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What is the desirability of in-service training programs
in agricultural economics instruction? To what extent do
they contribute to a worthwhile learning experience that
prepares students to work effectively in agribusiness firms
and agencies? Or, is there something inherent in the very
nature of in-service training programs that tends to make
them sub-standard as a teaching technique? Questions
such as these have concerned the authors. Concern is based
partially upon personal experiences with such programs
and in part by views expressed by others in the field.

One is immediately confronted with matters of defin.
ition and terminology. For purposes of this study we
viewed an in-service training program as one whereby the
undergraduate student would have a combination work-
learning experience in the practical operations of a firm
(or agency) to better prepare himself for productive em-
ployment in agribusiness with emphasis on management.
An essential part of any such program is an agreement
(either written or oral) between the university and the
cooperating firm or agency to clarify what is expected of
the student. A chief concern is that the student has an
opportunity to observe the decision making process in
practice.

There are several reasons why it is desirable to examine
in-service training programs and to evaluate their possible
merit in agribusiness management training. Agribusiness
management training has grown to the point where it
receives major emphasis in most agricultural economics
departments. Therefore, techniques that might be especial-
ly useful for teaching in this area should be evaluated.
In a study made of agribusiness education in 1961, Gold-
berg [1, p. 34] found that 43 of the 67 institutions surveyed
reported having a degree or a major field of concentration
in agribusiness. In response to another survey question,
Goldberg found that 58 of the 67 institutions were plan-
ning a new program or a change in existing ones. Only
nine institutions indicated they did not intend to develop
a course or program in the area at that time [1, p. 35].
Goldberg's study gives us one of many clues to the in-
creasing interest of agricultural economics departments
in agribusiness education.

Secondly, there are increasing opportunities for those
trained in agribusiness management. Agricultural colleges
report today that 37 to 50 percent of each graduating class
finds employment in the broad field of agricultural busi-
ness and industry [2, p. 12]. But the fact that the field is
broad creates some problems. Often students have diffi-
culty in understanding specific job opportunities that are
available. Merely to point out that many firms and agen-
cies in the field of agribusiness are seeking employees is
inadequate. Something must be done to demonstrate
specifically what opportunities do exist.

Thirdly, in-service training programs might give some
needed practical orientation in the application of course-
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work training to solving problems for agribusiness firms
and agencies. Most educators in the field of agricultural
economics argue the desirability of basic training in the
curriculum. At the same time the need for applied train-
ing is recognized. H. B. James summarized this view by
stating, “My opinion is that a student should have enough
applied training so that he is able to secure a job and to
be successful in his first employment.” {3, p. 283] It is possi-
ble that in-service training programs could help to identify
opportunities and to contribute to a meaningful program
in applied training.

OBJECTIVES

In view of apparent interest and justification for in-
service training programs a national study was made to
determine relevant characteristics of current programs and
attitudes of university personnel associated with them.
Major objectives of the study were to determine, (1) the
extent to which in-service training programs are currently
used by institutions offering work in agricultural econ-
omics, (2) characteristics of those programs, and (3) the
effectiveness of such training in the educational program.

MAJOR FINDINGS

Characteristics of the universe. Institutions in the study
were those known to be teaching agricultural economics.
A letter was sent to each department head asking the fol-
lowing: “Does your department sponsor or participate in
any in-service training programs for undergraduates? Of
concern here are programs in which your department may
be involved that provide training and experience for under-
graduate students with business and/or agencies.” In-
formation was requested on names of programs and staff
members in charge. The response was excellent. Returns
were received from all 67 institutions. Twenty-two re-
ported they had in-service training programs and furnished
names of 34 different programs which were in operation
at their institutions. Forty-five responded they had no
such programs.

A detailed questionnaire was sent to the person di-
rectly in charge of the respective programs at each insti-
tution. Replies were received pertaining to all but one
of these programs.

Characteristics of current programs. In comparison to
total enrollment at the 21 respondent universities the num-
ber of student participants, ie., 241 in 1966, was relatively
small. Yet comments accompanying the returned question-
naires indicated a substantial interest in this type of pro-
gram. Numerous changes of existing programs are under-
way and 7 of the 21 universities are considering the ad-
dition of 12 new programs. Five universities which do not
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have programs at this time have plans to initiate one (or
more).

Thirty -three in-service training programs were studied
to determine their characteristics. Sixty percent of the
universities grant academic credit ranging generally from
3 to 6 quarter hours (or the equivalent in semester hours).
Grades, typically, are determined by written report, but
oral examinations were used in conjunction with the writ-
ten report in about one half of the cases. Written examin-
ations are rarely used.

Sixty percent of the programs are full time arrange-
ments for three summer months. Most of the remainder
are operated concurrently with campus classes which
necessitates cooperation with a firm or agency in close
proximity to the campus. Only in one case was a program
operated on an alternate semester (quarter) basis.

In 87 percent of the cases the student receives regular
cash compensation during the period of the program with
a modal amount of $400 per month. Only in 4 of the 33
cases did the student receive additional compensation. Two
of the four provided a scholarship during the academic
year.

Participants generally are selected by personal inter-
view which ordinarily is conducted by representatives of
both the university and firm (or agency). Where civil
service standards must be met a written examination is
necessary. Programs currently in operation are almost
equally divided between private enterprise type firms and
public service agencies.

FEATURES OF SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS

Comments and suggestions received indicated a clear-
cut consensus on several features of successful programs:
1. There must be a definite understanding between the
university, cooperating firm (or agency), and student with
respect to objectives and responsibilities of each party.
Apparently, this can be done satisfactorily by oral agree-
ment as 31 of the 33 programs studied were of this type.
2. 1t appears desirable to have a single staff member from
a given institution supervise general aspects of in-service
training programs. But he might draw upon the assistance
of specialists in particular areas. The supervisor should
be “close” to students as well as to industry and agency
personnel. 3. A successful program requires a great deal
of effort and staff time. This must be recognized in the
department budget. 4. Programs should be designed to
allow the student to observe the decision making process
in action. In no case should student activities be viewed
as a source of inexpensive help. 5. Specitied minimal
course requirements generally are considered desirable for
most programs. 6. Both university and firm (or agency)
personnel should collaborate in the selection of applicants.
7. Preplanning with the student, by both university super-
visor and {irm (or agency) supervisor, is of prime import-
ance. 8. To initiate a new program it was suggested that
(a) the first few pilot firms (or agencies) be picked care-
fully and if possibie choose those managed by former stu-
dents of the university, and (b) select industries (or
agencies) with good potential for subsequent student em-
ployment.

IS THERE A PLACE FOR IN-SERVICE TRAINING?

Reaction to in-service training programs was for the
most part very favorable. Some of the more relevant
comments were that the program, (1) contributes to stu-
dent employment opportunities, after graduation, (2) aids
the student and his advisor in modifying selection of
courses for f{uture occupational plans, (3) gives the stu.
dent first hand experience with problems faced by firms
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(or agencies) in how decisions are made, (4) furnishes the
student with a type of experience which is not possible
in the classroom, (5) can be a valuable source of supple-
mentary teaching materials for certain courses, (6) gives
a student and a prospective employer an opportunity to
observe and evaluate each other, {7) stimulates students to
return to the campus with renewed enthusiasm for a ca-
reer in agribusiness management, and (8) enhances public
relations of firms (or agencies) as well as universities.

In-service training programs are not without short-
comings. Several staff members stated that supervisory
time requirements were excessive. In some instances
firms (or agencies) experienced difficulty in eventually
employing many of the trainees.
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1969 CONVENTION

Dates June 16, 17, 18, 1969

Place New York Agricultural and
Technical College
Alfred, New York

Theme of
Program

2-year Technical programs and their
relationship to Baccalaureate degree
programs.

Registration  Monday morning, June 16. Sessions
begin with luncheon at noon and
end with a Smorgasbord.

Delegates will be housed and fed

at the college.

Program Chairman:

Dr. William Stopper, Head
Agriculture Department
New York Agricultural and
Technical College

Alfred, New York
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