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Abstract

The purpose of this descriptive survey was to explore and describgradhyates

who were certified to teach agriculture in secondary education chashitg as a
career. Twenty-nine student teachers from four universities indavédtern state
participated in the study. There were several findings from the stidgt, the
researchers found that 24 out of 29 preservice teachers in the study planned t
become teachers. Second, career choice was related to intrinsic andiexdareer
choice motives. Preservice teachers choosing formal education aser daad
intrinsic motives. On the other hand, preservice teachers who antidipateers in
non-formal education had extrinsic career choice motivation. Third, preservi
teachers who plan to pursue formal education careers were more effisatian

their peers who planned to pursue nonformal education careers or wereidediec
about their careers. Third, the preservice teachers identified asndpavi
transformational and transactional leadership behaviors and these leadership
behaviors were not related to career choice.

Introduction and Theoretical Framework

Recruiting and retaining quality teachers is crucial to atigimixcellence in
education (Darling-Hammond, 1999; McCampbell & Stewart, 1992). Preservi
agricultural education teachers who possess the characteoftizing qualified,
caring, and competent (NCTAF, 1996) are likely to be sought after bpnodihand
business organizations, which could also benefit from these chaitegerighe
teaching profession competes against other important professions faonotte
talented people (McCampbell & Stewart, 1992), and changes that haweedcn
agriculture in recent years have made it possible for quapfieskervice agricultural
education teachers to secure employment outside of the classroorerya
competitive salaries (Miller & Muller, 1993).
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Graduates who are certified to teach in agricultural educaticensgeng non-
formal education careers. In 2001, only 59% of qualified preservic@eesam
agricultural education entered the teaching profession. At the siame 67
positions for agricultural education teachers remained unfilled ndten¢{Camp,
Broyles, & Skelton, 2002). Furthermore, Craig (1984) found that, though the
number of preservice teachers who completed degrees and weredualifeach
exceeded the need for classroom teachers, the number who chose @matiede of
education ultimately led to the teacher shortage in the nation. HHafs®a, 2000b)
conducted a needs assessment of future issues and concerns in ajrexuication
in lllinois. Stakeholders identified recruiting good people to teach afedingf
teacher salaries that are competitive with the rest oagneultural industry were
important needs. This study was conducted because understanding tmeéasfloke
preservice teachers’ choices to teach or not to teach could helpréoeffectively
recruit high-quality individualgnd provide targeted strategies to help retain them in
the teaching profession.

As college students complete internships and use past experiepoggarng
to enter the workforce, many of them ask a variety of questiohelp them choose
the appropriate careers. The researchers inductively conceetlaliareer
development to represent why preservice teachers in agricudtuahation would
choose to teach in a formal classroom setting. Creative and thougtagrhtion of
theories in career psychology can stimulate theory building and enteameer
development practice (Chen, 2003). When choosing careers, people amifaced
series of questions. People are drawn to questions that are mpogtimto them or
upon which they place the most value or emphasis. Although there aye tmae
guestions guided the researchers to help narrow the scope of theposaibilities
for choosing a career: Can | be successful in this careeli?mW/ineeds and
expectations be met by this career? Do | see myself infhggthers to reach their
fullest potential in this career? In addition to striving to arsthese questions,
often interdependently, people making decisions about their careergatiser
information from their environment and make career decisions whhkicdntexts in
which they find themselves. The conceptual framework (Figure &)infarmed by
a constructivist perspective of career development, primbaibed the assumptions
of social cognitive career theory (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1996), aasl grounded
on three theories: Maslow’s (1954) needs theory, Bandura’s seb@fftbeory, and
Bass’s (1985) transformational leadership theory. Each theoneiylsviewed in
the context of career choice for the theoretical framework. Furtre, career
choice is reviewed for people in general, for those in helping cafeers nursing
and teaching), and more specifically for those in career and tektbhdigeation and
agricultural education.
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Figure 1
Conceptual Framework
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Maslow’s (1954) needs theory represented the question related to whethe
people’s needs would be met by choosing among their career altegnativénis
theory, Maslow suggested that people are motivated by a seneset needs, and
that lower-level needs must be satisfied before higher-levetsnde.g., self-
actualization) can be satisfied. Needs theory can potentidileirde career choice
in several different ways, both through anticipated job satisfaatidrmaking career
choices. Research in education has shown that needs theory telajels
satisfaction, as the absence of three higher-order needs (selfaestutonomy, and
self-actualization) was shown to be a major contributor to lowh&Fasatisfaction
(Carver & Sergiovanni, 1971; Frances & Lebras, 1982; Sweeney, 1981; ®rusty
Sergiovanni, 1966; Wright, 1985). Additionally, although Maslow did not believe
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that a fulfilled need could serve as motivation, research has stmatvsatisfying
self-actualization needs increases motivation (Glassman, 197&ntda, Schwab,
Fossum, & Dryer, 1980). Thus, as individuals have self-actualizing ierpes
during career preparation, they may be more motivated to enteatber field in
which they had that experience. For example, if a preservicheiehad a self-
actualizing experience during student teaching or in early field expes, that
individual may be more likely the pursue a career in the foedalkation field.
Likewise, if a preservice teacher has a self-actualizing reetpe during an
internship in agribusiness, that individual may more likely pursuareec in non-
formal education. According to Wankat and Oreovicz (1993), intrinsi¢vatiotn
generally satisfies basic human needs, whereas extrinsic nutivaty satisfy a
higher-level need (i.e., people may equate salary with esteem). Tenably, those whose
career decisions are shaped by intrinsic motives may bdieshtigith different
careers than those who have extrinsic career choice motiviése &80 groups seek
different things from potential careers. For the purpose of thiy,shedds theory
was represented by individuals’ intrinsic and extrinsic career choice motives.

Teaching Self-Efficacy: Can | be successful in this career?

Bandura’'s (1997) self-efficacy theory underpins career choice. duBas
theory relates to whether people believe they can be successfiaéii chosen
careers and the number of career alternatives that theycomesider. Bandura
suggested that self-efficacy, or people’s beliefs in their dvifities to complete a
specific task, influences performance, behavioral choices, and @ecsist The
influence of self-efficacy on performance is related to cactheice in a number of
ways. Self-efficacy complements skill sets in individualsks®y careers and may
facilitate career attainment for those seeking careers in arealighatith their skill
sets. However, because entering a profession is also based dnothsekills to
preferred careers, if individuals do not have the required skilla fposition, even
high self-efficacy beliefs may not allow them to perform vielthat role (Vroom,
1964). Lent, Hackett, and Brown (1996) further suggested that selfegffioay
facilitate career attainment in a given performance domain wiered with
requisite skills.

As people perform better and as people’s belief in their sathey grows,
they consider more career options, show greater interest in teiercoptions,
perform better educationally in their career preparation, and haaegrstaying
power in their chosen pursuits (Bandura, 1997). People formed a seffssaoy én
a variety of job-related activities as they performed thefmoane, school or within
the community (Lent, Hackett, & Brown, 1996). The stronger studenisaejf
beliefs, the more interest they expressed in a given occupation §8Elackett,
1981; Branch & Lichtenberg, 1987) and the more career options they believed w
possible (Betz & Hackett, 1981; Lent, Brown, & Larkin, 1986). Interegblin
related tasks can be viewed as an extension of self-effibacguse people often
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form an interest in an activity when they see themselvesmapetent in performing
it and see it producing valued outcomes. People also developed k& ddsli
activities that they did not enjoy or anticipated negative or rmbued outcomes, and
they often avoided attempting those activities (Bandura, 1986; Lemkinl. &
Brown, 1989). In the context of this study, highly efficacious presenéachers
should have a higher likelihood of entering a career in the area i Wey are
efficacious, whether it be in the classroom, Extension, or business/industry.

Transformational Leadership: Do | see myself influencing othes?

Transformational leadership is a leadership behavior that matif@tewers
and leaders to do more than they thought possible by “(a) raising éofiolevel of
consciousness about the importance and value of specified and idgalasd(b)
getting followers to transcend their own self-interest for the sdikihe team or
organization, and (c) moving followers to address higher-level needs$(R985, p.
20). Transformational leaders were concerned with the performance of followlers a
with developing followers to their fullest potential (Avolio, 1999; B&s#wvolio,
1990). According to Bass and Avolio (1993), people express their leadership
behaviors on continuum of three domains: (a) transformational leade($hip;
transactional leadership; and, (€) nonleadership.

The transformational leadership domain is comprised of five &adttealized
influence (attributed), idealized influence (behavior), inspiratiomadtivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. Leadétls Mealized
Influence (attributed and behaviodisplay conviction; emphasize trust; take stands
on difficult issues; present their most important values; and enzghdbie
importance of purpose, commitment, and the ethical consequences abrdecis
Idealized Influence (attributedpccurs when followers identify with and emulate
those leaders who are trusted and seen as having an attainaibb@ gk vision.
Idealized influence (behaviomefers to leader behavior that results in followers
identifying with leaders and wanting to emulate them (Barnett, MoC&r &
Connors, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1995). Leaders wiitispirational Motivation
articulate an appealing vision of the future, challenge followetts kigh standards,
talk optimistically and with enthusiasm, and provide encouragement aardngdor
what needs to be done. Leaders wittiellectual Stimulationquestion old
assumptions, traditions, and beliefs; stimulate in others new pevgseatid ways of
doing things; and encourage the expression of ideas and reasons. Le#ders w
Individualized Considerationdeal with others as individuals; consider their
individual needs, abilities and aspirations; listen attentivefiyrther their
development; and advise and coach.

The transactional leadership domain is comprised of three factoringent
reward, management-by-exception (active), and management-by-exdppssive).
Contingent Rewardeaders are leaders who: engage in a constructive path-goal
transaction of reward for performance, clarify expectations, exchenogeises and
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resources, arrange mutually satisfactory agreements, negotiateesources,
exchange assistance for effort, and provide commendations for sutdelswer
performance. Management-by-Exception (activieaders are leaders who: monitor
followers’ performance and take corrective action if deviatioosfstandards occur
and enforce rules to avoid mistakédanagement-by-Exception (passile&gders are
leaders who fail to intervene until problems become serious andomaike action
until mistakes are brought to their attention. The nonleadership dsr@mprised

of one factor: laissez-faireLaissez-faireleaders are leaders who avoid accepting
responsibility, are absent when needed, fail to follow up requesss$mtance, and
resist expressing views on important issues (Bass & Avolio, 1995).

The most direct tie that research in transformational leagielsts to career
choice is through the distinction between authentic and inauthenticotmraagibnal
leadership. According to Bass and Steidlmeier (1999), “the authentic
[transformational leaders] are inwardly and outwardly concerned é®giood that
can be achieved for the group, organization, or society for which thaly fe
responsible” (p. 188). Individuals who were authentic transformationdete—
those concerned for the common good—were altruistic in nature (How&llodo,
1992). Young (1995) found that some of teachers’ career choice reasoms w
altruistic in nature. Therefore, if authentic transformatioradées are altruistic, and
individuals tend to enter teaching careers for altruistic reaizng]truistic nature of
teaching may positively influence transformational leaders’etachoices, leading
transformational leaders into formal education careers. Résesrmn CTE have
stated that leadership development is an important and long-standingncamce
CTE, as indicated from their commitment to leadership developiméhé students
involved in the related student organizations (Wonacott, 2001), including the
National FFA Organization. In the last 15 years, leadership devefapmCTE has
moved away from task-oriented behaviors toward a model of d¢renafional
leadership to point CTE in new directions (Moss & Liang, 1990). ThoiNd
Center for Research in Vocational Education conceptualized legueesielopment
as:

...improving those attributes—characteristics, knowledge, skills, and
values—that predispose individuals to perceive opportunities to behave as
leader, to grasp those opportunities, and to succeed in influencing group
behaviors in a wide variety of situations. Success as a leagecational
education is conceived primarily as facilitating the group process a
empowering group members (Moss, Leske, Jensrud, & Berkas, 1994, p. 26).
Additionally, beyond CTE but still related to agricultural educatioiseaech in
Extension has shown that transformational leadership behaviors hadisterulys
positive correlation with organizational outcomes such as organizHtectiveness
and job satisfaction (Brown, 1996).
Though not appearing in agricultural education or CTE studies and nedrelat
to career choice, additional research that has been done iglatsal to this study,
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as it lends additional weight to the researchers’ belief thegec and technical
education teachers that demonstrate transformational leadershipobeiall meet

with greater success. Much of the research on transformaléaurship that has
been done in schools has focused on the positive effects that schemirgds
transformational leadership behaviors had on the students and school culture
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 1997; Leithwood, 1994; Silins, 1994). Furthermore, msear
has shown that a positive school culture was associated witbagett student
motivation and achievement, improved teacher collaboration, and impatitedes
among teachers toward their jobs (Sashkin & Sashkin, 1990; Sashkin &ékhl
1993; Ogawa & Bossert, 1995). Therefore, teachers that are traatiforahleaders
may also influence students through improving school culture and enjoyr highe
levels of job satisfaction.

Career Choice in Career, Technical, & Agricultural Education

Career development starts early in a person’s life and is gHappersonal
and environmental factors (Bandura, 1986; Betz & Hackett, 1981). raérand
social experiences influence helping professionals’ career chorre$essionals in
the helping professions often choose careers based upon childhood expgrience
personal and professional goals, beliefs and values, and being inspfeadilgyand
peers to serve others (Fischman et al., 2001). Further, the pre$éeaehers in the
family was a significant factor influencing teacher candidatiegisions to teach
(Marso & Pigge, 1994).

Personality plays a role in the careers people choose. nd@ll®73) suggests
that people fall into one of six personality types: realisticestigative, artistic,
social, enterprising, or conventional. People tend to seek careers thky can be
around others that are similar to themselves, creating a positike environment
and experience. Holland posited that people who are in work environmigmts
others like themselves will be more satisfied and succeddflland’s (1973) career
choice theory has been shown to apply to populations of elementary se@btadsh
& Huston, 1988). Because of this, Young (1995) suggested that the teaching
profession may attract individuals who consider the job a good it'tHiem and
who want to make a contribution to society and work with young people. Perhaps
some feel that this “fit” is a calling to serve in the eare Additionally, Ginzberg
(1988) suggested that career choice is a three-stage procdssginatat childhood
and develops through teenage years. During the final stage, cdaligti 17 through
young adulthood), people familiarize themselves with alternatinels exentually
develop a compromise that allows them to use their talents avésts while as
many of their goals and values as possible will be satisfie@rhaPs some
considering careers will be drawn to a greater extent by intrinsic or tdtmmistives,
while others may be pulled toward other careers due to extrinsicematepending
upon the motives and values of those making the career choices.
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Various factors explain career choice for people in general, for timose
helping careers, and more specifically for those in career ahdital education and
agricultural education. Some of the research that has helped tdyidbese
influential factors has been focused specifically on determiningnfheences on
career choice, while other research has determined the fdutmugh gathering data
on what causes individuals to remain in and/or leave careers. reBearchers
summarized the review of literature into six factors—both intingi extrinsic
motives—that influenced career choice of preservice teachénge of these items,
(a) serving others, (b) touching people’s lives/making an impact, aridaftihg” to
a career, measured intrinsic career choice motivation, whileethaining three, (d)
salary and benefits, (e) balance between career and persomral amd (f)
opportunities for advancement/personal growth, measured extrinsia chi@ee
motivation.

People are likely attracted to teaching because of a combinatalirwistic,
intrinsic, and extrinsic motives (Seng Yong, 1995). Bergsma and CB()(&tated
that people do not enter teaching to satisfy needs, but rather to help young people and
to help the education system. Studies on prospective and practi@hgrteactually
revealed that the two main altruistic reasons for choosinyitepaere the desire to
work with young people (Brown, 1992; Chandler, Powell, & Hazard, 1971; Fox,
1961; Joseph & Green, 1986; Serow, Eaker & Ciechalski, 1992; Thom, 1992) and
the desire to contribute to society (Brown, 1992; Chandler et al., 197itlure
1992; Goodlad, 1984; Joseph & Green, 1986; Richardson, 1988; Toppin & Levine,
1992). Research in other helping careers has indicated that people enter these caree
for similar reasons. It has been shown that altruism, a desinelp others, or
intrinsic motivation are factors that strongly explained a portioth@fdecisions of
those choosing to enter a career in nursing (Fagermoen, 1997; Good, 1993&Parker
Merrylees, 2002; Wicker 1995).

While intrinsic factors influence some to enter helping careexgjnsic
factors have been shown to influence teachers’ decisions te kaavteaching
profession. A market-responsive model has been used to explain why glenpde
careers. This model suggests that individuals make career £twgised on demand
and the level of compensation (Ochsner & Solmon, 1979). This modeltprégit
students prepare for an occupation that will be in high demand andchaximize
their earnings. Though a much more extrinsically-focused model, tharchsin
teaching has supported its suggestion, as well. Han (1994) found ttia¢reea
salaries relative to alternative occupations pursued by collegeapes had an effect
on career choices of prospective and current teachers. In additiovestigating
reasons for entering a career, some of the research revielatsti r® reasons for
leaving careers, as well. These include maintaining a balanesedretcareer and
personal time (Fischman, Schutte, Solomon & Wu Lam, 2001), salary and
opportunity for advancement (Litt & Turk, 1985), lack of support frompitsecipal
(Ladwig, 1994), problems with student discipline, lack of student motivatiwh, a
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lack of respect from community, parents, administrators, and studdarto\y,

Inmar, & Betancourt-Smith, 1996). Research in another helpitd) #&tension
education, has shown that a portion of agent attrition in that fieddbdis related to
pay, excessive time requirements, and too many requirements fancadvent
(Rousan & Henderson, 1996)—reasons which are extrinsic.

More specifically, research in agricultural education and CTE supploet
results of the research in general helping careers. Those whbegechkareers in
agricultural education often do so due to altruistic or intrinsic restias evidenced
by what attracted them to the profession, their reasons for remaining in theiprofess
(Pucel, 1990; Ruhland, 2001), or what they most enjoy about the profédsight(
& Custer, 1998). On the other hand, of those who leave, many attifileutiecision
to extrinsic motives (Pucel, 1990), including salary, little opportunity f
advancement, and an inadequate balance of career and persorghighg 1977).
Several researchers have looked at various factors regardiegr cahoice,
satisfaction, and retention in agricultural education and CTE includéess
(Ruhland, 2001; Pucel, 1990), quality of first teaching experiences\{G18290),
academic ability (McCoy & Mortensen, 1983; Miller & Muller, 1993;akiflow,
1986), teacher self-efficacy (Knobloch & Whittington, 2002), student m@kédess
& Briers, 1982), and adequacy of teacher preparation (Cole, 1984; Milldulkr,
1993).

Career choice among individuals, those in helping careers and in agatult
education and career and technical education, is shaped by mimeyndet. The
relationships between needs theory and self-efficacy theoringetat career choice
and satisfaction have been studied much more than transformatiodeistep.
Research in helping careers and in agricultural education and Cdifty ¢felicates
that people who enter those careers are often driven by intrmsiives
(representing needs theory for this study), while those who leave sometime®do so
extrinsic reasons. Self-efficacy influences commitment to ambrpgance in
careers, and it also influences the career options that individuals may cosgluey a
begin their career search. Although no studies in agricultural edinicatid CTE
were found to have investigated transformational leadership andr adrere,
transformational leadership theory suggests that those who areoitnaatsbnal
leaders may be more altruistic in nature and therefore, perhapsvilhébe more
inclined to enter formal education—teaching in the school classroom setting.

Purpose and Obijectives

The purpose of the study was to explore and describe why graduatesveno w
certified to teach agriculture in secondary education chose mggabia career. The
objectives of the study were to: (a) identify anticipated eracboices for preservice
agricultural education teachers after their student teaching ihigsngb) describe
differences in preservice teachers’ motives, self-efficaryl leadership behaviors
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based on their career choices, and (c) describe the relationshipstieés, self-
efficacy, and leadership behaviors with career choice.

Methods and Procedures

This was an exploratory descriptive survey. The target populati@naw
census of all preservice teachers who completed their studehiniganternship in
agricultural education in a Midwestern state during the spring semas®2003.
Twenty-nine out of 30 preservice agricultural education teachenn ffour
universities responded to the mailed questionnaire, yielding a 9786nges rate.
Demographically, 52% were women, 72% were enrolled in high school agraul
education classes for at least one year, and 66% were enrolmar ipeairs of high
school agricultural education. Sixty-nine percent of the participaats members
of the National FFA Organization for at least one year during higbosc58%
served as chapter officers, and 10% served as either minadprispoesident) or
major (state president, vice-president, reporter, secretamgasuter) state officers.
All participants who were FFA membeid € 20) served as at least a chapter officer.
Finally, 69% of the respondents fulfiled one or more leadership rolesllege
organizations.

The data were collected through a survey questionnaire using Dillman’s
(2000) tailored design method within one month of the conclusion of the student
teaching experience. The items that measured variables fetubiswere part of a
larger instrument comprised of 105 items. The items for thiy stoialsisted of 48 of
those items, measuring five variables and six characterisfite study had five
independent variables: (a) intrinsic and extrinsic motives, (bhéeaefficacy, (c)
transformational leadership behaviors, (d) transactional leaderdiapibes, and (e)
nonleadership behaviors. The dependent variable of the study wasaexyeaf
entering the teaching profession and was measured through the use of wne ope
ended question that asked the participants, “At this point in timd,is/lgaur career
choice?”

The independent variable of intrinsic and extrinsic motives wasumea by
an instrument developed by the researchers based on career clbiomgevity
literature. The six-item instrument asked participants to rank-agideitems that
influence career choice, from (1) most important to (6) leapbitant. Three of
these items, (a) serving others, (b) touching people’s lives/makimmgpact, and (c)
“calling” to a career, measured intrinsic career choice vatitin, while the
remaining three, (d) salary and benefits, (e) balance betweeer cmd personal
time, and (f) opportunities for advancement/personal growth, measunedisiext
career choice motivation. The three items that measured iotdageer choice
motivation were summed to represent the type of career choiceatiart of
participants. The rank-order sum of the three intrinsic items rafiged6 to 15.
Participants’ sums that were in the 6 to 10 range were idmhtds having an
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intrinsic motivation. Participants’ sums that were in the 11alfge were identified
as having an extrinsic motivation (Table 1).

Teachers’ sense of efficacy was measured using 24 items fi@meacher
Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and 7 itemslogeéd
from Dare and Leach’s (1999) study. The items were measured uaimdum’'s
(1997) 9-point efficacy scale with anchors at: (1) nothing; (3) Jéttg;1(5) some
influence; (7) quite a bit; and (9) a great deal. The relighifithe TES instrument
has ranged from 0.92 to 0.95 (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), written by Bassd Avolio
(1995), was used to measure three leadership behaviors: (a) trai&foam
leadership (20 items); (b) transactional leadership (12 itemd);reonleadership (4
items). The instrument used a 5-point scale with anchors at (8} atht (1) once in
a while, (2) sometimes, (3) fairly often, and (4) frequently, if albtays. The
developer of the instrument tested the reliability of the instnimvih nine samples
(n = 2,154) composed of others evaluating a target leader, and riiglddir the
total items and each leadership factor scale ranged from 0.74tB&a$s & Avolio,
2000). Although the MLQ had content and construct validity, a panedpeires in
agricultural education reviewed the existing instrument to estatdistent validity
in agricultural education.

A field test was also conducted to establish face validity aelability of the
instrument in agricultural education. The instrument was fieleedesiith seven
graduate students in agricultural education, three of whom had previougbeted
their student teaching internships. Changes were made to refledtettiieack
provided by the field testers. The instrument was pilot tesitd 1% preservice
agricultural education teachers who completed their early fieldriexijge and were
enrolled in a teacher education seminar. Additionally, three graduadents in
agricultural education that had already completed their studesttingainternships
were part of the pilot test. The internal consistency waedassing Cronbach’s
(1951) alpha. The estimate of reliability using Cronbach’s alplsaOwéb for the 36-
items from the MLQ that represented the chosen variables.

The researchers analyzed the data using the Statistical Package forahe Soci
Science, Personal Computer version (SPSS/PC+). Participante wsmonses
were incomplete were automatically excluded in the data anabysisedures.
Depending on the level of measurement of the variable, appropriatépties
statistics—frequencies, percentages, population means, and populatidardta
deviations—were used to describe the accessible population. Popula#ors,m
population standard deviations, and effect sizes were rounded to teetrigaod.
Frequencies were rounded to the nearest whole number. For obctyehe
researchers coded the open-ended question of, “At this point in time jswaur
career choice?” by grouping responses into one of three response eate(¥ri
formal education careers, (1) non-formal education careers, and (Zjdedle The
researchers then reported frequencies for each of the ch@ees. For objective
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three, the researchers averaged the scores for intrinsic motxginsic motives,
teachers’ sense of efficacy, and each of the three leaderstapitredomains. The
researchers determined priori that a mean of 2.50 or greater indicated that a
participant identified himself or herself as exhibiting that lestiiprbehavior. Effect
sizes were calculated to determine the difference in nmtigelf-efficacy, and
leadership behaviors between those choosing formal education careeisosed
choosing non-formal education careers. Effect sizes were daltulaing Cohen’s
(1988)d. Cohen's descriptors were used to interpret the effees:sfa) small effect
size:d = .20; (b) medium effect sizel:= .50; and, (c) large effect siz= .80. For
objective 3, the researchers ude@’ ( %) to determine the measure of association
between the rank-order of the intrinsic and extrinsic motives amrercahoice, and
measure of associations between self-efficacy, leadership behaamd career
choice. Relationships were described using Davis (1971) conventiohsier{a
strong association: = .70, (b) substantial association: = .50, (c) moderate
association: = .30, (d) low association: = .10, and (e) negligible association=

.01. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) descrigpsméll effect
size: ?=.01; (b) medium effect size? = .09; and, (c) large effect size’ = .25.
Medium effect sizes were used as the decision criterion for relationships.

Findings

Regarding career choice, 83% £ 24) indicated in their responses that, at
the end of their student teacher experience, their anticipated choéee was formal
education (e.g., high school agriculture teacher). Additionally, 1BP6=(3)
indicated their anticipated career choice was non-formal educatmn dgribusiness
salesperson, youth development educator) and R%=(2) were undecided.
Regarding career motives, 42% € 10) of the preservice agricultural education
teachers whose anticipated career choice was formal educatikedréhe three
extrinsic motives highest among the six career choice motivesdptbyTable 1).
These 10 preservice teachers had the lowest possible rankingsifmidnnotives
(i.,e., 1, 2, or 3). Eighty percent of the formal education presendchees based
their career choice on intrinsic motives. Of those who chose noraf@ducation,
two of the three preservice teachers based their career aroiegtrinsic motives.
The two preservice teachers who were undecided in their antitipateers were
split between intrinsic and extrinsic motives.

The groups were compared on their mean rankings of motives. Peceservi
teachers who planned to pursue a formal education career had ageawszan
ranking of 7.82 (SD = 2.06) for intrinsic motives and 13.18 (SD = 2.06) fansixt
motives. Preservice teachers who planned to pursue a nonformali@uweaeer
had an average mean ranking of 12.00 (SD = .00) for intrinsic moéind<9.00 (SD
= .00) for extrinsic motives. The two preservice teachers whe weadecided
regarding their career had an average mean ranking of 9.67 (SD =ct.0#jifisic
motives, and 11.33 (SD = 4.04) for extrinsic motives. Presendahees planning
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to pursue formal education careers based their decision on intringives

compared to their peers. Preservice teachers who planned to purdoemab

education careers based their decision on extrinsic motives cainfmathose who
were undecided. Preservice teachers who were undecided on tlear pkms

identified with both intrinsic and extrinsic motives. There wassubstantial

association between intrinsic motives and career choice .66) and a moderate
association between extrinsic motives and career choices (41). These
associations had a large and medium effect sizes, respectively.

Table 1
Frequencies of Rankings of Motives by Career Chidice 29)
Intrinsic Motives ! Extrinsic Motives
Career Choice (Rank-order sum) (Rank-order sum)
6 7 9 10 ¢ 11 12 14 15
Formal Education 10 4 5 1. 1 2 0 1
(N = 24) :
Non-Formal EducatiorN= 1 0 0 0: O 2 0 0
3) !
Undecided i = 2) 0 0 1 0: 0 0 1 0

Note. The minimum score possible by summing the rank+srdéintrinsic motivation items is

6.00 and the maximum possible is 15.00. The dakhedhdicates the median of all possible
scores.

Preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy was 5.76 (SD = 1.3%hdese who
planned to pursue a teaching career in formal education, 4.93 (SD = .@byger
who planned to pursue a career in nonformal education, and 4.25 (SD = .21) for those
who were undecided. Preservice teachers who planned to pursue acfducetion
career were more efficacious than their peers who were undedde1.14, large
effect size) or planned to pursue a nonformal education cateer.§3, medium
effect size). Preservice teachers who planned to pursue a ndnégditmation career
were more efficacious than their peers who were undecided aboutdahmirsd =
458, large effect size). There was a moderate negative dgsodia= .382)

between teachers’ sense of efficacy and career choice. dlhtoomship had a
medium effect size.
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Table 2
Descriptive Data for Motives and Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy by Gaheéces
Career Choice Formal Education Non-Formal Undecided
(N =24) Education (N=3)
(N=1)

Intrinsic Motive$ 7.82 (2.06) 12.00 (.00) 9.67 (4.04)
Extrinsic Motive$ 13.18 (2.06) 9.00 (.00) 11.33 (4.04)
Teaching Self-Efficacy 5.76 (1.35) 4.93 (.00) 4.25 (.21)

Note. ®Range of summed rank-orders, (1) most importagé)tteast important, was 6.00 - 15.00
for intrinsic motivation itemsP®Scale: (1) Nothing; (3) Very little; (5) Some indince; (7) Quite a
bit; (9) A great deal

Regarding leadership behaviors, all three groups of preservice rfeache
identified themselves as exhibiting transformational leadership toekéairly often
transactional leadershipometimesand exhibit transactional leadership behaviors
and they exhibit nonleadership behaviorsce in a while(Table 3). There were
some group differences on leadership behaviors. Preservice teatiiening to
pursue non-formal education careers identified having higher transh&tiadership
behaviors than their peers who planned careers in formal educhtio6g, medium
effect size) or were undecided £ 1.34, large effect size). Preservice teachers who
were undecided about their career identified having fewer transfiormal and
transactional leadership behaviors than their peers who planned to founsale(d =
.62, medium effect size for transformational leadership behawors;61, medium
effect size for transactional leadership behaviors) or nonfoethadation careersl (
= 1.36, medium effect size for transformational leadership befsadi= 1.34, large
effect size for transactional leadership behaviors as previously notedg Wérer no
differences innonleadership behavioramong the preservice teachers regardless of
their career choices. There were low associations betweesfamaational
leadership and career choice<.19), and transactional leadership and career choice
( = .26). These associations had small effect sizes. Thereawssgligible
association between nonleadership and career choicedg) with no effect size.
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Table 3
Descriptive Data for Leadership Behaviors between Career Choices
Career Choice Transformational Transactional Nonleadership
Leadership Leadership
Formal EducationN = 24) 3.26 (.38) 1.99 (.40) .90 (.48)
Non-Formal EducationN = 2) 3.35 (.28) 2.25 (.47) 1.00 (.35)
Undecided i = 2) 3.03 (.18) 1.75 (.24) .88 (.53)

Note Scale: (0) Notat all, (1) Once in a while, (2) Sémes, (3) Fairly often, and (4) Frequently,
if not always.

Discussion and Implications

The researchers found that 24 of the 29 participating preserviceetsac
planned to become teachers. This was higher (83%) than the ovessheav
placement rate of 59% and 73% who probably wanted to teach (Camp2€02).,
which suggests that these preservice teachers were motivadetiaal positive
student teaching experiences. However, the small, one-shot natthes ctudy
limits the generalizability of this finding. Overall, the findinghould not be
generalized beyond this small census study. This study should bzatexgbland
conducted on a larger scale to strengthen the generalizability dihtlegs. By
having a larger sample, structural equation modeling should be used rimidlete
causal relationships between variables and career choiceheFeajucators should
seek to understand factors (e.g., student teaching experience and relationship with the
cooperating teacher) that influence preservice teachers’ @reiees. According to
Grady (1990), positive first-year teaching experiences lead to higiention.
Further study on student teachers’ self-actualizing experiencgs sarve as
motivation for preservice teachers to enter the career in wihiehexperience
happened (Heneman, Schwab, Fossum, & Dryer, 1980).

Career choice was related to intrinsic and extrinsic carleeice& motives.
Preservice teachers choosing formal education as a careettiiragld motives. On
the other hand, the preservice teachers that planned to pursue caman-formal
education had extrinsic career choice motivation. This conclusion caatedawith
the literature, in that those in helping careers tend to choose taosers for
altruistic reasons (Bergsma & Chu, 1981; Eick, 2002; Fagermoen, 1997; Good, 1993;
Jantzen, 1981; Parker & Merrylees, 2002; Seng Yong, 1995; Wicker 1995). This
also supported the literature in career and technical educatiating the same
finding (Pucel, 1990; Ruhland, 2001; Wright & Custer, 1998). Because of the
differences in motives, teaching self-efficacy, and leadershipvimehaof the
preservice teachers, this suggests that individuals are edfrémtthe teaching
profession if they consider the job a good fit for them (Young, 1995). Althtinggh
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skill sets are similar, the nature and culture of work in foredication is different
than non-formal education or business and industry. Recruitment déffoftgure
teachers should be based on intrinsic motivation. Recruiters stovige gotential
agricultural education teachers (i.e., those that are interesthd intrinsic benefits)
based on intrinsic motives as students make decisions about their college major.

Preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy was relatedé@rcehoice. Preservice
teachers who plan to pursue formal education careers had a higheofsterasing
self-efficacy than their peers who planned to pursue nonformal educatieers or
were undecided about their careers. This conclusion supported studigsutith
students had more interest in a given career when they had streifegfficacy
beliefs (Betz & Hackett, 1981; Branch & Lichtenberg, 1987). This ffipdiuggests
that preservice teachers identify more closely with otesarteaching competencies
than their peers who plan to pursue nonformal education careers. Altleacdimy
responsibilities are a component of a non-formal educator’'s jobnsjities, the
overall responsibilities also include administrative leadershipsopeel and
volunteer management, and program management (Boyd, 2004; Cooper & Graham,
2001). This could be the reason why participants planning to pursue non-formal
education careers reported higher leadership behaviors. Due to tHerlsoape of
job responsibilities in agricultural education, a self-efficacyrimsent should be
created that includes administrative leadership and personnel amplamro
management. This would help preservice teachers assess thaifficaey
regarding the different skill sets utilized in agricultural edweati Faculty should
continue to help college students in agricultural education develop a eénse
efficacy, and further research should be conducted to understand hovher'seac
sense of efficacy influences career choice.

Leadership behaviors of the participating preservice teacheesneéishown
to be related to career choice. This conclusion was not congruarheiliterature
regarding transformational leadership behaviors in education becaugbe of
homogeneity of participants’ self-reported leadership behaviors. foraraional
leadership has become increasingly important in career and tecledisghtion
(Wonacott, 2001), and leadership is also important in agricultural galu¢Buriak
& Shinn, 1993; Hughes & Barrick, 1993). Transformational leadership behalgors
make a difference in the teaching profession because they positiflegnce school
culture (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1997; Silins, 1994) and in turn, student achieteme
(Sashkin & Wahlberg, 1993; Ogawa & Bossert, 1995). Because ailtijpants
identified themselves as exhibiting transformational leadershipvioebathere was
no variability, thus implying no relationship exists between transibomal
leadership and career choice. The small sample and agricelurcdtion’s mission
being focused on leadership development could have contributed to the homogeneity
of responses. Nearly 70% of the preservice teachers were @dvolvieadership
development as FFA members in high school and served in leadershspirrole
college organizations. Self-reported measures can be influenced bglb effect.
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This occurs if participants respond in a socially desirable walyiaflate certain
aspects about their behaviors (Kuh, 2001). Multiple methods such asapiegs
and personal interviews should be conducted to develop a better andergthow
leadership behaviors might influence career choice. Furthertiga#ésn should
explore why preservice teachers who planned to pursue careers iormah-
education reported higher transactional leadership behaviors, and wleyvipes
teachers who were undecided about their careers reported fedenstép behaviors
than their more decisive peers.

Two motivational theories, needs and self-efficacy, were ecléd career
choice of preservice teachers in agricultural education. This isiportant finding
that should help CTE researchers explore factors that shape theschméservice
teachers make to become classroom teachers. This exploratmiptidesstudy was
limited in its size and the positivist nature of studying lestiipr Further
investigation of leadership behaviors in the context of career devetapgiould be
continued. One cannot easily deny the important role that liferierpes,
personality, and leadership play in the development of career dmdc@cteachers.
Mixed methods and naturalistic studies should be conducted to understantethe r
these factors play in career choice and development of careerchinéctl education
teachers.
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