
an invitation for a visit, was poor. It was riot until a s t ~ ~ d c n t ,  
who had graduated from thc high school in question. asked the 
principal or Vo-Ag Leaclier for a chance to  present tlie program 
that our  visitation list began t o  grow. During [lie 1969-70 
school year, invitations are being sought entirely througli tlie 
students initiating tlic first contact between the high school 
and the University. 

The alumnus must be carefully chosen. He should be 
someone who has becn successf~~l;  he must be known and 
well-tl~ought-of in tlie high scliool arcii. Not  all alumni 
contacted were willing to  be on the program and not a11 who 
promised t o  participate showed up. Let the program be 
flexible enough to compensate for such happenings. Yet these 
a lu~nni  can be a most effective part of tlie program. 

Be prepared to talk to  any group. If one is prepared for 
juniors arid seniors in Vo-Ag only, it will be a shock to l~avc 
tlie entire senior class appear or tlie frcsli~iien or sophomores 
only. Tlie relaxed informal atmosphere ol' tlie high scliool car) 
produce any grouping on  a given day. 

The program itself must be lively and fast moving for high 
school students get bored easily. The use of  tlie prepared script 
offers continuity. conciseness. and a solid basis so that any 
F~cul ty  or student could travel to tlic various schools with 
little advance preparation. Obviously, tlic colored slides add 
tremendous visual support to the over-a11 event. but they must 
be sharp and relatively bright to stand out  under varying 
dayt ime classrooni conditions. Take along projection 
equipriient: a rostrurn would be helpful at tinies. 

Do not plan on being received with I';~nfare or open arms; 
you [nay be only ;~notlicr recruitel to  the assembled group. 

Plan your own introduction in case you d o  not  get an official 
one. Bc ready to accept congratulations aftcr prcscnlirlg l l ~ c  
program; also be prepared to talk in depth t o  the one or  two 
students who want further information but be ready l'or tllc 
sheer silence on the part of the majority in response t o  tlie 
question time. 

In order to  minimize expense arid efforts two visits in one 
day were arranged. Since programs starting after 1 :30 P.M. 
were undesirable, the first visit was scheduled iron1 X:OO to 
9:00 A.M. and tlic second after lunch. Mondays ; I I I ~  Fridays 
were not good days to visit in the high schools. Twenty t o  
twenty-five visits per quarter seenls t o  be a realistic number to  
strive for. All arrangements for visits rnust be handled by only 
one coordinator. 

Frorn the respoasc of the high scl~ool students and their 
Vo-Ag teachers contacted thro~lgli t l~ i s  program arld from the 
opinions of the ag~.icultural f a c ~ ~ l t y  at Tccli, this rt'cruilrncnt 
project has been wortliwliile. Tlie involvement of a student at 
Tech and an alumnus from the respective areas ilelps l o  bridge 
the gap of  comniunication betweer~ our  faculty and the 
prospective students, and affords a person with which such 
students can identify. 

The actual cfl'cctiveriess of  s ~ ~ c l i  a recruiting vc~lturc would 
be liard t o  measure in thc short run, but we feel our cl~:~llenge 
is to  inform the Iiigli school students of the opportunities in 
agriculture. The agricultural f ~ c u l t y  at Tech plans to continue 
this program in the future by up-dating the slides and visiting 
new schools cacli year, and by possible con~ple te  revision of 
the slides and format every two years. 

Creative Approaches to 
Teaching 0 rnamental Horticulture Short Course 

A highly successful sliort course was taught for four 
consecutive years at the Annual Conference for Illinois 
Vocational Agriculture Teachers. Tlie course began in 1966, 
and was based on the theoretical framework suggested by the 
following statements: 

Creative ideas from any discipl i~~e havc universal 
applications to  all lines of work 

No single discipline has a monopoly on  the creative ideas 
necessary for success in that discipline 

No single individual, educational institution, community, 
state o r  nation Iias a monopoly on thc theoretical 
knowledge, understanding of practic;rl applications, and 
desire necessary for iniplementing ideas 

There is a reason for everything that liappens in the world: 

hlany of  the reasons have becn recorded in onc  or more 
publications 

Other reasons niay be obtained from unpublisl~ed 
sources 

Additional reasons may bc discovered through uriusual 
circultlstances 

Knowing there is not (at present) a satisfactory answer to  a 
particular problem is valuable inforni:~lion, and may he ;I 

stimulant t o  creative thought 

Academic aptitude (especially when accompanied by 
intellectual snobbery, self-satisfaction. and similar traits) 
can inhibit creativity 

Everyone has ideas, but many of  then1 itre lost 

Teaching people what they want tu learn is easier than 
teaching them what tliey ought t o  learn 

Basic principles l~ave more nieining if they arc uscd to 
support excit irig ideas 

It is not always necessary, or even desirable, to  start at tlie 
beginning 

Many have made ilriportar~l contributions outside l l~eir  
chosen field 

Tlie power of  observation often is little used or is misused 

The lack of tinie. funds and facilities can be stiniulants to 
creativity 

A nntilral optimistic, enthusiastic and cheerful ouilook 
makes it possible for good ideas to be formed, developed 
arid implemented 

Ideas should be judged according to their worth and not on 
tlie basis of  who presents them 

The education and experience background of  tlic Lcacliers 
attending tlle sliort course each of the foul years is 
sun~rnarized in Table I .  

Table 1 .  Education and Experience Background 
of Teachers Attending the S l ~ o r t  Course 

1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. 4th Yr. 
Number iittend- 
ing t l ~ c  short 
course 23 20  22 3 1 

Several 
courses in 
ornamenlal 
horticulture 
at thc tiriivers- 
ity level 6 9 
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I st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. 4th Yr. Table 2. Creative Approaches T o  Teaching 
Ornamental Horticulture Short Course Evaluation A few courses 

in ornamental 
horticulture 
at  the univcrsi- 
ty  level 6 

Percentage of Respondents Checking 
Questions 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. 4th Yr. 

I .  l low applica- 
ble was the 
material to 
your present 
teaching situa- 
tion? 
Generally ~ ~ s c f u l  56  
Sonie use fill 
information 19 
Not applicable 25 

2. How applica- 
blc was the 
material to  
your future 
teaching silua- 
tion? 
Generally uscf~rl 69 
Sorric uscfu l 
i n forn ia t io~~ 19 
Not Applicable 12 
3. Was t l ~ c  
short coursc 
length 
About right? 19 9 2 76 96 
Too short? 6 9  8 24 4 
Too long? 12 

Note: The length of the short course was one and one-half 
hours the flrst year and over two and one-half hours each 
succeeding year. 

4. Do you Irove 
plans for :I])- 

plying cot1 I sc 
inforrnation lo 
your teacl~ir~g? 
Yes 7 6  
No 24 
Not yet 
Perhaps 

5. Do you believe 
the short 
course topic. 
"Crea t ivc 
Approacl1es 7'0 
T e ; ~ c l ~ i ~ l g  
Ornamcnlal 
Horticulti~rc," 
should be ol- 
fered ncxt 
year? 
Yes 
No 
6. Would you be 
willing to as- 
sist as a 
menibcr o r  ;III  

advisory coiii- 
mittee in 
plirnnir~g 11cx1 
year's course? 
Yes 5 7  92 
No 3-5 
Possibly 6 
Not resporlding 12 8 
Note: Question nuniber six was eliminated from the course 
evaluation forms for the third and fourth years since more than 

One course in 
ornamental 
horticulture at 
the university level 2 
No courses i l l  

ornamental 
horticulture 
at the univers- 
ity level 

Considerable 
practical 
experience in 
ornaments1 
horticulture 

Some practical 
experience in 
ornamental 
horticulture 

Little o r  n o  
practical 
experience in 
ornamental 
horticulture 15 

At the bcgir~ning of each session, participants wcrc asked 
why they had dccidcd t o  attend tlie course. The reasons most 
frequently given by the teachers were related to the following: 
increased dcri ia~~tl  I'or this type of training by high school 
students and adults. desire t o  teach one or more courscs in 
ornamental l~orticulture or to  improve courses which were 
being taught (included work with adults as well as wit11 high 
school students), intention to include elements of  ornamental 
horticulture as part of  present courses in agriculture, attending 
previous short course and finding it helpful and/or enjoyable, 
having lieard that the previous year's short course was 
worthwhile, the expressive tirle of  this particular short course, 
need t o  iniprovc professional competency, desire t o  encourage 
instructor to  ofrer this short coursc on a continuing basis, and 
hobby interest. 

At the b e g i n ~ ~ i l ~ g  of cach short course sessior~. the teachers 
also were asked what questions they would like to  liavc 
answered. o r  what topics they would like to  have discussed. 
The questions asked and/or topics suggested wcre primarily 
related t o  tlie following main areas: green house construction 
and management. what others are doing in ornamental 
horticulture, various details of  starting and/or teaching of high 
school and adult classes, source material and teaching aids, 
o p p o r t u n i  t i c s  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  teachers' professional 
competence, dcvcloping creative approaches, f;~cilities and 
materials needcd for teaching ornamental horticulture, latest 
information itbout many of the subject matter scgments of 
o r n a m e n t a l  horticulture, opportunities in orrianicntal 
horticulture for young men interested in the field, ;~pproprietc 
laboratory exe~cises, :uid things wliicli could be taugl~t wit11011t 
too great an i r~vcs t~nc~i t  in eqi~ipnient and materials. 

A short t i ~ n c  after the short course was t i ~ u g l ~ t ,  cach 
participar~t was sent an evaluation form. Percentage of 
response ranged f ~ o r n  a low of  65 percent the second year ro 
80 percent t l ~ c  t i ~ u r t l ~  year. Percentages of  return for the first 
and third years wcre 70 and 77  respectively. 

The  responses to questions included on t l ~ c  evaluation form 
each of  the four years are summarized in Table 2. 
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enough volunteers had been obtained tlie first two years. 
Written responses from teachers who had taken the short 
course were especially helpful in course planning. 

Respondents were asked to provide information such as the 
following: items not included in the short course wl~icli should 
be included tlie followilig year, other comments or suggestions 
for improvement they might have, and anything else wliich 
they might care to mention. Most of  the teachers took 
advantage of the opportunity to  offer suggestior~s and make 

comments concerning the short course. As might be cxpectcd, 
comments about the first year's effort were sornewl~at less 
favorable than for each of the succeeding years. Even tlie first 
year, I~owcver. a number of  the teachers thought the program 
was well organized and conducted for the length of time 
available. 

The short course was highly successful largely because of 
tlie outstanding cooperation of the teachers attending, their 
searching clnestions. and specific silggestions for iniprovc~ncnt. 

A "TEXTBOOK GAP" IN AGRICULTURAL 
ECONOMICS 

Dr. N. Omri Rawliris 
Assistant Professor of Agricultural Economics 

Deparhnent of Agriculture 
Middle Tennessee State University 

hluch ha? been written and said about gaps which we find 
in our society. Some which come to mind are the "generation 
gap" and the "credibility gap" which are still with us but not 
discussed very often these days. I would like to  point out that 
a "textbook gap" exists, even though the number of books per 
capita is probably higher today than any time since the 
invention of the printing press. 

At a tinie when most academic disciplines are literally 
flooded with textbooks and instructors have a real challenge t o  
select tlie texts best suited to their course orientation, i t  seems 
paradoxical that certain discipliries are extremely limited in 
textbook alternatives. I am reierring t o  agricultural ccononiics, 
generally, and agricultural price analysis, specifically. 

Some instructors contend that the few textbooks available 
in agricultural economics are excellent and therefore we have 
n o  need for additional texts froni which to choose. 1 d o  not 
question the quality of  available texts, but I d o  contend that 
one good text will not fulfill the needs of  a given course in all 
departments. The type of course and text needed depends to a 
large extent on the background of the students and their 
future plilrls relative to adtlitional courses in tlre field and 
occupational goals. These f'actors vilry consider;tbly between a 
highly developed department of agricultural economics arid a 
general agricultural department striving to dcvelop the 
agribusiness phase o f  its curricula. 

Although the variety is liniited, I am relatively satisfied 
with the textbooks available in 111ost areas of  agricultural 
economics. with the exception oi;lgricultural price analysis. A 
survey o f  current publication suni~naricsl indicated t1i:lt only 
two textbooks arc available ill this field of study. Tliesc texts 
are AGRICULTURAL PRICES by Thomsen and Footc and 1 AGRICULTURAL PRICE ANALYSIS by Shepherd. Neither 
of these texts meets the needs of our students, and I suspect 

i this is true for many other departments around the country. 
Tlie Thomsen and Foote text is extremely outdated. The 

latest edition was published in 1952 and the latest statistics 
quoted are 1950. In a field of study as dynamic as agricultural 
price analysis. a text this old is extreniely limited in its 
usefulness. This means tliat tlie text by Shepherd is the o r ~ l y  
up-to-date text available for unclcrgraduate ar~rl graduate 
courses taught in agricultural price analysis througliout the 
United States. 

Again, I am not questioning the content or the quality of 
Professor Shepherd's book. However, 1 an1 questioning its 
adaptability to  the needs of all students, undergraduate and 
graduate, in agricultural price courses. 1 am especially 
questioning the suitability of this text for ur~dergraduate 

students needing a general knowledge about agricultural price 
analysis beyond what they learn in an introductory 
agricultural econolnics course but who are not planning to 
specialize in this area. 

The text by Shepherd is oriented more toward graduate 
level study and students who liave a strong background in 
mathematics, statistics and economics, especially intermediate 
price theory. The emphasis of  the whole book is very well 
expressed in tlie followirlg quote from Chapter 15: " I t  is 
assumed here that the reader I~vs  an introductory knowledge 
of speculation and hedging on the commodity exc1l:lngcs. Tlie 
purpose of this chapter is to  explore further some ol'tlie more 
advanced and technical problenis in these operations."2 

In what course are students expected to  get an 
"introductory knowledge" of the comrnodity exchange'? It is 
not norrnally taught in an introductory course in agricultural 
economics nor tlie principles courses in economics arid 
statistics. Neither are many other important concepts which 
Professor Shepherd assumes tliat the students already know. 

I submit tliat the basic assuniptions of Professor Slieplierd's 
text alc unrealistic for t l ~ e  majority of s tudc~lts  taking 
agricu1tur;il price analysis for undergraduate credit, especially 
for developing departments of Agriculture. 1 further submit 
that Professor Shepherd has a "monopoly" on  textbooks in 
this area o f  study. 

I ,  therefore, challenge agricultural economists, especially 
agricultilral price specialists, to  shift your writing efforts froni 
experiment station publications t o  textbooks in order ro 
reduce, i l  not eliminate, the "~extbook  gap" in agricultural 
ccononiics. Students. teachers and the discipline in gcne~al  will 
benefit l'lom your efforts. 

1Books in Print. 1969 and Subject G u i ~ e  to Books in Print. 1969. (Net\ 
York: R .  R. Bo\vker Co., 1970). 

2 ~ c o f f r e ~  S. Shepherd, Agriculture Price Analysis, (Iowa: Iowa State 
University Press, 1968). p. 116. 

Books in Print, 1969 (Neur York: K. K. Bo\rrker Co., 1969). 
Sl~epllt.rd Geoffrey S., A ricultural Price Analysis, Si\tli I-dition 

(Iotva: IOW;I State University frcsz, 1968). 

Subject Guide to B o o b  in Print, 1969 (New York: R .  K. Bowker 
Co., 1969). 

Tllolnwn, t.rederick L. and Ricllard J .  Footc. Agricultural Prices 
(New? York: hlcGraw-llill Book Company, Inc., 1952). 
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