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Abstract
Visual communications curriculum was developed 

and piloted in Arkansas secondary agricultural 
science courses. Perceptions of the curriculum and an 
associated experiential learning activity were assessed. 
Teachers were provided electronic access to all lessons, 
instructional PowerPoints, worksheets and handouts. 
Lessons in the curriculum covered basic photography, 
writing and videography competencies and skills. Upon 
completion of instruction, the University of Arkansas 
visited identified schools with a mobile classroom 
equipped with computers, digital SLR cameras and 
video cameras. Students spent a full day collaboratively 
taking photos and capturing video, which supported 
their agricultural news or feature storyboards for video 
development. Student (N = 72) perceptions were 
assessed using a 20 question instrument. Teacher (N 
= 7) participates were also surveyed. At the time of 
publication, eight Arkansas high school agricultural 
programs had completed the program, with one 
school repeating participation with a different group of 
students. Students noted the curriculum was enjoyable, 
interesting and practical for their future. Overall, teachers 
agreed that students gained knowledge about visual 
communications and were engaged and interested in 
the topic. Also, 87.5% of the teachers noted they would 
include the curriculum without the experiential (mobile 
classroom) portion of the program.

Introduction
Technology use and integration is growing rapidly in 

today’s society. Technology can also aid in advancements 
in many everyday tasks, including education. Additionally, 
as the general public becomes further removed from 
the farm, communication becomes ever-critical to the 
promotion of agriculture (Bailey-Evans, 1994). By the 
1900s, agricultural communications had evolved into 
a highly competitive industry requiring knowledge of 
business practices and editorial skills as well as farming 
(Burnett and Tucker, 2001). Agricultural communicators

now use digital technologies to disseminate messages 
throughout media outlets and both secondary and 
postsecondary courses have shifted to reflect this 
change (Edgar et al., 2012).

“Visual images are very powerful in their occupation 
of the publics’ time and the shaping of how we process 
our surrounding environments” (Sadler-Trainor, 2005, 
p. 9). Visual images play an important role in society 
due to the messages images portray, both positive and 
negative, regarding social class and culture (Edgar 
and Rutherford, 2012; Rhoades and Irani, 2008;). 
Secondary students have an inclination to learn digitally; 
therefore visual communications is an important 
area to study (Van Scoter, 2004). Consequently, 
many of the competencies outlined in the agricultural 
communications career development event (CDE) focus 
on visual communications. Thousands of secondary 
students compete in CDEs annually, nationally.

Agriculturaleducationcoursesarebuiltonafoundation 
of constructivism and experiential learning, which fosters 
and enhances understanding and knowledge about 
agriculture (Newcomb et al., 2004). Many secondary 
courses today integrate technology use to enhance 
student readiness of postsecondary education or the 
workforce (Mazurkewicz et al., 2012). In 2011, Hess 
and Trexler noted that “constructivist-based approaches 
for teaching agriculture] require experiential learning 
elements” (p. 159) in order to expand student learning 
and competencies in agricultural literacy. Agriculture 
continues to diversify and change, aiming to meet the 
needs of producer and commodity groups. This change 
and diversification has brought about the need to more 
effectively communicate and promote agriculture to an 
audience who is often uneducated about agriculture and 
its practices. “As agricultural education enters the twenty 
first century, it [education and agriculture] must change 
with emerging trends in society and the agricultural 
industry” (Talbert et al., 2005, p. 61). Currently, there is 
no curriculum area or educational frameworks outlined 
for agricultural communications to be taught in Arkansas
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secondary agricultural science courses, making it difficult 
to provide career relevant experiences for students.

Today, agricultural education provides training for all 
students, including those who will not be involved with 
farming or entering the agricultural industry (Talbert et al., 
2005). With change and agricultural diversification ever­
present, agricultural education teachers, specifically 
those in secondary education, struggle to keep abreast 
of changes with emerging trends in society and the 
agricultural industry. However, agricultural education 
teachers are critical links between secondary students 
and agriculture. Additionally, a student’s desire to 
achieve higher levels of learning stems from students’ 
perceptions of great teaching (Wilson et al., 2010). 
“A teacher who achieves high levels of learning is no 
doubt a great teacher, but we assert that instructors 
should go one step further and also seek the label of 
greatness from the students” (Wilson et al, 2010, p. 64). 
It is important that new curriculum initiatives integrate 
innovative, excellent teachers to ensure diffusion of the 
content (Rogers, 2003).

Theoretical Framework
The Vocational Education Act of 1963 defined 

vocational education as courses used for the preparation 
of students for paid or unpaid employment (Hayward, 
1993). Additionally, this act recognizes agricultural 
education courses as preparing individuals for college 
studies (Newcomb et al., 2004). This preparation for the 
workforce can be achieved through modified teaching 
methods that include reflective learning and hands- 
on engagement (Kolb, 1984; Leggette et al., 2012; 
Mazurkewicz et al., 2012; Palfrey and Gasser, 2008).

Constructivism has been used to represent a 
collection of theories, including generative learning 
(Wittrock, 1990), discovery learning (Bruner, 1961) and 
situated learning (Brown et al., 1991). Learning is an 
active process where the learner uses sensory input and 
construct meaning with the content based on previous 
learning and experiences (Mazurkewicz et al., 2012). 
Kolb (1984) proposed the theory of experiential learning 
that involved four principal stages: concrete experiences, 
reflective observation, abstract conceptualization and 
active experimentation. These teaching methods allow 
students to reach application, analysis, synthesis 
and evaluation, the higher tiers in Bloom’s Taxonomy 
of learning (Bloom and Krathwohl, 1956). “Learners 
are expected to understand the applications they are 
learning” (Edgar, 2012, p. 5) and should be able to do 
more than simply act on memorization.

“Communications in agriculture are designed 
to introduce students to topics related to promoting 
agriculture through a variety of media sources" (Oklahoma 
Instructional Media Center, 2010, p. 5). However, since 
the incorporation of the agricultural communications CDE 
and the development of The Guidebook for Agricultural 
Communications in the Classroom, Arkansas has yet 
to develop an educational framework in agricultural

communications to teach secondary students about 
technologies and careers associated with the field. 
Yet, recent research priority areas in the field note the 
importance of visual communications curriculum and 
training in secondary education programs, including: 
(a) sufficient scientific and professional workforce 
that addresses the challenges of the 21st century; (b) 
meaningful, engaged learning in all environments; and 
(c) efficient and effective agricultural education programs 
(Doerfert, 2011).

The diffusion of innovations can be, and usually is, 
a long intricate process. Rogers (2003) developed a 
widely used model for following a new product through 
the diffusion process. Rogers (2003) defined diffusion 
as “the process in which an innovation is communicated 
through certain channels over time among the members 
of a social system” (p. 5). There is a need for agricultural 
communications curriculum to be incorporated in 
Arkansas secondary agricultural education programs to 
help meet the needs of the industry. As new curriculum 
is developed, it must go through the same processes 
new technology and other innovations go through to be 
accepted by teachers. “The early adopter is respected 
by his or her peers and is the embodiment of successful, 
discrete use o f new ideas” (Rogers, 2003, p. 283). This 
study targeted Arkansas secondary agricultural science 
teachers who were identified as early adopters.

As agricultural communications becomes a more 
prominent area of the industry, it is important for 
secondary agricultural education programs to build 
student interest in this area (Fraze et al., 2013). Prior 
to this study, University of Arkansas faculty secured 
funding to develop agricultural (visual) communications 
curriculum and activities. The curriculum was used to 
prepare students to create promotional videos about 
agriculture. Upon completion of the developed program 
(curriculum and a mobile classroom project), Arkansas 
teachers and state educational staff were provided the 
opportunity to decide if the curriculum implementation 
into the educational frameworks for secondary 
agricultural courses would meet their needs. In order 
for the program to progress in the innovation decision 
process and for agricultural communications curriculum 
to be expanded, perceptions of the students and 
teachers who participated in the Visual Communications 
program must be assessed. The purpose of this study 
was to assess participants’ (students’ and teachers’) 
perceptions of the Visual Communications program. The 
following research questions guided the study:

• How do students perceive the curriculum associated 
with the Visual Communications program?

• How do students perceive the hands-on, experi­
ential video production activity (mobile classroom) 
associated with the program?

• How do teachers perceive the Visual Communica­
tions program (curriculum and mobile classroom 
experience)?
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Materials and Methods
In the summer of 2010, the University of Arkansas 

developed The Visual Communication on the Road 
in Arkansas: Video and Photo Creative Projects to 
Promote Agriculture (Visual Communications) program. 
The program was based on a constructivist foundation 
and integrated the national FFA organizations model 
of classroom learning, laboratory activities and FFA 
involvement. The educational units of instruction 
also included areas of importance for agricultural 
communicators as outlined by Akers et al. (2001).

Interested teachers were provided access to the 
curriculum via the University of Arkansas Department of 
Agricultural Education, Communications and Technol­
ogy’s website (http://aeed.uark.edu/mobile_classroom. 
php). Participating teachers voluntarily elected to incor­
porate the program into a course they were already 
teaching. Students of that course were then selected 
as the students participating in this study, with parental 
consent. Curriculum covered photography, news and 
feature writing and videography and was made available 
electronically to Arkansas secondary agricultural 
programs. This pilot curriculum was taught by agricul­
tural science teachers (N = 7) in eight classrooms prior 
to an experiential learning activity that took place in a 
mobile classroom. The Visual Communications program 
curriculum was designed with 10 lessons of classroom 
instruction/ activities that included teacher lesson plans, 
instructional PowerPoints, worksheets, handouts and 
assessments. After teachers finished delivering the 
curriculum units, students completed either a news- 
or feature-style storyboard focused on an agricultural 
related topic that would be used to create a video.

Once the University of Arkansas approved the 
student storyboards, they visited the school with a mobile 
classroom equipped with digital, single-lens reflex (SLR) 
and video cameras and laptops with photo and video 
editing software to assist secondary students with video 
creation and dissemination via YouTube. The mobile 
classroom (a 7x14’ cargo trailer converted to a small 
classroom) was used to assist student groups (with three 
to five participants in each group) shoot photos and video 
and then create a three to five minute video promoting 
an agricultural topic or story. Each participating school 
created two to five student videos and completed videos 
were rendered and posted to YouTube. During this day, 
students also learned about agricultural communication 
careers available.

The fall 2010 semester was used as a pilot (testing) 
period for the curriculum and a daylong experiential 
experience to apply knowledge gained (using the mobile 
classroom) through application. During the pilot, four 
schools participated in the program. The pilot group 
was strategically targeted based on school location 
throughout Arkansas (n = 3 schools; n = 27 students) 
in the fall of 2010. In the spring of 2011, participating 
schools were selected based on teacher willingness to 
incorporate the curriculum into one of their agricultural

science courses (n = 5 schools; n = 45 students). There 
were only minor wording changes made to curriculum 
and assessments after the pilot group and no significant 
difference was found between student data from the 
different semesters. Therefore, all data were compressed 
and reported together (N = 72 students).

Throughout the program students were asked to 
complete questionnaires after each specific curriculum 
unit was taught by the collaborating agricultural science 
teacher. Each questionnaire referenced the topic and 
assessed the students’ knowledge of the specific visual 
communications area, how/if they enjoyed learning 
about it, its value to their education and if they found it 
to be practical. Perception questions were adapted from 
an instrument by Silance and Remmers (1934) to fit the 
content of this study. The instrument contained 20 items 
on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 
7 = “strongly agree”) designed to determine respondent 
perceptions aboutthe Visual Communicationscurriculum. 
To prevent response set, seven of these 20 items were 
negatively worded. Negatively worded questions were 
reverse coded for analysis. Students were also asked to 
complete an instrument regarding the mobile classroom 
experience. The researchers followed Dillman’s (2007) 
Tailored Design method to reduce instrumentation 
bias in question wording. Cronbach’s Alpha was used 
to test instrument (curriculum and mobile classroom) 
reliability. Instrument reliability ranged from Cronbach’s 
Alpha of 0.75 to 0.88 for both student perception based 
instruments.

Teachers who taught the curriculum were surveyed 
after completion of the program. Agricultural science 
teachers assessed the curriculum units and the hands- 
on (mobile classroom) portion of the program via Survey 
Monkey; an electronic survey instrument. Arkansas 
agricultural science teachers (A/ = 7) participating in 
the Visual Communications program were assessed 
to determine their perceptions of the program. Upon 
completion of the program, project administrators sent 
an email to the teachers with the link to the instrument. 
Teacher perceptions of the usefulness of the provided 
instructional materials for the curriculum as well as 
student understanding of visual communications post­
curriculum were assessed using a five-point Likert 
scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5= “strongly agree”). 
Teachers were also asked if they perceived the students 
to be interested in the curriculum, if the curriculum was 
useful for the students’ future and if they believed their 
students were engaged throughout the project based on 
a four-point Likert scale (1 = “not at all” to 4 = “very”). 
Instrumentation development followed Dillman’s (2007) 
Tailored Design method to increase participation and 
reduce instrumentation bias in question wording. 
Instrument reliability ranged from Cronbach’s Alpha of 
.63 to .81. Data were analyzed using descriptive (means 
and standard deviations) analysis.
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Results and Findings
Students in this study were assessed during the 

fall 2010 and spring 2011 semesters and are presented 
together. Participating schools represented four 
regions of Arkansas. Twenty-six female students and 
46 male students (N = 72) participated in the Visual 
Communications program and had useable/completed 
responses for the perceptions-based instrument. All 
student instruments were completed via paper and pen. 
Student perception data were coded and input by the 
researchers. Because frameworks outlining agricultural 
communications curriculum in Arkansas do not exist, 
teachers choose, at their own discretion, a class to 
participate. Students in the sample were mixed classes 
of freshman to seniors in high school and classes varied 
in subject area.

Student Perception Curriculum Developed 
for the Visual Communications Program

For the curriculum unit, students were agreeable in 
each category (interest, enjoyment and practicality) but 
not highly agreeable in any specific area (photography, 
writing and videography). Students indicated that they 
“moderately agreed” to “agreed” that the visual com­
munications curriculum was enjoyable (M = 5.56, SD 
= 0.80), practical (M = 5.52, SD = 1.03) and interest­
ing (M = 5.51, SD = 0.93). Table 1 notes students’ per­
ceptions in each area for each school. School G rated 
all three areas of assessment regarding the agricul­
tural communications curriculum between “indifferent”

(neither agreed nor disagreed) and “moderately agree”, 
while all other schools “agreed” to “strongly agreed” 
with the enjoyment, practicality and interest statements, 
regarding the curriculum.

Student Perception of the Video Production 
Activity

Overall, students noted they “agree” with state­
ments regarding the mobile classroom project in all 
assessment categories (enjoyment, practicality and 
interest). Using a seven-point scale (7 being strongly 
agree), students “moderately agreed” to “agreed” that 
the mobile classroom activity (video production project) 
was enjoyable (M = 5.69, SD = 0.85), interesting (M = 
5.83, SD = 0.96) and practical (M = 5.70, SD = 1.02). 
Table 2 displays students’ perceptions of the mobile 
classroom (experiential learning activity) by school. 
School D (located in the north central part of Arkansas) 
rated the mobile classroom highest with a mean greater 
than six in each category, noting that they “agreed” with 
each enjoyment, practicality and interest statement 
regarding the mobile classroom experience.

Teacher Perception of Visual Communications 
Program

Agricultural science teachers were given an instru­
mentusing Likert-type scales (4-and 5-point) to determine 
their perceptions of the Visual Communications program 
and the mobile classroom experience. Arkansas agri­
cultural science teachers in this sample population (N

Table 1. Student Perceptions of the Agricultural
Communications Curriculum (N = 72)

Assessment Area Secondary School n M SD
Enjoyment

A 10 5.83 0.81
B 6 5.47 0.53
c 11 5.56 0.89
D 12 5.88 0.42
E 9 5.76 0.85
F 8 5.31 0.84
G 11 4.82 0.68
H 5 6.00 0.91

Overall 72 5.56 0.80
Practicality

A 10 5.63 1.13
B 6 5.52 0.87
c 11 5.54 1.23
D 12 6.12 0.41
E 9 5.46 1.31
F 8 5.41 0.57
G 11 4.58 1.01
H 5 6.14 0.52

Overall 72 5.52 1.03
Interest

A 10 5.61 1.09
B 6 5.21 0.56
c 11 5.39 0.98
D 12 6.17 0.44
E 9 5.41 1.31
F 8 5.46 0.59
G 11 4.95 1.00
H 5 5.86 0.83

Overall 72 5.51 0.95

•Note. Scale of items: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately
disagree, 3 = disagree, 4 = neither disagree nor agree, 5 = moder-
ately agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree

Table 2 . Student Perceptions for the Mobile
Classroom Visit (N = 72)

Assessment Area School n M SD
Enjoyment

A 10 5.83 0.81
B 6 5.47 0.53
C 11 5.56 0.89
D 12 6.04 0.54
E 9 5.80 1.11
F 8 6.15 0.51
G 11 5.41 0.65
H 5 5.80 1.21

Overall 72 5.69 0.85
Practicality

A 10 5.62 1.13
B 6 5.52 0.88
C 11 5.54 1.23
D 12 6.02 0.43
E 9 5.95 1.43
F 8 5.96 0.64
G 11 5.29 1.32
H 5 5.23 1.50

Overall 72 5.70 1.02
Interest

A 10 5.61 1.08
B 6 5.21 0.56
C 11 5.39 0.98
D 12 6.24 0.45
E 9 5.65 1.43
F 8 5.84 0.68
G 11 6.64 1.29
H 5 5.31 1.55

Overall 72 5.83 0.96

'Note. Scale of items: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately
disagree, 3 = disagree, 4 = neither disagree nor agree, 5 =
moderately agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree
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= 7) participated in the visual communications program 
assessment. Total years of teaching experience was 
analyzed and resulted in 28.6% with less than one year, 
14.3% with one to three years, 14.3% with six to ten years 
and 42.9% with more than 10 years of teaching experi­
ence. Gender of the participating teachers was 71.4% 
male and 28.6% female. Teachers identified their ethnic­
ities as either white (85.7%) or other (14.3%). Level of 
respondents’ education was identified into two levels with 
either a bachelor’s degree (42.9%) or a master’s degree 
(57.1%) as the highest level of education completed. 
Grade level presently teaching was primarily 9th through 
12th grade (71.4%) with 28.6% of participating teachers 
teaching 7th through 12th grade.

On average, curriculum instruction took teachers 13.6 
days to complete. The curriculum was taught in a variety 
of secondary agricultural science classes, including: 
agriculture business, agriculture marketing, biological 
animal science, leadership and communications and 
agriculture science and technology. Participating 
teachers spent on average a total of six to 10 hours 
preparing to teach the agricultural communications 
curriculum. The majority of teachers (57.1%) noted 
they were involved during the mobile classroom visit. 
All teachers indicated that the curriculum could be 
taught in the same class again and agreed they would 
teach the curriculum again. The majority (85.7%) of 
the teachers noted that they would continue teaching 
curriculum without the Visual Communications program. 
Teachers noted that the majority of their students had 
access to digital equipment needed (digital cameras and 
video cameras) but few had access to software (Adobe 
Photoshop and Premier Pro).

Teachers were asked to assess the curriculum 
(lesson plans, PowerPoints, handouts, etc.) based on 
how the provided materials met their needs for instruction 
(based on a five-point Likert scale 1 = strongly disagree 
to 5 = strongly agree). The mean rating of the provided 
instructional material was “neutral” (M = 3.80, SD = 
1.10). However, teachers “agreed” (M = 4.29, SD = 0.76) 
that students had a better understanding and general 
knowledge of visual communications after being taught 
the curriculum.

When asked to rate their level of agreement on a 
four-point Likert scale (1 = not at all agree, 2 = somewhat 
agree, 3 = mostly agree and 4 = fully agree) teachers 
“somewhat agreed” (M = 2.00, SD = 0.58) students 
were interested in the topics covered in the curriculum. 
Teachers felt the students would “most likely” (M = 3.00; 
SD = 0.82) be able to apply this information in their 
future (based on a four-point Likert scale with 1 = not 
applicable, 2 = somewhat likely, 3 = most likely and 4 
= very likely). Agriculture teachers noted that students 
were “mostly” to “very” engaged and on task during the 
mobile classroom visit (M = 3.57, SD = 0.79).

Summary
Students consistently “moderately agreed” to 

“agreed” in the overall level of enjoyment, interest and

268

practicality of the visual communications curriculum. 
Therefore, respondents perceived the curriculum to 
have value in their learning. Students’ indicated the 
curriculum had practical application to their lives and 
they were interested in the topics. Therefore, students’ 
collaboration (which is a method used through the 
curriculum’s design) may have led them to have more 
positive perceptions; resulting in further understanding, 
which supports Edgar's (2012) work and constructivist 
approaches to learning (Hess and Trexler, 2011). It can 
be further postulated that positive perceptions of the 
visual (agricultural) communications curriculum may 
have occurred due to students’ ability to apply new 
concepts and ideas (USC-CET, 2006) or engage in 
additional technology in the classroom (Bailey-Evans, 
1994; Edgar et al„ 2012).

Further it was found that participants perceived the 
mobile classroom (experiential) activity to be positive 
for enjoyment, practicality and interest. Combined with 
the curriculum presented, the mobile classroom activity 
may have elevated student perceptions through positive 
feelings elicited during experiential learning (Kolb, 
1984). The Visual Communications program allowed 
students to make reflective observations and abstract 
conceptualizations (Kolb, 1984) taught in curriculum 
and applied during the mobile classroom experience. 
Students then applied concrete experiences along with 
active experimentation (Kolb, 1984) during the video 
production process, which may have positively impacted 
student perceptions.

Teachers were “neutral” on the usefulness of the 
prepared agricultural communications curriculum, which 
could be due to the pre-developed instructional material 
limiting their use of preferred teaching style or due to a 
lack of available technology at their school. Regardless 
of their neutral perception of the prepared curriculum, 
the majority of teachers noted they would continue using 
the instructional material even without visits from the 
mobile classroom.

Overall, teachers noted that curriculum improved 
students’ understanding of visual communications and 
that students were interested in the topics covered. It can 
be concluded that the development and implementation 
of the program was perceived as “most likely” valuable 
to students’ future by the instructors and that students 
were engaged throughout the experiential learning 
activity. Therefore, the research supports experiential 
learning activities can positively impact students at the 
secondary education level (Kolb, 1984). It should also 
be acknowledged that the impact of the program, at 
least through the lens of participants, was successful.

There are over 100 secondary agricultural science 
programs in the state, but due to end of course testing 
it was difficult for teachers to agree to participate in the 
piloted Visual Communications program. Teachers were 
generally concerned that the new content did not tie to 
curriculum frameworks which are tested through end 
of course examinations. Therefore, many instructors 
cannot afford to use valuable teaching time in order to
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offer a program which is not directly linked to educational 
frameworks. Participating schools and instructors who 
agreed to participate were able to find avenues where 
the curriculum could be integrated into a class that 
was not being tested based on frameworks. Therefore, 
future efforts must be made to align curriculum with state 
educational frameworks. It is surmised that agricultural 
education programs outside of Arkansas could take 
the prescribed curriculum and also implement it into 
courses. The curriculum could also be used as training 
material for students participating in the agricultural 
communications CDE.

Through discussion of topics and competencies 
covered in this program, agricultural communications 
curriculum could be added to the agricultural education 
frameworks in Arkansas. It is unknown at this time if 
an entire course could be added or if curriculum will be 
added to an already existing course. Although opinion 
leaders (teachers) were targeted to teach the curriculum 
(Rogers, 2003). Future assessments should focus on the 
early adopters (teachers integrating the curriculum on 
their own) opinions, because their opinions will influence 
other teachers in the state regarding whether or not the 
Visual Communications curriculum adoption occurs.

Because agricultural communications is a relatively 
new conceptual area in secondary agricultural programs 
and has high levels of technology integration, established 
teachers may have a difficult time understanding the 
material. Therefore, state trainings should be initiated to 
assist teachers with increased comfort in teaching the 
curriculum and to enhance their knowledge and skills 
in visual and agricultural communications. Teachers 
should be provided with instruction on how to better 
incorporate visual communication technology into the 
classroom. Additionally, future research should focus on 
teachers’ influence of students’ perceptions regarding 
the curriculum due to teachers influence on student 
learning (Wilson et al, 2010).

The curriculum should be improved to strengthen both 
student and teachers perceptions of the engagement, 
practicality and interested of the instruction. Additional 
research should be conducted regarding agricultural 
communications knowledge, competencies, skillsets 
needed in industry before modifying and expanding 
this curriculum for incorporation into state educational 
frameworks. Students who participated in the Visual 
Communications program should be surveyed to 
determine if the knowledge and skills gained during the 
program influenced them to create videos on their own 
time or look further into careers related to agricultural 
communications.

Literature Cited
Akers, C., PR. Vaughn and J.D. Lockaby. 2001. High 

school agricultural communications competencies: A 
national Delphi study. Jour, of South. Agr. Education 
51(1): 124-137.

Bailey-Evans, F. 1994. Enhancing the agricultural 
communications curriculum: A national Delphi study.

NACTA Journal • September 2014

Compact Power Equipment

Unpublished master’s thesis, Texas Tech University, 
Lubbock, TX.

Bloom, B.S. and D.R. Krathwohl. 1956. Taxonomy 
of educational objectives: The classification of 
educational goals, by a committee of college and 
university examiners. Handbook 1: Cognitive 
domain. New York, Longmans.

Burnett, C. and M. Tucker. 2001. Writing for agriculture: 
A new approach using tested ideas. Dubuque, IA: 
Kendall/Hunt Publishing Co.

Brown, J., A. Collins and P. Duguid. 1991. Situated 
cognition and the culture of learning. In M. Yazdani, 
R. Lawler (Eds.), Artificial intelligence and education, 
pp. 245-268. Westport, CT US: Ablex Publishing. 
Retrieved from EBSCOhost (1991-98966-006).

Bruner, J.S. 1961. The act of discovery. Harvard Ed. 
Review 31: 21-32. Retrieved from EBSCOhost 
(1962-00777-001).

Dillman, D. 2007. Mail and internet surveys: The tailored 
design method (2nd ed.). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley 
and Sons.

Doerfert, D.L. (Ed.) 2011. National research agenda: 
American Association for Agricultural Education’s 
research priority areas for 2011-2015. Lubbock, TX: 
Texas Tech University, Department of Agricultural 
Education and Communications.

Edgar, D.W. 2012. Learning theories and historical 
events impacting instructional design in education: 
Recitation literacy towards extraction literacy 
practices. Sage Open 3:1-9.

Edgar, L.D., D.W. Edgar, A. McGuire, T.A. Rutherford, 
D.L. Doerfert and T.P. Murphrey. 2012. Crisis 
communication needs assessment: A Delphi to 
enhance instruction for agricultural communicators 
and other stakeholders. NACTA Jour. 57(4): 52-62.

Edgar, L.D. andT.A. Rutherford. 2012. Asemiotic analysis 
of a Texas Cooperative Extension marketing packet. 
Jour, of App. Comm. 96(1): 15-28.

Fraze, L.B., T. Rutherford, G. Wingenbach and L.A. 
Wolfskill. (2011). Urban high school students’ 
perceptions about agricultural careers and general 
agricultural knowledge. NACTA Jour. 56(4): 75-81.

Goodland, J. 1983. A place called school. New York, NY: 
McGraw-Hill.

Hayward, G.C. 1993.Vocational Education Act. U.S 
Department of Education. Office of Vocational and 
Adult Education. Washington, DC.

Hartenstein, S. 2002. Preparing for a career in the 
agricultural communications industry. (https://www. 
ffa.org/Documents/cde_agcomm_resources.pdf). 
(July 1,2013).

Hess, A.J. and C.J. Trexler. 2011. A qualitative study of 
agricultural literacy in urban youth: Understanding 
for democratic participation in renewing the agri­
food system. Jour, of Agr. Education 52(2): 151-162. 
DOI: 10.5032/jae.2011.02151

Kolb, D.A. 1984. Experiential learning. Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ: Prentice-Hall.

269



Compact Power Equipment

Leggette, H.R., C. Witt, K.E. Dooley, T. Rutherford, 
T.R Murphrey, D. Doerfert and L.D. Edgar. 2012. 
Experiential learning using Second Life®: A 
content analysis of student reflective writing. Jour, 
of Agr. Education 53(3): 124-136. DOI: 10.5032/ 
jae.2012.03124

Lester, R 2006. Visual communication: Images with mes­
sages. Belmont, CA: Thomas Higher Education.

Mazurkewicz, M., A. Harder and T.G. Roberts. 2012. 
Evidence for experiential learning in undergraduate 
teaching farm courses. Jour, of Agr. Education 53(1): 
176-189. DOI: 10.5032/jae.2012.01176

Newcomb, L.H., J.D. McCracken, J.B.R. Warmbrod 
and M.S. Whittington. 2004. Methods of teaching 
agriculture (3rd ed,). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Pearson Prentice Hall.

Oklahoma Instructional Media Center. 2010. Agriculture 
Food and Natural Resource Cluster. (http://www. 
okcareertech.org/cimc/ag/index.htm). (July 1, 
2013).

Osborne, E.W. (Ed.) (n.d.). National research agenda: 
Agricultural education and communication, 2007- 
2010. Gainesville,FL: University of Florida, Depart­
ment of Agricultural Education and Communication.

Palfrey, J. and U. Gasser. 2008. Born digital understanding 
the first generation of digital natives. New York, NY: 
Basic Books.

Rhoades, E.B. and T. Irani. 2008. The stuff you need 
out here: A semiotic case study analysis of an

agricultural company’s advertisements. Jour, of 
Applied Communications 92(3-4): 16-22.

Rogers, E.M. 2003. Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.) 
New York, NY: The Free Press.

Sadler-Trainor, G. 2005. A visual overdose? Visual 
communications in public relations. Pubic Relations 
Quarterly 50(4): 7-9.

Silance, E.B. and H.H. Remmers. 1934. An experimental 
generalized master scale: A scale to measure 
attitudes toward any school subject. Purdue Univ. 
Stud. High. Ed. 26(35): 84-88.

Talbert, B.A., R. Vaughn and D.B. Croom. 2005. 
Foundations of agricultural education. Catlin, IL: 
Professional Educators Publications.

University of Southern California Center for Excellence 
in Teaching [USC-CTE], 2006. Case-based and 
problem-based teaching and learning. (http://cet. 
usc.edu/resources/teaching_learning/case_based. 
html). (July 1,2013).

Van Scoter, J. 2004. Using digital images to engage 
young learners. Learn, and Lead, with Tech. 31(8): 
24-37.

Wilson, M., C. Cook and F.B. Norwood. 2010. The 
Attributes and attribute-consequences of great 
college teachers. NACTAJour. 55(4): 55-65.

Wittrock, M.C. 1990. Generative process of comprehen­
sion. Ed. Psych. 24: 345-376.

Mark Your Calendars Now! 
June 16-20

2015 NACTA Conference

“Teaching on My Mind” 
University of Georgia

http://www.georgiacenter.uga.edu/NACTA

m NACTA
north american colleges and teachers o f agriculture

connect | develop | achieve

270 NACTA Journal • September 2014



Copyright of NACTA Journal is the property of North American Colleges & Teachers of
Agriculture and its content may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a
listserv without the copyright holder's express written permission. However, users may print,
download, or email articles for individual use.


