 2 382 88 2 377 96
Preparing proficiency and degree applications 3 380 94
ofterngs 1o ot igh ity Sucknts. 4 a1 102 5 367
Advances in biotechnology 5 364 100 6 364 105
Computer applications in agriculture 5 364 .98 3 371 109
Writing grant proposals for external funding 7 357 125 4 370 114
Record keeping skills 8 355 .87
Financial management 9 352 91
Genetic engineering 10 350 104

Building the image of agriculture programs and courses 11 346 103 12 337 107

Global Positioning Systems (GPS) 12 345 103

Anima reproduction and embryo transfer 12 345 101

Recruiting and retaining quality students 14 339 97 10 339 111
Preparing for Career Development Events 15 337 102 12 337 103
Landscaping 7 354 111
Meat science 8 351 101
Managing learning laboratories (mechanics, horticulture) 9 341 106
Motivating students — teaching techniques and ideas 10 339 109
;?ﬁghl ng students problem-solving and decision making 12 337 104
Greenhouse operation and management 12 337 124

Note. Grand mean for all 52 itemsin Kansas = 3.20. Grand mean for all 52 itemsin Missouri = 3.19

Conclusions/I mplications/ Recommendations

The results indicated many similarities and some differences in the professional
development needs between agriculture teachers in the states of Kansas and Missouri. Three
items, 1) writing grant proposals for external funding, 2) modifying the curriculum to meet
changes in technology, and 3) designing and modifying curriculum and course offerings to
attract high quality students, were rated among the five items of greatest need for both states.
When evaluating the fifteen items of greatest professional development need in both states, ten
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items were identified in both Kansas and Missouri. In addition to the three previoudly listed
items, the ten items included: 4) using computer technology and computer applications, 5)
motivating students, 6) computer applications in agriculture, 7) animal reproduction and embryo
transfer, 8) genetic engineering, 9) recruiting and retaining quality students, and 10) building the
image of agriculture programs and courses. Interestingly, none of the ten needs represented
itemsin the area of student and teacher devel opment.

The similarities between states did not only include those items rated highest. Of the
fifteen items ranked lowest by teachers in both states, eight of the same items were identified.
These included: 1) developing professionally, 2) organizing an alumni association, 3) managing
student behavior, 4) water quality, 5) waste management, 6) oxy-acetylene welding and plasma
cutting, 7) planning and effective use of block scheduling, and 8) conducting needs assessments
and surveys to assist in planning the secondary and/or adult program.

Of the 52 professional development items, teachersin the two states ranked eleven
considerably differently. Kansasteachersrated 1) preparing proficiency and degree applications,
2) record keeping, 3) completing reports for state and local administrators, 4) evauating the local
program, and 5) utilizing the local advisory committee notably higher than did Missouri teachers.
Conversely, Missouri teachers ranked 6) landscaping, 7) agriculture mechanics project
construction, 8) food science and food safety, 9) floriculture, 10) small engine technology, and
11) planning and maintaining a school land lab, considerably higher than did Kansas teachers.

Comparing the professional development needs based on years of teaching experience
produced similarities and differences between the two states, as well as among the three teaching
experience groups. Of the fifteen items with the highest overall need for professional
development, six were identified by all teachers, regardless of state or years of experience. The
six expressed needs were: 1) designing and modifying curriculum and course offerings to attract
high quality students, 2) modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology, 3) advancesin
biotechnology, 4) computer applications in agriculture, 5) building the image of agriculture
programs and courses, and 6) writing grant proposals for external funding. Teachers from all
three experience categories in Kansas included preparing proficiency and degree applications
among their top three needs while no group of Missouri teachers included this item in their top
fifteen items. Missouri teachers however, consistently ranked landscaping in their top ten items
while no group of Kansas teachers listed this item higher than 20",

The increased emphasis for professional development in Kansas relating to proficiency
and degree applications as well as record keeping skills most likely is areflection of the recert
development and adoption of a new state financial record keeping system. The higher ranking of
landscaping and floriculture by Missouri teachers is likely a reflection of the fact that the
Missouri Department of Labor has recently named occupations in horticulture as “high demand
occupations,” thereby making enhancement grants pertaining to this area available from the state
Department of Education. Other high demand areas in Missouri related to technical agriculture
items can likely be attributed to new or revised state-specific curriculum and approved courses.

In the category of teachers with less than five years of teaching experience, Missouri

teachers included eight items from the technical agriculture category among their top fifteen
needs while Kansas beginning teachers included five technical agriculture items on their highest
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ranking items. These results, especially those for young Missouri teachers, somewhat contradict
previous findings (Claycomb & Petty, 1983; Garton & Chung 1996) that beginning teachers
rated technical agriculture items lower than items related to pedagogy, program planning and
evauation, and program administration. These findings would imply that young teachers in both
states have a need for professional development offerings in technical agriculture areas.

The most experienced group of teachers from both states, those with 16 or more years of
teaching experience, placed a strong emphasis on the need for professional development
pertaining to technology. Teachers from both states included using computer technology and
computer applications, modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology, and computer
applications in agriculture among their top five items. The Missouri teachers with 6 to 15 years
of teaching experience also included these three items in their top three, while Kansas teachersin
that experience group, and beginning teachers in both states placed less emphasis on the need for
professional development pertaining to technology. A clear message is being sent by the more
veteran groups of teachers that professional development opportunities in computer technology
are needed. The decreased emphasis of these items by the youngest group of teachersislikely a
result of their greater exposure to such technology during their preservice programs.

Considering the mean scores of the highest rated items for the entire group of teachers, no
item had a mean above 4.0, indicating a strong need for professional development in either state.
The absence of scores above 4.0 leads one to consider whether the correct items were
considered, or were teachers generally prepared in the areas addressed by the itemsincluded. On
the questionnaire, an opentended item asked respondents to suggest topics for professional
development not included on the instrument. Of the 139 instruments returned in Kansas, only
seven other topics were suggested. Three of those seven comments related to modifying the
curriculum to meet increasing state academic requirements for college admission. This would
imply that an item pertaining to this topic should be included in future needs assessments in
Kansas. Seven other topics were also suggested among the 348 instruments returned in
Missouri, but none were identified by more than one respondent. Thus implying the instrument
adequately represented topics for professional development for Missouri teachers.

When planning professional development activities, state professional development
planning teams in each state should use these results to prioritize and plan their professional
development offerings for teachers. In determining topics to address, clearly a concern exists
among teachers in both states for professional development activities in the areas of : writing
grant proposals for external funding, modifying the curriculum to meet changes in technology,
and designing and modifying curriculum and course offerings to attract high quality students.
These items should be made top priorities for future professional development opportunities for
teachers. Additionally, Kansas teachers expressed a clear need for assistance in the area of
preparing proficiency and degree applications while Missouri teachers exhibited a stronger need
for professional development related to computer technology and computer applications.
Certainly, these two number one ranked items in each state deserve immediate attention within
their respective states.

Although severa of the professiona development topics included in this study received
similar attention from teachers in the two states, Kansas and Missouri teachers ranked eleven
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items considerably differently. This fact alone sufficiently negates the argument that
professional development needs assessment findings for teachers in one state can be applied
wholesale to teachers in smilar states.

Although needs assessment findings from other states can definitely assist state leadersin
refining their own potential lists of professional development topics, sufficient differences exist
between states to warrant individual periodic needs assessments in each individua state.
Differences in the areas of preservice education, inservice programs and delivery systems,
curricular topics, agricultural enterprises, funding structures, and teacher backgrounds and
demographics within states, necessitate the careful assessment of professional development
needs and desires of teachers on a state-by-state basis. To garner the greatest results from the
extensive time and resources required to plan and deliver professional development activities,
those activities should be made meaningful to teachers within the state by involving them in the
process of identifying the most critical topics to be addressed.
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