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PART 1I.

INTRODUCTION.

The Federal Board for Vocational Education is
now spending approximately three million dollars annually
for the purpose of teaching vocational agriculture. In ad-
dition to this, the states are spending three million and
the local communities are spending as much as both of these,
which makes & total asnnual expenditure of approximately
twelve million dollars for the purpose of teaching voca-
tional agriculture. In the light of this expenditure, it
8eems reasonable that sooner or later a study of the ef-
ficiency with which this money is spent will be made. The
writer has chosen & study along this particular line in the
vocational and non-vocational agricultural programs in the

County Agricultural High Schools in Mississippi.



THE PROBLEM STATED.

The problem attempted in this thesis is to deter-
mine the efficiency of the programs in agriculture of the
county agricultural high schools of Mississippi. This ma-
jor problem involves the solving of a minor problem; namely,
to determine the Zactors of an efiicient program in vocation-
al education in agriculture, Definitely established stand-
ards by which the efrficiency of various educational programs
mey Dbe measured are gpparently not universally accepted at
this time. Much has been accomplished in this phase of ed-
ucational development by Doctor J. C. Wright and Doctor
Charles R. Allen of the Federal Board for Vocational Educa-
tion, through their eifforts to establish standards for the

measure of eriiciency in trade and industrial education. *1.
THE IMPORTANCE Or THE PROBLEM.

The unprecedented growth of agriculturel educa-
tion in the past decade has materially increased the amount
of time, humen effort and money consumed in carrying out
the various agricultural programs. All training programs
in egriculture evidently have as an aim the improvement of

doing and thinking ability of the individusl in the occupa-

*L. "Efficiency in Lducation", Copyrighted 1927 by Doctor
Je. C. Wright and Doctor Charles R. Allen.
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tion of farming. This training Job of the school program
may economically be regarded as a production job in train-
ing, and should be measured in terms of its efficiency much
the same as other production jobs. Obviously, the effi-
ciency of an agricultural program in carrying out its train-
ing jobs will be materially infiluenced by the application

0of such devices in the training program as are necessary

10 secure better results in training and insure economy in
the use 0f the three cost isctors: time, human effort and
money. Society has the right to demand of its publicly
supported schools some evidence ox the efficiency with
which their programs of training are functioning. The
writer is materially concerned with the possible answer to
this question concerning the agricultural programs of the
county agricultural high schools of Mississippi. Are these
school programs actually training for successful farming?
With what degree of efficiency are they really accomplish-
ing the aims for which they were created? What are the
outstanding weaknesses of the present program, if any exist?
Can the possible weaknesses of the present program be
strengthened to a degree of efiiciency that will justify
the existence of the program? In justice to society, these
problems should be answered in the light of acceptable evi-
dence concerning the efficiency factors oI their present

programs.



A DESCRIPTION OF THE COUNTY AGRICULIURAL
HIGH SCHOOLS OF MISSISSIPPI.

A clear understanding of the establishment and
nature of the county agricultural high schools of Missie-
sippi snd the farming conditions under which they serve
will materially contribute to the readers' understanding of
the application of the devices used in solving this problem.
With this purpose in view, the writer makes apology for at-
tempting, somewhat at length, a description of the county
agricultural high schools of Mississippi and the farming
conditions under which their progrems of agriculture are

forced to serve.

THz TWO TYPES OF COUNTY AGRICULIUEAL
HIGH SCHOOLS IN MISSISSIPPI.

There gre at present two types of county agricul-
tural high schools in Mississippi; namely, that type in
which Smith-Hughes programs in agriculture are offered, and
that Eype in which non-Smith-~-Hughes programs in agriculture
are:gifered. Out of the iorty-nine county agricultural high
schools in the state, there are at present fourteen in which

Smith-Hughes programs in agriculture are offered.

Smith-Hughes County Agricultural High Schools.

Only & limited number of county agricultural high
schools were ever accepted by the State Board for Vocationsal
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Education. This condition was in some messure due to the
limitation of federal funds available in the state, and, in
some instances, the schools were either ungble or unwilling
to comply with the regulations set up by the State Vocation-
al Board. Part of the schools securing Smith-Hughes aid
failed to retain it and there has apparently been little
effort on the part of the State Board for Vocational Educa-
tion to encourage the establishment of Smith-Hughes agri-
cultural programs in any new county agricultural high
schools for the past few years. All schools receiving
Smith-Hughes aid must provide sufficient funds to meet the
specific recommendations of the State Board for use in main-
tenance of the agricultural program and such programs are
subject to the regulations and supervision prescribed by

the State Board for Vocational rducation., All Smith-Hughes
programs require ninety consccutive minutes for class work
eand prescribe that the supervised practice work in agricul-
ture be carried out in the form of individual projects at
home or on the school Iarm. Insoisr as it is possible, it
is the policy of the State Vocational Board to insist upon
the project work being carried out on the home farm. The
qualifications and duties of the agricultural teacher in
Smith-Hughes programs are subject to the approval of the

State Board for Vocational Educstion.



Non-Smith-Hughes County Agricultural High Schools.

Non-Smith-Hughes county agricultural high schools
were in existence in Mississippi nine years prior to the
establishment of the Smith-Hughes law. The agricultureal
programs 0f those schools in which Smith-Hughes work has not
been sttempted, and in those schools which later dropped the
Smith~-Hughes work, have remgsined much the same in their or-
ganization and methods of conducting the agricultural pro-
grams, Non-Smith-Hughes programs in agriculture provide the
regular one hour recitation periods for class and laboratory
work and all directed farm practice in carried out in the
form of supervised practice work on the school farms. The
state prescribes in part the minimum standards of equipment
and facilities necessary for cconducting supervised practice
training on the school farm. The cqualifications and duties
0f the agricultural teacher in non-Smith-Hughes schools are
passed upon by the school superintendent snd school trustecs.
The gtate supervisor oi agricultural high schools has super-
vision over the agricultursl programs in non-Smith-Hughes

schools.
ESTABLISHMENT OF TH:S SCHOQLS.

The county agricultural high schools of Missis-~

sippi were established in 1908 through the enactment of
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Senate Bill Number 302, whereby provisions were made for the
establishment, organization, ecuipment and maintenance of
such schools. *2, This act provides, "That it shall be
lawful for the county school board of any county to estab-
lish one county agricultural high school in the county for
the purpose of instructing the white youth of the county in
high school branches, theoretical and practical agriculture,
and in such other brenches as the board shall later provide
for or make & part of the curriculum.”

Since the passage of the original bill, there
have been many smendments added, one of which provides that
two county agricultural high schools may be established in
each county, one of which shall be for white students and
the other for colored students exclusively. The State Laws
of 1910 provide Zor the joint establishment of county agri-
culturel high schools in sdjacent counties, This law has
since been amended to make it legal for three or more

counties to combine in the support of one school.
NUMBER IN TH& STAYE AND LOCATION.

There are forty-nine county agricultural high

schools in Mississippi, iorty-eight of which are for white

*2. State Laws of Mississippi zor 1908, Chapter 102,
Senate Bill Number 302, Page 92.
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students and one for negroes. These schools are fairly
equally distributed over the state, and counties in which
there are no schools of this type may patronize such schools
in other counties by paying a small fee. The location of
such schools within the limits of a county is under the sup-

ervision of the county school board.
PURPOSE OF THE SCHOOLS.

The legislative act by which county agricultural
high schools were established states, "That it shall be the
purpose oi county agricultural high schools to instruct the
youth of the country in high school branches, theoretical
and practical agriculture, and such other branches as the
board hereinafter provides for or makes a part of the cur-
riculum.” The impelling motive that prompted the legisla-
ture to provide for the establishment of these schools is
further made clear by some of the statutory requirements
which set forth: "That each school shall own a minimum of
twenty acres of land; that all students must engage in
practical work a prescribed number of hours; that practical
demonstrations in seeding, planting, cultivating, pruning,
treating of fruit trees and other practical farm operations
are made a necessary part of the curriculum."” Obviously
the dominant purpose of these schools was to train boys for

successful farming. The present range of academic cur-
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riculum which enables the county agricultural high schools
to qualify their students for accredited high school diplomss
is not construed to materislly change their former purpose,
but rather to broasden the educational opportunities of the

students whom they serve.
THE SCHOOL.

The forty-nine agricultural high schools of the
state have school plants valued at an aggregate of approxi-
mately five million dollars. *3. The aggregate value of
buildings is $3,210,100,00; land, $310,458,00; furniture
and equipment, $565,775,00, and the libreries, $565,140.00,
The average valuation of instruction plants is $84,522.10.
The lowest valuation for any single plant is $18,000.00,
and the highest valuation of any single plant is $324,750.00.

Class Room.

There are no specific requirements concerning the
agricultural class rooms as to size or number. Many schools
have two class rooms, one of which is used for laboratory and
demonstration work. However, the greater number of schools
provide for class recitation snd laboratory work in the same

class room, such rooms being equipped with tables and chairs.

*3, Biennial Report and Recommendstions of State Department
of Education.
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Various types of cabinets are provided in the class room
for the storage of laboratory equipment, bulletins, books
and various exhibits. The agricultural class room is us-
ually located on the first floor, where it will be easily

accessible to students making field trips during class howr s.

Laboratory.

Because of the varying agricultural conditions in
ditferent counties, it has been deemed impracticable to have
e uniform list of agricultural equipment in each school.

The individusal agricultural teacher is made responsible for
the selection of laboratory equipment that is best suited

to the subject matter taught. The minimum requirement for
laboratory equipment in the agricultural class is $200.00.
It is strongly recommended that a grest deal of the labor-
atory materigl be secured locally, such as plant collections,
insects and fertilizers. There are no set laboratory per-
iods in either Smith-Hughes or non-Smith-Hughes programs.
The amount of laboratory work to be done is left to the dis-
cretion of the individual teacher, Much of the so-called
laboratory work is carried on outside the class room in farm
practices.

The School Farm.

The forty-nine county agricultural high schools

of Mississippi own an aggregate of 6,517 acres of land. The
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average acreage owned by each school is 135 acres., The
average size of farms operated by individual schools is
75.75 acres in addition to an average of 41.5 acres of pas-
ture. These school Zzsrms are operated for the purpose of
providing practical training in agriculture and to demon-
strate the best methods of farm practice. They provide the
necessary facilities for carrying out the supervised prac-
tice work in the agricultural program of non-Smith-Hughes
schools, Field crops and all other farm enterprises at-
tempted on the school farm are supposed to be based on a
survey of the farming needs and opportunities of that parti-
cular locality. Practically all farm work,aside from reg-
ularly prescribed supervised training, is done by hired
student labor. The statistical report of agricultural
schools for 1926 shows that 1,552 boys worked part of their
way through school, or an average of 31l.6 per cent of all
boys enrolled. The same report shows that 365 boys worked
all of their way through school, or an average of 7.5 per

cent.

Farm Buildings.

There is much variation in the amount and type
of farm buildings on the various agricultural high school
farms. The type of farm buildings is governed largely by
the type of farm enterprises in the respective localities.

Consequently, schools in the delta section have considersably
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different types of farm buildings from those of the hill
counties. Practically all school farms have a stock barn,

a dairy barn, implement sheds, poultry house and a farm shop.
The farm buildings of the average school farm are much better
than the average farm buildings on local farms of the commun-~
ity. The greater part of the farm buildings on school farms
are now built by the students under the supervision of the
agricultural teascher. During the past six years the writer
has built six farm buildings on the school farm with student

help, the present inventory value of which is $5,800.00.
Stock.

The state law provides that each school shall own
and operate a dairy suificiently large to furnish milk and
butter necessary for the use of boarding students of the
school. Each school must own and operate an approved poul-
try flock with one or more breeds of chickens, the minimum
of which is one hundred hens. It is further provided that
each school must own sufficient pure bred hogs for success-
ful teaching and demonstration purposes. Statistical re-
ports of agricultural high schools for 1926 show that the
county agricultural high schools of the state owned an ag-
gregate of 129 mules and horses, 321 pure bred dairy cows,
608 pure bred hogs and 8,145 pure bred chickens. However,

there is far more grade stock on the average school farm
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than pure bred. Many school farms produce a large portion

of the fresh meat consumed by the boarding department.

Zguipment on School Farm.

The average farm equipment on ggricultural high
school farms is fairly representative of the ifarm machinery
and genersl farm equipment that is recommended for use on
the local farms of the community. However, the farm equip-
ment on school farms is usually much above the average of
that actually found on local farms in the community. This
is due to the fact that the average farm equipment on Mis-
siggippi farms is far below the average of other agricultur-
al states. The present inventory of farm equipment on the
school farm of the writer lists twenty-six horse drawn farm
implements, a tractor with tractor equipment, a power driven
feed crusher and a cane crusher. This would probably be a
little above the averzsge for school farms, but may be taken

as fairly representative.
PACULTY.

The average number of teachers employed in these
schools is nine. A standard college degree is reguired of
all teachers. A number of schools employ two agricultural
teachers for the full twelve months. All agricultural teach-

ers must be graduates of standard egricultural colleges and
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have had previous experience in the occupation of farming.
The average salary pasid to agricultural teschers is $1,108.00

per year, while 25 per cent of them get $2,400.00 or above.
INSTRUCTION GIVmN IN PLANT,

County sgricultural high schools offer four years
of training in high school subjects. The entire course of
study includes standard academic, commercial and vocational
subjects, which lead to graduation with a high school diploma
upon the successful completion of sixteen units, ten of
which are based on required subjects. A high school diploma
issued by an accredited agricultural high school is standard
and is accepted on the same basis as all other standard high
school diplomas issued in the state. Two years of vocation-
al training in agriculture and home science is prescribed by
the state for all students attending the county agricultural
high schools. Many agriculturel high schools of the state
offer only two years of work in agriculture. Other schools
have two tezchers of agriculture and offer the full four
years of agricultural instruction. There are two classes
of agricultural instruction offered in the county agricultur-
al high schools of Mississippi; namely, vocational eand non-
vocational agriculture.

Non-Vocational.

The non-vocationsl or non-Smith-Hughes type of
county agricultural high schools do not comply with the re-
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guirements prescribed by the Federal Bosrd for Vocational
Education. Their instructional program in sgriculture con-
gsists of one hour class periods for instruction and ftive
hours per week of supervised practice work on the school
farm, No attempt is made to conduct individual project

work in non-Smith-Hughes schools., In addition to the agri-
cultursl program, all students are required to teske the pre-
gscribed amount of reguler academic courses as offered in the
school., There is no prescribed difference in the academic
course of study as offered in either the Smith-Hughes or
non-Smith-~-Hughes county agricultural high schools. The only
point of diiference &s to instruction given in these two
types of schools is confined to the agricultural programs.
It is necessary, however, that the academic schedules of
Smith-Hughes schools be arranged to permit the use of double

class periods for vocational programs in agriculture.

Kind of Curriculum.

There is practically no difference in the average
acedemic curriculum as offered in the county agricultural
high schools and that o the regular four year city or con-
solidated high school. The agriculturel program as oiffered
in the county agricultural high school constitutes the only
outstanding difference in curriculum between the above men-

tioned classes or schools. The following sample curriculum

-15-



as taken from a county agricultural high school catalogue
for 1927 is representative of the kind of curriculum found
in county agricultursl high schools of Mississippi, with

possibly a few exceptions., *4.

*4, Harrison-Stone-Jackson Agricultural High School,
Perkinston, Mississippi.
Catalogue Bulletin.
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A Sample Curriculum as Taken from a County Agricultural

High School Catalogue for 1927.

Required Subjects
Home Science or agriculture - - - - 2 units

Engligh = = = = = = = = = = = =« = = 3 units
Higtory and Civicg = = = = = =« = = 3 units
Algebra = = = = = = = = = = = =« « = 1 unit
Plane Geometry = = - =« = = - = =~ = 1 unit
Curriculum
Mathematics English
First Year Algebra Composition and Literature
Second Year Algebra Composition and Grammar
Plane Geometry Composition and Rhetoriec
Solid Geometry Beginmning English Litera-
ture to Modern
Science Latin
Biology Beginners' Latin
Physics Extended Study of Caesar
Chemistry Extended Study of Cicero
Agriculture Home Science
Plant Production Elementary Cooking
Animal Husbandry Foods

Field Crops
Farm Management

History
From Zarliest Time to the Renaissance
A Survey of Europe zrom the Znd of the
Middle Ages to liodern Times
United States History
Civics and Zconomics

Commexial Work
Bookkeeping
Shor thand
Typewriting

Extra Curriculser Activities

Music Physical Education
Piano Organized Athletics
Glee Club Gymnasium
Orchestrsa
Violin
Band
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In programs oifering two years of agriculture, one
year is devoted to animal husbsndry and one year to field
crops. The extent to which these courses may overlap is
left to the discretion of the agricultural teacher. Agri-
cultural programs offering four years of agriculture provide
plant husbandry the first year, animel husbandry the second
year, field crops the third year and farm mansgement the
fourth year. All farm mechanics is taught in connection
with the regular courses offered and no attempt is made to
set up & farm mechanics course on a separste basis. The
teaching content of the agricultural program is largely bas-
ed on the practical farm operations that are being carried
out on the school farm at that particular time. The one
hour class periods provided in non-Smith-Hughes programs may
be devoted to class recitation, laboratory, field trips or
supervised practice work, at the discretion of the agricul-

tural teacher.
Length of Courses.

The state laws provide that all boys attending
the county agricultural high schools of Mississippi must
take two years of agriculture. In compliance with this
law, all county agricultural high schools provide & minimum
of two years of agriculture in their programs. Some schools

provide agricultural trasining throughout the four yesrs of



high school work, in which case two years are made elective.
Students entering school with the intention of taking only
the required amount of agriculture are privileged to elect
either of the two years, when more than two years are offer-
ed. The length of the unit course depends upon the length
of the school year. Some county agricultursl high schools
run only eight months. In either cace the agricultursl
progrem must be pursued throughout the full school year to

complete a unit course.
Vocationsal.

The same general academic instruction is given in
the vocational or Smith-Hughes county agricultural high
schools as that of the non-vocational schools., The Smith-
Hughes program in agriculture constitutes the only differ-
ence in instruction as offered in the vocational schools.
The schedule of academic subjects, however, must be so ar-
ranged as not to conflict with the double class periods pre-
seribed in the Smith-Hughes program. Instruction offered
in the vocational program in agriculture must conform to
the standsrds prescribed by the State Board for Vocational
Education,

Kind of Curriculum.

A two year program in agriculture is oifered in

most of the vocational schools. Animal husbsndry and field

«-]l9=



crops are the basic subjects oifered through these courses.
However, there is no definite line of separation considered
in the teaching of the two subjects and as much overlap be-
tween courses as seems practicable to the teacher may be
exercised., This enables the student to gather functioning
informetion on his individusal problems at the time he needs
it most, without regard to his immediate classification.

The content is made as flexible as possible to meet the
needs of the entire group. The individual home project is
made the basis of all practice work, A separate curriculum
in agriculture is provided in a few vocational schools where-
by the non-select group of agricultursl students, who cannot
and should not take Smith-Hughes agriculture, are placed in
non-vocationsgl agricultural classes. This group includes
those who for various ressons are not able to profit by the
work because of lack of interest. The curriculum provided
for the non-select group is identical with that of the non-
vocational classes. This process of selection has apparent-

ly proved very successful when used properly.

Length of Course.

The vocational program in agriculture covers a
minimum period of two years, and in a number of schools the
full four years course in agriculture is provided for those
who elect to take the work. All the unit courses continue

throughout the summer to completion oi the cycle. In the
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continuation snd expansion type of project this may continue
as long as the boy is in attendeance at the school, which is

sometimes four years.

Provision for Supervised Practice.

An effort is made to identify all class and theo-
retical training in agriculture with practical participation
in resal farm enterprises and farm jobs. The difference in
method by which this practical training is given in the coun-
ty agricultural high schools constitutes the most outstanding
difference in vocational and non-vocational courses as they
are now offered in this type of school. Agricultural train-
ing in the non-vocational school is based on supervised
practice training on the school farm, whereas the vocationsl
type conducts its program in vocational agriculture on the

project basis under the Smith-Hughes act.

Superviged Practice on the School Farm.

All practical training in non-vocational agricul-
ture as provided for in county agricultural high schools is
given in the form of supervised practice on the school farm.
All farm enterprises gnd farm Jjobs taught in class are based
on farm‘enterprises end farm Jobs which are being cerried
out on the school farm at that time. The agricultural teach-

er has full supervision oi the school farm and determines
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his selection of farm enterprises and general farm operations
on the basis of community needs. The state law provides that
all students shall have five hours per week of practical work
while in attendance at the county agricultural high schools.
The time and method ox giving this supervised training is
made very flexible. It may be given in groups or to individ-
uals and at such time a8 may be convenient to both student
and teacher. Each student is given sctual participating ex-
perience in all farm enterprises and farm jobs which he has
studied in class. There is much opportunity afforded the
teacher to give individuel instruction to the students while
carrying out their supervised work on the school farm.

There is also much opportunity for the student to get extens-
ive training in the enterprises and jobs in which he demon-
strates especially strong interest. The same general di-
versity of farm Jjobs is carried out on the school farm that

is common to the well governed farms of the community.

Project Method Under Smith-Hughes Act.

In the vocational or Smith-Hughes type of county
agricultural high school the individual project is the basis
for practical trzining in agriculture. Home projects are
generally the accepted type, but in a few instances the stu-
dent is permitted to carry his individusl project on the

school farm. The prime difficulty encountered in conducting
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individual projects with boys in county agricultural high
schools is that the boys live in the school dormitory and
often do not go home Ior several weeks, sometimes months.

In such cases they are only able to actively keep in con-
tact with their projects during the summer months. Home
projects conducted on the school Iarm are often even less
desirable, due to the fact that the student often returns
home for the swmmer, leaving the project on the school farm
at a time when it is in greatest need of attention. Such
difficulties are less acute with students who live near
enough the school to attend their projects over each week
end, and likewise with those students who remain on the
school farm during the entire year and conduct their projects
on the school farm. In either instance the student selects
his own project and works out his project plens, the execu-
tion of which is supervised by the agricultural teacher both

during the school term and summer.

STUDENT BODY.

There is much diversity in the type and interest
of student bodies as found in the forty-nine county aegricul-
tural high schools of the state. This is largely the result
of the varied social and economic conditions of the counties
in which the respective schools are located., Some counties

maintaining county agricultural high schools have a decidedly

~8Fa



rural population with farming as the predominating industry.
Other counties have & distinctly more urban population,
whose predominating industry in the past has been lumber
manufgcturing. Some county agricultural high schools are lo-
cated near towns and draw a large number of town students.
In & number of cases, the county agricul tural high school
and town high school are combined. The writer recalls one
instance in which the county agricultursl high school is the
only standard four year high school in the county. There
is no age limit placed on gttendance, so the student body is
often made up of students ranging from fourteen to twenty-
five years of age or over. The student body often consists
of many students coming from other counties than that in
which the school is located. It is not uncommon for stu-
dents coming from other states to be in attendance at the
various county agricultursl high schools. With this variety
of factors influencing attendance, it is obvious that there
is a great diversity of types and interests represented in
the sverage student body of the county agricultural high
school.

Number of Students.

FPor the year 1926 there were 3,844 boys and 3,812
girls, meking a total enrollment of 7,656 students in forty-
seven of the forty-eight white county agricultural high
schools from which records were available. This was an aver-
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age of 163 students per school. During the same year there
were 651 boys and 822 girls or a total of 1,473 graduates
from forty-six of the forty-eight white county agricultural
high schools from which records were available. This was

an average of 32 graduates per school.
Type of Student.

The variety of factors and conditions influencing
attendance of county agricultural high schools and the var-
ied sources and experiences of students from which its at-
tendance is made ﬁp obviously presents a complex type of
student body. From a vocational viewpoint, the percentagse
of boys who have actually had participating experience in
farming occupations varies with the prevailing occupational
conditions of the county in which the respective school is
located. Many come from farms where all of their past ex~
perience has been gained from farm life conditions. Part
of this group may esxpress an interest and desire for voca-
tional agriculture with the expectation of returning to the
farm, Others of this group express themselves as having no
interest in agricultural training and do not expect to re-
turn to the farm. A second group is composed of those who
come from towns and have had no participating experience in
farm life and may express no interest in vocational agricul-

ture or desire to iollow the farming vocation. A third
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group is composed of those who come from either town or
country who have never had participating experience in the
vocation of farming, but express an interest and desire to
learn farming with the expectation of teking up farming as
their life occupation. This group is representative of that
class of people who msy have been engaged in the timber in-
dustry and who may or may not have a large amount of land
which could be made available for agricultural purposes.
This class of boys presents a rather singular type, which
is more or less representative of an economic situation in
Mississippi, caused by the repidly diminishing lumber in-
dustry. The extent to which this situation prevails varies
with different counties and sections of the state. There
are similar conditions to be found with prospective part-

time and evening class groups.

Full Time Students

Until a few years ago practically all the time of
the agricultural teacher was devoted to full time students
and community extension work. This condition still prevails
in most of the schools, with only occasional work being of-

fered to part-time and evening groups.

Part-Time Students.

Very little work has been done with part-time

students that could be truly reported as such. The 1927
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Agricultural Project Report given out by the State Board for
Vocational Education does not report any part-time work in
either of the fourteen county agricultural high schools in
which Smith-Hughes work is being carried out. There is ap-
parently no official reports on part-time work for any of

the non-Smith-Hughes schools.
Adults.

Some effort has been made to put on evening class
work with adults in a number of the county agricultural high
schools. Much of this work, however, does not include the
proper follow-up and for various reasons could not be of-
ficiglly reported as evening class work. The report of the
State Board for Vocational Education in 1927 does not indi-
cate any successfully completed evening class work for the
fourteen county agricultural high schools in which Smith-
Hughes work is offered. There are no definite records of
the follow-up work in the non-Smith-Hughes county sgricul-
tural high schools and it is impossible to determine with
any degree of accuracy the extent to which this work may be

called a success.

ADMINISTRATION OF SCHOOL.

The government and control of county agricultural
high schools is vested in a board of five trustees, one

from each supervisor's district. Two of them are elected
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by the board of supervisors, two by the county school board,
and the county superintendent constitutes the fifth member.
The trustees have control of all school property; approve,
elect and fix salsries of all teachers. The superintendent
of the school directs and supervises in an asdministrative
capacity the opersation of the school. All teachers in the
school are directly under his supervision., The agricultursl
teacher is given general supervision over the school farm and
all agricultural instruction offered by the school. The
courses oifered, length of courses and credits given to full
time students is directed by the superintendent and must be
in accordance with the requirements of the State Department
of Education. The agricultural teacher is given full free-
dom in plamning teaching content and methods in the agricul-
tural classes., In the vocational or Smith-Hughes type of
county agricultural high school the State Supervisor for
Vocational Education directs the genersl policies of the ag-
ricultural teacher, and the board of trustees and school sup-
erintendent must comply with the plans as set up by the State

Board for Vocational Education.

FINANCING THE SCHOOL.

The county board of supervisors levy taxes om all
taxable property in the county at the time the annual tax

levy is made for the support and maintenance of the county
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agricultural high school. The law provides that such tax
shall not exceed three milla. Funds derived from this tax
are deposited with the county treasurer, to be paid out on
the order of the board of trustees. In case two or more
counties unite in maintaining a joint county agricultural
high school, the board of trustees duly sasppointed from each
county appoint the eleventh member. The boards of super-
vigors from each county then levy a tax for the support and
maintenance of the school., In levying taxes for a joint%
school, each county acts independently. In addition to
county funds derived from taxable property of the county,
the state legislature makes appropriations for the support
and maintenance of county agriculturak high schools. The
amount of state funds received by any county for the suppart
of county agricultural high schools is based on the number
of boarding students enrolled in the school. If the board-
ing attendance exceeds thirty pupils, the school receives
$3,000.00 per year. If the number exceeds forty-five, the
‘school drews $4,000.00 from the state funds. If the number
exceeds seventy-five, the school draws $5,000.00 from state
funds., Special tax levies may be made by the board of super-
vigors for increasing buildings, repairs or the purchase of
new land. In Smith-Hughes county agricultural high schools
one-half of the agricultural teacher's salary is drawn from

the Vocational Board. The average county levy for mainten-
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ance of county agricultural high schools for the two year
period from July 1, 1926 to July 1, 1927 was 1.8 mills. The
boarding department of the school operates at actual cost to
the students, the average cost of board over the above two
year period being $10.81 per month per each student. A tui-
tion fee is charged by most schools to students from outside

the respective county or counties supporting the school,
A DESCRIPTION OF THE FARMS IN MISSISSIPPI.

A brief study of the average type farm and the
general agricultural conditions as found in Mississippi will
serve to give a more comprehensive understanding of the func-
tion and operstive problems of the county agricultural high
school in training boys for successful farming. The size of
farms and the comparative value of farms, farm implements,
buildings, live stock, and the efiiciency of production on
the average Mississippi farm are some of the factors influ-
encing the content and method of agricultural instruction as

offered by the county agricultural high schools.

Size of Farms.

The size of farms in Mississippi vary with the gen-
eral topography and soil belts. Their range is from the five
acre hillside farm of the upland section to the large cotton

rlantations covering thousands of acres in the deltas and
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prairie belt of the north central snd eastern portion of the
state. There is likewise much variation in the size of
farms within these rather well defined sections. The coun-
ties falling within these natural topogrephic and soil di-
visions of the state obviously vary widely in the size of
their farms and the nature of their respective farming int-
erests. Statistics show that there is only one state in
the United States having s smaller acreage per farm than
Mississippi. *5. The average acreage per farm in Missig-
sippi is 66.9 acres. The average acreage for the east
gouth central states, of which Misgsissippi is a part, is

756 acres. The average acreage ior the entire United States
is 148.2 acres, or more than double the average for Missis-
sippi. The average acreage per farm of improved land in
Migsissippi is 34.3 acres. The average acreage of improved
land per farm ifor the United States as a whole is 78 acres,
or more than double that of Mississippi. The percentage of
farm land improved for the United States as a whole is 54.4

per cent, while for Mississippi it is 48.5 per cent.

Comparstive Value of Farms.

The relatively small acreage per farm and the

limited amount of improvements in the form of farm buildings

*5. Pourteenth Census of U, S. A. for year 1920. Reference
to Chart Number 1, in sgppendix.
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and equipment make s very low comparative value for farms in
Mississippi. The average value per farm of all farm proper-
ty in Mississippi is $3,546.00. *6. The average value per
farm of gll farm proprty in the east south centrsl states,
of which Mississippi is a part, is $4,203.00. The average
value per farm of all farm property in the United States is
$12,084,00, or more than three times as great as that of

Mississippi.

Comparstive Value of Farm Implements.

As a result of the small acreage per farm and the
comparatively low value of all farm property on the average
farm as compared to that of other states, it is obvious that
the value of farm implements is comparatively low. The ob-
servation of the writer is that this is one of the limiting
factors in successiul farming in Mississippi. The average
value per farm of farm implements and machinery in Missis-
sippi is $147.00. *7. The average value per farm of farm
implements and machinery as found on the farms of the east
south central states, of which Mississippi is a part, is
$167.00. The average value per farm for all the farms of

the United States is $557.00, or nearly four times as great.

*6, 1Ibid., Appendix, Chart Number 1.

*7. Ibid., Appendix, Chart Number 1.
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Comparative Value of Land and rarm Buildings.

The class of farm buildings found on the average
Mississippi farm varies greatly with different sections of
the state. Practically sll farm buildings are frame struc-
tures, built of pine lumber from the native forests. Many
of the earlier settlers constructed their barns and out
houses of the farmastead from pine logs taken from the forest.
Evidence of these is still very common about the farmsteads
of many old settlements. The average Missigsippi farm has
e number of smaell and rather inexpensive barns and storage
houses about the farm, rather than one or two rather large
barns which might have afforded equal accommodations. The
average value per farm of land and buildings as found on the
Mississippi farm is $2,903.00. *8. The average value per
farm of land and buildings as found in the east south central
states, oi which Mississippi is a part, is $3,484.00. The
average value per farm oi land and buildings for the United
States as a whole is $10,284.00, or over three times as great

a8 that of Misscissippi.

Comparative Value of Live Stock.

The value of live stock in Mississippi has been

very low in comparison with the vast area of wood land and

*g, Ibid., Appendix, Chart Number 1.
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native pasture land that is available, particularly on the
open range sections of the state. Open range still general-
ly prevails in the southern part of the state, despite the
passage of a state wide stock law. The native, or what is
commonly called scrub stock, prevails on the open range, and
only a small percentage of beef stock is of the standard
pure bred type. More progress has been made in the develop-
ment of pure bred dairy stock. Registered dairy stock is
now gquite common on the better dairy farms, while the grade
cow still prevails on the average general farms. Much
progress has been made to replace the common woods hog with
setter bred stock, but grade hogs are still far more common
on the average farm. Iules are the prevailing work stock on
the average Migsissippi farm, the greater part of which are
purchased from outside the state. In general, it is safe

to say that the average type of live stock as found on

faerms in Mississippi is much below that found in the aver-
age state. The average value of live stock per farm in
Mississippi is $496.00. *9. The average value of live stock
per farm as found in the east south central states, of which
Mississippi is a part, is $551.00. The average value per
ferm of live stock for the United States as a whole is

$1,243.,00, or more than twice as great as that of Mississippi.

*9, Ibid., Appendix, Chart Number 1.
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Efficiency of Production.

The efficiency of production is essentially re-
duced on the average Mississippi farm as a result of the
comparatively small acreage per farm and the proportionate-
ly small value of farm implements. The relatively small
investment of the sverage IZagrmer obviously prevents the use
0of labor snd time saving machinery such ss is common to the
average large snd well equipped farm., A greater demand is
therefore made on men snd horse power, which materially re-

duces the efficiency of production.

Labor Income per Farmer.

Low stenderds of eificiency in farm production
must essentially result in g comperatively low labor in-
come per Iarmer. There is at present no zvailable data
concerning labor income per farmer for the state at large.
However, the results of some rather extensive investigations
in this 1ield may prove interesting and serve as a hasis for
comparison at this point. During the year 1919 g survey
was mede covering 154 farms, the average investment of
which was $6,520.00 per farm. *10. The results show that
the average net income per farm from this investment was

$800.,00 per year. The average labor income was $474.00 per

*10., The Family Living From the Farm, Department Bulletin
Number 1338.
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year, with a net return on the investment of 4.1 per cent.
The average for other sections of the stste, from which 1,213
farms were surveyed during the same ye ar, shows a net income
of $2,700.00 per yeasr, with a labor income of $1,133.00 per
year and a net return on capital invested of 7.8 per cent.

A financial statement taken from 19 farms in
Choctaw County, Mississippi, during the year 1925, showed an
average farm income of $824.98 per farm. The same report
ghows an average labor income of $312.86 per farm. These
figures would indicate an average labor income of approxi-
mately $640.00 per farm, which is hardly comparable with

common labor wage.

Summarized Comparison.

As a summary comparison of Mississippi farms with
the average farms of the United States, we find that the
average acreage per farm in Mississippi is 66.9 acres while
that for the United States is 148 sacres; that the improved
farm lgnd of the former is 34.3 acres, while the improved
lands of the latter is 78 acres; that the average value per
farm of all farm property of the former is $3,546.00, while
that of the latter is $12,084.00; that the average val ue per
farm of farm implements and ma chinery for the former is
$147.00, while the average for the latter is $557.00; and
the average value per farm of live stock in Mississippi is

$496.00, while the average value for the United States as a
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whole is $1,243.00., It is obvious from the above figures
that the comparative value of fsrms and farm eqmipment as
found on the average Mississippi farm is very low as compar-

ed with the average farms of the United States.

Qutstanding Characteristics.

Mississippi ranks near the bottom in its farm
values as compared with other average farming states. Its
forests and soil have been its only natursl materisl re-
gsources., ILumber menufacturing has been its most important
manufscturing industry and contributed 44.3 per cent of the
total manufsctured products of the state. As s manufactur-
ing state, Mississippi ranks thir ty-third in number of wage
earners and thir ty-seventh in number of menufactured products.
The forests are rapidly being consumed and in their place
millions of acres of cut over lands lie idle, awaiting the
8kill and knowledge of trained men to convert them into
farms or restore their former wealth through reforestation.
The past generation has profited through the manufacture of
its timber, which often provided greater financial returns
than the soil., Farming was often an avocation rather than
a vocation with many who professed to be farmers. With the
pessing of lumber manufascturing, many small villages that
sprung up and thrived around the lumber mills are disappear-

ing and their iformer sites are being converted into farms.



It is obvious that Mississippl is essentially an agricultur-
al state. On & comparative basis with other states, it is
equally obvious that its average farm values are far below
the standard that should be maintained by a state whose pre-

vailing occupation is that of farming.

Conditions Which Mske the County Agricultural High

Schools Particularly Adapted to Mississippi.

County agricultural high schools were established
in Mississippi to aid in meeting the need for better train-
ing of farmers. There are certain conditions which tend
to make this type of school better suited to Migsissippi
conditions than that of the average state. This type of
school provides opportunities for extensive farm practice
work on the school farm, which is not found in the regular
high school and which is often impossible to carry out in
the form of individual projects at home. The farm equip-
ment and live stock found on the aversge farm is often so
limited and inefficient that the agricultural teachers are
often confronted with a real problem in conducting the pro-
ject work efficiently. Comparatively simple methods as
taught in the school are often extremely difficult for the
boy to carry out on his home project because of the lack of
relatively simple, but much needed, equipment. Poor meth-

ods and the lack of funds on the home farm often prejudice
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the parent against the better practices which the boy attempts
to carry out in his home project. It is not desirable to at-
tempt to train the boy in the use of methods and equipment
beyond the desirable occupational level of the community in
which he expects to live. Such training, however, must be
comparable with desirable farming standards if vocational
training is to be effective., Many boys enter the countyag-
riculturael high schools who have haed little or no farm ex-
perience, but own sufficient land for farming purposes.
These boys often express a desire for agricultural training
and a purpose to use it. This type of boy is representative
of people who have been engaged in the timber business and
whose sons must now inherit the land from which the forests
have been removed. The school farm provides practical
trsining and actual farm participation which he could nok
get in other high schools., The most desirable type of boy
often comes from a poor farm home in which his chances for
education have been very limited. The county agricaltural
high school provides work with which they may pay their ex-
penses. Many of these boys remain with the school through-
out the full four years, working on the school farm during
the summer and during their available time the school year.
These conditions tend to make the county agricultural high

schools particularly adapted to Mississippi conditions.
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REASONS FOR MAKING THE STUDY.

The writer has been particularly interested in the
county sagricultural high schools since his first entry into
the work after leaving college. It is a rather distinct
type of educational work as compared with the regular high
school and one in which the writer feels it is necessary to
serve for a number of years before gaining a full sense of
the responsibilities which it imposes upon those whose ef-
forts are given to serving its needs, It has been the in-
tention of the writer to make this study for many years,
with a sincere hope that some contribution might be made to
county agricultural high schools which would repay the time

and efiort.

My Connection with County Agricultural High

Schools for Nine Years.

The writer has been actively and continuously en-
gaged in county agricultural high school work for the past
nine yesrs. The first three years were spent in & school
supported by one county. The past six years have been gpent
in a bi-county school, which has since developed into the
only tri-county agricultural high school in the state. The
work is hard and challenges the best that is within a man,

but the field for service seems great.



Personal Knowledge of Farm Conditions in Migssissippi.

The writer was reared on a farm in Mississippi
and since returning from college has been actively engaged
in agricultural work in the state. In connection with the
school, he has operated one of the largest school farms in
the state on g self-sustaining basis and has experienced
common problems with the farmers. He has done extension
work with the farmers as a part of the school program for
the past nine years and has made a special effort to le arn
their problems. He has given agssistance in organization
work for the promotion of specific agricultural programs
among farmers. The writer has 9 ent much time and effort
in studying farm conditions in the state and there are but
few of the eighty-two counties in the state in which he has
not been. Personal contact with farmers and farm life af-

fords one the truest appreciation of farm conditions.

My Faith end Coniidence in What the Mississippi

County Agricultural High Schools are Doing in Mississippi.

The writer feels that there is a specific work
to be done by the county agricultural high schools of Mis-
sissippi, which cannot be done so well by any other type
0of school organization in the state. They are prepared to
meet the specific needs of many farm boys which could not

be reached through other school orgenizations now in exist-
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ence in the state. The writer does not believe that the
present program of ggriculture in the county agricultural
high school is functioning with the degree of efficiency
that is comparable with its possibilities. However, in the
light of nine years of experience in this type of school,
the writer maintains that the efficiency of the program may
be increased and this is the prime motive for which this
study is made. The relative degree of efficiency with
which the present agricultural program is functioning in
the county sasgricultural high schools of Mississippi can only
be determined by a study of the efficiency factors of the

program.

PART 1II.
DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM.

Hgving described the county agricultural high
gchools of Migsissippi and the farming conditions under
which their program must operate, we may now proceed with the
major problem of this thesig; namely, the daterminatioh of
the efficiency of the programs in agriculture of the county

agricultural high schools of Mississippi.
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DETERMINING THE FACTORS OF AN EFFICIENT PROGRAM IN
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IN AGRICULTIURE.

Obviously the first step in measuring the effi-
ciency of a school program in vocational education in sgri-
culture is to determine the efficiency factors that make up
the program., So far as the writer has been able to ascer-
tain, there has been no progress made in the establishment
of efficiency standards by which specific vocational pro-
grams in sgriculture may be measured. However, considersable
work has been accomplished along this line by the trade and
industry department of vocational education, under the le ad-
ership of Doctor Charles R. Allen of the Federal Board for
Vocational Education. It is to Doctor Allen and Professor
G. A. Schmidt that the writer is indebted for his present
efforts to set up a group of efficiency standards in the
form of a score card by which the efficiency of a vocation-
al program in ggriculture may relatively be measured. *11.,
The writer does not propose this score as an sttempt to
measure definite specific results or attainments of in-
dividuals, but rather a means by which the operative lay-out

of the teaching program may be checked against the effi-

*11. Doctor Charles R. Allen, rederal Board for Vocational
Education. Professor G. A. Schmidt, Professor of Vo~
cational Agricultural sducation, Colorado Agricultur al
College.

wl B



ciency factors as based on the sixteen generally accepted

theories or efficiency factors of vocationgl education.

Setting up Factors of an Efficient Vocational Agricultural

Program Used in Evaluating a Specific School Program.

A teaching program, as in any production job, con-
sumes time, energy and money, and the efficiency of the per-
formance varies inversely with the amount of these elements
expended in the teaching performance. Aiter fifteen years
of experimenting, leaders in vocational education have set
up some definite policies and procedures which have proved
successful both in theory and practice. They constitute
devices or factors necessary to efficient training and econ-
omy in the use of time, labor and money. It is on the basis
of sixteen of these efficiency factors that the writer has
attempted to set up a score for evaluating a specific school
program. The efficiency factors as set up are as follows:

Occupational iUraining Environment,

Functionsal Content,

Training in Thinking and Menipulative Habits,

Interests, Aptitudes and Intrinsic. Intelligence;

Selected Group;

Repetitive Training;

DOccupationally Competent Instructor;

Occupational Training Level;

Y



Training on Resgl Jobs;

Source of Content;

Special Body of Content;

Contemporary Training Needs;

Group Needs;

Elastic Administration;

Minimum Cost;

Minimum Productive Ability.

A brief explanation of each of the efficiency
factors as set up in this score will serve to make clear
the meaning oi the standards by which this specific program

has been evaluated.

Occupational Treining Environment.

The theory is generally accepted that the most
effective treining environment is a replica of the environ-
ment in which the learner must subsequently work. Training
on the job itself would evidently insure the exact environ-
ment. Obviously, the efficiency of a vocational progrem in
agriculture will depend upon the degree to which the agricul-
tural training conditions resemble the occupationsl farming
conditions in which the learner must subsequently work,

Some acceptable evidence by which this standard can be
megsured is the equipment used by the learner, size of proj-

ects, nature of the jobs the learners are doing, character
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of the projects, time on projects and time on the vocational
school work. A statement of the theory on which this stand-
ard is based is as follows: "Vocational education will be
efficient in proportion as the environment in which the
learner is trained is & replica of the environment in which

he must subseguently work," ¥*12.

Functional Content.

Farm jobs are not gll standardized, but there is
usually a best method for doing all farm jobs. The most
efficient training can only be given to farm boys when the
‘functional content used in the training process is cerried
out in the same way and with the same equipment as that
used by the farmers in the occupation itself. Some accept-
able evidence by which this stendard can be measured is the
extent to which the skills are used in farming, the extent
to which the informstion is used, the extent to which it is
used on projects and the extent to which it develops job
ability in the learner. The theory on which this standard
is based is as follows: "Effective vocational training can
only be given where the training jobs are carried on in the
same way with the same operations, the same machines and

the same tools as in the occupation itself. *13.

*12, Proscer end Allen, Vocational Education in a Democracy,
P, 194. '

*13, Ibid., P. 195.
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Iraining in Thinking and Manipulative Habits.

The efficiency of & vocational program in agricul-
ture in which farm boys are trained in thinking and manipu-
lative habits of farming will be effective in proportion as
such habits function specifically in the farming occupation
in which they are subsequently to work. The learner must
be trained in thinking habits and manipulative habits which
are similar to those possessed by the farmers on the farm.
Some acceptable evidence by which this standard casn be
measured is determining the extent to which the thinking
problems boys are solving are the thinking jobs of farmers,
the extent to which the manipulative jobs of boys are the
manipulative jobs of farmers, the methods used by boys in
solving their problems are their method of doing problems.
The content of this stzndard is based on the following
theory: "That vocational education will be effective in
proportion as it trains the individual directly and speci-
iically in the thinking habits and menipulative habits re-

quired in the occupation itself." *14.

Interests, Aptitudes and Intrinsic Intelligence.

Vocational education accepts the theory that

different individusls possess special gptitudes and inter-

*14, Ibid., P. 197.
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ests which must be considered if training is to be effective.
A vocational program in agriculture to be effective must be
designed to meet the needs of those boys who are interested,
who want the training and are able to profit by it. Such a
program will be efficient in proportion as it enables each
~individual to capitalize on his interests, aptitudes and
intrinsic intelligence. Some acceptable evidence by which
this standserd can be measured is the enjoyment which the
individual gets irom his work, his willingnesc in the work,
results obtained, rapidity of learning, and ways of going
about the job., The theory on which this standard is based
is stated as follows: "Vocational education will be ef-
fective in proportion as it enables esch individual to
capitalize his interests, aptitudes and intrinsic intelli-

gence to the highest possible degree." *15,

Selected Group.

Vocational education assumes that its education
is specific and should not be given to those who are un=-
able to profit by the instruction oifered. It is therefore
obvious that a vocational program designed to train boys
for successful farming will be efficient in proportion as

its trainees belong to & select group oi boys who need the

*15. Ibid., P. 198.
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training, who want it end are able to profit by it. Some
acceptable evidence by which this standard can be measured
is the basis on which trainees are selected: eighth grade
graduate, occupational experience, vocation one expects to
follow, ability to profit by the work, need for the in-
struction, economic ability, I. Q., age, attitude and int-
erest of the boy. The theory on which this standard is
based is stated as follows: "Effective vocational educa-
tion for any profession, calling, trade, occupation or job
can only be given to the select group of individusls who

need it, want it and asre able to profit by it." *16.

Repetitive Training.

The pedagogy of vocational education is based
squsrely upon habit psychology, which states that the for -
metion of long time habitsbdepends upon repetitive train-
ing until habits are firmly fixed. Therefore, a vocational
program which has as its objective the training of boys for
successiul farming will be effective in proportion as it
trains them in correct thinking and doing habits of farming
until such habits asre firmly fixed. Some acceptable evi-

dence by which this standard cen be measured is the repid-

*16., Ibid., P. 198,
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ity with which type problems can be solved and the degree o
8kill end rapidity shown by the learner in doing ability to
solve problems. The theory on which this standard is based
is stated as follows: "That vocational training will be
effective in proportion as the specific training experience
for forming right habits of doing and thinking are repeated
to the point that these habits become fixed to the degree

necessary for gainiul employment."” *17.

Occupationally Competent Instructor.

Vocational educstion in sgriculture mey be gener-
ally accepted as a social device whereby specific habits
pertaining to environment and the thinking and doing habits
0of farm problems may be rapidly and efficiently developed.
These habits must be secured under the direction and super-
vision of the asgriculturel teacher, who must himself poss-
ess such farm habits and experience in a sufficient degree
to meet the occupational requirements of the farming voca-
tion. It is therefore obvious that a vocationsl program
in agriculture will be efficient in proportion ss the in-
structor hes had successiul experience in the application
of the gkills and knowledge of farm operations and process-
es which he attempts to teach. Some acceptable evidence by

which this standard can be measured is the number of years

*17., Ibid., P. 199.
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of farming experience which the agricultural instructor has
had, technical treining, professional treining, money made
in farming, his experience in managing a farm and the nature
of his farming experience. The theory on which this stand-
ard is based is stated as follows: "That vocationsal educa-
tion will be effective in proportion as the instructor has
had successful experience in the application of skills and
knowledge to the operations and processes he undertakes to

teach."  *18,

Qccupational Training Level.

The functioning value of a vocationsl program in
agriculture will obviously depend upon the ability of the
farm boy to use such training in geinful employment in his
vocation. However, if on returning to the farm, the pro-
ductive ability of the boy is below the minimum standard
for farm employment, the training will have been of no value
to himself or society and the training program to him will
have been a failure. Therefore, the efficiency of a voca-
tional progrem in agriculture, which has as its objective
the training of boys ior succeszful farming, will be in pro-
portion to the degree of success with which its trainees are

trained to the level of successiul farmers in the occupation.

*18. Ibid., P. 200.
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Some acceptable evidence by which this standard csn be measur
ed is the degree to which boys are trained to the level of
gsuccessful farmers, the extent to which they are able to do
the jobs they are called upon to do, and the extent to which
boys are trained to meet the speciiic farming occupations.
The theory on which this standard is based is stated as fol-
lows: "Por every occupation there is a minimum productive
ability which an individusal must possess in order to secure
or retain employment in that occupation. If vocational edu-
cation is not carried to that point with that individusal,

it is neither personally nor socially effective." *19,

Training on Real Jobs.

Professor G. A. Schmidt seys, "That perhaps the
most outstanding weakness in the teaching of vocational ag-
riculture is the lack of emphasis put. upon the pupil's
participating experience in the farm jobs or lesson units
that are taught." *20. Since vocational education is
specific, each lesson unit and farm job should apply direct-
ly on some specific farm job or farm problem. Doctors
Prosser sand Allen state, "An exercise may be defined as
training on an operation where the entire purpose is to de-
velop skill and give an opportunity to apply technical know-

ledge. Under these conditions the product may be of no val-

*I9. Ibid., P. 200
*20, Schmidt, G. A., Projects and the Project Method in
Agricultural Education, P. 33.
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ue whatever, and the conditions under which it was turned
out may be totally different from those of the occupation
itself. A pseudo job may be defined as an actual production
job which is carried on in sn actual way so far as know-
ledge and skill are concerned, but whose product is in no
way utilized, and whose working conditions are not those
of the occupation."” *21., It is evident, therefore, that
the efficiency of a vocational program in agriculture will
be in proportion as the farm skills and farm problems
taught to farm boys are real farmers' jobs, and are car-
ried out under the same working conditions as those of the
farming occupation itself. Some acceptable evidence by
which this standard can be measured is the size of jobs
done by the boys, the nature of jobs done by boys, the
equipment used and the method. The theory on which this
standard is based is stated as follows: "The effective
establishment of process habits in any learner will be
secured in proportion as the training given is on actual

jobs and not on exercises or pseudo jobs." *22,

Source of Content.

Vocational education has accepted the theory

that in order to0 secure the most reliable content for

*21. Ibid., P. 203.
*o00, 1Ibid., P. 202.
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specific training in any occupation it is necessary to go
to those who are successfully employed in that occupation.
Obviously, the most reliable source of content in training
boys for successful farming can best be secured from suc-
cessful farmers in the occupation, and the efficiency of
any school program in vocational sgriculture will be in
proportion to the degree with which the training content
for the course has been selected from the experiences of
successiful farmers in the occupation. Some acceptable
evidence by which this standard can be mesassured is found

by determining the source of teaching content as to com-
munity survey, enterprise analysis, operative job analysis,
managerial job analysis, bulletins, reference books, text
books and successful farmers. The theory on which this
standard is based is stated as follows: "The only reliable
source of content for specific training in an occupation

is in the experiences of masters of that occupation.” *23.

Special Body of Content.

Vocational education has not only accepted the
theory that the most reliable source of content for any
occupation is found in that occupation, but that this con-
tent is speciiic and not general and that it has practical-

ly no functioning value in any other occupation. It is

*2%z, Ibid., P. 203.
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obvious, therefore, that the manipulative content, specific
technical content and the intelligence content of any voca-
tional school program which has as its objective the trein-
ing ot boys for successful farming will be efiicient in
proportion as such body of content applies directly and
specifically to the farm skills and problems of the farming
vocation. Some acceptable evidence by which this standard
can be measured is to determine to what extent the special
body of teaching content came from successful farmers,
books, bulletins, and the job efficiency of the boys, like-
wise the degree to which it is taught. The theory on which
this standard is based is stated as follows: "For every
occupation there is a body of content which is peculiar to
that occupation and which practically has no functioning

value in any other cc cupation." *24,

Contemporary Training Needs.

The variety of individusal interests and problems
which characterize the average group of boys who are train-
ing for the occum tion of farming often challenges the best
efforts of the instructor to meet the specific training
needs of the group at the time they want it and need it
most, and in such a way thet they can most effectively

profit by the instruction. The most effective training

*24, Ibid., P. 204,
-B55=



or information that the individual boy can receive is that
informgtion which applies on a specific problem in which
the boy is interested and wants the information, and is able
to profit by it. The efficiency, thereiore, of & vocational
program in which boys are training for successful farmers
will be in proportion to the degree in which that program
provides the desirable training that is needed, at the time
it is needed and in such a way that the boy may get the
greatest amount of profit from it. Some acceptable evidence
by which this standard can be measured is by determining the
extent to which boys actually get the training when they
need it most and when they have immediate use for it, the
extent to which boys are using the training which they are
getting, extent of individual instruction, flexibility in
course content and the Ilexibility in entrance requirements.
The theory on which this standard is based is stated as
follows: "Vocational education will r ender efficient ser-
vice in proportion as it meets the specific training needs
of any group at the time they need it and in such a way

that they can most efiectively profit by the instruction.”
*25.

Group Needs.

The scope and variety of vocational educstion as

it is now offered deals with a grest variety of types and

*25, Ibid., Page 206.
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interests representative of its trainees, With the develop-
ment of part-time, day unit and evening classes the problem
0f group characteristics became more complex. There is not
only much diversity in individual interests, aptitudes and
intrinsic intelligence, but also a great variety of differ-
ences in age and experiences 0f the learners. A well-
orgenized vocational program in sgriculture must not only
be prepared to meet the trasining needs of all day classes,
but those of the part-time, day unit and evening classes.
It is obvious, therefore, that the efficiency of a voca-
tional program in agriculture will be in proportion as its
methods of instruction and perscnal relation with the learn-
ers take into account the particular charecteristics of the
particular group which it serves., Some sacceptable evidence
by which this standard may be messured is the extent to
which teaching procedure is adapted to meet the needs of
full time class methods, part-time cless methods snd even-
ing class methods. The theory on which this stendard is
based is stated es follows: "Vocational education will be
socially efficient in proportion as in its methods of in-
struction and its personel relations with the leasrner it
takes into consideration the particular characteristics

0of any particular group which it serves." *26.

*26., Ibid., Page 207.
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Elastic Administration.

Vocational education acceepts the theory that it
is the Jjob of the vocationzal administrator to so organize
and administer his work that other theories can be effect-
ively carried out in practice. The zdministration must not
be rigid and stsndardized, but elastic and fluid. It evi-
dently follows that the efficiency of a vocational pr ogram
in sgriculture will be efficient in proportion as the ad-
ministration of that program is elastic and fluid, rather
then rigid and standsrdized. Some acceptable evidence by
which this standard cen be measured is to determine the ex-
tent to which courses are set up to meet the needs rather
then required courses, time entrance recuirements, gradua-
tion requirements, time given to individual instruction and
the time required to complete vocational work. The theory
on which this standard is based is stated =g follows:

"The administration of vocationesl education will be effi-
cient in proportion as it is elastic and fluid rather than

rigid and standasrdized." *27.

Minimum Cost.

The cost fazctor in vocational education often

presents a real problem to the administrator, which may re-

*27, Ibid., Page 208.
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sult in a partial compromise between the real efficiency of
the vocational program and the cost of maintenance. It is
evident, however, that this compromise cannot be carried
out in vocational education if the theory that vocational
training to be effective must be given up to the employment
standard. Therefore, the efficiency of a vocational pro-
gram in sgriculture will be in proportion to the amount of
funds provided for in meeting the cost needs of effective
training, Some acceptable evidence by which this standard
can be measured is the evidence of sufficient funds to give
effective training to pre-~determined levels, the salary of
teacher, pupils per teacher, size of shop and the amount
allowed for transportation. The theory on which this stand-
ard ig based is stated as follows: "While every reasonable
eficrt should be made to reduce per capitae cost, there is

e minimum below which effective vocational education cannot
be given, and if the course does not permit of this minimum
of per capita cost, vocational education should not be

attempted.” *28.

Minimum Production Ability.

Effective training in a vocation must necessarily
qualify the trainee to meet the market demands for labor in

the field in which he is subsequently to work. In some

*2g8, Ibid., Page 209.
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Cases this training may not be regarded as the most desir-
able way, but it should be up to the present accepted stand-
ard for the particular occupation in which the trainee is
preparing to work. A vocational program in sgriculture must
therefore train the individual to meet the accepted level

of the farming vocation for his community, and the effi-
ciency of such program will be in proportion to the minimum
productive ability in the vocation oi farming that the
graduated trainees possess. Some acceptable evidence by
which this standerd can be measured is determined by the
success of trainees on entering the Jjob and the success of
the trainees on projects. The theory on which this stand-
ard is based is stated as follows: "Vocational education
must recognize conditions ss they are and must train in-
dividuals to meet the demends of the 'market' even though
it may be true that more efficient weys of conducting the
occupation may be known and that better working conditions

are highly desirable." *29.
METHOD FOLLOWED IN SCORING.

The method followed in scoring the agricultursl
programs of these schools was to select four county agricul-
tural high schools with Smith-Hughes progreams and four with-

out Smith~Hughes programs,which were as nearly representa-

*29. 1Ibid., Page 202.
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tive of the average programs in the state as possible.
Three of these schools were selected from the southern part
of the state, three were selected from the central part and
two from the northern part. These sclections were based on
the recommendations of the State Supervisor of County Ag-
ricultural High Schools and the State Supervisors for Vo-
cational Education in Mississippi. The writer arranged
dates with the supervisors for visitation and making the
necessary study of these school programs. Upon arrival at
each school, the superintendent of the school, the agricul-
tural teacher, the state supervisor and the writer selected
such other available persons as would be competent to form
a part of this study group. The personnel from which selec-
tions were mede consisted of county superintendents, school
trustees, county agents, school principals and students of
the school. The group making the study was seated in con-
ference method. ZIZach was presented with & copy of the
blank score card and the sixteen present theories in voca-
tional education. Azter a deiinite understandi ng of the
objective in view, the group proceeded in open conference
method to make an efiiciency study of that specific agri-
cultural school program in terms of the gstandards set up

on the score card. The smallest number composing any group
meking this study was five and the largest number composing

any one group was nine, The zverage amount of time consum-
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ed with each conference in making this study was approxi-

metely three hours.

EVALUATING THE AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM OF THE NON-SMITH-
HUGHES MISSISSIPPI COUNTY AGRICULTURAL HIGH SCHOOLS
IN TERMS OF STANDARDS SBT UP.

As a basis for comparison, each of the sixteen
standards set uwp in the score card was given a value of
ten and each individual school was scored on the sixteen
standards. *30.

On the basis of standard A, "Occupational Train-
ing Environment", the four non-Smith-Hughes schools made an
average score of 7.5, which indicates that the treining en-
vironment of these schools is 75 per cent efficient in
terms of the standard set up and in comparison with the act-
ugl ferming environment in which the trainees must subse-
quently work. *31,

On the basis of standard B, "Functionsl Content",
this group scored an average of 8,0, which indicates that
the training content oi courses offered in these schools is
regarded as 80 per cent efficient in its application to the

jobs taught.

*30, Reference, Chart Number 2, Appendix.
_ heference to Exhibit Number 1.
*31. Reference to Chart Number 2, Appendix,
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On the basis of standard C, "Training in Thinking
and Manipulstive Habits", the group scored an average of 7.0,
which indicates that the degree of efficiency with which
these schools develop thinking and manipulative habits of
farming with their trainees is 70 per cent.

On the basis of standard D, "Cepitalizing on Int-
erests, Aptitudes and intrinsic Intelligence”, the group
scored an average of 7.0, indicating that the efficiency of
the vocational program as now offered is 70 per cent effect-
ive in its effort to recognize and develop individual inter-
est, aptitudes gnd intrinsic intelligence in their trainees.

On the basis of standard E, "Selected Group",
these schools scored an average of 0.0, which indicates
that the efficiency of the present program in effectively
selecting the individual trainees for vocational training
in agriculture is O per cent. Evidence in the case shows
that the state law provides that all boys attending the
county agricultural high schools must take vocastional train-
ing in agriculture as offered for & period of not less than
two years while in attendance. There is no provision in
the schools for the selection of students taking agricul-
tural training on the basis of their individual interests,
aptitudes, past experience or future intention to use the
training in the vocation of farming.

On the basis of standard ¥, "Repetitive Training",
these schools scored an average of 6.75, which indicates

o



that the present program in agriculture is 67.5 per cent
efficient in the practice of providing repetitive training
in the correct habits of thinking and doing until these
habits become fixed to the degree necessary for successful
employment .

On the basis of standsrd G, "Occupationslly Com-
petent Instructor", this group scored an average of 8,75,
indicating that the average guelirication of teachers in
the agriculturgl program was 87.5 per cent efficient in
terms of their successiul experience in the application of
skills and knowledge of the farming operations end process-
es which they were teaching.

On the basis of standard H, "Occupational Train-
ing Level", the group scored an average of 7.75, indicating
that the average efficiency of thelr agricultural program
in treining boys up to the minimum standards of the farming
occupation of their community was 77.5 per cent.

On the basis of standard I, "Training on Real
Jobs™, these schools scored an average of 8.75, which in-
dicates that the efficiency of their agricultural program
in training on real farm Jobs under actual farm conditions
is 87.5 per cent.

On the basis of standard J, "Source of Content"™,
these schools scored an average c¢f 6.0, which indicates

that the average eliiciency with which the training content
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for the agricultursl program is taken from the experiences
0of successful farmers in the occupation is 60 per cent,
BEvidence in the case shows that no efforts are made to car-
ry out the orgenized community surveys and that enterprise
and Jjob analysis are not made in developing tesching con-
tent.

On the basis of standard K, "Special Body of Con-
tent", the group scored an averacse of 8.25, which indicates
that the efficiency of the agricultural programs in identi-
fying and teaching the specific body of content which ap=-
plies on the specific farm jobs taught in 82,5 per cent.

On the basis of standard L, "Contemporary Train-
ing Needs", these schools scored an average of 6.25, indicat-
ing that the efriciency with which these school programs
provide Zor the speciiic training needs of the individual
boy when he needs the training most and when he is best
able to profit by it is 62.5 per cent.

On the basis of standard M, "Group Needs", these
schools scored an average of 4.0, indicating that the ef-
ficiency with which these school programs recognize and
carry out the group needs oi the trainees is 40 per cent.
Evidence in the case shows thet part-time and evening class
work has not been carried out effectively by these programs.

On the basis of standard N, "Elastic Administra-

tion", the group scored an average of 5.5, indicating that
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the flexibility of the agricultural program in meeting the
needs of the trainees is b5 per cent erficient. Evidence

in the case shows that there is no flexibility in t ime en-
trance requirements, grasduation requirements or time to com-
plete vocational work. There is & limited flexibility in
the set-up of courses and the time given to individusl in-
struction.

On the basis of standard O, "Minimum Cost", the
average score for these schools is 7.0, which indicates that
the average efficiency in the agricultural program in terms
of available funds with which effective training in agricul-
ture may ve carried out is 70 per cent.

On the basis of standerd P, "Minimum Production
Ability", these schools scored an average of 5.5, which
indicates that the eificiency oi the asgricultural program
in recognizing fsrming conditions as they are and training
boys to meet Lhe market demands Ior successful employment
in the accepted farming level is 55 per cent.

The general average score -or the non-Smith-
Hughes progrems is 6.43, or sn aversge percentage effi-

ciency of 64.3 per cent as indicated by the score. *32.

*32. Reference, Chart Number 2, Appendix.
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EVALUATING THE AGRICULTUKAL PROGR.M Or 1Hs SMITH-HUGHES
COUNTY AGRICULTURAL HIGH SCHOOLS Or MISSISSIPPI IN TERMS
OF STANDARDS SET UP.

As In the case of the non-Smith-Hughes schools,
for the purpose of comparison, each of the sixteen standards
set up in the score were given a value of ten gnd each in-
dividual school was scored according to the sixteen stané-
ards as set up.

On the basis of standard A, "Occupational Training
Environment", the four Smith-Hughes schools msde an average
score of 7.75, which indicates that the training environ-
ment of their school program is 77.5 per cent. *33. Such
is the efficiency in terms of the standard set up and in
comparison with the actual forming environment in which the
trainees must subseguently work.

On the odasis o0i standard B, "Functional Content",
these schoois scored an average 0of 8.5, which indicates that
the training content as orfered in the agricultural program
is 85 per cent eiiicient in its application to the farming
jobs taught.

On the basis of standard C, "Training in Thinking
and lianipulative Habits", the group scored an average of 8.0,

which indicates that the degree of efficiency with which the

%¥3%, Reference, Chart Number 2, Appendix,
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agricultural program of these schools develop correct think-
ing and manipulative hasits of farming with their trainees
is 80 per cent.

On the basis of standard D, "Capitalizing on Int-
erests, Aptitudes znd Intrinsic Intélligence", the group
scored an average of 8.5, indicating that the efficiency of
their vocational program in agriculture as now offered is
85 per cent effective in its effort to recognize and devel-
op the individual interest, gptitudes and intrinsic in-
telligence of their trainees.

On the basis of stendard E, "Selected Group"”,
these schools scored an aversge of 3.5, which indicates
that the efficiency of their present program in effective-
ly selecting the individual trainees for vocational train-
ing in agriculture is 35 per cent. ZIEvidence in the case
shows that all boys sttending the county agriculturzl high
schools must teke vocational training in agriculture as
offered for a period of not less than two yezrs while in
attendance. It should be noted, however, that three
schools in the group have provided some means of selecting
the trainees for the Smith-Hughes progrem end placing the
non-select group in non-vocationsl classes. One school
in this group has developed what was regarded as & one hun-
dred per cent efficient method of selecting trainees for

its egricultural program,
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On the basis of standard ¥, "Repetitive Training",
these schools scored an sverage of 7.25, which indicates
that the present progrem in agriculture is 72.5 per cent
efficient in the practice of providing repetitive training
in the correct habits of thinking and doing until these
habits Become fixed to the degree necessary for successful
employment in the farming occupation.

On the basis of standard G, "Occupationally Com-
petent Instructor", this group scored an aversge of 8.5,
indicating that the average qualificstion of teachers in
the agricultural program was 85 per cent eificient in terms
of their training and successiul experience in the applica-
tion of the skills and knowledge o the farming operations
and processes which they were teaching.

On the basis of standard H, "Occupational Train-
ing Level", the group scored an average of 7,75, indicat-
ing that the average efficiency of their agricultural pro-
gram in treining boys up to the minimum standards of the
farming occupation oI their respective community was 77.5
per cent.

On the basis of standard I, "Treining on Resal
Jobs", these schools scored an average of 7.25, which
indicates that the efficiency of their agricultural pro-
gram in training on reuzl fzrm jobs under actual Iarming

conditions is 72.5 per cent.
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On the basis of standard J, "Source of Content",
these schools scored an average of 8,75, which indicates
that the average efiiciency with which the training content
for the agricultural program is taken from the experiences
of successful farmers in the occupation is 87.5 per cent.
Evidence in this case shows that the agricultural teachers
gll meke a community survey and a yearly teaching plan and
job analysis in some form.

On the basis of standard K, "Specisl Body of
Content™, the group scored an average of 8,75, which in-
dicates that the efiiciency of the agricultural programs
in identifying and teaching the specific body of content
which applies on the specific farm Jjobs taught is 87.5 per
cent.

On the basis of standard &L, "Contemporary Train-
ing Needs", these schools scored an average of 8,25, in-
dicating that the efficiency with which these school pro-
grams provide for the specific training needs of the indi-
vidual boy when he needs the tréining most and when he is
best able to profit by it is 82.5 per cent.

On the basis of standsrd M, "Group Needs", these
schools scored gn average of 5.75, indicating thet the
efficiency with which these schools recognize and carry out
the group needs of the trzinees is 57.5 per cent. Evidence

in this case shows that some work was attempted in evening
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class work, but was not well organized and did not have a
complete follow-up.

On the basis of standard N, "Elastic Administra-
tion", the group scored an sverage of 7.5, indiceting that
the flexibility of the sgricultural progrem in meeting the
individual needs of the trzinees is 75 per cent. Evidence
in the case shows that there is very limited flexibility
in the time entrance requirements, graduation requirements
or time to complete vocational work. There is adequate
flexibility in the set-up of courses and the time given to
individual instruction in directed practice work.

On the basis of standard 0, "Minimum Cost", the
average score for the group is 7.5, which indicates that
the average efficiency of the agricultural progrem in
terms of available funds with which erfective training in
agriculture may be carried out is 75 per cent.

On the basis of standard P, "Minimum Production
Ability", these schools scored an average of 5.75, which
indicates that the efficiency of the agricultural programs
in recognizing farming conditions as they are and training
boys to meet the market demands for successful employment
in the accepted farming level is 57.5 per cent.

The general average score for the Smith-Hughes
agricultural programs is 7.43, or an average percentage

*

efficiency of 74.3 per cent ags indicated by the score. T34.

¥z4. Reference, Chart Number 3, Appendix.,
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COMPARISON OF WHAT THESE SCHOOLS ARE DOING.

Standard. Score on Standard.
Smith-Hughes Non-Smith-Hughes

A. Occupational Training
Environment. 7.5 % 75.0%

B. PFunctional Content. 85.0 80,0

C. Training in Thinking and
Manipulative Habits. 80.0 70.0

D. Capitalizing on Interests,
Aptitudes and Intrinsic

Intelligence. 856.0 70.0
E. Selected Group. 35.0 0.0
F, Repetitive Training. 72.5 67.5

G. Occupationally Competent
Instructor. 85.0 87.5

H. Occupational Treining

Level. 77.5 77.5
I. Training on Real Jobs. 72.5 87.5
J. Source of Content. 87.5 60.0
K. Special Body of Content. 87.5 82.5
L., Contemporary Training
Needs. 82.5 62.5
M. Group Needs. 57.5 40.0
N. Elastic Administration. 75.0 55.0
0. Minimum Cost. 75.0 70.0
P. Minimum Production Ability. 57.5 55,0
Average Score 74.3 64 .3
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ABSTRACTIONS AND GENERALIZATIONS.

A scrutiny of the efficiency scores of the agricul-
tural programs in the county agriailtural high schools of
Mississippi in the aggregate indicates a comparatively low
degree of efficiency in their training progrsms for the vo-
cation of farming on a basis of the efficiency standards by
which they were mezsured. On a basis of the sixteen stand-
ards set up, the average efficiency of agriailtural programs
in Smith-Hughes and non-Smith-Hughes schools, considered
jointly, is 66.8 per cent. *35, The average efficiency
of the agricultural programs in Smith-~Hughes schools, con-
gidered separately, is 74.3 per cent. *36. The average
efficiency of the sasgricultural programs in non-Smith-

Hughes schools, taken separately, is 64.3 per cent. These
figures indicate that the Smith-Hughes progrems are on the
average L0 per cent more efficient in traiﬁing for the farm-
ing vocation than the non-Smith-Hughes type. On g basis of
the sixteen standards by which these programs were megsured,
the Smith-Hughes programs out-ranked non-Smith-Hughes pro-
grams in thirteen of the sixteen standards set up. Non-
Smith-Hughes programs ranked 2.5 per cent more efficient in
the competency of agricultural teachers and 15 per cent more

efficient in the practice of training on real Iarm jobs.

*35, Reference, Chart Number 3, Appendix.,
*36. Reference, Chert Number 2, Appendix.



Methods of selecting the group of trainees for the agricul-
tural program constitutes the lowest standard of efficiency
in both Smith-~Hughes and non-Smith-Hughes programs. How-
ever, the Smith-Hughes program indicates 35 per cent more
efficiency in this point. It will also be observed that
the Smith-Hughes program is decidedly more efficient in the
factors of selecting teaching content, training in thinking
and mgnipulative habits, capitalizing on interests, ap-
titudes and intrinsic intelligence, and in providing con-

temporary treining needs and elesticity in administration.

Qutstanding Wesknesses.

Decidedly the most outstanding weakness in both
Smith-Hughes and non-8mith-Hughes agricultural programs of
the county agricultural high schools is the existing basis
of selecting trainees. ZEvidence of this is made particular-
ly impressive through the application of graphs in illustra-
tion. *37, State laws provide that all boys attending the
county agricultural high school must tske agriculture for a
minimum period of two years while in attendance. Many are
forced into the agricultural program who have no interest
in the training or future intention of following the occupa-
tion of farming. There are many others who elect to take
agriculture beyond the two years prescribed by law, who

have no material interest in the training other than to get

¥37. Reference, Charts Numbers 4, 5, 6 &nd 7. Appendix.
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the credit which the course carries and participate in the
outside class work, which to some has a greater appeal than
the routine class activities of academic courses. This
problem becomes even more acute in Smith-Hughes programs
where a number of town boys and others who have no facil-
ities for conducting home projects and, above all, have no
interest or desire for the training are in the classes.
Various processes of selection have been attempted in a
limited way by a number of Smith-Hughes programs, some of
which indicate very effective results. It is obvious that
the evil effects of poor methods in selecting the tralnees
for a program may reflect in some degree upon the other
efficiency factors of that program.,

The second outstand ing weakness, and one which
is more characteristic of non-Smith-Hughes programs, is
the inefficiency with which these programs =zre able to
cgpitalize on the individual interests and aptitudes of the
boys. A successful home project will evidently contribute
more to the individual interests and responsibility of the
boy because of perscnal ownership than the group or in-
dividual practice work on the school farm where the reward
for his labor is often the mere practice of doing and
through which the individusl msy or may not have the oppor-

tunity to develop his speciiic aptitudes.
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The difiiculty with which boys are successfully
trained in the correct thinking habits of farming consti-
tues a third weskness in non-Smith Hughes programs, which
may often result from the absence of project methods of
supervised training. It is obviously less probable that a
boy will be induced to think out all of the functioning
facts that count in his specific farm job in the same manner
that a farmer thinks out his farm problems on the farm un-
less this farm job of the boy carries with it the same re-
spongibility of ownership and monetary investment and the
possibility of remunerative returns. |

A fourth outstend ing weakness, common to non-
Smith-Hughes schools, is the method of securing teaching
content., Community surveys are often limited in nature and
more or less inaccurate. The yearly teaching plan is often
& matter of mere memory rather than a well organized pro-
gram of tezching procedure which serves as a Igirly accurate
schedule fior the year's work. Practicelly no attempts are
made to develop well organized job analysis for determining
all the functioning facts.

Training on real farm jobs under sctual farming
conditions presents g fiith outstanding weakness which oft-~
en appears more acute under the operation of Smith-Hughes
programs. This is often an unavoidable situation in many

cases because of the limited facilities of the individusl
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for conducting worthy individual projects on the home ZIarm.
The limitation of land, farming equipment, funds and other
functional factors often msaske this a gerious difficulty to
overcome,

Providing contemporary training needs for the boy
is an outstanding weakness, which is more characteristic of
the non-Smith-Hughes progrsms. The zctual class instruction
ig often given without immediate concern for the specific
problems that are to be carried out in supervised practice
work by the boy on the school farm. It is highly desirable
that sll instruction be directed toward the solution of
specific problems which confront the boy and et the time it
will most effectively function in helping the boy to solve
his problem.

One of the most undesirable weaknesses in the
agricultural program of both Smith-Hughes and non-Smith-
Hughes schools is the limited degree of e€lasticity with
which their programs azre pernitted to meet the rather
academic administration demands of the genersl school pro-
grem., The most desirsvle type of farm boys are often un-
able to leave the farm and enter school at its regular
opening. Under the present system no special provision is
made for their late entry, except under the handicap of mak-
ing up all courses in such a way that they msy qualify in
all stendards of the school. The fect that a boy may want

to texe a course in dairying or other specific farm enter~
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prises alone does not relieve him of the necessary obliga-
tion of carrying the prescribed amount of other zcademic
subjects, under the present orgaenization of agricultursl
high schools. The same graduation requirements are prescrib-
ed for &ll who enter and the time reguired to complete a
course in the agricultural program is the same for a town
boy who has had no previous farm e:perience as that for the
typical faerm boy who may possess the generel functional
knowledge of farming and merely have entered school to mas-
ter the science and technique of farming processes, Courses
are generally prescribed with & hope that they will touch
upon the specific problems of each member of the class.
Smith~Hughes programs give evidence oi 0 per cent more ef-
ficiency in their efforts to meet the immediate training
needs and emergencies of their trainees than the non-Smith-
Hughes programs.

Failure to recognize and trein for the group needs
gnd minimum production ability stendards of the trainees
constitutes other outstanding wesknesses in the agricultural
program, which deserve particular mention as being character-
igstic of both Smith-Hughes and non-Smith-Hughes programs in
the county agricultural high schools of Mississippi. *38,

Teaching methors have been directed almost exclusively to

*38., Reference, Chart Number 5.

-78-



full time classes in the agricultural programs of county
agricultural high schools and comparatively little time has
been given to work with the part-time and evening groups.
Zvidence in the case indicates that such efforts as have
been made with part-time and evening class groups have not
been carried to the point of successful conclusion and
could not be reported upon as successful. Out of the four-
teen Smith-Hughes programs in county agricultural high
schools, none reported successfully on part-time or evening
class work for the year 1927.

The low stendsrd of efficiency with which these
programs recognize and train for the minimum production
ability of their students is equally worthy of considera-
tion. It is obvious that the level of the farming occupa-
tion must be recognized and that trainees must be fitted to
meet the level of working conditions in the occupation.
Lvidence in this case indicates that the present eificiency
of the agricultural programs in training boys to the mini-
mum production ability standards of the farming occupation
is comparatively low. This relatively low standard may be
particlly attributed to reflected influences of the un-

desirable methods by which trainees are selected.

Overcoming Weaknesses.

Evidently some of the outstanding weaknesses in

the agricultural program of county agriculturel high schools
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in Migsissippi can be overcome to some extent. It has been
the purpose of the writer in making this study that such
existing weaknesses as might be brought out should serve to
stimulate remedial measures whereby such wesknesses as exist
may be overcome and the efficiency of these programs in-
creased. On the basis of the writer's knowledge and past
experiences in county agriculturel high schools in Missis-~
sippi, apology is offered for attempting a few constructive
suggestions for overcoming some of the outstanding weakness-
es which are indicated in the present agricultural programs.
In view of the fact that all boys attending these
schools are not interested in farming and have no future
intention of using the training, it seems obvious thst the
state law requiring all boys to take & minimum of two years
agriculture while in attendance at the county agricultural
high schools should be repealed. The efficiency of group
selection may Ifurther be stimulated by permitting only
those boys to elect vocational agriculture who give evidence
of their interest in the work, ability to taeke the training
and their future intention o using the training in the oc-
cupation of farming., If there is any Jjustification for of-
fering agriculture on the basis ox an scademic science,
such trainees as may elect to take the work when uncualified
should be grouped in & non-vocationsl class and a separate

program provided to meet their needs.
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A more difficult problem may be encountered by non-
Smith-Hughes programs in their eiforts to capitalize on the
individusl interests and aptitudes of the learner in the ab-
sence of individual project methods. Personal ownership of
the boy obviously stimulates individual interest and re-
sponsibility which cannot be easily substituted. Therefore,
the efficiency with which the individual interests of the
learner are stimulated through supervised practice on the
school farm will be largely dependent upon the instructors'
ability to develop right habits of attitude on the part of
the learner. A careiul teacher may so direct the supervis-
ed training of the individual along the line of his special
gaptitudes that it will mske some appeal to his individual
interests,

Training the individual in correct thinking habits
of farming in the absence of individual projects presents an
equally difficult problem to overcome in non-Smith-Hughes
school programs. ZIEvidently the true thinking habits of the
farmer are largely motivated through his personal ownership
end individuel responsibility. The school farm belongs to
the school and not to the boy. Thereiore, it is obvious
that the thinking habits of the boy in working through his
directed practice problems on the school farm will not be
synonymous with the thinking habits of farmers whose success

or rfailure in farming enterprises means a personal gain or
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loss. Again the nearest approach to desirable standards of
efficiency in this factor will evidently be through the ef-
forts of the instructor in developing desirable attitude
habits on the part of the learner.

The fourth outstanding weakness, which appears to
be most frequent in non-Smith-Hughes programs, wculd probab-
ly be the most easily corrected. The theory is generslly
accepted in vocationzl education that the most reliable
source oI tesching content comes from those who are success-
ful in that occupation. On the basis of this theory, the
efficiency of this standard would be materially raised
through the efforts of the teacher in meking reliable com-
munity surveys, preparing lesson plans, enterprise analysis,
job analysis, and basing the teaching content on evidence
taken from successful farmers in the occupation.

The £ifth outstanding weakness, which is apparent-
ly more common in Smith-Hughes programs, is in some measure
infiluenced by other factors, some of which are more or less
difficult to control. 3Because of the limitation of land,
farm equipment and finance, the individual projects as car-
ried out on the home farm are oiten inadequate to provide
training on real iarm jobs that can be regarded as compar-
able with the ability of the treinee. The boarding type
0of school makes it more difficult for students to attend

their home projects at the time that attention is needed.
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There are three probable avenues through which the efficien-
cy of this stsndard may be improved. IFirst, those students
whose home facilities are inadequate to effectively carry
out home projects should be placed in the non-vocational
group and given supervised trsining on the school farm.
Second, special effort may be made to stimulate better home
facilities for conducting home projects., Third, more flex-
ible administration in the school may be sought, whereby
the boy is permitted to keep & closer contact with his home
and home project work,

The sixth outstanding weskness, which is brought
gbout through the apparent lack of contemporary training
needs, may be materially increased through the development
0of individual instruction methods. This will serve to
eliminate the so-called "cold storage” methods of instruc-
tion and all training will be directed to the solution of
individual and speciiic problems at the time training is
needed most and in such a way that the boy is best able to
profit by it. This practice may also be very effectively
carried out on the school farm by basing teaching content
on the specific farm jobs which are being carried out on
the school farm at that particular time by the boys.

The wesknesses of the agricultursl program caused
by the lack of elasticity in administration can be remedied
with comparatively little difficulty only insofar as local

conditions affect the program. There asre state wide regu-
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1&tioﬁs which the local administration is forced to carry
out, such as gradustion requirements, time required to com- 
plete course and prescribed courses of study. These can

only be corrected fhrough‘the revision of state laws.

PART III.

CONCLUSIONS.

The following conclusions concerning the efficiency
of the agricultursal prOgraﬁs in the county agricultural high
q~schools‘o£ Missisgsippi appear to be justifiable on the basis

of the standards by which they were evalusted.
| The average efficiency of the agricultural programs
in county agricultural high schools of Mississippi is 66.8
per cent, which eVidently indicates a comparatively low stand-
ard of efficiency for a training program. The average effi-
ciency of the vocational or Smith-Hughes type of agficultur~‘
al program in county agricultural high schools of Mississippi
is 74.3 per cent. The vocational or Smith-Hughes programs
indicate 10 per cent more efiiciency in their agriéultural
programs than ﬁhe non-SmithQHughes type. On a basis of the
efficiency standards by which these programs were evaluated,
Smith-Hughes programs out-ranked non-Smith-Hnghes programs

in thirteen of the sixteen standards set up.




Methods of selection of the group of trainees for
agricultural programs in the county agricultural high schools
of Mississippi constitute the most outstanding weskness in
both Smith-Hughes and non-Smith-~Hughes programs. Other out-
standing weaknesses common to both programs is their failure
to recognize and meet group needs and provide training to
the standard of minimum production ability. The most out-
standing weakness of Smith-Hughes progrems in comparison
with non-Smith-Hughes programs is the low standard of effi-
ciency with which they provide training on real jobs. The
most outstanding wesknesses of non-Smith-Hughes programs in
comparison with Smith-Hughes programs are the low gtandard
of efiiciency with which they efiectively train in the
thinking habits of farming, capitalize on individual int-
erests and aptitudes, select relisble sources oi teaching
content, meet contemporary training needs of the boy and
provide desirabvle elasticity in administration. Many out-
standing weaknesses which now exist in the agricultural
programs of county agricultural high schools may be greatly
reduced through local sdministration. The revision of a
few state regulations would evidently contribute materially
to the efficiency of the agricultural programs.

The efficiency standards by which these programs
have been evaluated may appear exacting in form and the re-
sults of their application somewhat revolutionary. However,

this may be regarded as the consequent result of an abrupt
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change from rather hap-hazard methods of reckoning results
to a rather detailed snalysis of the functioning factors
which operate in the case. This may be regarded as an in-
itiatory attempt to replace former hit-or-miss assumptions
concerning the efficiency of training programs in the field
of agriculture to a method by which more scientific con-

clusions may be reached.
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APPENDIX



Exhibit Number One.- Score Card.

Score Card For Evaluating Factors of an Effigq

tional Program in a Specific School Program

EVALUATED

ACCEPTABLE EVIDENCE BY WHICH THE QUESTIONS CAN BE MEASURED

STANDARDS PERFECT TEs
LK SCORE SCORE e _ (WHAT Mygy 5
A. Occupational Training 1. To what degree do training (g, the occupational 1. Equipment used by boys.
Environment 10 .50 conditions ? 2. Size of projects.
' * 3. Nature of jobs boys are doing.
4. Character of projects.
5. Time on projects.
6. Time on Vocational School Work.
B. Functional Content 1. Does it apply on the job? 1. Are the sKills used in farming?
10 8.25 2. IsitM, T, 1 J, or Mo.? 2. Is the information used?
¢ 3. Is it used on projects?
4. Does it help do better the job?
5. Does it develop job ability?
C. Training in Thinking and Manipu- 1. Are thinking jobs farmers jobs? 1. Kinds of problems boys are solving:
lative Habits. 10 7 .50 2. Are Manipulative jobs farmers johs? 2. Methods of solving problems.
3. Will the jobs give all round farming 3. Methods of doing problems.
D. Capitolize on Interests, Aptitudes 1. [Is the boy interested? 1. Enjoyment in the work.
and Intrinsic Intelligence. 2. Does he want the training? 2. Willingness in work.
10 1,78 3. Is he profiting by the training? 3. Results obtained.
4. Rapidity of learning.
: 5. Ways of going about the job.
Pk
E. Selected Group. 1. What are the bl/l,f\t of selecting train 1. Eighth Grade graduate.
2. Occupational experience.
3. VYocation one expects to follow.
10 1.75 4. Ability to profit by work.
5. Need for instruction.
6. Economic ability.
7. L Q. (8) Age. (9) Attitude. (10) Interest.
F. Repetitive Training. 1. Is repeated practice in doing and until habits are 1. Rapidity with which type problems can be solved.
10 7.00 fixed? 2. Degree of skill and rapidity shown in doing ability to solve problems.
GG. Occupationally Competent 1. What is the occupational competen 1. Years of farming experience.
Instructor 2. Technical training.
10 8.00 3. Professional training.
4. Money made in farming.
5. Has he managed a farm?
6. Nature of farming experience.
H. Occupational Training Level. 1. Are boys trained to level of success 1. Jobs performed by boys.
2. Can they do jobs they are called upji 2. Plans boys made for carrying out jobs.
10 7475 3. Are boys trained to meet the specBoccupations? 3. Ways boys used heads in over coming difficulties.
' 4. Ability to do and solve the problems encountered in occupation.

Average Score For ALl Schools.




Exhibit Number One.- Score Card.

Score Card For Evaluating Factors of an Efficikational Program in a Specific School Program

—_— — R ! : e —
STANDARDS PERFECT EVALUATED
SCORE SCORE cwital MusT ACCEPTABLE EVIDENCE BY WHICH THE QUESTIONS CAN BE MEASURED
A. Occupational Training 1. To what degree do training the occupational 1. Equipment used by boys.
Environment 10 7.50 conditions ? 2. Size of projects.
s ¢ 3. Nature of jobs boys are doing.
4. Character of projects.
: 5. Time on projects.
\ 6. Time on Vocational School Work.
N
B. Functional Content 1. Does it apply on the job? 1. Are the skills used in farming?
10 8 .25 2. Isit M, T,1,J, or Mo.? 2. Is the information used?
3. Is it used on projects?
4. Does it help do better the job?
5. Does it develop job ability?
C. Training in Thinking and Manipu- 1. Are thinking jobs farmers jobs? ? 1. Kinds of problems boys are solving:
lative Habits. 10 7.50 2. Are Manipulative jobs farmers Jo°* 2. Methods of solving problems.
3. Will the jobs give all round flﬂ‘“ 3. Methods of doing problems.
D. Capitolize on Interests, Aptitudes 1. Is the boy interested? 1. Enjoyment in the work.
and Intrinsic Intelligence. 2. Does he want the training? . 2. Willingness in work.
10 7.75 3. Is he profiting by the training? 3. Results obtained.
4. Rapidity of learning.
5. Ways of going about the job.
o
E. Selected Group. 1. What are the ba}l\s of selecting ™ - 1. Eighth Grade graduate.
2. Occupational experience.
3. Vocation one expects to follow.
10 1.75 : 4. Ability to profit by work.
5. Need for instruction.
6. Economic ability.
7. L.Q. (8) Age. (9) Attitude. (10) Interest.
F. Repetitive Training. 1. Is repeated practice in doing 3 " Riven until habits are 1. Rapidity with which type problems can be solved.
10 7.00 | 2. Degree of skill and rapidity shown in doing ability to solve problems.
G. Occupationally Competent ti ‘m"? 1. Years of farming experience.
Instructor T l 2. Technical training.
10 0 3. Professional training.
845 ' 4. Money made in farming.
5. Has he managed a farm?
6. Nature of farming experience.
H. Occupational Training Level. 3 el of d 1. Jobs performed by boys.
B e g e al‘" 2. Plans boys made for carrying out jobs.
2. Can they do jobs they are ) difficulties.
10 7475 3. Are boys trained to meet the O¢cupations ? 3. Ways boys used heads in over coming
4. Ability to do and solve the problems encountered in occupation.

Average Score For All Schools.




Exhibit Number One.- Score Card Cont.
Score Card For Evaluating Factors of an

STANDARDS

PERFECT
SCORE

EVALUATED
SCORE

ACCEPTABLE EVIDENCE BY WHICH THE QUESTIONS CAN BE MEASURED

cational Program in a Specific School Program

|

Training on Real Jobs.

10

775

1.

1.
2,
3.
4.

Size of jobs done by boys.
Nature of jobs done by boys.
Equipment used.

Method used.

Source of Content.

10

7.50

1.

What was the source of

No AW

Community survey.

Enterprise analysis.

Operative job analysis.

Managerial job analysis.

Bulletins. (6) Reference Books.
Text Books. (8) Successful Farmers.

Special Body of Content.

10

8,950

Was the special body of
Is it taught?

From successful farmers.
Books. (3) Bulletins.
Job efficiency of the boys.

L.

Contemporary Training Needs.

10

7.5

1.

Do the boys actually get

when they have immediate

they need it most, and

Are boys using training they are getting?
Individual instruction.

Flexibility in course content.

Flexibility in entrance requirements.

M.

Group Needs.

10

4.75

Are teaching procedures a
class group needs?

time, and evening

Are full time class methods used?
Are part time class methods used?
Are evening class methods used?

N.

Elastic Administration.

10

6.50

Are courses rigid or flexabl
Is mass or individual instru
When can boys enter?

How long must they stay to com

Time entrance requirement.

Graduation requirement.

Time to individual instruction.

Time required to complete Vocational work.

Are fixed courses required or are courses set up to meet needs.
Emergencies.

0.

Minimum Cost.

10

1.

Are funds expended sufficien

determined levels?

ive  training to pre-

N e

| —

1.
2.
3.

5.
6.
7.

Salary of teacher.

Pupils per teacher.

Size of shop and laboratory.
Equipment in laboratory.
Equipment in class room.
Equipment in shop.

Amount allowed for transportation.

P

Minimum Production Ability.

10

5,50

1'

Do trainees when graduated |

“roductive ability ?

Success of trainees on entering the job.
Success on prqjech.

Average Score For All Schools Cont.




Exhibit Number One.- Score Card Cont.

Score Card For Evaluating Factors of an Efﬁcﬁrational Program in a Specific School Program

STANDARDS PERFECT EVALUATED
SCORE SCORE (WHAT MUST

l. Training on Real Jobs. 1. Are training jobs real farmer’s job®
10 7.76

ACCEPTABLE EVIDENCE BY WHICH THE QUESTIONS CAN BE MEASURED

Size of jobs done by boys.
Nature of jobs done by boys.
Equipment used.

Method used.

ol L

J. Source of Content. 1. What was the source of tucm‘? Community survey.

Enterprise analysis.

Operative job analysis.

Managerial job analysis.

Bulletins. (6) Reference Books.
Text Books. (8) Successful Farmers.

10 750

NP N

From successful farmers.
Books. '(3) Bulletins.
Job efficiency of the boys.

K. Special Body of Content. 1. Was the special body of teaching ?
10 8.50 2. Is it taught?

o

Are boys using training they are getting?
. Individual instruction.

Flexibility in course content.

Flexibility in entrance requirements.

L. Contemporary Training Needs. 1. Do the boys actually get the need it most, and

for it
10 7.25 when they have immediate usé

roNm

Are full time class methods used?
Are part time class methods used?
Are evening class methods used?

M. Group Needs. 1. Are teaching procedures ndlr“‘ ,
10 4.75 clate greep mocds? s

Lol 3

A
N. Elastic Administration. 1. Are courses rigid or flexable?

2. Is mass or individual instruction

3. When can boys enter?

10 6.50 4. How long must they stay to

Time entrance requirement.

Graduation requirement.

Time to individual instruction.

Time required to complete Vocational work.

Are fixed courses required or are courses set up to meet needs.

Emergencies.

PUAwN N

Salary of teacher.

Pupils per teacher.

Size of shop and laboratory.
Equipment in laboratory.
Equipment in class room.
Equipment in shop.

Amount allowed for transportation.

10 7.25

P. Minimum Production Ability. 3. Dé ilness wiies mume ability?

10 5.50

STgWET IR

Success of trainees on entering the job.
Success on projects.

s

Average Score For All Schools Cont.
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