
ABSTRACT 

YEAMAN, LENDY GRAYCE. Perceptions and Perceived Barriers of North Carolina 

Agriculture Teachers on Including Students with Special Needs  in the total Agricultural 

Education Program.  (Under the direction of Dr. Elizabeth Wilson.) 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of North Carolina 

agriculture teachers toward including students with special needs in the agriculture 

classroom, when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience, and participating in FFA 

activities.  The population that was studied was all agriculture teachers in North Carolina 

with 12 month employment.  A simple random sample of 172 was selected with a response 

rate of 45.9%. Participants completed a questionnaire that measured teachers‟ perceptions 

and collected demographic information. Data analysis indicated that teachers perceived that 

students with special needs benefit from being enrolled in Agricultural Education and that 

these students should be encouraged to enroll in agriculture classes, but that most often 

students are placed into Agricultural Education courses because they need an elective course 

with the least restrictive environment.  Teachers felt students with special needs should be 

required to have SAE programs, but these students may have a more difficult time 

implementing SAE projects than other students.  Teachers also perceived students with 

special needs are limited in participating in FFA.  Teachers most frequently perceived student 

ability as a barrier to working with these students in the agriculture classroom, SAE, and the 

FFA.  Both pre-service and in-service training make a positive difference in teachers' 

perceptions of working with students with special needs in the total Agricultural Education 

program.  Beginning teachers had more positive perceptions that students with special needs 

received similar benefits from participating in SAE as other students.  Older teachers 

perceived that students with special needs struggled more with classroom assignments and 

projects than other students in the agriculture classroom.  Young teachers perceived that SAE 

helped students with special needs set fulfilling career goals, enhanced their social skills, and 

that they were capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE.   
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Chapter I will describe the conceptual framework or “need” for this study.  The 

purpose of the study, research objectives, and operational definitions for specific terms will 

be identified.  Some assumptions and limitations for the study will also be addressed.       

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Agriculture teachers in North Carolina are faced with an increasing number of 

students with special needs enrolled in their courses.  Agricultural education is one of eight 

program areas offered through Career & Technical Education in the state.  The North 

Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) reports that, “One of the most dramatic 

trends in Career & Technical Education (CTE) enrollment in recent years is the increase in 

the number of students identified as members of special populations” (2007). 

AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION  

The predominant model for organizing instruction in agricultural education involves 

the interrelationships between three major components: classroom and laboratory instruction, 

supervised agricultural experience, and agricultural youth organization participation (Phipps 

and Osborne, 1988).  Each component serves a distinct purpose in educating students 

enrolled in the Agricultural Education program.  There have been studies conducted that 

support students‟ with disabilities involvement in each of the three components.  “Many 

times it is not the adaptations that matter the most, but simply the support and positive 

influence that a fully integrated agricultural education program can provide”  (Cooper, 

Bocksnick, & Frick, 2002).   

FEDERAL LEGISLATION IMPACTING AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION REGARDING STUDENTS 

WITH SPECIAL NEEDS 

Historically, Agricultural Education has reached out to both young people and adults 

who, regardless, of their abilities, could benefit from instruction in agriculture (Iverson, 

1993).  Agricultural education programs are made up of students with very diverse 

backgrounds and needs.  The federal regulations that detail what educators are responsible 
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for in accommodating students with special needs are a part of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 2004.     

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is federal legislation that 

ensures services to children with disabilities throughout the nation. IDEA governs 

how states and public agencies provide early intervention, special education and 

related services to more than 6.5 million eligible infants, toddlers, children and youth 

with disabilities (USDE, 2009).   

IDEA was initially passed in 1975 as the Education for all Handicapped Children Act and 

has since been revised in 1997 and 2004.  This law required that all states that received 

federal funds comply to 6 standards for students with special needs (USDE, 1997).  The six 

principles are (University of Michigan, 2009): 

 The student will have the opportunity for a free and appropriate education with no 

discrimination or unnecessary evaluations. 

 They are to be provided with a transition plan for further education or career 

opportunities at the age of 16. 

 An Individualized Education Plan for the student is developed by a team to address 

the student‟s present level of performance (based on professional evaluation), and set 

goals and benchmarks for the student to achieve annually based on his or her abilities. 

 The student must be served in the least restrictive environment, which entails being in 

the classroom with students that are not disabled and remaining in the general 

education classroom unless circumstances are absolutely necessary for them to be 

removed. 

 The parent and student(s) have the right to make decisions throughout the entire 

educational process regarding educational modifications.  (Due Process) 

 The protection of individual rights with the safeguard that any conflicts that arise will 

be resolved.  
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The various disabilities that make a student eligible for services provided for under IDEA 

are: specific learning disabilities, speech or language impairments, mental retardation, 

emotional disturbance, multiple disabilities, hearing impairments, orthopedic impairments, 

visual impairments, and other health impairments (United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2009).   

Fourteen percent of students enrolled in public education nationally are served under 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (National Center for Educational 

Statistics, 2009).  North Carolina‟s student population reflects this percentage with 13.3% of 

students enrolled having Individualized Education Plans (IEP) (National Center for 

Educational Statistics, 2009).  It is important to point out that each state has its own laws 

regarding the treatment of students with special needs in addition to compliance with the 

federal law. 

NEED FOR THE STUDY 

There is a need for research on students with disabilities in agricultural education to 

be replicated on both a regional and national level (Elbert & Baggett, 2003).  The population 

of students with special needs is increasing in Career and Technical Education and 

Agricultural Education, and in response to this trend, teachers must be willing and prepared 

to meet the unique demands of these students.  Research exists validating that agriculture 

teachers know the strategies that work best in the classroom with students with special needs 

(Richardson & Washburn, 2005), and they are confident in their ability to execute those 

strategies in an efficient manner (Stair, 2009).  However, little research exists on agriculture 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs.  Ajzen‟s theory of planned 

behavior explained how a teacher‟s attitude, among other factors, may impact their 

motivation to work with students with special needs.  This theory suggested that individuals 

who possess a positive attitude or perception of completing a task will accomplish it.  This is 

further discussed in detail in Chapter II.  It could be argued that regardless of teacher 

perceptions or attitudes, teachers are required by federal law to accommodate students with 

special needs.  Examining teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs, 
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however, could provide insight into helping them best meet the learning needs of these 

students.  Some agricultural education teachers have reported they felt their programs are 

becoming “dumping grounds” for students who cannot succeed in more rigorous academic 

settings (Jewell, 1993).  If students perceive that a teacher has low expectations it may have a 

harmful impact on their academic performance (Repps & Dormody, 1993).   

Additionally, research is needed to determine what teachers view as perceived 

barriers to working with students with special needs.  Pense (2007) recommended that further 

research be conducted to describe the challenges an agricultural education teacher 

experiences by including students with disabilities in their programs.  Independent variables 

such as: teachers‟ age, years of teaching experience, interaction with an individual with 

special needs beyond the classroom, the amount of training received pre-service and through 

in-service could explain differences in teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with 

special needs in the agricultural education program.  Having this information could guide the 

development of improved in-service or pre-service training to help teachers cope with the 

demands of working with these students.  It would also provide insight into what support 

state and local education agencies should provide to teachers working with students with 

special needs.            

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions North Carolina agriculture 

teachers have related to including students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, 

when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience, and participating in FFA.  

Additionally this study examined what relationships existed between agriculture teachers‟ 

perceptions and factors such as teacher age, experience, interaction with individuals with 

special needs outside of the academic setting, and training.   The objectives of this study were 

as follows: 

1. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs in the agriculture classroom. 
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2. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE).   

3. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs within the FFA organization. 

4. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture classroom.  

5. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs when implementing SAE.  

6. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs within the FFA organization.  

7. Determine if there were any differences in agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA based upon the teachers‟ level of pre-service 

training.         

8.  Determine if there was a difference in agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, 

and the FFA based upon whether the teacher has had interaction with a close friend or 

family member with special needs.          

9. Determine if a relationship existed between years of teaching experience and 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs within the 

agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, and the FFA.     

10. Determine if a relationship existed between teachers‟ hours of in-service regarding 

students with special needs and teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with 

special needs within the agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, and the FFA.      

11. Determine if a relationship existed between teachers‟ age and their perceptions of 

working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA.      
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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

1. FFA: Abbreviation for the National FFA Organization, the Career and Technical 

Education student organization that is intracurricular to agricultural education.  FFA 

promotes the ideals of premier leadership, personal growth, and career success 

through agricultural education (Richardson & Washburn, 2005).   

2. Disability: Condition characterized by a physical, cognitive, psychological or social 

difficulty so severe that it negatively affects student learning.  In the Americans with 

Disabilities Act, a disability is defined as a condition that limits some major life 

activity (Friend & Bursuck, 2009).   

3. Inclusion: The concept of students with special needs being fully integrated into 

general education classrooms along with students are not disabled.   

4. Individualized Instruction Plan (IEP): A contract between the student, their parents, 

their special education coordinator, and their regular teachers for the appropriate 

educational curriculum accommodations needed for academic achievement (USDE, 

1997).   

5. In-service: Training and assistance for personnel employed in school systems to 

improve instruction.   

6. Perception: Cognitive awareness of an attitude on a given subject or situation. 

7. Special populations or special needs: Students who need special services or 

accommodations in order to be successful in the educational setting (NCDPI, 2007).  

This does not include academically gifted students.   

8. Supervised Agricultural Experience: One of the 3 components of the agricultural 

education model.  It is a program that each student must complete outside of regular 

class time.  The teacher supervises the project(s) or program, and provides feedback.  

The project must be agriculturally related, and is utilized to reinforce practical skills 

taught within the classroom and through FFA participation.   
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ASSUMPTIONS 

For the purpose of this study it was assumed that: 

1. Agriculture teachers asked to participate in the study responded based on actual 

perceptions and not socially accepted responses. 

2. Data reported by the teachers are accurate to the best of their understanding of the 

questions. 

3. All students, regardless of demographics, are given equal opportunities to participate 

in activities related to the total agricultural education program in their respective high 

school.   

SUMMARY 

Federal legislation mandates that all students are to be served in the least restrictive 

environment, which means all students regardless of disabilities or background, are to be 

served in the general education classroom (USDE, 2007).  Educational trends show an 

increase in the number of students with special needs enrolled in agricultural education 

courses in North Carolina (NCDPI, 2007).  There is a need for research to determine 

agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs in agricultural 

education programs.  The purpose of this study was to determine perceptions and perceived 

barriers that North Carolina agriculture teachers have toward including students with special 

needs in the total agricultural education program.  The objectives were to: examine 

agriculture teachers‟ perceptions  towards working with students with special needs in the 

classroom, when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience and FFA; determine 

perceived barriers agriculture teachers may have regarding working with students with 

special needs; and determine if relationships existed between teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with these students within the agricultural education program based upon the 

variables of: age, number of years of teaching experience, their interaction with an individual 

with special needs beyond the classroom, the amount of training that they received pre-

service, and the amount of in-service hours they have received devoted to working with 

students with special needs.     
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions and perceived barriers that 

North Carolina Agriculture teachers have toward including students with special needs in the 

total agricultural education program.  Chapter II will address the theoretical framework and a 

review of the literature related to working with students with special needs in an educational 

setting.  The theoretical framework used for this study was based on work motivation theory 

and practice.  A review of the literature introduces several themes that need to be addressed: 

 Working with students with special needs within the Agricultural Education 

program 

 Teachers‟ perceived confidence of working with students with special needs 

in the agriculture classroom 

 Factors that may impact agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working with 

students with special needs 

 Perceived barriers to working with students with special needs within an 

educational setting.   

The sources used for this literature review were collected from primary sources including 

published research in scholarly journals, books, published conference proceedings, and 

dissertations.  Several of the resources were accessed via online databases including ERIC 

and Agricola.        

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 The theoretical framework for this study is based on Icek Ajzen‟s theory of planned 

behavior.  Ajzen‟s theory states that an individual‟s attitudes, subjective norms in respect to a 

behavior, and perceived control over a behavior can predict behavioral intentions with a high 

degree of accuracy (Ajzen, 1991).  In the case of this study, agriculture teachers‟ attitudes, 

their subjective norms, and perceived control towards working with students with special 

needs in an agricultural education program can predict their intentions of including these 

students in their programs.   
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 Central to this theory is the individual‟s intention to perform a behavior, which is how 

much effort they plan to exert to perform a behavior (Ajzen, 1991).  The three determinants 

of intention are attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived control.  Attitude toward a 

behavior refers to how favorably or unfavorably an individual evaluates a behavior (Ajzen, 

1991).  This study was designed to determine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with students with special needs in the total agricultural education program.  A teacher‟s 

perception indicates their awareness of a specific attitude towards incorporating these 

students.   

Subjective norms are social factors that refer to the social pressure an individual feels 

to perform a particular behavior (Ajzen, 1991).  Regardless of whether agriculture teachers 

are actually recruiting or including students with special needs, it is a professional 

expectation that they will do so.  Teachers are told repeatedly by their teacher educators, 

peers, and administration that it is their job to provide equal opportunities and incorporate all 

students regardless of student ability or background.  A different example of a subjective 

norm is the pressure agriculture teachers may feel to win awards through SAE and FFA 

because programs that are visible and win awards receive praise and recognition.   

The third determinant is perceived control, which refers to the individual‟s perception 

of how easy or difficult performing a specific behavior is based upon past experiences as 

well as anticipated obstacles or barriers (Ajzen, 1991).  If agriculture teachers perceive that 

working with students with special needs in one or all of the three components of an 

agriculture program is difficult, they may be less likely to recruit or find ways to include 

these students.  Furthermore, if agriculture teachers perceive that there are barriers to 

incorporating these students they may not have intentions of actively incorporating them.   

 Ajzen (1991) theorized the more favorable the attitude and subjective norm with 

respect to a behavior and the greater the perceived control, the stronger the intention to 

perform the behavior in question.  Agriculture teachers will be more likely to incorporate 

students with special needs in the total agricultural education program if they have positive 

attitudes towards working with theses students as well as encouraging social interaction from 
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their peers and administration, and they perceive that working with students with special 

needs is not impossibly difficult, based on past experiences and barriers they may face.  

When predicting an individual‟s intentions of performing a behavior, the importance of 

attitudes, social norms, and perceived behavioral control is expected to vary across behaviors 

and situations (Ajzen, 1991).  There may be some situations where only attitudes have a 

significant impact on intentions, others where attitudes and perceived behavioral control are 

sufficient to affect intentions, and still others where all three determinants independently 

impact intentions (Ajzen, 1991).  This study focused on specifically evaluating teachers‟ 

attitudes and perceived behavioral control with consideration to subjective norms that could 

impact teachers‟ intentions of incorporating students with special needs into the total 

Agricultural Education program.   

LITERATURE REVIEW 

WORKING WITH STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS WITHIN THE AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION 

PROGRAM 

  The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) reported that, “One 

of the most dramatic trends in Career & Technical Education (CTE) enrollment in recent 

years is the increase in the number of students identified as members of special populations” 

(2007).  Agricultural Education programs in North Carolina reflect this trend.  According to 

the NCDPI 2007 Data Profile, in 2005-2006 58.9% of high school students enrolled in 

Agricultural Education were identified as special populations, indicating that special services 

or accommodations were needed to help these students succeed.   

There is a vast body of research regarding students with special needs in general 

education and more specifically within Agricultural Education.  Each of the three 

components of the total Agricultural Education Program model has been shown to be 

beneficial to students with special needs.  In terms of classroom instruction, Elbert & Baggett 

(2003) reported that many students with special needs benefit from the task-oriented 

curriculum in technical education programs, such as agricultural education.  Richardson & 

Washburn (2006) conducted a study asking North Carolina agriculture teachers' identified as 
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experts in working with students in special education to identify specific instructional 

strategies they used when working with special needs in the classroom.  One of the 

conclusions of this study was that measures are being taken to involve students with special 

needs in agricultural programs.  Stair (2009) later used the strategies identified by Richardson 

& Washburn to conduct a study across multiple states (including North Carolina) to 

determine: if teachers used the identified strategies in the classrooms, found them to be 

effective when working with students, and if teachers felt confident using the strategies with 

students with special needs.   Teachers reported that they used the strategies at least once or 

twice during the school year, and they found the strategies to be relatively effective when 

working with student with special needs (Stair et al, 2010).  

 Beyond the classroom, Dormody et al. (2006) concluded that emphasis should be 

placed on including students with special needs in the FFA and SAE.  Supervised 

Agricultural Experience (SAE) programs provide a realistic and valuable option for FFA 

members with disabilities (National FFA Organization, 1996).  SAE projects can also serve 

as an opportunity for high school students to gain technical knowledge, show responsibility, 

learn record keeping, and explore career interests.  All of these benefits are an essential part 

of career and life skills that are emphasized in programs for learners with disabilities (Elbert 

& Baggett, 2003).  In a study of Oklahoma agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of implementing 

SAE projects with students with special needs, teachers felt that SAE was beneficial to 

students with special needs, and that they should be encouraged to be involved in a SAE 

program (Schwager & White, 1994).     

There is little formal research regarding students with special needs and how FFA 

involvement may affect them, or how agriculture education teachers work with students with 

special needs within the FFA organization.  Legislation requires FFA advisors to provide 

equal opportunities for involvement for all students regardless of any disability (Bridging 

Horizons 1996).  There is evidence that some students with special needs are involved in 

aspects of the FFA organization.  In a study that identified the educational needs of students 

with learning disabilities in Agricultural Education in Illinois, agriculture teachers indicated 
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that 80% of their students with learning disabilities have competed in Career Development 

Events (Pense, 2007).  Cooper, Bocksnick, & Frick (2002) stated that FFA involvement can 

assist students with special needs in overcoming struggles with self-esteem and 

independence.     

TEACHERS‟ PERCEIVED CONFIDENCE OF WORKING WITH STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS 

IN THE AGRICULTURE CLASSROOM 

Research regarding teachers working with students with special needs in Agricultural 

Education often deals with teachers‟ confidence in working with or accommodating students‟ 

needs in the classroom or laboratory setting.  A study of general education teachers found 

that teachers‟ with a high self-perception of their efficacy were more willing to take 

responsibility for meeting the needs of students with learning problems in the classroom 

(Soodak, Podell, Lehman, 1998).  Kessell (2005) examined student teachers‟ confidence 

level in teaching students with special needs within the American Association of Agricultural 

Education Southern Region and found that, overall, student teachers felt confident teaching 

students with special needs.  A study of agriculture teachers in West Virginia found 

agricultural educators felt confident and well prepared to work with students with 

exceptionalities; 77.8% of respondents (n=35) indicated they had made adaptations to their 

classroom setting to accommodate for students with special needs (Boone, et al., 2008).  Stair 

et al. (2010) found that teachers were optimistic about their ability to provide a positive 

classroom for students with special needs regardless of their confidence in specific areas of 

special education.    

FACTORS THAT MAY IMPACT AGRICULTURE TEACHERS‟ PERCEPTIONS OF WORKING WITH 

STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS   

Confidence is an important consideration when discussing teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with students with special needs.  However, there are other considerations to be 

made when trying to get a complete picture of teachers‟ perceptions or attitudes regarding 

working with students with special needs in the unique components of an Agricultural 

Education program.  In a study of general educators, 61% of respondents disagreed with, or 



 

13 

had no feelings regarding, the concept of mainstreaming, yet, over 50% reported that they 

felt mainstreaming was beneficial to the students with mild disabilities (deBettencourt, 

1999).  Teachers‟ perceived competence can impact their perceptions of working with 

students with special needs.  In their study of Pennsylvania agriculture teachers, Elbert & 

Baggett (2003) found that most agricultural educators felt less than competent when working 

with students with disabilities.  Cook (2001) stated that, “Teachers adjusting their 

expectations for students, in conjunction with perceptions that they do not know how to 

address these students‟ unique needs, may result in students with obvious disabilities not 

being meaningfully included in teachers‟ instruction.” Teachers‟ perceptions of how other 

students are impacted when working with students with special needs can also play a role in 

their perceptions of including students with special needs.  Agriculture teachers in West 

Virginia perceived that students would be uncomfortable working with certain students with 

disabilities on FFA Career Development Event teams and FFA officer teams (Boone, et al., 

2008).   

These perceptions could impact how students with special needs are treated within the 

Agricultural Education program.  In their study of Pennsylvania agriculture teachers, Elbert 

& Baggett (2003) found that students with special needs in Pennsylvania may not be 

adequately served because of the poor teaching, social, and professional skills that teachers 

reflected by their perceived levels of competence.  deBettencourt (1999) also brought out the 

point that teachers may use more individualizing strategies to assist students with special 

needs if they felt more positively toward them.    

Another factor that may play a role in agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture program is the amount of teaching experience 

the instructor has.  Boone et al. (2008) found that agriculture teachers in West Virginia did 

not feel prepared to work with students with exceptionalities when they first started teaching 

agriculture.  Avramidid, Bayliss, & Burden (2000) found that teachers who had been 

implementing inclusive programming for some years held significantly more positive 

attitudes toward including or working with students with special needs.  It is important to 
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note that teaching experience and age do not necessarily parallel one other.  A study of New 

Mexico agriculture educators found that the older the teacher the less including students with 

special needs in the agriculture classroom was perceived as a challenge (Dormody et al., 

2006).      

Literature suggested that the presence of a friend or family member with special needs 

can impact the perceptions of working with students with special needs for pre-service and 

veteran teachers alike.  A study on student teachers of Agricultural Education in the southern 

U.S. found that if the student teacher had spent time with a person with special needs outside 

of an academic setting, they felt positively about teaching students with specials needs 

(Kessel, 2005).  In a qualitative study of first-year teachers‟ perceptions of working with 

students with special needs, one teacher reported she felt well prepared for her first year of 

teaching in special education due to a prior experience working with children with special 

needs in a school setting (Busch, Pederson, Espin, and Weissenburger, 2001).  Having a 

close friend or family member with special needs provided experience working with an 

individual with special needs and may give a teacher a better sense of how to work with 

students with special needs (Stair, et al., 2010). 

 The amount of teacher training at the pre-service level or in-service level, impacted 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs.  General education 

teachers who reported having had substantial training in special education held significantly 

higher positive attitudes than those with little or no training (Avramidid, Bayliss, & Burden 

2000).  Avramidid, Bayliss, & Burden (2000) argued strongly that the provision of extensive 

opportunities for pre-service and in-service training will foster more favorable attitudes from 

teachers toward including students with special needs in the educational setting.   

PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO TEACHING STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS 

A discussion of factors that may impact agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with students with special needs in the total Agricultural Education program leads into a 

discussion of perceived barriers that teachers may have regarding working with students with 

special needs.  Teachers‟ attitudes toward integration appeared to vary with their beliefs 
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about demands that students‟ instructional and management needs will place on them 

(Soodak, Podell, Lehman, 1998).   The literature suggested that the level of support from 

parents and other invested individuals such as paraprofessionals (i.e. teachers‟ aides or 

buddies), time, and resources are perceived barriers to working with students with special 

needs.  Teachers have self reported that support, training, material resources and time among 

other factors must be addressed in order to increase positive attitudes toward working with 

students with special needs in the classroom (Avramidid, Bayliss, & Burden 2000).  A study 

of general education teachers‟ in-service needs regarding inclusion reported better access to 

resources and support may increase teachers‟ perceptions that they can have a positive 

impact on the education outcomes of students with special needs.  (Buell, et.al, 1999).  In a 

study of Illinois agriculture teachers, fewer than 33% of teachers that responded (n=143) felt 

that resources to help the agriculture teachers, including books, donations, and instructional 

strategies, were available to aid them in teaching students with special needs (Pense, 2007).       

Support from parents and school personnel were of significant concern to teachers 

when considering working with students with special needs.  deBettencourt (1999) concluded 

that the need for personnel to assist general educators in the preparation of materials for 

students with special needs should be considered when discussing the perceptions of teachers 

working with students with special needs.  In a survey of Industrial Technology Education 

teachers in Lincoln, Nebraska, they were asked about their knowledge, experience, and 

feelings related to working with special populations students, respondents reported they did 

not perceive support from parents, the community, or other outside agencies as being 

adequate (Howell, 2000).  Schwager &White (1994) concluded that lack of parental support 

was a major difficulty for agriculture teachers in Oklahoma who were trying to provide SAE 

programs to students with special needs.    

In terms of the barrier of time, deBettencourt, (1999) concluded that general 

educators who are driven to cover the curriculum at a rapid pace may not have positive 

attitudes toward students who cause their pace to be interrupted.  When discussing SAE, 

supervision time and students‟ abilities and behaviors were viewed as difficulties for 
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agriculture teachers trying to implement SAE projects for students with special needs 

(Schwager & White, 1994).  Time was also a consideration when modifying curriculum and 

lessons.  Vocational teachers were reluctant to modify curricula or teaching techniques to 

accommodate students with special needs due to the technical nature of the subjects (Howell, 

2000).   

SUMMARY 

This chapter identified the theoretical framework of the study that provides 

justification as to why it is important to examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with students with special needs.  Teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with 

special needs are relevant when examining if teachers are motivated when it comes to 

including students with special needs in the total Agricultural Education program.  Related 

research was reviewed, and the following areas were examined: working with students with 

special needs within the Agricultural Education program, teachers‟ perceived confidence of 

working with students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, factors that may 

impact agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs, and 

perceived barriers to working with students with special needs within an educational setting.  

A current trend in Agricultural Education is the increasing number of students with special 

needs being enrolled into Agricultural Education courses.  This has lead to further discussion 

on teachers‟ perceptions and what factors or barriers may influence their perceptions of 

working with and meeting the needs of students with disabilities in the classroom, when 

implementing SAE, and when participating in FFA events.  This study will add to the body 

of literature regarding teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs, 

specifically within the total Agricultural Education program    
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions North Carolina agriculture 

teachers have related to including students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, 

when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience, and participating in FFA.  

Additionally this study examined what relationships existed between agriculture teachers‟ 

perceptions and factors such as teacher age, experience, interaction with individuals with 

special needs outside of the academic setting, and training.   The objectives of this study were 

as follows: 

1. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs in the agriculture classroom. 

2. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE).   

3. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs within the FFA organization. 

4. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture classroom.  

5. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs when implementing SAE.  

6. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs within the FFA organization.  

7. Determine if there were any differences in agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA based upon the teachers‟ level of pre-service 

training.         

8.  Determine if there was a difference in agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, 

and the FFA based upon whether the teacher has had interaction with a close friend or 

family member with special needs.          
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9. Determine if a relationship existed between years of teaching experience and 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs within the 

agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, and the FFA.     

10. Determine if a relationship existed between teachers‟ hours of in-service regarding 

students with special needs and teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with 

special needs within the agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, and the FFA.      

11. Determine if a relationship existed between teachers‟ age and their perceptions of 

working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA.      

The dependent variables measured for this study were agriculture teachers‟ perceptions and 

their perceived barriers of working with students with special needs.  The independent 

variables were the agriculture teachers‟ age, number of years of teaching experience, their 

interaction with an individual with special needs beyond the classroom, the amount of pre-

service training received, and the amount of in-service hours they have received devoted to 

working with students with special needs.  This chapter will discuss the overall research 

design, population being sampled, and the instrument used to collect data.   Data collection 

and analysis utilized for this study will also be discussed. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

 This study utilized descriptive explanatory research.  According to Fraenkel & 

Wallen (2006), "Descriptive studies describe a given state of affairs as fully and carefully as 

possible" (p. 14).  Survey research methodology was used to collect information to describe 

North Carolina agriculture teachers‟ perceptions and perceived barriers of working with 

students with special needs in the total Agricultural Education program.  Surveys use 

instruments such as questionnaires and interviews to gather information from groups of 

subjects and can be used to summarize characteristics, attitudes, or opinions of different 

groups (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002).   
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POPULATION AND SAMPLE 

 The population examined in this study was high school agricultural education 

teachers in North Carolina with a 12 month teaching contract during the 2009-2010 school 

year (N= 307).  The sampling frame used was the 2009-2010 North Carolina Agriculture 

Teachers Directory provided by the North Carolina FFA Association.  The Agriculture 

Teachers Directory is maintained by state Agricultural Education supervisors who 

communicate with teachers at least on a monthly basis.  This list is updated annually and 

served as the most exhaustive list of agriculture teachers in North Carolina.   

There were eight Agricultural Education regions in North Carolina.  The regions were 

managed by three regional coordinators placed in the eastern, central, and western parts of 

the state.  The researcher contacted the regional Agricultural Education coordinators to 

identify teachers within their respective regions that are on a 12 month teaching contract (B. 

Forrest, D. Harris, and H. Johnson, personal communication, May 27, 2010).  Agricultural 

Education teachers with 10 month (including middle school teachers) or 11 month contracts 

were not included in the population.  It was determined that agriculture teachers with a 12 

month teaching contract would best suit this research since they have extended time working 

with students particularly during summer SAE supervision visits and FFA activities.  

Additionally, middle school teachers were not included in the study because the concept of 

SAE is taught to middle school students, but they are not required to have SAE projects.         

In survey research, information is collected from a sample of individuals instead of 

every member of the population (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).  A simple random sample of 

teachers was selected to complete the online survey instrument.  The sample was obtained by 

assigning each agriculture teacher a number and then using an online number generator to 

randomly select individuals to participate in the study.  The sample size was determined 

using Krejcie and Morgan‟s sampling formula (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970).  Based on the 

307 high school agriculture teachers on 12 month contracts, 172 teachers were selected to 

participate in the study.   
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INSTRUMENTATION 

 The instrument used for this study was a questionnaire administered online via the 

web-based server, http://surveymonkey.com.  The questionnaire was developed by the 

researcher with some questions being modeled after the Schwager and White (1994) study on 

Oklahoma agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs and 

SAE.  Some demographic questions were modeled after Stair‟s 2009 study on teachers‟ 

confidence in using selected instructional strategies with students with special needs in the 

agriculture classroom.  Questions were formatted using a four-point Likert-type scale, 

multiple choice, or open ended response.  Content validity was determined by a panel of 

experts including Agricultural Education professors at two universities.  Reliability of the 

instrument was determined using the test/re-test method.  A pilot study was conducted on 14 

(n=14) agriculture teachers with a 10 or 11 month teaching contract in North Carolina.  These 

teachers were not included in the population but share similar characteristics with those who 

were included in the final sample.  An e-mail message was sent to 40 teachers on 10 or 11 

month teaching contracts requesting for them to complete the questionnaire.  The teachers 

were notified that they would be asked to complete the questionnaire a second time 10 days 

later.  Twenty teachers completed the questionnaire for the first round.  Fourteen of the 20 

original respondents completed the re-test after the 10 day period.  The instrument was 

evaluated to determine if there were significant differences between the first and second 

round of responses.  No statistically significant differences were found, so the instrument was 

determined to be stable over time.        

 The first section of the final instrument contained three demographic questions that 

asked for the number of students enrolled in Agricultural Education for the 2009-2010 school 

year, an approximate number of students with special needs in their program, and what 

courses were taught at their school during that particular year.  The second section of the 

instrument contained questions addressing teachers‟ perceptions of working with students 

with special needs in the Agricultural Education classroom and to identify barriers to 

working with these students.  The third and fourth sections were the same as the second 

http://surveymonkey.com/
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section except questions were geared to working with students with special needs in 

implementing SAE and participating in FFA activities respectively.  The first question in the 

third section of the instrument asked if the teacher incorporated SAE into their Agricultural 

Education program.  If the teacher selected “no” they were offered the opportunity to skip to 

the next section of questions (“Students with special needs within the local FFA chapter”).  

The fifth and final section of the instrument addressed teacher demographics, including, but 

not limited to, questions that asked for the teacher‟s gender, age, amount of teaching 

experience, and amount of pre-service and in-service training.   

 To determine perceptions, teachers were asked to respond to specific statements using 

a four-point Likert type scale.  Likert scales are often used as an attitudinal scale in 

educational research (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).  This type of scale often contains five-

points.  Four-point scales, such as the one used for this study, are often referred to as 

“Forced-Choice” Likert-type scales where respondents are not given the option to choose 

“Undecided” or “Neutral” when responding to specific statements.  This compels the 

respondents to decide whether they tend to agree or disagree on some level with a particular 

statement.    On the four-point scale used for this study, 1 represented “Strongly Disagree”, 2 

represented “Disagree”, 3 represented “Agree”, and 4 represented “Strongly Agree”.    

DATA COLLECTION 

 Selected teachers received a cover letter via e-mail explaining the study and how they 

were selected to participate.  The e-mail message also contained a link to the website for the 

survey instrument.  Teachers completed and submitted the questionnaire online.  After the 

initial e-mail message, three follow up e-mail messages were sent roughly three weeks apart 

for a 12 week period encouraging the selected teachers to participate.  Dillman (2000) 

suggested that contacting participants four times is sufficient when conducting e-mail 

surveys.  The researcher was not able to distinguish which teachers gave specific responses.  

The data were exported into an excel spreadsheet.  The spreadsheet was imported into the 

SPSS program to run the statistical analysis of the data.   
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 After the 12 week period, 79 teachers had responded to the survey resulting in a 

45.9% response rate.  One of the recommended procedures for controlling for non-response 

error is to compare respondents to non-respondents (Lindner & Wingenbach, 2002). Non-

response error was controlled for by contacting 15% (n=17) of the non-respondents and 

asking them a selection of questions from the instrument to determine if there were any 

differences between respondents and non-respondents.  An independent t-test was used to 

determine if any statistical differences existed between the perceptions of respondents versus 

non-respondents.  No differences were found so the respondents were considered to be 

representative of the sample.         

DATA ANALYSIS 

 Data collected were analyzed utilizing the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 17.0.  Descriptive statistics including frequencies, percentages, mean scores, 

and standard deviations were used to describe the perceptions, demographics, and perceived 

barriers portions of the data.  Correlational statistics were used to determine if any 

relationships existed between the independent variables and the teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, when implementing 

SAE, or in the FFA.  To determine if differences existed in the teachers' perceptions based 

upon their pre-service training, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed.  An independent 

t-test was utilized to determine if there was a difference in teachers' perceptions based upon 

whether they had interaction with a friend or close family member with special needs.     

SUMMARY 

 This is a descriptive study that utilized survey research methods.  A survey instrument 

in the form of a questionnaire was developed and disseminated via an online survey tool, 

http://surveymonkey.com.  The population being studied was all Agricultural Education 

teachers in North Carolina identified as having a12 month teaching contract during the 2009-

2010 school year.  A simple random sample of 172 teachers was selected.  Teachers were 

sent an e-mail message containing information about the study and completed the 

questionnaire online.  At the conclusion of the 12 week study, a 45.9% response rate was 

http://surveymonkey.com/
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achieved.  Non-response error was controlled by contacting 15% of the non-respondents to 

complete an abbreviated version of the questionnaire.  Respondents and non-respondents 

answers were compared to determine that there was no difference between the two groups of 

respondents.   
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 

 The population that was examined was all North Carolina agriculture teachers with a 

12 month contract.  The sampling frame used was the 2009-2010 North Carolina Agriculture 

Teachers‟ Directory.  The regional Agricultural Education Coordinators identified all 12 

month teachers in their region to determine the population (n=307).  A simple random 

sample of 172 teachers was selected to participate in the study.  At the conclusion of the 12 

week study, a 45.9% response rate was achieved.  Non-response error was controlled by 

contacting 15% of the non-respondents to complete an abbreviated version of the 

questionnaire.  Respondents‟ and non-respondents‟ answers were compared to determine that 

there was no difference between the two groups of respondents.   

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS 

The majority of respondents (64.9%) were male. Teachers‟ ages ranged from 23 to 63 

with a mean age of 39.50 and a standard deviation of 11.07 years.  Years of teaching 

experience ranged from 2-37 years.  The mean number of years teaching was 14.52 with a 

standard deviation of 9.4 years.  Teachers were asked their highest level of education; 36% 

responded they had obtained a bachelor‟s degree, 56% hold a master‟s degree, and 8% 

received a specialist or sixth year certificate. The majority of teachers were traditionally 

certified (80.5%), with remaining teachers certified through lateral entry (19.5%).  A total of 

32.5% of teachers reported that they had completed at least one class that contained a unit of 

instruction dedicated to teaching students with special needs during their pre-service training.  

An entire course regarding working with students with special needs was completed by 

41.6%, but 27.3% reported having no training at all.  Of the respondents, 88.3% had 

completed in–service of some form related specifically to working with students with special 

needs (training mean = 12.01 hours). The sample studied was evenly divided on contact 

(50.6% did have such contact) with a friend or family member possessing special needs.   
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PROGRAM DEMOGRAPHICS 

 The researcher collected information regarding what courses were taught by 

agricultural teachers solely for demographic purposes.  Teachers were given a list of North 

Carolina approved Agricultural Education courses to indicate the courses they taught during 

the 2009-2010 school year. Table 1 summarizes teachers‟ responses regarding the courses 

they taught.  The most frequently taught course for respondents was Horticulture I (61%).  

Ag Research and Biotechnology I & II was taught by only three teachers (3.9%).  Table 1 

reports the courses that were taught by participants and their frequencies.       

 

Table 1 

Courses Taught By Respondents in 2009-2010 

 n % 

Horticulture I 47 61.0 

Horticulture II  45 58.4 

Agrisicence Applications 43 55.8 

Animal Science I 30 39.0 

Ag Mechanics I 27 35.1 

Ag Mechanics II 25 32.5 

Animal Science II 22 28.6 

Equine Science I 9 11.7 

Ag Production and Mgmt. I 8 10.4 

Ag Production and Mgmt. II 7 9.1 

Equine Science II 6 7.8 

Environmental and Natural 

Resources I 

 

5 

 

6.5 

Environmental and Natural 

Resources II 

 

4 

 

5.2 

Ag Research and Biotechnology I 3 3.9 

Ag Research and Biotechnology II 3 3.9 
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Respondents were given an opportunity to identify any courses they taught that were not on 

the list. Table 2 reports these courses and their frequencies.   

 

 

Table 2 

Other Courses Reported By Respondents in 2009-2010 (Not in Selection) 

 n 

Agricultural Co-op 1 

Agricultural Internship 1 

Ag Mechanics II-Small Engines 3 

Animal Science II-Small Animal 1 

Aquaculture  2 

Career Management  1 

Exploring Biotechnology 1 

Honors Horticulture II 1 

Horticulture II-Landscape 4 

Horticulture II-Turfgrass Mgmt. 1 

 

 

Teachers were asked to report their student demographics.  The number of students enrolled 

in Agricultural Education for each program ranged from 20-310, with an average of 116 

students and a standard deviation of 40.1.  The number of students with special needs in the 

programs ranged from 5-80 with a mean of 20.03 and standard deviation of 13.9.   

FINDINGS  

For the perception scales a mean score of 2.5 or greater indicated that the respondents 

were overall in agreement with the perception statement regardless of whether it was a 

positive or negative perception.  The sample number (n) for each question is different since 

not all participants responded to each item.  
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FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE ONE – PERCEPTIONS OF WORKING WITH STUDENTS 

WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN THE AGRICULTURE CLASSROOM. 

Objective one was to examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture classroom.  Table 3 describes the mean scores 

and standard deviations for each perception statement regarding working with students with 

special needs in the agriculture classroom.  The highest level of agreement among the 

perception statements was that students with special needs benefitted from being enrolled in 

Agricultural Education (M=3.43).  Over 98% of the respondents either agreed or strongly 

agreed with the statement.  They also agreed that students with special needs should be 

encouraged to enroll in Agricultural Education courses (M=3.29), with 92.1% of teachers 

either agreeing or strongly agreeing with the perception statement.  On the other hand, a 

majority of teachers perceived that students with special needs were usually placed into 

agriculture classes only because they needed an additional elective class.  Over 89% of 

teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with the perception statement that students with 

special needs were usually placed into agriculture classes because they needed a class.  

Respondents agreed that students with special needs required more time and planning 

(M=3.30) and struggled more with classroom assignments than other students (M=2.95).  

Approximately 92.2% of teachers perceived students with special needs required more time 

and planning than other students.  Over 79% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that 

these students struggled more with classroom assignments and projects than other students.  

Respondents disagreed that students with special needs posed more of a discipline issue than 

other students (M=2.43).  It is important to note that while 63.6% of teachers disagreed with 

this perception statement, 36.4% of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed that these 

students posed more of a discipline issue than other students.   
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Table 3 

Perceptions of Teachers When Working With Students with Special Needs in the Agriculture 

Classroom 

Statement 

 

n M Std. 

Dev. 

Benefit from being enrolled in Agricultural Education 77 3.43 0.52 

Gain social skills from participating in the Agricultural Education 

classroom 77 3.39 

 

0.54 

Require more time and planning for the teacher versus other students 77 3.30 0.61 

Should be encouraged to sign up for Agricultural Education courses. 76 3.29 0.65 

Are usually placed into Agricultural Education courses because they 

need a class.  77 3.27 0.72 

Struggle with classroom assignments and projects more so than other 

students 77 2.95 

 

0.72 

Set fulfilling career goals as a result of classroom participation 75 2.77 0.51 

Actively participate in classroom activities (i.e. discussions, 

demonstrations, etc.) 77 2.75 

 

0.67 

Pose more of a discipline issue than other students 77 2.43 0.73 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

 

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE TWO - PERCEPTIONS OF WORKING WITH STUDENTS WITH 

SPECIAL NEEDS IN SAE 

Objective two was to examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with 

students with special needs when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE). 

Table 4 describes the mean scores and standard deviations for each perception statement 

regarding working with students with special needs in SAE.  Teachers agreed SAE was 

beneficial to students with special needs (M=3.01).  Based on the responses, teachers agreed 

that students with special needs received similar benefits from SAE as other students 

(M=3.28).  Over 97% of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with this perception 
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statement.  Nearly three-quarters (74.5%) of respondents disagreed that students with special 

needs should not be required to have an SAE (M=2.03).  Teachers felt students with special 

needs should conduct an SAE program. Respondents agreed that SAE helped these students 

set fulfilling career goals (M=3.12), with 87% of teachers either agreeing or strongly 

agreeing that SAE helped these students set fulfilling career goals.  Additionally, respondents 

felt that students with special needs were capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE 

(M=2.90), with 71.4% of teachers either agreeing or strongly agreeing with the perception 

statement.  On the other hand, teachers who responded agreed that students with special 

needs had a more difficult time conducting a quality SAE project than other students.  It 

should be noted that while over half (58.6%) of teacher agreed with this perception 

statement, 41.4% of teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.      

 

 

Table 4 

Perceptions of Teachers When Working With Students with Special Needs Implementing 

Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) 

Statement 

 

n M Std. 

Dev. 

Receive similar benefits from SAE as other students 69 3.28 0.51 

SAE helps students with special needs set fulfilling career goals 69 3.12 0.58 

SAE enhances the social skills of students with special needs  67 3.05 0.58 

SAE is beneficial to students with special needs 69 3.01 0.59 

Conduct projects that are closely related to classroom instruction in 

agriculture 69 2.96 

 

0.51 

Have a more difficult time conducting a quality SAE project than 

other students 70 2.91 

 

0.71 

           

         (continued) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Statement 

 

n M Std. 

Dev. 

Are capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE 70 2.90 0.62 

Are capable of keeping good SAE records 69 2.86 0.65 

Should not be required to have an SAE 70 2.03 0.95 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4= Strongly Agree  

 

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE THREE - PERCEPTIONS OF WORKING WITH STUDENTS 

WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN FFA. 

 Objective three was to examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working 

with students with special needs within the FFA. Table 5 describes the mean scores and 

standard deviations for each perception statement regarding working with students with 

special needs in FFA Activities.  The highest level of agreement among the perception 

statements was that students with special needs received similar benefits from FFA 

participation as other students (M=3.31).  Over 93% of teachers either agreed or strongly 

agreed with this perception statement.  Despite this positive perception, respondents agreed 

that FFA activities were more limited for students with special needs than other students 

(M=2.61).  Almost two-thirds (64.5%) of teachers who responded perceived that FFA 

activities were more limited for students with special needs than other students.  Teachers 

agreed with the perception statement that students with special needs had more difficulty 

participating in FFA activities than other students (M=2.54), with 52.7% of respondents 

either agreeing or strongly agreeing with this statement.  It should be noted that while 52.7% 

of teachers agreed that students with special needs had more difficulty participating in FFA 

activities than other students, 47.3% chose to either disagree or strongly disagree with this 

perception statement.  Teachers disagreed with the perception statement that students with 

special needs could not receive accommodations at Career Development Events (M=2.46).  It 

should be noted that while more than half of responding teachers (56.7%) perceived that 

students with special needs could receive accommodations at Career Development Events; 



 

31 

43.2% reported that these students could not receive accommodations.  Teachers disagreed 

that students with special needs frequently won awards through their participation in FFA 

events (M=2.38).  

 

Table 5 

Perceptions of Teachers When Working With Students with Special Needs when 

Participating in FFA Activities 

Statement n M Std. 

Dev 

Receive similar benefits from FFA participation as other students 74 3.31 0.52 

FFA activities enhance the social skills of students with special 

needs  73 3.22 

 

0.51 

FFA activities are beneficial to students with special needs 76 3.18 0.45 

Want to join FFA 74 3.07 0.63 

Should be expected to participate in FFA activities 75 3.05 0.73 

FFA activities help students with special needs set fulfilling career 

goals 75 2.89 

 

0.58 

FFA activities are more limited for students with special needs than 

other students 76 2.61 

 

0.73 

Have more difficulty participating in FFA activities than other 

students 74 2.54 

 

0.78 

Cannot receive accommodations at Career Development Events 74 2.46 0.86 

Frequently win awards with their participation in FFA events 74 2.38 0.64 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4= Strongly Agree 
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FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE FOUR - PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO WORKING WITH 

STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN THE AGRICULTURE CLASSROOM.   

Objective four was to identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have 

with regard to working with students with special needs in the agriculture classroom.  

Teachers were asked to indicate their top three barriers to working with students with special 

needs in the agriculture classroom out of a list of potential barriers.  Table 6 summarizes 

teachers‟ responses regarding their perceived barriers to working with students with special 

needs in the agriculture classroom.  Teachers identified student ability most frequently as a 

barrier to working with these students in the classroom followed closely by time (N=41).  For 

this section time referred to time needed for planning or modifying lessons.  Facilities were 

the third most frequently chosen barrier for working with these students in the agriculture 

classroom.  Facilities could include, but are not limited to, the classroom, agriculture shop, 

greenhouse, barn, etc.  Parental support was the least frequently chosen barrier.    

 

 

Table 6 

Perceived Barriers To Working With Students with Special Needs in the Agriculture 

Classroom 

   f 

Student Ability 47 

Time  41 

Facilities 38 

Supervision 34 

Student Behavior 30 

Paraprofessional Support 23 

Parental Support 15 
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 Teachers were also given the opportunity to describe any self-reported barriers in an “Other” 

comment box if they did not find one in the list that was applicable.  Responses included the 

following:   

 “My entire school is special needs.  I have TA's to assist me and modify blueprints, 

assignments, and grades.” 

 “Read alouds, and separate setting students” 

 “Mainstreaming is a cancer in the education arena. In theory it is great. In implication, 

it does not work. A teacher, in general, does not have a special needs degree, 

psychology degree, a crisis management degree, a behavioral modification degree in 

addition to their degree of certification. If something is not done the situation is going 

to get worse.” 

 “All the above in item seven are issues and planning and modifying lessons is equal to 

ability and behavior. Behavior is not always an issue with every EC student.” 

 “Coming up with effective alternative assignments.” 

 “Student attitude, motivation, and ability vary greatly within the special need category. 

There are some special needs students I look forward to having in class because they 

are motivated and look forward to learning about the subject matter. However, there 

are some special need students that are lazy, that have the ability to succeed but 

choose not to. These are the students who give the special need students a bad name! 

Agriculture classes are used as a "dumping ground" for students with special needs 

because "everyone likes plants and animals." In my experience there is no cut and dry 

solution, agenda, etc that all special needs students follow, it is up to us as educators 

to find what way ALL students can learn and ensure that happens.” 

 “Having OCS students in classes with the future valedictorian is very difficult.” 
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 “Time available to spend with the special needs students to adequately supply them 

with the instructional time that they need one on one.” 

 “Above you asked if students „Should be encouraged to sign up for Agricultural 

Education courses.‟ I believe this depends on the student.” 

 “Students who really do not belong in the general school population because of an 

inability to function in the public school setting, but the parents are too weak minded 

to recognize what they are doing to their child, and to the rest of the children in the 

classrooms.  When a teacher has to focus 75% of their time on 1 misplaced student, 

then the rest of the class suffers tremendously it is not fair to the other 98% of the 

class.  When TA's and 1-on-1's are not accessible to Ag. Ed. Teachers, then we are 

being held more liable and more accountable than in inclusion class.” 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE FIVE - PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO WORKING WITH 

STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN SAE. 

Objective five was to identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have in 

regard to working with students with special needs when implementing SAE.  Teachers were 

asked to report their top three barriers out of a list of potential challenges to working with 

students with special needs when conducting SAE.   Table 7 summarizes teachers‟ responses 

regarding their perceived barriers to working with students with special needs when 

implementing SAE.  Respondents identified opportunities to conduct SAE including 

resources and placements most frequently as a barrier to working with students with special 

needs in conducting SAE (N=43).  Student ability was the second most frequently identified 

barrier (N=37).  Facilities for SAE placement not being adequate to meet students‟ needs also 

seemed to be a concern with these students when implementing SAE (N=29).       
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Table 7 

Perceived Barriers To Working With Students with Special Needs When Implementing SAE 

   f 

Opportunities 43 

Student Ability 37 

Facilities 29 

Parental Support 27 

Time  23 

Supervision 21 

Student Behavior 14 

Paraprofessional Support 11 

Accommodations 11 

 

   

They were also given the opportunity to describe any self-reported barriers in an “Other” 

comment box if they did not find one in the list that was applicable.  Responses included the 

following: 

 “All of our OCS students conduct an SAE through their self contained classes. Other 

students with IEPs are expected to complete an SAE because ALL students should be 

treated the same. Most problems I encounter are similar for all students. Certain 

accommodations must be made but everyone needs a little help to ensure they are 

conducting a quality SAE and benefitting fully from it.” 

 “Students do not always have the physical ability to complete this task.  And some 

parents do not support it; therefore, I make it optional or extra credit for students with 

special needs.” 
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FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE SIX - PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO WORKING WITH 

STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN FFA.   

  Objective six was to identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have 

when working with students with special needs in FFA activities.  Teachers were asked to 

report their top three barriers from a list of potential barriers to working with students with 

special needs in FFA involvement.  Table 8 summarizes teachers‟ responses regarding their 

perceived barriers to working with students with special needs when participating in FFA.  

Student ability (n=46) and time (n=34) were identified the most frequently as barriers to 

working with these students when participating in FFA activities.  Parental support was the 

third most frequently perceived barrier identified by agriculture teachers when working with 

these students in FFA.  Paraprofessional support and facilities where FFA events are held 

were identified the least frequently.       

 

 

Table 8 

Perceived Barriers To Working With Students with Special Needs in FFA  

   f 

Student Ability 46 

Time  34 

Parental Support 29 

Supervision 26 

Accommodations 21 

Student Behavior 19 

Facilities 17 

Paraprofessional Support 16 
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Respondents were also given the opportunity to describe any self-reported barriers in an 

“Other” comment box if they did not find one in the list that was applicable.  Responses 

included the following:   

 “It is hard to train a special need student to the level to win a CDE; it is hard to train an 

average student to that level as well. I hate to say it but some things are more 

appropriate than others- chapter involvement, etc.” 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE SEVEN – TEACHERS‟ PERCEPTIONS BASED ON LEVELS OF 

PRE-SERVICE TRAINING.    

 Objective seven was to determine if any differences existed between teachers‟ 

perceptions of working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA based upon their level of pre-service training regarding 

students with special needs.  Table 9 summarizes the findings regarding the differences in 

teachers' perceptions and the amount of pre-service training.  Group 1 was defined as, "Have 

taken one or more courses related to students with special needs." Group 2 was defined as, 

"Have had a section of time within a course devoted to working with students with special 

needs." Group 3 was defined as, "No training." Only one statistically significant difference 

was found among the three groups (based on the amount of pre-service training at  

significance level of p < .01).   That was the perception that students with special needs 

struggled with classroom assignments and projects more than other students (F=4.15 with p-

value <.01).  A post hoc analysis using Fishers‟ LSD test was run to determine where the 

differences existed.  Differences existed between Groups 1 and 3 (“Have taken one or more 

courses” versus “No training”), and groups 2 and 3 (“A section of time within a course” 

versus “No training”).  This indicated there is a difference between those with some pre-

service training versus those with none and the perception that these students struggled with 

classroom assignments and activities more than other students.   
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Table 9 

ANOVA Analysis of Differences in Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with 

Special Needs in the Agriculture Classroom Based Upon Amount of Pre-Service Training. 

 1 + Courses 

(n=32) 

Section  

(n=24) 

No Course 

(n=21) 

F 

 

Statement 

Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

Mean Std. 

Dev. 

       

Benefit from being enrolled in 

Agricultural Education 3.50 

 

0.57 

 

3.29 

 

0.46 

 

3.48 

 

0.51 1.21 

 

Gain social skills from 

participating in the 

Agricultural Education 

classroom 3.47 

 

 

 

 

0.51 

 

 

 

 

3.33 

 

 

 

 

0.48 

 

 

 

 

3.33 

 

 

 

 

0.66 0.58 

 

Require more time and 

planning for the teacher 

versus other students 3.28 

 

 

 

0.58 

 

 

 

3.29 

 

 

 

0.62 

 

 

 

3.33 

 

 

 

0.66 0.05 

 

Should be encouraged to sign 

up for Agricultural Education 

courses. 3.47 

 

 

 

0.57 

 

 

 

3.09 

 

 

 

0.73 

 

 

 

3.24 

 

 

 

0.63 2.50 

 

Are usually placed into 

Agricultural Education 

courses because they need a 

class.  3.31 

 

 

 

 

0.69 

 

 

 

 

3.17 

 

 

 

 

0.76 

 

 

 

 

3.33 

 

 

 

 

0.73 0.38 

 

Struggle with classroom 

assignments and projects 

more so than other students 2.81 

 

 

 

0.59 

 

 

 

2.79 

 

 

 

0.93 

 

 

 

3.33 

 

 

 

0.48 4.15** 

 

Set fulfilling career goals as a 

result of classroom 

participation 2.84 

 

 

 

0.49 

 

 

 

2.57 

 

 

 

0.51 

 

 

 

2.90 

 

 

 

0.55 3.01 

 

Actively participate in 

classroom activities (i.e. 

discussions, demonstrations, 

etc.) 2.78 

 

 

 

 

0.61 

 

 

 

 

2.67 

 

 

 

 

0.76 

 

 

 

 

2.81 

 

 

 

 

0.68 0.30 

 

 

              

           (continued) 
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Table 9 (continued) 

 1 + Courses 

(n=32) 

Section  

(n=24) 

No Course 

(n=21) 

F 

 

Statement 

Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

Mean Std. 

Dev. 

       

 

Pose more of a discipline 

issue than other students 2.34 

 

 

0.70 

 

 

2.42 

 

 

0.78 

 

 

2.57 

 

 

0.75 0.61 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 

 

 

There were no statistically significant differences found between the teachers' perceptions 

regarding working with special need students in SAE based upon their level of pre-service 

training [Table 10].    

 

 

Table 10 

ANOVA Analysis of Differences in Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with 

Special Needs in SAE Based Upon Amount of Pre-Service Training. 

  1 + Courses 

 

 Section  

 

 No Course 

 

F 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

   n Mean Std. 

Dev. 

       

Receive similar 

benefits from SAE 

as other students 

 

 

26 3.23 

 

 

0.51 

 

 

23 

 

 

3.26 

 

 

0.54 

 

 

20 

 

 

3.35 

 

 

0.49 0.32 

 

SAE helps students 

with special needs 

set fulfilling career 

goals 

 

 

 

 

 

25 2.96 

 

 

 

 

 

0.46 

 

 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

 

 

2.87 

 

 

 

 

 

0.55 

 

 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

 

 

3.05 

 

 

 

 

 

0.74 0.51 

  

 

      

     (continued) 
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Table 10 (continued)  

  1 + Courses 

 

 Section  

 

 No Course 

 

F 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

   n Mean Std. 

Dev. 

       

 

SAE enhances the 

social skills of 

students with 

special needs  

 

 

 

 

25 3.00 

 

 

 

 

0.58 

 

 

 

 

22 

 

 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

 

 

0.54 

 

 

 

 

20 

 

 

 

 

3.05 

 

 

 

 

0.69 0.05 

 

SAE is beneficial to 

students with 

special needs 

 

 

 

25 

 

 

 

3.08 

 

 

 

0.57 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

3.09 

 

 

 

0.52 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

3.19 

 

 

 

0.68 

 

 

 

0.24 

 

Conduct projects 

that are closely 

related to 

classroom 

instruction in 

agriculture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

26 

 

 

 

2.96 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.45 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.87 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.46 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.90 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.64 

 

 

 

0.21 

 

Have a more 

difficult time 

conducting a 

quality SAE project 

than other students 

 

 

 

 

 

 

26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.42 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.70 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.78 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.60 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.52 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.81 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.65 

 

Are capable of 

winning awards as 

a result of their 

SAE 

 

 

 

 

26 3.08 

 

 

 

 

0.56 

 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

 

2.78 

 

 

 

 

0.60 

 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

 

2.81 

 

 

 

 

0.68 1.75 

 

Are capable of 

keeping good SAE 

records 

 

 

 

26 2.96 

 

 

 

0.66 

 

 

 

22 

 

 

 

2.86 

 

 

 

0.64 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

2.71 

 

 

. 

0.64 0.85 

 

Should not be 

required to have an 

SAE 

 

 

 

26 2.08 

 

 

 

0.94 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

2.09 

 

 

 

1.04 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

1.90 

 

 

 

0.89 0.25 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 



 

41 

There were no statistically significant differences found between the teachers' perceptions 

regarding working with special need students in the FFA based upon their level of pre-

service training [Table 11].   

 

 

Table 11 

ANOVA Analysis of Differences in Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with 

Special Needs in the FFA Based Upon Amount of Pre-Service Training. 

  1 + Courses  Section  

 

 No Course F 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

   

n 

Mean Std. 

Dev. 

       

Receive similar 

benefits from FFA 

participation as 

other students 

 

 

 

29 3.17 

 

 

 

0.54 

 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

3.42 

 

 

 

0.50 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

3.38 

 

 

 

0.50 1.74 

 

FFA activities 

enhance the social 

skills of students 

with special needs  

 

 

 

 

31 3.26 

 

 

 

 

0.45 

 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

 

3.22 

 

 

 

 

0.42 

 

 

 

 

19 

 

 

 

 

3.16 

 

 

 

 

0.69 0.23 

 

FFA activities are 

beneficial to 

students with 

special needs 

 

 

 

 

31 3.23 

 

 

 

 

0.43 

 

 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

 

3.08 

 

 

 

 

0.50 

 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

 

3.24 

 

 

 

 

0.44 0.87 

 

Want to join FFA 

 

30 3.10 

 

0.66 

 

24 

 

2.96 

 

0.55 

 

20 

 

3.15 

 

0.67 0.57 

 

Should be expected 

to participate in 

FFA activities 

 

 

 

30 3.03 

 

 

 

0.72 

 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

2.92 

 

 

 

0.78 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

3.24 

 

 

 

0.70 1.10 

 

 

 

 

 

                 

             (continued) 
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Table 11 (continued) 

  1 + Courses 

 

 Section  

 

 No Course 

 

F 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

   

n 

Mean Std. 

Dev. 

       

 

FFA activities help 

students with 

special needs set 

fulfilling career 

goals 

 

 

 

 

 

31 

 

 

 

 

 

2.90 

 

 

 

 

 

0.60 

 

 

 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

 

 

2.83 

 

 

 

 

 

0.57 

 

 

 

 

 

20 

 

 

 

 

 

2.95 

 

 

 

 

 

0.61 

 

 

 

 

 

0.22 

 

FFA activities are 

more limited for 

students with 

special needs than 

other students 

 

 

 

 

 

31 2.48 

 

 

 

 

 

0.77 

 

 

 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

 

 

2.75 

 

 

 

 

 

0.53 

 

 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

 

 

2.62 

 

 

 

 

 

0.87 0.90 

 

Have more 

difficulty 

participating in 

FFA activities than 

other students 

 

 

 

 

 

29 2.62 

 

 

 

 

 

0.73 

 

 

 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

 

 

2.46 

 

 

 

 

 

0.78 

 

 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

 

 

2.52 

 

 

 

 

 

0.87 0.29 

 

Cannot receive 

accommodations at 

Career 

Development 

Events 

 

 

 

 

 

30 

 

 

 

 

 

2.53 

 

 

 

 

 

0.94 

 

 

 

 

 

24 

 

 

 

 

 

2.25 

 

 

 

 

 

0.74 

 

 

 

 

 

20 

 

 

 

 

 

2.60 

 

 

 

 

 

0.88 

 

 

 

 

 

1.08 

 

Frequently win 

awards with their 

participation in 

FFA events 

 

 

 

 

30 2.57 

 

 

 

 

0.68 

 

 

 

 

23 

 

 

 

 

2.26 

 

 

 

 

0.54 

 

 

 

 

21 

 

 

 

 

2.24 

 

 

 

 

0.63 2.31 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 

 

 

In addition to the ANOVA parametric statistical analysis, a Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric 

statistical analysis was also run to validate the differences among the three groups.  The 

results of the Kruskal-Wallis test produced the same results as the ANOVA analysis.                    
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FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE EIGHT – TEACHERS‟ PERCEPTIONS BASED UPON 

INTERACTION WITH A CLOSE FRIEND OR FAMILY MEMBER WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.     

 Objective eight was to determine if a difference existed in teachers' perceptions of 

working with students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, when implementing 

SAE, and in the FFA based upon whether the teacher had interaction with a close friend or 

family member with special needs.  Tables 12-14 reference the findings of the t-test analysis.  

No statistically significant differences were found between the perceptions of teachers who 

had a close friend or family member with special needs and those who did not.  A Mann- 

Whitney nonparametric statistical analysis was also run to validate the differences between 

the two groups.  The results of the Mann-Whitney test produced the same results as the t-test 

analysis.  

 

 

Table 12 

Difference in Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with Special Needs in the 

Agriculture Classroom Based Upon Interaction With a Friend or Family Member with 

Special Needs.   

 Friend 

(n=39) 

No Friend 

(n=38) 

t 

 

Statement 

Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

       

Benefit from being enrolled in 

Agricultural Education 

 

3.41 

 

0.55 

 

3.45 

 

0.50 0.31 

 

Gain social skills from participating in 

the Agricultural Education classroom 

3.38 

 

 

 

0.54 

 

 

 

3.39 

 

 

 

0.55 0.08 

 

Require more time and planning for 

the teacher versus other students 

 

 

3.26 

 

 

0.55 

 

 

3.34 

 

 

0.67 

 

 

0.62 

 

 

   

(continued) 
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Table 12 (continued) 

 Friend 

(n=39) 

No Friend 

(n=38) 

t 

 

Statement 

Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

       

 

Should be encouraged to sign up for 

Agricultural Education courses. 3.29 

 

 

0.61 

 

 

3.29 

 

 

0.69 0.00 

 

Are usually placed into Agricultural 

Education courses because they need a 

class.  3.18 

 

 

 

0.79 

 

 

 

3.37 

 

 

 

0.63 1.16 

 

Struggle with classroom assignments 

and projects more so than other 

students 2.95 

 

 

 

0.61 

 

 

 

2.95 

 

 

 

0.84 0.00 

 

Set fulfilling career goals as a result of 

classroom participation 2.78 

 

 

0.48 

 

 

2.76 

 

 

0.54 0.17 

 

Actively participate in classroom 

activities (i.e. discussions, 

demonstrations, etc.) 2.77 

 

 

 

0.71 

 

 

 

2.74 

 

 

 

0.64 0.21 

 

Pose more of a discipline issue than 

other students 2.41 

 

 

0.75 

 

 

2.45 

 

 

0.72 

 

0.22 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 
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Table 13 

Difference in Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with Special Needs in SAE 

Based Upon Interaction With a Friend or Family Member with Special Needs.   

  Friend 

 

 No Friend  

 

t 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

       

Receive similar benefits 

from SAE as other 

students 

 

 

36 

 

 

3.25 

 

 

0.50 

 

 

33 

 

 

3.30 

 

 

0.53 0.43 

 

SAE helps students with 

special needs set fulfilling 

career goals 

 

 

 

37 2.89 

 

 

 

0.52 

 

 

 

32 

 

 

 

3.03 

 

 

 

0.65 0.10 

 

SAE enhances the social 

skills of students with 

special needs  

 

 

 

36 3.03 

 

 

 

0.61 

 

 

 

31 

 

 

 

3.00 

 

 

 

0.58 0.19 

 

SAE is beneficial to 

students with special 

needs 

 

 

 

37 3.08 

 

 

 

0.55 

 

 

 

32 

 

 

 

3.16 

 

 

 

0.63 0.53 

 

Conduct projects that are 

closely related to 

classroom instruction in 

agriculture 

 

 

 

 

36 2.89 

 

 

 

 

0.47 

 

 

 

 

33 

 

 

 

 

2.94 

 

 

 

 

0.56 0.41 

 

Have a more difficult time 

conducting a quality SAE 

project than other students 

 

 

 

 

37 2.57 

 

 

 

 

0.80 

 

 

 

 

33 

 

 

 

 

2.58 

 

 

 

 

0.61 0.05 

 

Are capable of winning 

awards as a result of their 

SAE 

 

 

 

37 2.92 

 

 

 

0.55 

 

 

 

33 

 

 

 

2.88 

 

 

 

0.70 0.27 

 

Are capable of keeping 

good SAE records 

 

 

37 2.92 

 

 

0.60 

 

 

32 

 

 

2.78 

 

 

0.71 0.88 

 

 

 

 

 

         

              (continued) 
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Table 13 (continued)  

  Friend 

 

 No Friend  t 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

       

 

Should not be required to 

have an SAE 

 

 

37 1.86 

 

 

0.75 

 

 

33 

 

 

2.21 

 

 

1.11 1.55 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 

 

 

Table 14 

Difference in Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with Special Needs in FFA 

Based Upon Interaction With a Friend or Family Member with Special Needs.   

  Friend  No Friend t 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

       

Receive similar benefits 

from FFA participation as 

other students 

 

 

37 

 

3.27 

 

 

0.56 

 

 

37 

 

 

3.35 

 

 

0.48 0.67 

 

FFA activities enhance the 

social skills of students 

with special needs  

 

 

 

 

37 

 

3.19 

 

 

 

 

0.40 

 

 

 

 

36 

 

 

 

 

3.25 

 

 

 

 

0.60 

 

0.51 

 

FFA activities are 

beneficial to students with 

special needs 

 

 

 

39 3.15 

 

 

 

0.43 

 

 

 

37 

 

 

 

3.22 

 

 

 

0.49 0.60 

 

Want to join FFA 

 

37 3.08 

 

0.55 

 

37 

 

3.05 

 

0.71 0.18 

 

Should be expected to 

participate in FFA 

activities 

 

 

 

38 3.16 

 

 

 

0.59 

 

 

 

37 

 

 

 

2.95 

 

 

 

0.85 1.26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

               

             (continued) 
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Table 14 (continued)     

  Friend 

 

 No Friend t 

 

Statement 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

  n Mean  Std. 

Dev. 

       

 

FFA activities help 

students with special 

needs set fulfilling career 

goals 

 

 

 

 

38 

 

2.95 

 

 

 

 

0.52 

 

 

 

 

37 

 

 

 

 

2.84 

 

 

 

 

0.65 

 

0.81 

 

FFA activities are more 

limited for students with 

special needs than other 

students 

 

 

 

 

39 2.69 

 

 

 

 

0.66 

 

 

 

 

37 

 

 

 

 

2.51 

 

 

 

 

0.80 1.07 

 

Have more difficulty 

participating in FFA 

activities than other 

students 

 

 

 

 

37 2.57 

 

 

 

 

0.73 

 

 

 

 

37 

 

 

 

 

2.51 

 

 

 

 

0.84 0.30 

 

Cannot receive 

accommodations at Career 

Development Events 

 

 

 

 

38 

 

2.39 

 

 

 

 

0.92 

 

 

 

 

36 

 

 

 

 

2.53 

 

 

 

 

0.81 0.66 

 

Frequently win awards 

with their participation in 

FFA events 

 

 

 

37 2.46 

 

 

 

0.69 

 

 

 

37 

 

 

 

2.30 

 

 

 

0.57 

 

1.10 

Note: Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 

 

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE NINE – TEACHERS‟ PERCEPTIONS AND THE NUMBER OF 

YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE. 

  Objective nine was to determine if a relationship existed between the number of years 

of teaching experience and teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs 

in the agriculture classroom, when implementing SAE, and participating in FFA activities.  

Table 15 displays the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient for the number of 
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years of teaching experience and teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students in the 

agriculture classroom.  There were no statistically significant relationships found between the 

number of years of teaching experience and teachers‟ perceptions of working with these 

students in the classroom.     

 

 

Table 15 

Relationship Between Years of Teaching Experience and Teachers’ Perceptions of Working 

With Students with Special Needs in the Agriculture Classroom.   

Statement    n       r 

Benefit from being enrolled in Agricultural Education 
77 -.10 

Gain social skills from participating in the Agricultural Education 

classroom 
77 -.02 

Require more time and planning for the teacher versus other students 
77 -.04 

Should be encouraged to sign up for Agricultural Education courses. 
76 -.05 

Are usually placed into Agricultural Education courses because they need a 

class.  
77 -.18 

Struggle with classroom assignments and projects more so than other 

students 
77 .08 

Set fulfilling career goals as a result of classroom participation 
75 .12 

Actively participate in classroom activities (i.e. discussions, demonstrations, 

etc.) 
77 .12 

Pose more of a discipline issue than other students 
77 .02 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 

 

 Table 16 displays the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient for the number of 

years of teaching experience and teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students when 

implementing SAE.  There was a statistically significant correlation between years of 

teaching experience with the perception that students with special needs received similar 
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benefits from SAE as other students (r = -.46).  This indicated a moderate (Davis, 1971) 

association between years of teaching experience and teachers‟ perception of whether 

students with special needs receive similar benefits from SAE as other students.  This 

negative correlation indicated that teachers with fewer years of teaching experience have 

more positive perceptions that SAE is equally beneficial to students with special needs and 

other students.  

 

 

Table 16 

Relationship Between Years of Teaching Experience and Teachers’ Perceptions of Working 

With Students with Special Needs When Implementing SAE 

Statement    n       r 

Receive similar benefits from SAE as other students 69 -.46** 

SAE helps students with special needs set fulfilling career goals 69 -.12 

SAE enhances the social skills of students with special needs  67 -.20 

SAE is beneficial to students with special needs 69 -.21 

Conduct projects that are closely related to classroom instruction in 

agriculture 69 -.07 

Have a more difficult time conducting a quality SAE project than other 

students 70 .09 

Are capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE 70 -.18 

Are capable of keeping good SAE records 69 -.17 

Should not be required to have an SAE 70 .17 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 

 

 

 

Table 17 displays the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient for the number of 

years of teaching experience and teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students when 
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participating in FFA.  No statistically significant relationships were found between years of 

teaching experience and teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs in 

FFA.  Years of teaching experience did not appear to influence teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with these students in FFA.      

 

 

Table 17 

Relationship Between Years of Teaching Experience and Teachers’ Perceptions of Working 

With Students with Special Needs in  FFA    

Statement    n       r 

Receive similar benefits from FFA participation as other students 74 -.22 

FFA activities enhance the social skills of students with special needs  73 -.01 

FFA activities are beneficial to students with special needs 76 -.07 

Want to join FFA 74 .17 

Should be expected to participate in FFA activities 75 .02 

FFA activities help students with special needs set fulfilling career goals 75 .07 

FFA activities are more limited for students with special needs than other 

students 76 .04 

Have more difficulty participating in FFA activities than other students 74 -.11 

Cannot receive accommodations at Career Development Events 74 -.06 

Frequently win awards with their participation in FFA events 74 .09 

* p < .05.  **p < .01   

 

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE TEN - TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS AND HOURS OF IN-

SERVICE TRAINING REGARDING STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.   

Objective ten was to determine if a relationship existed between hours of in-service 

training regarding students with special needs and teachers‟ perceptions of working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, when implementing SAE, and 

participating in FFA activities. Table 18 summarizes the Pearson Product Moment 
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Correlation Coefficients for hours of in-service and the teachers‟ perceptions of working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture classroom.  There were no statistically 

significant correlations found between the hours of in-service and teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with these students in the agriculture classroom.   

 

 

Table 18 

Relationship Between Hours of In-service Training and Teachers' Perceptions of Working 

With Students with Special Needs in the Agriculture Classroom  

Statement    n       r 

Benefit from being enrolled in Agricultural Education 68 .22 

Gain social skills from participating in the Agricultural Education classroom 
68 .21 

Require more time and planning for the teacher versus other students 68 .21 

Should be encouraged to sign up for Agricultural Education courses. 68 .18 

Are usually placed into Agricultural Education courses because they need a 

class.  68 -.12 

Struggle with classroom assignments and projects more so than other 

students 68 .04 

Set fulfilling career goals as a result of classroom participation 66 .08 

Actively participate in classroom activities (i.e. discussions, demonstrations, 

etc.) 68 .09 

Pose more of a discipline issue than other students 68 -.18 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.   

 

 

There were also no statistically significant correlations between the number of hours of in-

service training and teacher‟s perceptions of working with students with special needs when 

implementing SAE [Table 19].   
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 Table 19 

Relationship Between Hours of In-service Training and Teachers' Perceptions of 

Working With Students with Special Needs When Implementing SAE 

Statement    n       r 

Receive similar benefits from SAE as other students 69 .11 

SAE helps students with special needs set fulfilling career goals 69 -.12 

SAE enhances the social skills of students with special needs  67 -.10 

SAE is beneficial to students with special needs 69 -.07 

Conduct projects that are closely related to classroom instruction in 

agriculture 69 .08 

Have a more difficult time conducting a quality SAE project than other 

students 70 -.14 

Are capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE 70 .18 

Are capable of keeping good SAE records 69 .20 

Should not be required to have an SAE 70 -.18 

*p < .05.  **p , .01.    

 

 

There were several statistically significant correlations between the hours of in-service and 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs when participating in FFA 

activities [Table 20].  A moderate association (Davis, 1971) existed between hours of in-

service and teachers‟ perception that FFA activities were more limited for students with 

special needs than other students.  Teachers with fewer hours of in-service perceived that 

FFA activities were more limited for students with special needs than other students (r = -

.42).  Positive correlations were found between the perception that students with special 

needs benefitted from FFA activities (r = .24) and that they received similar benefits from 

FFA participation as other students (r = .24).  A correlation of r = .29 or less indicated a low 

association between the two variables (Davis, 1971).  More hours of in-service appeared to 
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influence teachers‟ positive perceptions of including students with special needs in FFA 

activities.  

 

 

Table 20 

Relationship Between Hours of In-service and Teachers' Perceptions of Working With 

Students with Special Needs in FFA 

Statement    n       r 

Receive similar benefits from FFA participation as other students 74 .24* 

FFA activities enhance the social skills of students with special needs  73 .18 

FFA activities are beneficial to students with special needs 76 .24* 

Want to join FFA 74 .17 

Should be expected to participate in FFA activities 75 .00 

FFA activities help students with special needs set fulfilling career goals 75 -.18 

FFA activities are more limited for students with special needs than other 

students 76 -.42** 

Have more difficulty participating in FFA activities than other students 74 .06 

Cannot receive accommodations at Career Development Events 74 -.11 

Frequently win awards with their participation in FFA events 74 .22 

* p < .05.  **p < .01   

 

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE ELEVEN - TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS AND AGE. 

 Objective eleven was to determine if a relationship existed between teachers‟ age and 

their perceptions of working with students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, 

when implementing SAE, and participating in FFA activities.  Table 21 displays the Pearson 

Product Moment Correlation Coefficients for the teachers‟ age and perceptions of working 

with students with special needs in the agriculture classroom.  A statistically significant 

positive relationship was found between age and the perception that students with special 

needs struggle with classroom assignments and projects more so than other students (r=.29).      
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Table 21 

Relationship Between Teacher Age and Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with 

Special Needs in the Agriculture Classroom  

Statement   n       r 

Benefit from being enrolled in Agricultural Education 74 -.08 

Gain social skills from participating in the Agricultural Education classroom 74 .04 

Require more time and planning for the teacher versus other students 74 .01 

Should be encouraged to sign up for Agricultural Education courses. 73 -.04 

Are usually placed into Agricultural Education courses because they need a 

class.  74 -.15 

Struggle with classroom assignments and projects more so than other 

students 74 .29* 

Set fulfilling career goals as a result of classroom participation 72 .16 

Actively participate in classroom activities (i.e. discussions, demonstrations, 

etc.) 74 .17 

Pose more of a discipline issue than other students 74 .07 

*p < .05.  **p < .01.   

 

 

Table 22 reports the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients for the teachers‟ age 

and perceptions of working with students with special needs when implementing SAE.  

Negative correlations were found between the age of teachers and perceptions regarding 

students with special needs and implementing SAE.  Interpreted, these correlations indicated 

that younger teachers are more likely to have positive perceptions that students with special 

needs benefit equally from SAE (r = -.34), that SAE helped these students set fulfilling 

career goals (r = -.25), that SAE enhanced the students‟ social skills (r = -.31), and that these 

students were capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE (r = -.34).  All correlation 

coefficients greater than .30 indicated a moderate association between the teachers‟ age and 
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the perception statement (Davis, 1971). 

 

 

 Table 22 

Correlation Between Teacher Age and Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with 

Special Needs When Implementing SAE 

Statement   n       r 

Receive similar benefits from SAE as other students 69 -.33** 

SAE helps students with special needs set fulfilling career goals 69 -.25* 

SAE enhances the social skills of students with special needs  67 -.31* 

SAE is beneficial to students with special needs 69 -.34** 

Conduct projects that are closely related to classroom instruction in 

agriculture 69 -.22 

Have a more difficult time conducting a quality SAE project than other 

students 70 .00 

Are capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE 70 -.33** 

Are capable of keeping good SAE records 69 -.29* 

Should not be required to have an SAE 70 .23 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 

 

 

Table 23 displays the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients for the teachers‟ age 

and perceptions of working with students with special needs when participating in FFA 

activities.  There were no statistically significant relationships found between age and 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students when participating in FFA.    
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Table 23 

Relationship Between Teacher Age and Teachers' Perceptions of Working With Students with 

Special Needs in FFA   

Statement    n       r 

Receive similar benefits from FFA participation as other students 74 -.18 

FFA activities enhance the social skills of students with special needs  73 -.22 

FFA activities are beneficial to students with special needs 76 -.00 

Want to join FFA 74 -.03 

Should be expected to participate in FFA activities 75 -.13 

FFA activities help students with special needs set fulfilling career goals 75 -.10 

FFA activities are more limited for students with special needs than other 

students 76 -.07 

Have more difficulty participating in FFA activities than other students 74 -.06 

Cannot receive accommodations at Career Development Events 74 .09 

Frequently win awards with their participation in FFA events 74 -.07 

* p < .05.  **p < .01. 
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY OF PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions North Carolina agriculture 

teachers have related to including students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, 

when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience, and participating in FFA.  

Additionally this study examined what relationships existed between agriculture teachers‟ 

perceptions and factors such as teacher age, experience, interaction with individuals with 

special needs outside of the academic setting, and training.   The objectives of this study were 

as follows: 

1. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs in the agriculture classroom. 

2. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs when implementing Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE).   

3. Examine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions toward working with students with special 

needs within the FFA organization. 

4. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture classroom.  

5. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs when implementing SAE.  

6. Identify perceived barriers that agriculture teachers may have regarding working with 

students with special needs within the FFA organization.  

7. Determine if there were any differences in agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of 

working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA based upon the teachers‟ level of pre-service 

training.         

8.  Determine if there was a difference in agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, 
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and the FFA based upon whether the teacher has had interaction with a close friend or 

family member with special needs.          

9. Determine if a relationship existed between years of teaching experience and 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs within the 

agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, and the FFA.     

10. Determine if a relationship existed between teachers‟ hours of in-service regarding 

students with special needs and teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with 

special needs within the agriculture classroom, implementing SAE, and the FFA.      

11. Determine if a relationship existed between teachers‟ age and their perceptions of 

working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA.      

The dependent variables measured for this study were agriculture teachers‟ perceptions and 

their perceived barriers of working with students with special needs.  The independent 

variables were the agriculture teachers‟ age, number of years of teaching experience, their 

interaction with an individual with special needs beyond the classroom, the amount of pre-

service training received, and the amount of in-service hours they have received devoted to 

working with students with special needs.   

SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY 

 This study utilized survey research methodology with a descriptive explanatory 

research design to collect information to describe North Carolina agriculture teachers‟ 

perceptions and perceived barriers of working with students with special needs in the total 

Agricultural Education program.   

 The population examined in this study was high school agricultural education 

teachers in North Carolina with a 12 month teaching contract during the 2009-2010 school 

year (N= 307).  The sampling frame used was the 2009-2010 North Carolina Agriculture 

Teachers Directory provided by the North Carolina FFA Association. A simple random 

sample of teachers was selected to complete the online survey instrument.   The sample size 

was determined using Krejcie and Morgan‟s sampling formula (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970).  
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Based on the 307 high school agriculture teachers on 12 month contracts, 172 teachers 

received an e-mail invitation to participate in the study.   

The instrument used for this study was a questionnaire administered online via the 

web-based server, http://surveymonkey.com.  The questionnaire was developed by the 

researcher with some questions being modeled after the Schwager and White (1994) study on 

Oklahoma agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs and 

SAE.  Some demographic questions were modeled after Stair‟s 2009 study on teachers‟ 

confidence in using selected instructional strategies with students with special needs in the 

agriculture classroom.  Content validity was determined by a panel of experts including 

Agricultural Education professors at two universities.  Reliability of the instrument was 

determined using the test/re-test method.  Fourteen agriculture teachers with a 10 or 11 

month teaching contract in North Carolina completed the test and re-test.  The instrument 

was  evaluated to determine if there were significant differences between the first and second 

round of responses.  No statistically significant differences were found so the instrument was 

determined to be stable over time.   

Selected teachers received a cover letter via e-mail explaining the study and how they 

were selected to participate.  The e-mail message also contained a link to the website for the 

survey instrument.  Teachers completed and submitted the questionnaire online.  After the 

initial e-mail message, three follow up e-mail messages were sent roughly three weeks apart 

for a 12 week period encouraging the selected teachers to participate.  After the 12 week 

period, 79 teachers had responded to the survey resulting in a 45.9% response rate.  Non-

response error was controlled for by contacting 15% (n=17) of the non-respondents and 

asking them a selection of questions from the instrument to determine if there were any 

differences between respondents and non-respondents.  An independent t-test was used to 

determine if any statistical differences existed between the perceptions of respondents versus 

non-respondents.  No differences were found.    

Descriptive statistics including frequencies, percentages, mean scores, and standard 

deviations were used to describe the perceptions, demographics, and perceived barriers 

http://surveymonkey.com/


 

60 

portions of the data.  Correlational statistics were used to determine if any relationships 

existed between the independent variables and the teachers‟ perceptions of working with 

students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, when implementing SAE, or in the 

FFA.  To determine if differences existed in the teachers' perceptions based upon their pre-

service training, a one-way ANOVA analysis was performed.  An independent t-test was 

utilized to determine if there was a difference in teachers' perceptions based upon whether 

they had interaction with a friend or close family member with special needs.     

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE ONE – PERCEPTIONS OF WORKING WITH STUDENTS WITH 

SPECIAL NEEDS IN THE AGRICULTURE CLASSROOM.   

The highest level of agreement among the perception statements was that students 

with special needs benefitted from being enrolled in Agricultural Education.  Over 98% of 

the respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.  They also agreed that 

students with special needs should be encouraged to enroll in Agricultural Education courses.  

On the other hand, a majority of teachers perceived that students with special needs were 

usually placed into agriculture classes only because they needed an additional elective class.  

Respondents agreed that students with special needs required more time and planning and 

struggled more with classroom assignments than other students.  Approximately 92.2% of 

teachers perceived students with special needs required more time and planning than other 

students.  Over 79% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that these students struggled 

more with classroom assignments and projects than other students.  Respondents disagreed 

that students with special needs posed more of a discipline issue than other students.   

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE TWO - PERCEPTIONS OF WORKING WITH STUDENTS WITH 

SPECIAL NEEDS IN SAE 

 Teachers agreed SAE was beneficial to students with special needs.  They also agreed 

that students with special needs received similar benefits from SAE as other students.  Over 

97% of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with this perception statement.  Nearly 

three-quarters (74.5%) of respondents disagreed that students with special needs should not 
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be required to have an SAE.  Teachers felt students with special needs should conduct an 

SAE program. Respondents agreed that SAE helped these students set fulfilling career goals, 

with 87% of teachers either agreeing or strongly agreeing that SAE helped these students set 

fulfilling career goals.  Additionally, respondents felt that students with special needs were 

capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE, with 71.4% of teachers either agreeing or 

strongly agreeing with the perception statement.  On the other hand, teachers who responded 

agreed that students with special needs had a more difficult time conducting a quality SAE 

project than other students.   

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE THREE - PERCEPTIONS OF WORKING WITH STUDENTS 

WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN FFA. 

 The highest level of agreement among the perception statements was that students 

with special needs received similar benefits from FFA participation as other students.  Over 

93% of teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with this perception statement.  Despite this 

positive perception, respondents agreed that FFA activities were more limited for students 

with special needs than other students.  Almost two-thirds (64.5%) of teachers who 

responded perceived that FFA activities were more limited for students with special needs 

than other students.  Teachers agreed with the perception statement that students with special 

needs had more difficulty participating in FFA activities than other students with 52.7% of 

respondents either agreeing or strongly agreeing with this statement.  Teachers disagreed 

with the perception statement that students with special needs could not receive 

accommodations at Career Development Events.  It should be noted that while more than 

half of responding teachers (56.7%) perceived that students with special needs could receive 

accommodations at Career Development Events; 43.2% reported that these students could 

not receive accommodations.  Teachers disagreed that students with special needs frequently 

won awards through their participation in FFA events (M=2.38). 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE FOUR - PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO WORKING WITH 

STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN THE AGRICULTURE CLASSROOM.   

 Teachers were asked to indicate their top three barriers to working with students with 
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special needs in the agriculture classroom out of a list of potential barriers.   Teachers 

identified student ability most frequently as a barrier to working with these students in the 

classroom followed closely by time. For this section, time referred to time needed for 

planning or modifying lessons.  Facilities were the third most frequently chosen barrier.   

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE FIVE - PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO WORKING WITH 

STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN SAE.   

Teachers were asked to report their top three barriers out of a list of potential 

challenges to working with students with special needs when conducting SAE.    

Respondents identified opportunities to conduct SAE (including resources and placements) 

most frequently as a barrier to working with students with special needs in conducting SAE.  

Student ability was the second most frequently identified barrier (N=37).  Facilities for SAE 

placement not being adequate to meet students‟ needs was also a concern with these students 

when implementing SAE.     

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE SIX - PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO WORKING WITH 

STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN FFA.   

  Teachers were asked to report their top three barriers from a list of potential barriers to 

working with students with special needs in FFA involvement.  Student ability and time were 

identified the most frequently as barriers to working with these students when participating in 

FFA activities.  Parental support was the third most frequently reported barrier.   

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE SEVEN – TEACHERS‟ PERCEPTIONS BASED ON LEVELS OF 

PRE-SERVICE TRAINING.    

 Objective seven was to determine if any differences existed between teachers‟ 

perceptions of working with students with special needs within the agriculture classroom, 

implementing SAE, and the FFA based upon their level of pre-service training regarding 

students with special needs.  Only one statistically significant difference was found among 

the three groups (based on the amount of pre-service training at a significance level of p < 
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.01).   That was the perception that students with special needs struggled with classroom 

assignments and projects more than other students (F=4.15).  A difference existed between 

those with some pre-service training versus those with none and the perception that these 

students struggled with classroom assignments and activities more than other students.  There 

were no statistically significant differences found between the teachers' perceptions regarding 

working with special need students in SAE or the FFA based upon their level of pre-service 

training     

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE EIGHT – TEACHERS‟ PERCEPTIONS BASED UPON 

INTERACTION WITH A CLOSE FRIEND OR FAMILY MEMBER WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.     

 No statistically significant differences were found between the perceptions of 

agriculture teachers who had a close friend or family member with special needs and those 

who did not.  

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE NINE – TEACHERS‟ PERCEPTIONS AND THE NUMBER OF 

YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE. 

  There were no statistically significant relationships found between the number of years 

of teaching experience and teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students in the 

classroom or in the FFA.  There was a moderate correlation (Davis, 1971) between years of 

teaching experience with the perception that students with special needs received similar 

benefits from SAE as other students.  This negative correlation indicated that teachers with 

fewer years of teaching experience have more positive perceptions that SAE is equally 

beneficial to students with special needs and other students.    

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE TEN - TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS AND HOURS OF IN-

SERVICE TRAINING REGARDING STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.   

There were no significant relationships found between the hours of in-service and 

teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students in the agriculture classroom or in SAE.  

Teachers with fewer hours of in-service perceived that FFA activities were more limited for 

students with special needs than other students (r = -.42).  A positive correlation was found 



 

64 

between the teachers‟ hours of in-service and the perception that students with special needs 

benefitted from FFA activities.  A positive relationship was also found between hours of in-

service and the perception that these students received similar benefits from FFA 

participation as other students.  More hours of in-service influenced teachers‟ positive 

perceptions of including students with special needs in FFA activities.  

 

FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE ELEVEN - TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS AND AGE. 

 A statistically significant positive relationship was found between age and the 

perception that students with special needs struggle with classroom assignments and projects 

more so than other students.  Negative correlations were found between the age of teachers 

and perceptions regarding students with special needs and implementing SAE.  Interpreted, 

these correlations indicated that younger teachers are more likely to have positive perceptions 

that: students with special needs benefit equally from SAE, that SAE helped these students 

set fulfilling career goals, that SAE enhanced the students‟ social skills, and that these 

students were capable of winning awards as a result of their SAE.    There were no 

statistically significant relationships found between age and teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with these students when participating in FFA.    

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Agriculture teachers felt that students with special needs benefitted from all three 

components of Agricultural Education.  Teachers‟ positive perceptions indicated a 

willingness to work with these students which is instrumental to including them in the 

Agricultural Education program.     

2. Teachers perceived that these students struggled and / or were more limited than other 

students in each of the three components of the total Agricultural Education program. 

3. Teachers perceived that students with special needs could win awards as a result of 

SAE more so than when competing in FFA Career Development Events. 
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4. Teachers felt that student ability and time were barriers to including students with 

special needs in the total Agricultural Education program.  Teachers had to devote 

additional planning time in order to accommodate these students based upon the 

student‟s ability, which was also indicated in their perceptions of working with these 

students in the agriculture classroom.   

5. Teachers felt that facilities were a barrier to including these students in the agriculture 

classroom and SAE.  Teachers may not have control of the facilities they have 

available in the school setting or in SAE placement.    

6. Pre-service training programs better prepared agriculture teachers for classroom 

instruction with students with special needs than for the FFA or SAE components of 

the program.     

7. In-service activities help agriculture teachers see opportunities in FFA for students 

with special needs.    

8. Recent pre-service preparation regarding SAE is helping teachers see opportunities 

for students with special needs to conduct meaningful SAE programs indicated by 

beginning and younger teachers‟ positive perceptions regarding these students being 

involved with SAE.   

9. With the exception of beginning teachers perceiving that SAE was as beneficial to 

students with special needs as other students, years of teaching experience did not 

appear to impact teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students in the 

agriculture classroom, SAE, and FFA.   

IMPLICATIONS 

  Overall, teachers indicated that they perceived the agriculture classroom, SAE 

programs, and FFA involvement as beneficial to students with special needs.  They reported 

that these students should be encouraged to enroll in agriculture courses, have SAE projects, 

and should be expected to participate in FFA activities.  These perceptions indicated 
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favorable attitudes regarding the impact Agricultural Education could have on students with 

special needs which are reflected in other studies regarding working with students with 

special needs in agricultural education (Elbert & Baggett, 2003; Schwager & White, 1994; 

National FFA Organization, 1996).  Based on Ajzen‟s theory of planned behavior, if teachers 

have positive attitudes they will be more likely to work with or include these students into 

their programs.  These are positive findings in terms of agricultural educators feeling that all 

students regardless of ability should be included in the total Agricultural Education program.   

 To what degree do agricultural educators intend to include or recruit these students? 

Incorporating Ajzen‟s theory, if teachers‟ perceived control is impacted in such a way that 

they feel conducting an SAE program for a student with special needs is more difficult than 

for other students it could impact their intent to encourage students with special needs to take 

on these projects regardless of how beneficial they may feel SAE is to the student.  The same 

is true for FFA involvement.  Teachers felt that FFA activities were more limited for students 

with special needs and yet they felt that these activities would be beneficial for the students.  

Do the benefits of being involved outweigh the challenges of including these students to the 

extent that teachers will actively recruit students to join or participate in FFA? Teachers may 

feel that activities are more limited for students with special needs because they are unaware 

that accommodations can be made to support these students‟ at FFA competitive events.  

While over half of teachers reported that accommodations for Career Development Events 

were available, the other 43.2% of teachers were still unaware that accommodations exist.   

 Another consideration is whether or not agriculture teachers feel FFA members with 

special needs can be successful when participating in FFA activities or competitive events.  

This study did not address agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of whether these students can be 

successful in FFA competitive events, but if the perception exists that students with special 

needs will not help win FFA competitions or awards could this influence the teacher‟s 

willingness to include them in the opportunity to participate? FFA members win awards 

through their SAE projects in the form of proficiency awards or through competition in 

activities such as Career Development Events.  Teachers in this study indicated that students 
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with special needs were more likely to win proficiency awards due to their SAE projects than 

through FFA Career Development Events.  Completing a proficiency award application is an 

individual task where the FFA advisor can directly assist the student whereas a Career 

Development Event competition may require a student to work with other students or 

independently.  Other studies have reported specific concerns about students with special 

needs competing in Career Development Events with other students (Boone et al., 2008).  If 

FFA advisors perceive that accommodations for students with special needs do not exist or 

that success is not obtainable, they may be less likely to encourage them to participate in 

these activities and therefore the students do not even have the chance to win any awards 

through FFA involvement.   

 Based on Ajzen‟s theory, teachers‟ perceived control when overcoming obstacles or 

barriers to working with students with special needs may impact their intended behaviors to 

include them in the total Agricultural Education program.  If teachers perceive that 

overcoming these obstacles are too difficult or completely out of their control, their 

willingness to actively include and incorporate these students may be negatively affected.  

Teachers need support and resources in order to overcome barriers to increase their intent to 

perform behaviors that would lead to actively recruiting and including students with special 

needs in all areas of the Agricultural Education program.  Previous literature suggested that 

support, resources, and timing must be addressed to increase positive attitudes of working 

with students with special needs (Avramidid, Bayliss, & Buden, 2000).  Having teachers 

identify barriers to working with these students in each of the three components of 

Agricultural Education provided direction for future in-service and pre-service training for 

teachers.  Teachers identified student ability as the top barrier in each of the three areas.  This 

study did not examine teachers‟ perceptions regarding specific disabilities or forms of need, 

but the literature did suggest that the severity of students‟ disabilities may impact teachers‟ 

attitudes.  Cook, et al. (2001) concluded that student variables, rather than teacher and 

classroom variables, might be more closely associated with teacher attitudes.  The most 

consistent finding was that teachers‟ willingness to integrate students is related to the nature 

and severity of the students‟ disability (Soodak, Podell, Lehman, 1998).  Cook (2001) also 
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reported that the teachers‟ perceptions of the severity of a disability influenced the attitudes 

they hold toward their included students with disabilities.   

     Training made a difference in how teachers‟ perceived working with students with 

special need in the total Agricultural Education program.  Pre-service training impacted 

teachers‟ perception of whether students with special needs struggled more with classroom 

assignments and projects than other students.  Teachers that reported more in-service training 

felt that FFA opportunities were not as limited for students with special needs.  Teachers that 

have participated in pre-service training presumably start their career aware of appropriate 

classroom accommodations and may have additional training in appropriate classroom 

strategies.  In-service provides relevant and applicable training for veteran teachers in the 

classroom on how to meet the needs of students.  A study by Avramidid, Bayliss, & Burden 

(2000) emphasized the importance of pre-service and in-service training and its favorable 

impact on teachers‟ attitudes toward working with students with special needs in an 

educational setting.   

 Younger and less experienced teachers felt that SAE was very beneficial to students with 

special needs.  These findings were different than previous studies that highlighted that older 

teachers may have more positive attitudes and be better prepared for working with students 

with special needs than younger teachers (Boone et al., 2008; Avramidi, Bayliss, & Burden, 

2000; Dormody et al., 2006).  Beginning teachers and or younger teachers are fresh in the 

classroom and may be more optimistic about their students‟ capabilities.  More experienced 

teachers have witnessed the trials and successes of a wide range of students.  This is not to 

say that experienced teachers do not or should not attempt to encourage students with special 

needs in completing SAE projects.  Teachers may not know how to appropriately modify 

SAE plans to accommodate for students with special needs or they may be considering the 

challenges that these students will face in the workforce.  Another consideration is that 

younger teachers may have a less traditional view of SAE and therefore see that there are 

more opportunities for projects.        
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROFESSION 

1. State FFA Associations as well as the National FFA Organization should have a 

consistent, public policy regarding accommodations for students with special needs 

that are participating in Career Development Events or that are applying for 

Proficiency Awards.   

2. Develop in-service training targeted towards veteran teachers that addresses strategies 

to accommodate for the specific instructional needs students with  disabilities may 

have in the agriculture classroom.       

3. Develop in-service training opportunities that discuss funding and options to provide 

physical accommodations for agriculture classrooms and lab facilities; that 

specifically address how to modify SAE projects to meet the needs of these students 

and how teachers can utilize accommodations to better involve students with special 

needs in the FFA.     

4. Pre-service agricultural education programs should provide training and practice 

regarding accommodating students with special needs within the agriculture 

classroom, in SAE, and FFA.  This training could be incorporated in the form of an 

entire course in the degree program or a section of time within a teaching methods 

course.   

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH 

1. Qualitative research should be conducted regarding teachers‟ perceptions of working 

with students with special needs in the agriculture classroom, when implementing 

SAE, or participating in FFA activities.  This type of research would provide further 

insight into teachers‟ perceptions and address potential factors that cause the 

perceptions. 
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2. Further research should be conducted to determine if pre-service (teacher education) 

programs impact agriculture teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with 

special needs.   

3. Research should be conducted to assess the needs of pre-service teachers regarding 

working with students with special needs in the total Agricultural Education program.  

Findings could be utilized to incorporate appropriate training prior to their 

professional semester.  

4. Further research should be conducted to determine how or if the severity of students‟ 

needs or disabilities impact teachers‟ perceptions of working with these students in 

the total Agricultural Education program.      

5. Further research should be conducted to determine agriculture teachers‟ perceptions 

of success when working with students with special needs in FFA.   

6. Research regarding teachers‟ perceptions of working with students with special needs 

should be replicated on a state and national level.   
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APPENDIX C – INITIAL E-MAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 

    Delivery completed on August 20, 2010 5:57 PM.  

To: [Email] 

From: lgyeaman@ncsu.edu 

Subject: Agricultural Education Research Study on Students with Special Needs 

Body: We need your input! In an effort to better meet the needs of Agriculture 

teachers, the Department of Agricultural and Extension Education at North 

Carolina State University would like to involve you in a research study.    

 

The purpose of this study is to determine the attitudes and perceived barriers 

that teachers encounter while working with students with special needs in the 

total Agricultural Education program (defined as Classroom / Laboratory, 

Supervised Agricultural Experience, and the National FFA Organization).  This 

survey addresses three specific areas of Agricultural Education that are vital to 

all of our students.  If you choose to participate in this study then please 

consider providing responses to all of the sections.  Participation in this survey 

is entirely voluntary.  Your input could provide insight into specific teacher 

needs that can be addressed by the development of new in-service training 

opportunities.  It will also aid in the development of courses and curricula to 

match the present and future needs of teachers in the field.   All responses to 

this survey will remain confidential.  This survey should take approximately 5-

10 minutes complete.  

Here is a link to the survey:  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

javascript:void(null);
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This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not 

forward this message.  

 

Thanks for your participation!  

Lendy Yeaman Johnson  

Graduate Assistant  

Dept. of Ag & Extension Education  

NC State University  

 

Dr. Beth Wilson  

Associate Professor  

Dept. of Ag & Extension Education  

NC State University  

 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

javascript:void(null);


 

90 

APPENDIX D – FIRST FOLLOW UP LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 

Delivery completed on September 6, 2010 11:32 PM.   

To: [Email] 

From: lgyeaman@ncsu.edu 

Subject: 
Lendy Yeaman Johnson- NC State Agricultural Education Research on Students 

with Special Needs 

Body: Hello all,  

If you have already taken this survey, thank you and please disregard this message. 

 For those that have not, please take a few moments to complete my questionnaire. 

 This study is part of my graduate work, and I desperately need responses in order 

to finish my research.  The information that I get back will be used to develop in-

service materials to help you meet the needs of this particular group of students in 

your program.    

It literally takes 5 minutes to complete.  I need roughly 100 more teachers to 

answer the questions.  I'm not above begging or pleading for your participation.  :) 

 Thanks in advance for your time and help!  

 

Lendy  

 

Here is a link to the survey:  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 

 

javascript:void(null);
javascript:void(null);
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APPENDIX E – SECOND FOLLOW UP E-MAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 

Delivery completed on October 7, 2010 2:00 AM.  

To: [Email] 

From: lgyeaman@ncsu.edu 

Subject: 
Lendy Yeaman Johnson- NC State Agricultural Education Research on Students with 

Special Needs 

Body: Hello all,  

If you have already taken this survey, thank you and please disregard this message. 

 For those that have not, please take a few moments to complete my questionnaire. 

 This study is part of my graduate work, and I desperately need responses in order to 

finish my research.  The information that I get back will be used to develop in-service 

materials to help you meet the needs of this particular group of students in your 

program.    

It literally takes 5-10 minutes to complete.  I need roughly 100 more teachers to 

answer the questions.  I'm not above begging or pleading for your participation.  :) 

 Thanks in advance for your time and help!  

 

Lendy  

 

Here is a link to the survey:  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  

javascript:void(null);
javascript:void(null);
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APPENDIX F – FINAL FOLLOW UP E-MAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 

Delivery completed on November 15, 2010 4:00 AM.  

To: [Email] 

From: lgyeaman@ncsu.edu 

Subject: 
Lendy Yeaman Johnson- NC State Agricultural Education Research on Students with 

Special Needs 

Body: Hello all,  

If you have already taken this survey, thank you and please disregard this message. 

 For those that have not, please take a few moments to complete my questionnaire. 

 This study is part of my graduate work, and I desperately need responses in order to 

finish my research.  The information that I get back will be used to develop in-service 

materials to help you meet the needs of this particular group of students in your 

program.    

It literally takes 5-10 minutes to complete.  I need roughly 100 more teachers to 

answer the questions.  I'm not above begging or pleading for your participation.  :) 

 Thanks in advance for your time and help!  

 

Lendy  

 

Here is a link to the survey:  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 

 

javascript:void(null);
javascript:void(null);

