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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background and Setting 

Myers, Dyer, and Washburn (2005) found that being technically competent in all 

areas of agriculture was a concern to beginning agriculture teachers. Teachers are 

required to be knowledgeable and confident in all classes and subject matters they teach.  

Agriculture teachers specifically are required to teach a broad array of classes and 

subjects varying from agriculture mechanics to plant identification. To assure that new 

agriculture teachers are properly qualified to teach the technical subjects required, the 

State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) requires all new Texas agriculture 

teachers to pass the Agricultural Science and Technology 6-12 exam before receiving 

their teacher certification. The exam is designed to measure technical competencies in six 

domains that are listed in the official testing manual (TEA, 2006). Those domains are: 

foundation of agricultural education, agribusiness and economics, plant and soil science, 

animal science, agricultural mechanics and technology, and natural resources and 

environmental science (TEA, 2006). The competencies and skills that a beginning teacher 

should possess are listed by domain in the official testing manual (TEA, 2006). For this 

study, a teacher’s perceived confidence in each domain was referred to as content 

efficacy.  

Content efficacy stems from self efficacy, which Bandura (1977, 1986, 1993) 

defines as a belief in one’s capability to execute the actions necessary to achieve a certain 
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level of performance. Self efficacy has an important influence on behavior relating to 

individuals’ goals setting, effort expenditure, and levels of persistence at the task. Self 

efficacy is context and situation specific (Bandura, 1997).  

Gibson and Dembo (1984) define teacher efficacy as a multi-dimensional 

construct composed of two independent dimensions: personal teaching efficacy and 

general teaching efficacy.  Personal teaching efficacy involves a teachers’ evaluation of 

their own capability to bring about student learning.  General teaching efficacy reflects 

the degree, which a teacher believes other educators can control the learning environment 

despite influences such as family background, IQ, and school conditions. Personal 

teaching, general teaching and content efficacies are important since low teacher efficacy 

can lead to stress, causing teachers to leave the teaching profession. Adams (1999) found 

that a teacher’s self perceived level of competence is a significant predictor of his or her 

work stress.  

This study focused on first year and fifth year teachers because they are at 

different career stages as teachers. As identified by the Teacher Career Cycle Model 

(Huberman, 1989), teachers progress through different stages based upon the number of 

years spent teaching.  According to Huberman, first year teachers are in the Career Entry: 

Survival and Discovery Stage.  The focus of individuals in this stage is survival from day 

to day and learning how and what to teach. On the other hand, a fifth year teacher is in 

the Stabilization stage, where teachers commit to teaching and focus more on the 

educational needs of students. This may help explain findings from a national supply and 

demand study of agriculture teachers where Health-Camp & Camp (1990) found that of 
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every 100 new vocational teachers, about 15 leave the profession after the first year and 

approximately 50 leave within six years.  

This leads to one question: is there a difference in the level of personal teaching, 

general teaching and content efficacies due to teaching experience? It also makes one 

consider the role that demographics play in forming teacher and content efficacy. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

   There are many factors that can influence an agriculture teacher’s personal 

teaching, general teaching and content efficacies, such as: teaching experience, 

certification type, and agricultural background.  This study focused on these factors 

because they have a large role in determining the level efficacy an agriculture teacher 

possesses. Determining the efficacy of teachers and how factors influence efficacy, could 

help prepare teachers for the initial years of teaching. 

 

Objectives of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to compare first and fifth year agriculture teachers’ 

personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content efficacy. The 

objectives of this study were: 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of first and fifth year Texas 

agriculture teachers. 

 

2. Describe personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy for first year and fifth year teachers. 

 

3. Determine the relationship between personal teaching efficacy, general 

teaching efficacy, and content efficacy in first and fifth year teachers. 
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4. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy of first and fifth year teachers.  

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) 

will score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, 

general, content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). 

The null hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the 

personal, general, content, and individual domain efficacy scores 

between male and female teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ).   

 

5. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy by gender and teacher certification method.  

 

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) 

will score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, 

general, content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). 

The null hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the 

personal, general, content, and individual domain efficacy scores 

between male and female teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ). 

 

b. The research hypothesis for this part of the objective was traditionally 

certified teachers (xtraditionally) will score differently than alternatively 

certified teachers (xalternatively) on personal, general, content, and 

individual domain efficacies (H1: xtraditionally ≠  xalternatively). The null 

hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the personal, 

general, content, and individual domain efficacy scores between 

traditionally and alternatively certified teachers (H0: xtraditionally  =  

xalternatively ). 

   

Definitions of Key Terms 

The following key terms were used throughout the study. 

Alternative certification—teacher certification by any other means that traditional 

certification, such as, post-baccalaureate and applying directly to the state 

department of education for certification   
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Content efficacy—the level of confidence an agriculture teacher possesses in 

agribusiness and economics, plant and soil science, animal science, agricultural 

mechanics and technology, and natural resources and environmental science  

Fifth year agriculture teachers—agriculture teachers that were in their fifth year of 

teaching in the 2006- 2007 school year 

First year agriculture teachers—agriculture teachers that began their first year of 

teaching in the 2006-2007 school year 

General teacher efficacy— degree with teacher believe other educators can 

control the learning environment despite influences such as family background, 

IQ and school conditions (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) 

Personal teacher efficacy— teachers’ evaluation of their own capabilities to bring 

about student learning (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) 

Traditional certification—Teacher certification by earning an undergraduate 

degree in agricultural education and meeting certification requirements 

 

Limitations 

This study was limited to the population of secondary agriculture teachers in 

Texas with one and five years teaching experiences.  The list used to determine 

agriculture teachers that fit that description was obtained from Vocational Agricultural 

Teacher Association of Texas (VATAT).  This study was limited to those agriculture 

teachers who were members of VATAT. According to Gerald Young (personal 

communication, August 9, 2007), VATAT membership is about 92% of Texas 
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agriculture teachers. This study was also limited to the teachers who had access to 

computers, email, and internet.   

 

Basic Assumptions 

 One basic assumption of this study was that the Vocational Agriculture Teacher 

Association of Texas is representative of all first and fifth year agriculture teachers. Data 

collection was conducted through email and the use of the internet. This study assumed 

all members of the VATAT list had knowledge to use and access to a computer and the 

internet. Also, since this study asked individuals to rate their perceived personal teaching 

efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content efficacy, it was assumed that participants 

answered all questions honestly and to the best of their ability. 

 

Significance 

 This study focused on agriculture teachers’ personal teacher efficacy, general 

teacher efficacy, and content efficacy. For this study researchers chose first and fifth year 

agriculture teachers due to their different stages of development and the low job retention 

rates.  Researching this group has benefited agriculture education field by providing more 

information on beginning and experienced agriculture teachers.   

 By describing teachers’ personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and 

content efficacy, researchers gain more knowledge on how these concepts relate to each 

other. Personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content efficacy are all 

important when discussing curriculum, support, and training for new agriculture teachers.  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this review of literature is to establish a foundation of literature 

relevant to first and fifth year agriculture teachers’ personal teaching efficacy, general 

teaching efficacy, and content efficacy. This review includes a discussion of studies that 

have been conducted on demographics of current agriculture teachers, teacher efficacy, 

and technical knowledge. 

 

Relevant Theory  

 Perceived confidence and teacher efficacy in this study were based on Bandura’s 

(1977) social cognitive theory and his construct of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is a 

cognitive process in which people construct beliefs about their capacity to perform at a 

given level.  These beliefs influence the amount of effort people put forth, how they will 

persist in the face of obstacles, how resilient they are in dealing with failures, and how 

much stress or depression they experience in coping with demanding situations (Bandura, 

1997). It is important to note that self-efficacy has to do with the self-perception of 

competence rather than actual level of competence.  Bandura (1997) states,  

A capability is only as good as the as its execution. The self-assurance with which 

people approach and manage a difficult task determines whether they make good 
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or poor use of their capabilities. Insidious self-doubts can easily overrule the best 

of skills (p. 35). 

The Cyclical Nature of Teacher Efficacy 

In 1998, Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy proposed a model (Figure 

2.1) titled The Cyclical Nature of Teacher Efficacy, in response to conceptual confusion 

surrounding teacher efficacy.  

 

Sources of Efficacy 

The model stems from Bandura’s (1986, 1997) major influences on efficacy: 

verbal persuasion, vicarious experience, physiological arousal, and mastery experience.  

 Verbal persuasion. Verbal persuasion can be general or specific.  It can provide 

information about teaching and give encouragement and strategies for overcoming 

situational obstacles. It can be a specific feed back from supervisors, other teachers, and 

Sources of Efficacy  

 

 

Verbal Persuasion 

Vicarious Experience 

Physiological Arousal 

Mastery Experience 

 

New Sources of 

Efficacy Information 

 

Cognitive 

Processing 

Analysis of 

Teaching Task 

Assessment of 

Personal 

Teaching 

Competence 

Teacher 

Efficacy 

Consequences of Teacher 

Efficacy 

 

Goals, effort, persistence, 

etc. 
Performance 

Figure 2.1. The Cyclical Nature of Teacher Efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk 

Hoy, & Hoy, 1998, p. 27) 
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even students.  The strength of the persuasion depends on the credibility, trustworthiness, 

and expertise of the persuader (Bandura, 1986). 

Vicarious experiences. Vicarious experiences come from watching others teach. 

They can come from the vantage point of a student or from images portrayed in the 

media. These images provide teachers with impressions about the nature of the teaching 

task.  Comparisons to others can lead individuals to believe that they have the capabilities 

to be successful teacher under similar events (Bandura, 1977, 1986; Schunk, 1989).  

Physiological arousal. The level of emotion and physiological arousal a person 

experiences in teaching increases self-perception of teaching competence.  Feelings of 

positive emotions signal self assurance and the anticipation of future success (Bandura, 

1996).  However, high levels of arousal can hinder the best use of one’s skills and 

capabilities.  

Experiences. The most powerful source of efficacy information and the one that is 

measured in this study are experiences.  Mastery experiences are a powerful source of 

knowledge about one’s own capabilities as a teacher and supply information about the 

complexity of the teaching task.  Efficacy beliefs are strengthened considerably when 

success is achieved on difficult task with little assistance or when success is achieved 

early in learning with few set backs; however, not all successful experiences encourage 

efficacy.  Efficacy is not enhanced when success is achieved through extensive external 

assistance, relatively late in learning, or on easy and unimportant tasks.  The perception 

that one’s performance has been a failure lowers efficacy believes, which contributes to 

the expectation that future performances will end in failure (Bandura, 1986, 1997).  
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Cognitive Processing 

 The cognitive processing of each of the four sources of information determines 

how the individuals will analyze the teaching task and the assessment of personal 

teaching competence.  The interaction of task analysis and competence, in turn, shapes 

teacher efficacy.  According to Bandura (1997), individuals develop biases depending on 

their preexisting beliefs, the kinds of acknowledgments they make and the sources of 

information they attend to or consider important.  

Analysis of the Teaching Task   

 In making efficacy judgments, the individual must assess what will be required of 

them in the anticipated teaching situation. This produces analysis with inferences about 

the difficulty of the task and what it would take for a person to be successful in this 

context. Considerations include such factors as the students’ abilities and motivation, 

appropriate instructional strategies, the availability and quality of instruction materials, 

access to technology, and the physical conditions of the teaching space. Contextual 

factors include the leadership of their principal, the climate of the school, and the 

supportiveness of other teachers.  Analysis of the teaching task is very similar to the 

general teaching efficacy.  However, the Gibson and Dembo (1984) measure of general 

teaching efficacy reflects only a partial analysis of the teaching task, focusing on the 

external constraints that might impede teaching. Task analysis will be most apparent for 

beginning teachers and for those entering a new teaching assignment.  Experienced 

teachers are likely to rely on more heavily on memories and interpretations of similar past 

teaching experiences (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).   
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Assessment of Personal Teaching Competence 

According to Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy (1998) most researchers 

have associated personal teaching efficacy with self-efficacy.  Personal teaching efficacy 

is currently measured by asking general items about student success in their classroom. 

Personal teacher efficacy will be determined by the individual’s comparative judgment of 

whether his or her current abilities and strategies are adequate for the teaching task in 

question.  Teachers can feel efficacious in one context and quite inefficacious in another 

(Bandura, 1993).   

Teacher Efficacy 

 Self-perception of teaching competence and beliefs about the task requirements in 

a particular teaching situation contribute to teacher efficacy and to the consequences that 

stem from efficacy beliefs.  Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy’s (1998) model 

conceptualizes teacher efficacy in terms of flowing together of judgments about personal 

teaching competence and the teaching task, both competence and contingency are 

considered an explanation of an outcome of teacher efficacy. 

Consequences of Teacher Efficacy/ Performance 

 Greater efficacy leads to greater effort and persistence, which lead to better 

performance. Teacher performance that was accomplished with a level of effort and 

persistence influenced by the performer’s sense of efficacy, when completed, becomes 

the past and source of future efficacy believes. Over time this process stabilized into an 

enduring set of efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).  
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Independent Variables 

Teaching Experience 

The Teacher Career Cycle Model (TCCM, Figure 2.2) shows the different career 

stages teachers follow throughout their careers (Huberman, 1989). The model includes 

the influence of personal or organizational environmental conditions upon the career 

development of the teacher. Huberman and Guskey (1995) suggested that teachers move 

between the agreeable and challenging streams and may spring forward and/or revert to 

previous stages.  The process of an individual’s career is often filled with plateaus, 

discontinuities, regressions, spurts, and dead ends.   

 

1-3 

4-6 

7-18 

19-30 

31-40 

Experimentation/ 

Diversification 

Serenity 

Career Entry: 

Survival and Discovery 

Stabilization 

Shock-taking/ 

Interrogations 

Conservatism 

Disengagement 

(“serene” or “bitter”) 

Years of 

Teaching Themes/ Phases 

Figure 2.2. Teacher Career Cycle Model (Huberman, 1989) 
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Career Entry: Discovery and Survival 

The discovery and survival phase lasts from one to three years. Individuals in this 

stage focus upon learning how to teach, deciding what to teach, navigating through the 

teaching environment, learning how to manage students and self, and developing an 

overall sense of efficacy (Huberman, 1989).   

Stabilization 

Between years four and six of teaching, career teachers enter into the second 

phase, stabilization. In this phase, teachers commit to teaching and are less inclined to 

focus on other occupational ambitions. Teachers often believe they possess greater 

pedagogical mastery and focus upon the educational needs of students (Huberman, 1989). 

Positive stream 

Teachers leaving the stabilization phase may take different streams based upon 

their experiences and personal depositions. The most agreeable stream during the phase is 

experimentation/ diversification occurs during years seven to 18.  This is followed by 

moving into the serenity phase during years 19-30 and finally disengagement in years 31 

and beyond.  Teachers experiment with teaching, evaluation strategies, and instructional 

content. They seek to effect change by serving in leadership roles in their education 

systems and professional organizations. Further, they look for involvement in alternate 

teaching and administrative roles and appointments (Huberman, 1989).   
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Less progressive pathway 

A parallel and less progressive pathway after stabilization is the stock-

taking/interrogations phase.  Occurring in the years 7-18 followed by either entering the 

conservatism or serenity phase in years 19-30.  The stocktaking/interrogations phase is 

characterized by teacher taking stock of their accomplishments, exploring the time 

remaining to make occupational changes, and deciding if they should seek a new path. 

Others experience a sense of decreased professional ambition and acceptance of their real 

self in their professional roles.  Increased interrogational distance often emerges between 

the teachers and their students. Individuals within the conservatism stream (often age 50 

and older) are characterized as displaying greater rigidity, carefulness, stubbornness, and 

reluctance to accept innovations.  They express their discontent with school 

administration and policies, the level of preparedness and commitment from students and 

other teachers.  Some individuals chose to continue teaching in re-invigorated and 

committed manner (Huberman, 1989). 

Disengagement 

The respective experiences in 31 years and beyond during the disengagement 

phase are either a serene or bitter period (Huberman & Guskey, 1995). This phase is 

typified by withdrawal from professional commitments and greater use of time for 

personal activities.  While some willingly allow younger professionals to take over, while 

others do not.  Irrespective of the needs and experiences of colleagues, many elect to only 

partially disengage by focusing on highly preferred courses, and accomplishing preferred 

task and aspects for the program.  
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This study focused on teachers who are in the career entry and stabilization 

phases of the Teacher Career Cycle Model. Agricultural education researchers have 

conducted numerous studies designed to identify some of the needs, concerns, and 

experiences of beginning agriculture teachers. However, there are a limited number of 

studies that deal with experienced teachers in the stabilization phase.  

In profiling an effective agriculture teacher, Miller, Kahler, and Reheault (1989) 

described effective teachers as being older and having a proportionate amount of 

experience to those who were younger and had little teaching experience. Beginning 

teachers are often referred to as frustrated, isolated, afraid, confused and lacking in 

confidence (Mundt, 1991). Researchers have found that biggest concerns of beginning 

agriculture teachers to be classroom management issues, organizational issues, and 

managing the FFA component of their jobs (Layfield and Dobbins, 2000; Talbert, Camp, 

and Heath-Camp, 1994; Mundt, 1991).  

Teacher Characteristics 

Alternative verses traditional certification  

In 2001, 13% of agriculture teachers in the nation were certified by some other 

method besides an undergraduate degree in agriculture education (Camp, Broyles, & 

Skelton, 2002). By the third year of teaching, there is not significant difference in 

teaching behavior, student output, or attitude between traditionally and alternatively 

prepared teachers (Miller, McKenna, & McKenna, 1998). In a study conducted by Rocca 

and Washburn (2005), alternatively certified teachers were 10 years older, had more 

advanced degrees and more work experience than traditional teachers. Traditionally and 
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alternatively certified agricultural teachers were not distinguishable when compared on 

their self-perceived teacher efficacy. 

Gender and ethnicity 

 In a national supply and demand study of agriculture teachers, Kantrovich (2007) 

reported that males continued to outnumber females by just under 3:1 with 6005.5 males 

(73%) and 2,251 females (27 %).  Caucasian agriculture teachers represent 88% of all 

teachers reported, with unknown ethnicity second with 8%.  African American teacher’s 

make-up 2.5 % while there are 1.2 % Hispanic teachers.  Native American/ Native 

Alaskan and Asian/ Pacific Islanders only number 22 or .26 % of agriculture teachers 

nationwide.  

Demographics of Texas agriculture teachers 

Edwards and Briers (2001) surveyed entry phase teachers.  They found more than 

one-third of the teachers were female, women taught in larger departments, and nearly 

80% had agriculture work experience. Most teachers reported having an undergraduate 

degree, with 18% of teachers reported having a master’s degree.  High school FFA 

involvement was high with 91% agriculture teachers reported being at least somewhat 

involved.  Gender and agriculture work experience were predictive of how long teachers 

were going to teach and 17% of variation in additional years to teach is explained by the 

combination of gender and agriculture work experiences.  

Burris and Keller (2007) surveyed first year teachers in Texas the year prior to 

this study.  Males accounted for 53% of their sample.  The majority of teachers reported 

having a bachelor’s degree, with 19% having a master’s degree. 
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Dependent Variables 

 The dependent variables in this study are teacher efficacy and content knowledge. 

Teacher efficacy has been measured in several different ways.  The teacher efficacy 

section will discuss the history and implications of teacher efficacy. 

Teacher Efficacy 

RAND organization  

The first studies of teacher efficacy were conducted by the RAND organization in 

1976. It started with two items that were summated to determine teacher efficacy 

(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).  Using those two items, Armor et al 

(1976) found that teacher efficacy was related to variations in reading achievement 

among minority students.  

In a second study, the RAND researchers found teacher efficacy to be a strong 

predictor not only on student performance but on the percentage of project goals 

achieved, on the amount of teacher change, and on the continued use of project methods 

and materials after the project ended (Berman et al., 1977).  

Ashton and Web (1986) reported that general teaching efficacy explained 24% of 

the amount of variance in math achievement scores.  The personal teaching efficacy 

scored explained 46% of the variance in student achievement in language.  It is unclear 

why personal teaching efficacy affected language, while the general teaching efficacy 

score affected math achievement.  

Improved teaching efficacy was related to reduced stress among teachers, as 

indicated by the total stress score on the Wilson Stress Profile for Teachers (WSPT), a 
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well as to stress sub scores in the areas of student behavior, teacher-administrator 

relations, parent-teacher relations, psychological and emotional symptoms of stress, and 

stress management techniques (Parkay, Greenwood, Olejnik, & Proller, 1988). Further, 

teachers who had left teaching were found to have significantly lower teacher efficacy 

than teachers in either their first year or fifth year of teaching (Glickman & Tamashiro, 

1982).  

Gibson and Dembo Instrument 

In the early 1980’s, Gibson and Dembo developed a more extensive and reliable 

measurement of teacher efficacy.  They assumed that the two RAND items reflected the 

two expectancies of Bandura’s social cognitive theory, self-efficacy and outcome 

efficacy. The researchers developed a 30- item measure of teacher efficacy.  Factor 

analysis confirmed the existence of two factors, one that Gibson and Dembo (1984) 

called personal teaching efficacy (alpha =.75), assumed to reflect self-efficacy, and 

another called general teaching efficacy (alpha = .79), assumed to reflect outcome 

expectancy.  Using the Gibson and Dembo items, other researchers have confirmed the 

existence of two factors (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988; Burley, Hall, Villeme, & 

Brockmeier, 1991; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Saklofske, 

Michaluk, & Randhawa, 1988; Soodak & Podell, 1993).  RAND Item 1 loaded on the 

general teaching efficacy and RAND Item 2 loaded on the personal teaching efficacy.  

Factor analysis of the 30- item instrument indicated that several items that loaded on both 

the general teaching and personal teaching factors. This led researches to use a shortened 

version containing just the items that were found reliable and did not factor on both sides. 
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Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) even used a version with 10- items; five personal teaching 

efficacy items and five general teaching efficacy items.  The alpha coefficients of 

reliability were .77 for personal teaching efficacy and .72 for general teaching efficacy.  

 There have been several criticisms to the Gibson and Dembo instrument. Guskey 

and Passaro (1994) suggested that the instrument was measuring internal versus external 

instead of personal and general teaching efficacy. They also found that the items being 

worded “my influence” or “their influence” made no difference if an item was loaded on 

the personal or general teaching efficacy scale. Deemer and Minke (1999) criticized the 

Gibson and Dembo instrument because all of the general teaching efficacy items were 

worded negatively and the personal teaching items used positive wording.  Deemer and 

Minke found that taking out positive and negative orientation that the instrument was 

then one dimensional lacking the person and general teaching efficacy scales.   

 Gibson and Dembo (1984) found evidence that the level of efficacy affects the 

amount of effort a teacher will expend in a teaching situation and the persistence a 

teacher will show in the face of obstacles. Allinder (1994) found that personal teaching 

efficacy was linked to instructional experimentation, including willingness to try a variety 

of materials and approaches, the desire to find better ways of teaching, and 

implementation of progressive and innovative methods (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Bishop, 1992). 

The levels of organization, planning, and fairness a teacher displayed, as well as clarity 

and enthusiasm a teacher possessed were also related to personal teaching efficacy.  

General teaching efficacy was related to clarity and enthusiasm in teaching.  
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 Students in the second and fifth grades who had teachers with a greater sense of 

general teaching efficacy outperformed their peers in math on the Iowa Test of Basic 

Skills (Moore & Esselman, 1992).  Among third graders, the personal teaching efficacy 

of their teachers at the beginning of the year was significantly related to students’ 

achievement on the Canadian Achievement Tests, as well as to the student’s sense of 

efficacy at the end of year. For students in the sixth grade, their teachers sense of efficacy 

related to their own sense of efficacy for learning, but not to their achievement.  

Significantly higher levels of student achievement, as measured by the Ontario 

Assessment Instrument Pool, were found for teachers with higher personal teaching 

efficacy and general teaching efficacy, although the relationship with personal teaching 

efficacy was stronger (Ross, 1992). Woolfolk, Rossoff, & Hoy (1990) found the stronger 

the general teaching efficacy of teacher, the greater a student’s interest in school and the 

more students perceived that what they were learning was important.  Students of 

teachers with a stronger sense of personal teaching efficacy gave more positive 

evaluations of the teachers.   

Modifications of Gibson and Dembo’s Instrument  

Teacher efficacy has been defined as both context and subject-matter specific. 

There have been several studies that modified the Gibson and Dembo instrument to fit 

certain subjects, such as science (Riggs & Enochs, 1990), classroom management 

(Emmer & Hickman, 1990), and special education (Coladarci & Breton, 1997).  These 

studies reworded the Gibson and Dembo instrument to be specific for each subject and 

situation.  
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The Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument (Riggs & Enochs, 1990) was 

developed to measure science teachers’ efficacy believes. They found two uncorrelated 

factors, one they call personal science teaching efficacy and a second science teaching 

outcome expectancy. Teachers with a higher sense of personal science teaching efficacy 

reported spending more time teaching science and were more likely to spend time to 

develop the science concept being considered (Riggs & Jesunathadas, 1993). Of teachers 

involved in a year-long training program in science education, those with low personal 

science teaching efficacy spent less time teaching science, used a text-based approach, 

were rated weak by site observers, made fewer positive changes in their beliefs about 

how children learn science, and were less likely to choose to teach science (Riggs, 1995). 

Rubectk and Enochs (1991) used the Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument and 

distinguished chemistry teaching efficacy from science teaching efficacy.  They found 

that among middle school science teachers, personal science teaching efficacy was 

correlated with preference to teaching science and that chemistry teaching self efficacy 

was related to preference to teach chemistry.  Science teaching self efficacy was related 

to teacher’s experiences taking science courses involving laboratory experiences and to 

experiences teaching science, while chemistry self efficacy was related to chemistry 

course work involving lab experiences and chemistry teaching experience. 

Bandura’s Teacher self-Efficacy Scale 

 Bandura (1997) pointed out that teachers’ sense of efficacy is not necessarily 

uniform across the many different types of tasks teachers are asked to perform, or across 

different subject matters.  He constructed a 30-item instrument with seven subscales: 
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efficacy to influence decision making, efficacy to influence school resources, 

instructional efficacy, disciplinary efficacy, efficacy to enlist parental involvement, 

efficacy to enlist community involvement, and efficacy to create a positive school 

climate.  This measure attempts to provide a multifaceted picture of teachers’ efficacy 

beliefs without becoming too narrow or specific.  In order to be useful and generalizable, 

measures of teacher efficacy need to tap teacher’s assessments of their competence across 

the idea range of activates and tasks they are asked to perform.  .   

Ohio State University Teaching Confidence Scale  

Woolfolk Hoy (2000) created a program-specific measure of efficacy. The 

researcher surveyed instructors who worked with prospective teacher cohorts, asking 

instructors what students should be able to do after completing coursework.  The result 

was a list of 32 teaching skills such as managing classrooms, evaluating student work, 

using cooperative learning approaches, teaching basic concepts of fractions, and build 

learning in science on children intuitive understandings.  The researcher also 

administered the short 10- item Gibson and Dembo instrument adapted by Woolfolk and 

Hoy (1993) (five personal teaching efficacy items and five general teaching efficacy 

items) and Bandura Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale. The four measures of efficacy revealed 

a similar pattern and changes in efficacy over time.  All were highly reliable. Efficacy 

rose during teacher preparation, but decreased with actual experience as a teacher.  

Perceptions of support increased, efficacy increased.  
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Ohio State University Teacher Efficacy Scale 

 The College of Education at The Ohio State University developed The Ohio State 

teacher efficacy scale. Three factors, accounting for 54% (long form) and 65 % (short 

form) of the variation were labeled: efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for 

instructional strategies, and efficacy for classroom management. Reliabilities for the 

subscales were .82 for engagements, .81 for instruction, and .72 for management. The 

reliability for the whole 18-item scale was .95. The Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale 

total scores were related positively to both the RAND items as well as to both the 

personal teaching factor of the Gibson and Dembo measure and the general teacher 

efficacy factor.  

Content Knowledge 

In assuring that new agriculture teachers are properly qualified to teach technical 

subjects, the State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) requires all future Texas 

agricultural education teachers to pass the Agricultural Science and Technology 6-12 

exam before they receive their certification (TEA, 2006). The exam is designed to 

measure technical competencies in six domains. These domains are: foundation of 

agricultural education, agribusiness and economics, plant and soil science, animal 

science, agricultural mechanics and technology, and natural resources and environmental 

science (TEA, 2006).  In the Agriculture Single Subject Assessment test, a standardized 

test similar to the Agriculture Science and Technology 6-12 exam, Baker and Malle 

(1995) found that pre-service teachers preformed best on the agriculture and society, 

animal science, and agricultural management sections. Evaluations by cooperating 
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teachers and the Agricultural Single Subject Assessment Test determined pre-service 

teachers preformed the lowest on agriculture mechanics. 

Most studies involving perceptions over content specific knowledge have been 

conducted to determine characteristics of effective agriculture teachers or to determine 

teachers’ in-service needs. Several studies have determined that knowledge in subject 

matter was an important characteristic of an effective teacher or agriculture teacher 

(Roberts and Dyer, 2004b; Darling-Hammond, 1999).  Cole (1984) found a relationship 

between the quality of technical agriculture preparation agriculture teachers had received 

and their decision to remain in or leave the teaching profession.  Cole stated that both 

technical knowledge and hands-on skills are important measures of vocational agriculture 

teacher placement and retention. 

 

Studies that Relate the Dependent and Independent Variables 

Experience and Efficacy 

Efficacy Beliefs of Pre-service and Student Teachers 

 Watters and Ginns (1995) found that general teaching efficacy beliefs are most 

likely to change when students are exposed to vicarious learning experiences or social 

persuasion, such as coursework. While actual teaching experiences during student 

teaching practicum have a great impact on personal teaching efficacy, general teaching 

efficacy has also shown a decline during student teaching (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990). 

Woolfolk Hoy (2000) found that efficacy rose during teacher preparation, but decreased 

with actual teaching experiences. Roberts, Harlin, and Ricketts (2006) used the OSU 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale to measure pre-service agriculture teachers’ efficacy at 

Texas A&M during student teaching.  In general, teaching efficacy levels increased 

during the fourth week classroom instruction, decreased to their lowest levels in the 

middle of the 11- week field experiences, and then increased to their highest levels at the 

end of the 11- week field experiences. Knobloch (2006) found student agriculture 

teachers entered their student teaching experiences already feeling efficacious, and their 

sense of efficacy did not change at the end of the student teaching experience.   

Efficacy Beliefs of Beginning Teachers 

Beginning teachers who had a high sense of teacher efficacy found greater 

satisfaction in teaching, had a more positive reaction to teaching and experienced less 

stress (Burley et al., 1991).  Confident new teachers gave higher ratings to the adequacy 

of support they had received than those who ended their year with less sense of their own 

competence and a less optimistic view of what teachers could accomplish.  Efficacious 

beginning teachers rated the quality of their preparation higher and the difficulty of 

teaching lower that those who were less efficacious.  Efficacious novice teachers 

indicated greater optimism that they would remain the in the field of teaching (Hall et al, 

1992).  

Knobloch and Whittington (2003) examined teacher efficacy related to career 

commitment of novice agriculture teachers.  Teachers who were going to teach five years 

or longer were called higher career commitment. Teachers with higher career 

commitment were more efficacious after the first 10 weeks of school and were more 

likely to persist in the face of difficulties that they experienced during the first 10 weeks 



Texas Tech University, Erin McLaughlin, December 2007  

26 

of school. Teachers in both low and high career commitment groups had the same teacher 

efficacy at the first week of the school year.    

Career Stage and Efficacy 

Among experienced teachers, efficacy beliefs appear to be quite stable, even 

when the teachers are exposed to workshops and new teaching methods (Ross, 1994).  

Teachers who attended an “efficacy seminar” designed specifically to increase their sense 

of efficacy had a higher efficacy scores immediately following the seminar, but when the 

scores were measured again six weeks later the increase has disappeared. One study 

found no differences across career stages among outstanding teachers (Pigge & Marson, 

1993). The Pigge and Marson (1993) study defined teachers early in their career as 

teaching for 5 to 19 years.  Teachers in the middle of their career were defined at teachers 

with 20 to 29 year of teaching experience.  Teachers late in their career were those who 

had thirty or more years of teaching experience.  

Glickman and Tamashiro (1983) examined efficacy, ego development, and 

problem solving between first year, fifth year, and former teachers. They found no 

significant differences on efficacy between first and fifth year teachers.  Former teachers 

however scored lower than first and fifth year teachers in measures of efficacy and ego 

development.  

  DeMesquita and Drake (1994) broke teachers up by experiences by group. 

Group one had 1 to 8 years teaching experiences.  Group two had 9 to 14 years of 

teaching experience.  Group three consisted of teachers with 15 to 18 years of teaching 

experience. Group four had teachers with 19 to 37 years of teaching experiences. 
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Teachers in Kentucky, who implemented a non-graded primary school program, had no 

significant differences in mean efficacy scores between teachers at different stages in 

their teaching careers.  

Teaching Experiences and Content Knowledge 

Myers, Dyer, and Washburn (2005) found in round two of a dephi study, that 

being technically competent in all areas of agriculture was a problem facing beginning 

agriculture teachers. However, being technically competent in technical agriculture was 

not one of the 11 major problems facing beginning agriculture teachers in the final round. 

The main problems were listed as:  organizing an effective alumni chapter, organizing an 

effective advisory committee, and organizing and planning FFA chapter events and 

activities.  

Wigenbach et al (2007) reported pre-service teachers in Texas felt they possessed 

low knowledge and comfort in teaching soils and soil formation. The pre-service teachers 

felt they had an adequate knowledge and comfort in agricultural mechanics, 

employability characteristics, agriculture and the environment, animal science, 

agricultural business management, plant and soil science, and food science.  

Layfield and Dobbins (2000) sought to describe the specific in-service needs of 

beginning and experienced agriculture teachers in the South Carolina. Teachers were 

asked to rate on Likert-type scale the 50 professional competencies related to in-service 

needs.  The highest ranked technical competency for beginning agriculture teachers’ was 

knowledge and skill in horticulture.  For experienced teachers, knowledge and skill in 

agribusiness was the highest rated technical competency.  The five main in-service needs 
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for beginning teachers were: utilizing a local advisory committees, organizing fund 

raising activities for the local FFA chapter, preparing agriculture/FFA contest teachers, 

developing performance based assessment instruments, and supervising student’s SAE 

programs.  Experienced teachers top five in-service needs were: using computers in 

classroom teachings, using multimedia equipments in teaching, teaching record-keeping 

skills, developing an effective public relations program, and organizing a local young 

farmer agribusiness team.  These results are similar to Garton and Chung (1997) who 

found beginning teachers have a less need for in-service in the following domains:  

agricultural mechanics, natural resource management, plant & soil science, and animal 

science. Technical agricultural knowledge and skill competencies were ranked lower in 

priority when compared to competencies in the areas of instruction, program planning, 

development and evaluations, and program administration.  

Roberts and Dyer (2004a) compared in-service needs based on certification type. 

They found that the majority of teachers demonstrated a high need for in-service in 

biotechnology, animal reproduction, greenhouse management, genetic engineering, 

animal health, agricultural sales and marketing, and global positing systems. Differences 

were observed by certification type in several of the individual items. Alternatively 

certified teachers, anyone who did not complete a four year certification plan, had a 

higher need for in-service in oxy-acetylene welding and waste management.  

Traditionally certified teachers had higher in-service need in food science and safety and 

agriculture sales and service. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURE 

 

Research Design 

This research project was a descriptive, causal comparative/correlational study.  

The purpose of this study was to compare and fifth year agriculture teachers’ general 

teaching and personal teaching, and content efficacy. The objectives of this study were as 

follows: 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of first and fifth year Texas 

agriculture teachers. 

 

2. Describe personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy for first year and fifth year teachers. 

 

3. Determine the relationship between personal teaching efficacy, general 

teaching efficacy, and content efficacy in first and fifth year teachers. 

 

4. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy of first and fifth year teachers.  

 

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) will 

score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). The null 

hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacy scores between male and female 

teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ).   

 

5. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy by gender and teacher certification method.  

 

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) will 

score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). The null 

hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacy scores between male and female 

teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ). 
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b. The research hypothesis for this part of the objective was traditionally 

certified teachers (xtraditionally) will score differently than alternatively 

certified teachers (xalternatively) on personal, general, content, and individual 

domain efficacies (H1: xtraditionally ≠  xalternatively). The null hypothesis was 

there was no significant difference in the personal, general, content, and 

individual domain efficacy scores between traditionally and alternatively 

certified teachers (H0: xtraditionally  =  xalternatively ). 

 

The data were collected using an internet questionnaire on Zoomerang.com. The 

questionnaire and communication with the respondents was completed according to the 

suggestions of the second edition of Dillman’s (2000) Mail and Internet Surveys.  

 

Population/Sample 

The population of this study was first and fifth year agriculture teachers in Texas.. 

The sample was first and fifth year agriculture teachers during the 2006 – 2007.  First 

year and fifth year agriculture teachers were selected because of their differences in 

Teacher Career Cycle Model (Huberman, 1989). According to Oliver and Hinkle (1982), 

time and place sample can be used to predict future first and fifth year teachers 

A list was developed for first and fifth year Texas agriculture teachers from the 

2006-2007 membership list of the VATAT. According to the executive director of 

VATAT, Gerald Young (personal communication, August 9, 2007), VATAT 

membership represents 92% of agriculture teachers in Texas. To control for frame error, 

the list was thoroughly analyzed. Duplicate entries and entries that did not apply to the 

study were deleted and other known first year and fifth year teachers were added. The 

total sample frame was 197 individuals, 129 first year teachers and 68 fifth year teachers. 

Twelve participants could not be contacted electronically due to incorrect email address 
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or email boxes being full.  A paper letter containing the link to the survey was sent to 

each of the individuals school addresses (Appendix, F).   

 

Instrumentation 

 

The instrument (Appendix B) was comprised of three parts: teacher efficacy, 

content efficacy, and demographics. For tracking purposes participants were randomly 

given a code number. The first question on the survey was a mandatory open-ended 

question asking for the individual’s unique code number that was provided in each email 

correspondence.  

General teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy were measured using a 

modified version of the Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) that was used 

by Woolfolk and Hoy (1990). Woolfolk and Hoy modified the original scale by only 

using the 16 questions that produced an adequate reliability and four more items that 

referred to the adequacy of the teacher’s pre-service program. Participants were asked to 

rate their level of agreement on the 20, five-point Likert scale items, one being “strongly 

disagree” and five being “strongly agree.” This instrument contained eight items that 

measured general teaching efficacy and 12 items that measured personal teaching 

efficacy. Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) reported reliability estimates for personal teacher 

efficacy with a Cronbach’s alpha of .74, and for general teaching efficacy with a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .82. The items used by Woolfolk and Hoy (1993) short form 

(Appendix C) of the teacher efficacy scale were used for analysis. The alpha coefficients 
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of reliability were .77 for the personal teaching efficacy and .72 for general teaching 

efficacy.  

Section two of the instrument contained 14 researcher developed items which 

were five-point Likert scale items used to measure technical content knowledge. The 

items asked teachers to rate their ability to perform the technical competencies in the 

TExES Test framework, with one being “Not confident” and five being “Complete 

Confidence.” The items were taken verbatim out of the TEA (Texas Education Agency) 

Preparation Manual—Agricultural Science and Technology 6-12.  The items were 

formed by listing each of the technical competencies. Underneath the competencies, a 

bulleted list of the skills a beginning agriculture teacher is expected to be able to perform 

was listed. The domains measured were: agribusiness and economics, plant and soil 

science, animal science, agricultural mechanics and technology, and natural recourses 

and environmental science. Each domain was separated in the test preparation manual in 

the following numbers of competencies: agribusiness and economics, 2; plant and soil 

science, 4; animal science, 3; agricultural mechanics, 3; and natural resource 

management, 2.  The manual is designed to help prepare students to take the Agricultural 

Science and Technology 6-12 test.  The test and the competencies listed were designed 

by a committee of Texas center staff, representatives from professional educator 

organizations, content experts, and members of the business community (TEA, 2006).  

Therefore, the items used in this section of the survey were found valid by a panel of 

teacher educators and experts in the agriculture field.  This section of the instrument was 

pilot tested using the 17 spring 2007, student agriculture teachers at Texas Tech 
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University on May 7, 2007 and a Cronbach’s alpha of .85 was determined. After data 

collection, reliability was determined posthoc to be .92 for the sample in this study.  

 The final section collected demographic data to describe the participants in the 

study.  The items included age, gender, and ethnicity. The teachers were also asked 

certification type and their participation in the 4-H Club and FFA organization. 

 

Data Collection 

 

 The data collection methods used in this study were based on those recommended 

by Dillman (2000) in his book Mail and Internet Surveys: The Tailored Design Method, 

(Table 3.1). Data collection began on May 10
th

 with a pre-notice email telling participants 

to look for an email containing a link to the questionnaire (Appendix D). On May 15, the 

email containing the link for the survey was sent out to all of first and fifth year 

agriculture teachers (Appendix E). The email informed participants of the significance of 

the study along with how the results would be used. Two reminder emails were sent ton 

those who had not responded on May 22
nd

 and May 30
th 

(Appendix G).  A final notice 

was emailed on June 4
th

 to all members who had failed to respond (Appendix H).  On 

June 7
th

, the researcher sent a final email asking non-respondents to complete the survey 

(Appendix I).  
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 Table 3.1  

Timeline for Correspondence  

Date Item 

May 10, 2007 Thursday Pre-notice email 

May 15, 2007 Tuesday Email with link to the questionnaire 

May 22, 2007 Monday Reminder with link to the questionnaire 

May 30, 2007 Wednesday Reminder with link to the questionnaire 

June 4, 2007 Monday Final notice with link questionnaire 

June 7, 2007 Thursday Email to non-respondents 

  

Data collection was completed on June 22
nd

. Questionnaires that did not contain a 

completed section of the instrument were deleted from the sample.  Eleven questionnaires 

only contained teacher efficacy information and were left in study for analysis. This 

produced a response rate of 71 % (N = 141) usable instruments, 71% (N = 92) of first 

year teachers and 72% (N = 49) of fifth year teachers.  

To deal with non-response, a comparison was made between early respondents 

and late respondents. Typically, individuals who responded to the last stimulus would be 

called late respondents.   Linder, Murphy, and Briers (2001) recommend to “back up” (p. 

52) to use responses from multiple stimuli until a minimum of 30 late respondents is 

reached. To accomplish this goal, respondents who completed the instrument prior to 

May 30
th

 were considered early respondents, while those who completed the instrument 

on or after May 30
th

 were considered late respondents. An independent sample t-test 
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showed no significant difference among early and late responses for first year teachers. 

All responses for fifth year teachers also showed no significant difference between early 

and late respondents on personal, general, and content efficacy.  However, when content 

efficacy was divided out by subject domain, there was a significant difference in animal 

science and plant and soil science. Caution should be used when generalizing the results 

of this study. 

 

Internal Validity 

Potential threats to internal validity in correlational research are: subject 

characteristics, location, instrumentation, and testing (Fraenkal & Wallen, 2006). A major 

concern to the internal validity to correlational research is that extraneous variables may 

responsible for the results obtained (Fraenkal & Wallen, 2006).  From the review of 

literature several extraneous factors have been suggested to affect efficacy, such as, 

agriculture background, certification type, and professional work experience (Bandura, 

1977; Findlay & Drake, 1989; Roberts & Dyer, 2004a; Rocca & Washburn, 2004). This 

study measured these factors as well as the independent variable, experience level, to 

help control for these variables. However, there is still the possibility that other variables 

could have affected the results in this study. 

  In this study, it was impossible to keep the location constant for all participants, 

so location posed a treat to internal validity.  All contacts were made through email and 

the instrument was taken online. This limited this study to respondents who had email 

and internet access. This posed a threat to internal validity.  
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The instrumentation was only given to each participant once, so instrumentation 

decay and testing error was not a threat to internal validity. Since the survey was given 

via the internet and personal face to face contact was not made between the participants 

and the researcher, data collector characteristics were not a threat.  Each participant was 

given as much time as needed to fill out the survey and zoomerang program recorded 

data insuring no data collecting bias.  

 

Data Analysis 

 Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

Version 15. A significance level of α =.05 was set a priori.  Objectives one and two were 

analyzed by measures of central tendency and variability. Correlations were used in 

objective three to determine the relationship between personal teaching efficacy, general 

teaching efficacy, and content efficacy. An independent t-test was used to determine the 

differences in means for objective four and five. All correlation relationships were 

described using  Davis (1971). Levine’s homogeneity of variance tested the assumption 

that variance was equal between groups. In all cases equal variances were assumed. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate first and fifth year agriculture teachers’ 

general teaching efficacy, personal teaching efficacy, and content efficacy. The focused 

on the following objectives: 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of first and fifth year Texas 

agriculture teachers. 

 

2. Describe personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy for first year and fifth year teachers. 

 

3. Determine the relationship between personal teaching efficacy, general 

teaching efficacy, and content efficacy in first and fifth year teachers. 

 

4. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy of first and fifth year teachers.  

 

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) 

will score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, 

general, content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). 

The null hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the 

personal, general, content, and individual domain efficacy scores 

between male and female teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ). 

   

5. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy by gender and teacher certification method.  

 

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) 

will score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, 

general, content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). 

The null hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the 

personal, general, content, and individual domain efficacy scores 

between male and female teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ). 
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b. The research hypothesis for this part of the objective was traditionally 

certified teachers (xtraditionally) will score differently than alternatively 

certified teachers (xalternatively) on personal, general, content, and 

individual domain efficacies (H1: xtraditionally ≠  xalternatively). The null 

hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the personal, 

general, content, and individual domain efficacy scores between 

traditionally and alternatively certified teachers (H0: xtraditionally  =  

xalternatively ). 

 

 

Findings Related to Objective One 

 The first objective sought to describe the demographic characteristics of first and 

fifth year agriculture teachers.  The mean age of the total sample (N =128) was 29.52 (SD 

= 7.41) years with a range of individuals 21 to 56 (Table 4.1).  The first year teachers (n 

= 83) had a mean age of 27.93 (SD = 7.35), Fifth year teachers (n = 45) had a mean age 

of 32.44 (SD = 6.65).   

Table 4.1     

Age of First and Fifth Year Agriculture Teachers 

Teaching Experience Mean (M) Median (Mdn) Standard Deviation (SD) Range 

First Year (n =83) 27.93 25 7.35 21-56 

Fifth Year (n = 45) 32.44 30 6.65 26-52 

Total (N = 128) 29.52 27 7.41 21-56 

     

As shown in Table 4.2, the gender of the total sample was 55.4 % (n = 72) male, 

while the remaining 44.6 % (n = 58) were female.  First year teachers were 51.2 % (n = 

43) male, with 48.8 % (n = 41) being female. Fifth year teachers were 63.0% (n = 29) 

male, with 37.0% (n = 17) being female. 
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Table 4.2    

Gender of First and Fifth Year Agriculture Teachers  

Gender Frequency (f)  Frequency Percent (%)  Mode 

First Year Teacher (n = 84)   Male 

Male 43 51.2  

Female 41 48.8  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 46)   Male 

Male 29 63.0  

Female 17 37.0  

Total (N = 130)  Male 

Male  72 55.4  

Female 58 44.6  

 

Caucasian (n = 116, 82.3%) was the predominate ethnicity of the total sample 

(Table 4.3). Hispanic (n = 8, 6.5%) was the second highest reported ethnicity for of the 

total sample.  The least reported ethnicities were African American (n = 2, 1.4 %) and 

Asian (n = 1, 0.7 %). First year teachers were 80.4 % (n = 74) Caucasian, 6.5 % (n = 6) 

Hispanic, 1.1 % (n = 1) African American and 1.1 % (n = 1) other ethnicity. Fifth year 

teachers were 85.7 % (n = 42) Caucasian, 6.5 % (n = 2) Hispanic, and 2.0 % (n = 1) 

African Americans.  
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Table 4.3    

Ethnicity of First and Fifth Year Agriculture Teachers  

Ethnicity Frequency (f)  Frequency Percent (%)  Mode 

First Year Teachers (n =82)   White 

Caucasian 74 90.2  

Hispanic 6 7.3  

African American 1 1.2  

Other 1 1.2  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 45)  White 

Caucasian 42 93.3  

Hispanic 2 4.4  

African American 1 2.2  

Total (N = 127)   White 

Caucasian 116 91.3  

Hispanic 8 6.3  

African American 2 1.6  

Other 1 0.8  
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 The highest level of education for 73.1 % (n = 95) of the total sample, 78.6 % (n = 

66) of first year teachers and 63.0% (n = 29) of fifth year teachers was a bachelors degree 

(Table 4.4).  The remainder of the sample reported a master’s degree as their highest 

level of education, 21.4 % (n = 18) of first year teachers, 37.0% (n = 17) of fifth year 

teachers, and 26.9% (n = 35) of the total sample.  

Table 4.4    

Highest Level of Education for First and Fifth Year Agriculture Teachers  

Highest Level of Education  Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 84)   Bachelors 

Bachelors 66 78.6  

Masters 18 21.4  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 46)   Bachelors 

Bachelors 29 63.0  

Masters 17 37.0  

Total (N = 130)   Bachelors 

Bachelors 95 73.1  

Masters 35 26.9  

 

As shown in Table 4.5, the majority of teachers were certified through traditional 

four year teacher certification programs (n = 88, 67.7 %).  Traditionally certified teachers 

made up 66.7 % (n = 56) of first year teachers and 69.6 % (n = 32) fifth year teachers.  

Post baccalaureate certification was 13.1 % (n = 17) of the total sample, 14.3 % (n = 12) 

of first year teachers, and 10.9 % (n = 5) of fifth year teachers. Emergency certification of 

the total sample was 11.3 % (n= 16),   11.9 % (n = 10) of first teachers, and 13.0% (n = 6) 
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fifth year teachers. Certification through a masters degree program was the least likely 

method of certification for the total sample (n = 9, 6.9%), first year teachers (n = 6, 71%), 

and fifth year teachers (n = 9, 6.9%).  

Table 4.5    

Certification Type for First and Fifth Year Agriculture Teachers  

Certification Method Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 84)   Traditional 

Traditional 56 66.7  

Post Baccalaureate 12 14.3  

Emergency 10 11.9  

Masters Degree 6 7.1  

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 46)   Traditional 

Traditional 32 69.6  

Post Baccalaureate 5 10.9  

Emergency 6 13.0  

Masters Degree 3 6.5  

Total (N = 130)   Traditional 

Traditional 88 67.7  

Post Baccalaureate 17 13.1  

Emergency 16 11.3  

Masters Degree 9 6.9  
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Agricultural education was the most common undergraduate major with 61.7 % (n 

= 79) for the total sample, 62.7% (n = 52) for the first year teachers, and 60 % (n = 27) 

for fifth year teachers (Table 4.6).  Animal and food science was the second most 

common response with 23.4 % (n = 30) of the total sample, 22.9 % (n = 19) of first year 

teachers, and 24.4 (n = 11) of fifth year teachers. Agricultural economics/ business was 

6.3 % (n = 8) of the total sample, 4.8 % (n = 4) of first year teachers, and 8.9 % (n = 4) of 

fifth year teachers. Plant and soil science was the undergraduate major for 3.1 % (n = 4) 

of the total sample and 4.8% (n = 4) of first year teachers. Agricultural communications 

was the undergraduate major for 2.3 % (n = 3) of the total sample, 2.4 % (n = 2) of first 

year teachers, and 2.2% (n = 1) for fifth year teachers. Landscape architecture was the 

major of one individual being .8 % of the total sample and 1.2 % of first year teachers.  

Three people in the total sample (2.3%), one first year teacher (1.2%), and two fifth year 

teachers (4.4 %) reported having other undergraduate majors. 
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Table 4.6    

First and Fifth Year Teachers’ Undergraduate Degree Major 

Undergraduate Major Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 83)   Ag. Education 

Ag. Education 52 62.7  

Animal & Food Sciences 19 22.9  

Ag. Economics/ Business 4 4.8  

Plant Sciences 4 4.8  

Ag Communications 2 2.4  

Landscape Architecture 1 1.2  

Other 1 1.2  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 45)   Ag. Education 

Ag. Education 27 60  

Animal & Food Sciences 11 24.4  

Ag. Economics/ Business 4 8.9  

Plant Sciences 0 0  

Ag. Communications 1 2.2  

Landscape Architecture 0 0  

Other 2 4.4  
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Table 4.6 (continued).    

Undergraduate Major Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

Total (N = 128)   Ag. Education 

Ag. Education 79 61.7  

Animal & Food Sciences 30 23.4  

Ag. Economics/ Business 8 6.3  

Plant Sciences 4 3.1  

Ag. Communications 3 2.3  

Landscape Architecture 1 .8  

Other 3 2.3  

    

Participants were asked if their family was involved in production agriculture 

while they were growing up (Table 4.7).  77.4 % (n = 65) of first year teachers, 71.7 % (n 

= 33) fifth year teachers, and 75.4 % (n = 98) of the total sample reported that their 

families were involved in production agriculture.   
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Table 4.7    

First and Fifth Year Family Involvement in Production Agriculture 

Characteristic Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 84)   Yes 

Yes 65 77.4  

No 19 22.6  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 46)   Yes 

Yes 33 71.7  

No 13 28.3  

Total (N = 130)   Yes 

Yes 98 75.4  

No 32 24.6  

    

Participants were asked their years of membership and to rate their level of 

involvement in the FFA organization (Table 4.8). FFA involvement was high with only 

8.5 % (n = 11) of the total sample, 8.4 % (n =7) of first year teachers, and 8.7 % (n = 4) 

of fifth year teachers reported not being a member. One year of membership was reported 

by 2.3 % (n = 3) of the total sample and 3.6 % (n = 3) of first year teachers.  Two year 

membership was reported among 4.8 % (n = 4) of first year teachers, 4.3 % (n = 2) of 

fifth year teachers, and 4.7 % (n = 6) of the total sample.   Three year membership was 

reported among 7.2 % (n = 6) of first year teachers, 13.0% (n = 6) of fifth year teachers, 

and 9.3 % (n = 12) of the total sample. Four year membership was high among first (n = 
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33, 39.8%), fifth (n = 19, 41.3%), and the total (n = 52, 40.3 %) sample of teachers. Four 

plus year membership was reported by 36. 1 % (n = 30) of first year teachers, 32.6 (n = 

15) of fifth year teachers, and 34.9 % (n = 45) of the total sample.   



Texas Tech University, Erin McLaughlin, December 2007  

48 

 

Table 4.8    

First and Fifth Year Teachers’ Years in  FFA Involvement 

Years in FFA  Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 83)   4 Years 

Not a member 7 8.4  

1  3 3.6  

2 4 4.8  

3 6 7.2  

4 33 39.8  

4+ 30 36.1  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 46)   4 Years 

Not a member 4 8.7  

1  0 0  

2 2 4.3  

3 6 13.0  

4 19 41.3  

4+ 15 32.6  

Total (N = 129)   4 Years 

Not a member 11 8.5  

1  3 2.3  

2 6 4.7  

3 12 9.3  

4 52 40.3  

4+ 45 34.9  
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The majority first year teachers (n = 53, 63.9 %), fifth year teachers (n = 27, 58.7 

%), and of the total sample (n = 80, 62.0%), reported being very active in the FFA 

organization (Table 4.9). Being active was 14.5 % (n = 12) of first year teachers, 17.4 % 

(n = 8) of fifth year teachers, and 15.5 % (n = 20) of the total sample,. Somewhat active 

was reported by 12% (n =10) of first year teachers, 13 % (n = 6) of fifth year teachers, 

and 12.4 % (n = 16) of the total sample.  Slightly active was selected by 1.2 % (n = 1) of 

first year teachers, 2.2 % (n = 1) of fifth year teachers, and 1.6 % (n = 2) of the total 

sample. 8.4 % (n = 7) of first year teachers, 8.7 % (n = 4), and 8.5 % (n = 11) of the total 

sample were not active in the FFA organization.  
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Table 4.8  
  

First and Fifth Year Teachers’ Activity in  FFA  

Activity in FFA Organization  Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 83)   Very Active 

Not Active 7 8.4  

Slightly Active 1 1.2  

Somewhat Active 10 12.0  

Active 12 14.5  

Very Active 53 63.9  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 46)    Very Active 

Not Active 4 8.7  

Slightly Active 1 2.2  

Somewhat Active 6 13.0  

Active 8   17.4  

Very Active 27 58.7  

Total (N = 129)   Very Active 

Not Active 11 8.5  

Slightly Active 2 1.6  

Somewhat Active 16 12.4  

Active 20 15.5  

Very Active 80 62.0  

    



Texas Tech University, Erin McLaughlin, December 2007  

51 

In addition to years of membership and involvement in the FFA organization, first 

and fifth year teachers were asked their years of involvement and involvement in the 4-H 

club (Table 4.10 and 4.11). The majority of first year teachers (n =33, 39.3 %), fifth year 

teachers (n = 16, 35.6 %), and the total sample (n = 49, 38%) reported not being a 4-H 

member.  One to three year membership was reported by 15.5 % (n = 13) of first year 

teachers, 26.7% (n = 12) of fifth year teachers, and 19.4 % (n = 25) of the total sample. 

Four to six year membership was 21.4% (n = 18) of first year teachers, 20% (n =9) of 

fifth year teachers, and 20.9 % (n = 27) of the total sample.  Seven to nine year 

membership was 8.3 % (n =7) of first year teachers, 11.1 % (n = 5) of fifth year teachers, 

and 9.3 % (n = 12) of the total sample.  Participants who reported ten plus years in the 4-

H club were 15.5 % (n = 13) of first year teachers, 6.7 % (n = 3) of fifth year teachers, 

and 12.4 % (n = 16) of the total sample. 
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Table 4.10     

First and Fifth Year Teacher’s 4-H Membership  

Years in 4-H  Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 83)   Not a Member 

Not a member 33 39.3  

1-3 13 15.5  

4-6 18 21.4  

7-9 7 8.3  

10+ 13 15.5  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 46)   Not a Member 

Not a member 16 35.6  

1-3  12 26.7  

4-6 9 20.0  

7-9 5 11.1  

10+ 3 6.7  

Total (N = 129)   Not a Member 

Not a member  49 38  

1-3  25 19.4  

4-6 27 20.9  

7-9 12 9.3  

10+ 16 12.4  
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The majority of first year teachers (n = 27, 34.6 %), fifth year teachers (n = 17, 40 

%), and the total sample (n = 44, 36.7 %) reported not being active in 4-H (Table 4.11).  

Slightly active was reported by 5.1% (n = 4) of first year teachers, 11.9 % (n = 5) of fifth 

year teachers, and 7.5 % (n = 9) of the total sample.  Somewhat active was reported by 

36.9% (n = 21) of first year teachers, and 28.6 % (n = 12) of fifth year teachers, and 27.5 

% (n = 33) of the total sample.  Active was reported by 14.1% (n = 11) of first year 

teachers, 11.9 % (n = 4) of fifth year teachers, and 13.3 % (n = 16) of the total sample. 

Very active was reported by 19.2 % (n = 15) of first year teachers, 7.1 % (n = 3) of fifth 

year teachers, and 15% (n = 18) of the total sample.   
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Table 4.11    

First and Fifth Year Teachers’ 4-H Involvement  

Activity in 4-H Frequency (f) Frequency (%) Mode 

First Year Teachers (n = 78)   Not Active 

Not Active 27 34.6  

Slightly Active 4 5.1  

Somewhat Active 21 26.9  

Active 11 14.1  

Very Active 15 19.2  

Fifth Year Teachers (n = 42)    Not Active 

Not Active 17 40.5  

Slightly Active 5 11.9  

Somewhat Active 12 28.6  

Active 5 11.9  

Very Active 3 7.1  

Total (N = 120)   Not Active 

Not Active 44 36.7  

Slightly Active 9 7.5  

Somewhat Active 33 27.5  

Active 16 13.3  

Very Active 18 15.0  
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 First and fifth year agriculture teachers were asked to check all of the following 

agricultural fields that they have had work experience in:  production, sales, research and 

development, process, natural resource management, or none (Table 4.12). Production 

was reported by 67 first year teachers and 32 fifth year teachers. Agricultural sales was 

reported by 38 first year teachers and 13 fifth year teachers. Research and development 

was reported by 24 first year teachers and five fifth year teachers. Processing was 

reported by 18 first year teachers and nine fifth year teachers. 13 first year teachers and 

12 fifth year teachers reported having no agriculture work experience. Natural resource 

management was reported by 14 first year teachers and five fifth year teachers.  

Table 4.12    

First and Fifth Year Teachers’ Agricultural Work Experience (N = 130) 

Agricultural Field First Year Teacher Fifth Year Teacher Total 

Production  67 32 99 

Sales 38 13 51 

Research and Development 24 5 29 

Processing 18 9 27 

None 13 12 25 

Natural Resource Management 14 5 19 
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Findings Related to Objective Two 

 

 Objective two’s purpose was to determine the personal teaching, general teaching, 

and content efficacies of first and fifth year agriculture teachers (Table 4.13). A mean 

score was taken for the items that measured personal teaching efficacy, general teaching 

efficacy, and content efficacy. Personal teaching efficacy had a mean of 3.63 (SD = .57) 

and a range of 1 to 4.6. General teaching efficacy had a mean of 3.04 (SD = .67) with a 

range of 1 to 4.4.  Content teaching efficacy had a mean of 3.78 (SD = .61) with a range 

of 1 to 5. 

Table 4.13    

Mean Personal Teaching, General Teaching, and Content Efficacy of Total Sample of 

First and Fifth Year Agriculture teachers (N = 130) 

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) Range 

Personal Teaching Efficacy 3.63 .57 1- 4.6 

General Teaching Efficacy 3.04 .67 1- 4.4 

Content Teaching Efficacy 3.78 .61 1- 5 

 

 In the individual content efficacies, the respondents were most confident in 

teaching animal science (M = 4.27, SD = .72) (Table 4.14). Agribusiness and economics 

(M = 3.75, SD = .70) was the domain with the second most confidence.  Plant and soil 

science (M = 3.66, SD = .64), environmental sciences (M = 3.65, SD = .81), and 

agricultural mechanics and technology (M = 3.58, SD = .87) were the domains agriculture 
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teachers were least confident in performing.  All of the content efficacies had a range of 

scores from one to five.  
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Table 4.14    

Mean Domain Specific Content Efficacies of Total Sample of First and Fifth Year (N = 

130)  

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) Range 

Animal Science 4.27 .72 1- 5 

Agribusiness & Economics 3.75 .70 1-5 

Plant & Soil Science 3.66 .64 1- 5 

Environmental Science 3.65 .81 1 -5 

Ag. Mechanics & Technology 3.58 .87 1- 5 

Note. Scale 1 = No Confidence, 5 = Complete Confidence 

 

Findings Related to Objective Three 

 

 Correlations were conducted to determine the relationship between personal 

teaching, general teaching, and content efficacy (Table 4.15).  Low, positive correlations 

were found between personal teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy (rpb = .18).  

There was a moderate, positive correlation between personal teaching efficacy and 

content efficacy (rpb = .40). 
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Table 4.15    

Correlations of Total Sample Between Personal Teaching, General Teaching, and 

Content Efficacies (N =130) 

Variable 1 2 3 

1. Personal Teaching Efficacy  .18* .40* 

2. General Teaching Efficacy   .16 

3. Content Efficacy    

Note. * Indicates significance at a .05 level 

 

Findings Related to Objective Four 

The fourth objected sought to compare the personal efficacy, general efficacy, and 

content efficacy scores of first and fifth year teachers (Table 4.16).  An independent 

samples t- test was conducted to compare the means of the two groups on personal 

teaching, general teaching, technical content, and the individual domain efficacies. The 

research hypothesis for this objective was first year teachers (xfirst year teachers) will score 

differently than fifth year teachers (xfifth year teachers) on personal, general, summated 

content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xfirst year teaches ≠  xfifth year teachers). The null 

hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the personal, general, summated 

content, and individual domain efficacy scores between first year teachers and fifth year 

teachers (H0: xfirst year  teachers  =  xfifth year teachers ). The alpha level was set a priori at α = .05.  

Personal teaching efficacy for first year teachers had a mean of 3.60 (SD = .62) 

and fifth year teachers had a mean of 3.70 (SD = .45). The calculated t- value for personal 

teaching efficacy (t133 = -.99 p = .33) was found not to be significantly different at an 
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alpha of .05. First year teachers had a mean of 3.01 (SD = .76), while fifth year teachers 

had a mean of 3.08 (SD = .67) for general teaching efficacy. The calculated t- value for 

general efficacy (t137 = -.59, p = .55) was not significantly different at an alpha of .05. 

Content efficacy for first year teachers was 3.74 (SD = .67) and fifth year teachers had a 

mean of 3.87 (SD = .45). Content efficacy (t118.18 = -1.35, p = .18) was not significantly 

different at an alpha level of .05. 

Table 4.16 

First and Fifth Year Teachers’ General Teaching, Personal Teaching, and Content 

Efficacy 

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) t p 

Personal Teaching Efficacy    -.99 .33 

First Year Teacher (n = 90) 3.60 .62   

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 48) 3.70 .45   

General Teaching Efficacy    -.59 .55 

First Year Teacher (n = 90) 3.01 .67   

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 49) 3.08 .67   

Content Efficacy   -1.35 .18 

First Year Teacher (n = 83) 3.74 .67   

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 44) 3.87 .45   

Note. Equal variances assumed 

 

Content efficacy was then separated by technical domains (Table 4.17).  First year 

teachers had the following order of confidence: animal science (M = 4.24, SD = .80), 

agricultural business (M = 3.70, SD = .76), plant and soil science (M = 3.63, SD = .71), 
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environmental science (M = 3.62, SD = .89), and agricultural mechanics and technology 

(M = 3.48, SD = .93). Fifth year teachers had the following order of confidence: animal 

science (M = 4.34, SD =.58), agricultural business (M = 3.84, SD = .56), agricultural 

mechanics and technology (M = 3.77, SD = .72), plant and soil science (M =3.71, SD = 

.48), and environmental science (M = 3.70, SD = .64). 

The order of confidence in the domains for the two groups varied, however the 

differences were not significant (Table 4.17). The calculated t- value for agribusiness and 

economics (t113.9= -1.23, p =.22), plant and soil science (t120.49 = -.80, p = .43), animal 

science (t117.90 = -.85, p = .40), agricultural mechanics and technology (t113.6 = -1.94, p = 

.06), and natural resource management (t119 = -.55, p = .58) were not significant at α = 

.05. Since no significant differences were found between personal teaching, general 

teaching, content, and initial domain efficacies, we failed to reject the null hypothesis. 
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Table 4.17    

First and Fifth Year Teachers’ Domain Specific Content Efficacy 

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) t p 

Animal Science    -.85 .40 

First Year Teacher (n = 83) 4.24 .80   

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 46) 4.34 .58   

Agribusiness & Economics    -1.23 .22 

First Year Teacher (n = 83) 3.70 .76  

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 45) 3.84 .56  

Plant & Soil Science    -.80 .43 

First Year Teacher (n = 83) 3.63 .71  

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 45) 3.71 .48  

Environmental Science    -.55 .58 

First Year Teacher (n = 83) 3.62 .89  

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 46) 3.70 .64  

Ag Mechanics & Technology    -1.94 .06    

First Year Teacher (n = 83) 3.48 .93  

Fifth Year Teacher (n = 46) 3.77 .72  

Note. Equal variances assumed 
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Findings Related to Objective Five 

The fifth objective of this study was to determine the differences in personal 

teaching, general teaching, content, and individual domain efficacies by gender and 

certification method. An independent samples t- test was conducted to compare the 

means of the two groups on personal teaching, general teaching, technical content, and 

the individual domain efficacies. The research hypothesis for this objective was male 

teachers (xmale) will score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). The null hypothesis was 

there was no significant difference in the personal, general, content, and individual 

domain efficacy scores between male and female teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ). The alpha 

level was set a priori at α = .05. 

As shown in Table 4.18, personal teaching efficacy for male teachers had a mean 

of 3.61 (SD = .70) and female teachers had a mean of 3.61 (SD = .40). The calculated t- 

value for personal teaching efficacy (t125 = -.05 p = .96) was found not to be significantly 

different at an alpha of .05. Male teachers had a mean of 2.97 (SD = .73), while female 

teachers had a mean of 3.04 (SD = .60) for general teaching efficacy. The calculated t- 

value for general efficacy (t137 = -.61, p = .54) was not significantly different at an alpha 

of .05. Content efficacy for male teachers was 3.91 (SD = .65) and female teachers had a 

mean of 3.64 (SD = .52). Content efficacy (t125 = 2.56, p = .01) was significantly different 

at an alpha level of .05. 



Texas Tech University, Erin McLaughlin, December 2007  

64 

 

Table 4.18    

Personal Teaching, General Teaching, Content Efficacies by Gender 

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) t p 

Personal Teaching Efficacy   -.05 .96 

Male (n = 69) 3.61 .70  

Female (n = 58) 3.61 .40  

General Teaching Efficacy    -.61 .54 

Male (n = 70) 2.97 .73  

Female (n = 58) 3.04 .60  

Content Efficacy    2.56 .01 

Male (n = 69) 3.91 .65  

Female (n = 58) 3.64 .52  

Note. Equal variances assumed 

 

Content efficacy was then broken down by technical domains (Table 4.19).  Male 

teachers had the following order of confidence: animal science (M = 4.43, SD = .72), 

agricultural mechanics and technology (M = 3.92, SD = .78), agricultural business (M = 

3.81, SD = .73), environmental science (M = 3.70, SD = .79), and plant and soil science 

(M = 3.66, SD = .70). Female teachers had the following order of confidence: animal 

science (M = 4.09, SD =.69), agricultural business (M = 3.68, SD = .65), plant and soil 

science (M =3.65, SD = .56), environmental science (M = 3.58, SD = .72), and 

agricultural mechanics and technology (M = 3.18, SD = .80). The calculated t- value for 

agribusiness and economics (t126= 1.02, p =.39), plant and soil science (t126 = .09, p = 
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.39), and natural resource management (t127 = .88, p = .38) were not significant at α = .05. 

Animal science (t127 = 2.81, p = .01) and agricultural mechanics and technology’s (t127 = 

5.26, p = .00) t- values were found to be significantly different at α = .05.   Since 

significant differences were found in content efficacy and the domains of animal science 

and agricultural mechanics and technology, the null hypothesis was rejected.  
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Table 4.19    

Individual Domain Efficacies by Gender 

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) t p 

Animal Science    2.81 .01 

Male (n = 71) 4.43 .72  

Female (n = 58) 4.08 .69  

Agribusiness & Economics     1.02 .39 

Male (n = 69) 3.81 .73  

Female (n = 58) 3.68 .65  

Plant & Soil Science    .09 .93 

Male (n = 70) 3.66 .70  

Female (n = 58) 3.65 .56  

Ag Mechanics & Technology    5.26 .00 

Male (n = 71) 3.92 .78  

Female (n = 58) 3.18 .80  

Environmental Science    .88 .38 

Male (n = 71) 3.70 .87  

Female (n = 58) 3.58 .72  

Note. Equal variances assumed. 
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Certification method was divided into two groups: traditional and alternative.  

Teachers certified by traditional methods were considered to be those teachers that 

completed a four year degree in agricultural education.  Emergency certification, post 

baccalaureate certification, and certification though a master’s degree were considered to 

be alternative methods.   The research hypothesis for this part of the objective was 

traditionally certified teachers (xtraditionally) will score differently than alternatively 

certified teachers (xalternatively) on personal, general, content, and individual domain 

efficacies (H1: xtraditionally ≠  xalternatively). The null hypothesis was there was no significant 

difference in the personal, general, content, and individual domain efficacy scores 

between traditionally and alternatively certified teachers (H0: xtraditionally  =  xalternatively ). 

The alpha level was set a priori at α = .05.  

Personal teaching efficacy for traditionally certified teachers had a mean of 3.62 

(SD = .59) and alternatively certified teachers had a mean of 3.59 (SD = .56) (Table 

4.20). The calculated t- value for personal teaching efficacy (t125 = .28 p = .78) was found 

not to be significantly different at an alpha of .05. Traditionally certified teachers had a 

mean of 3.00 (SD = .65), while alternatively certified teachers had a mean of 3.00 (SD = 

.72) for general teaching efficacy. The calculated t- value for general efficacy (t126 = -.02, 

p = .99) was not significantly different at an alpha of .05. Content efficacy for 

traditionally certified teachers was 3.73 (SD = .63) and alternatively certified teachers had 

a mean of 3.89 (SD = .55). Content efficacy (t125 = -1.33, p = .19) were not significantly 

different at an alpha level of .05. 
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Table 4.20    

Personal Teaching, General Teaching, Content Efficacies by Certification Type 

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) t p 

Personal Teaching Efficacy    .28 .78 

Traditional (n = 86) 3.62 .59  

Alternative (n = 41) 3.59 .56  

General Teaching Efficacy    -.02 .99 

Traditional (n = 86) 3.00 .65  

Alternative (n = 42) 3.00 .72  

Content Efficacy    -1.33 .19 

Traditional (n = 86) 3.73 .63  

Alternative (n = 41) 3.89 .55  

Note. Equal variances assumed. 

 

Content efficacy was then broken down by technical domains (Table 4.21).  

Traditionally certified teachers had the following order of confidence: animal science (M 

= 4.21, SD = .75), agricultural business (M = 3.68, SD = .70), plant and soil science (M = 

3.60, SD = .67), agricultural mechanics and technology (M = 3.59, SD = .83), and 

environmental science (M = 3.56, SD = .81). Alternatively certified teachers had the 

following order of confidence: animal science (M = 4.40, SD =.65), agricultural business 

(M = 3.89, SD = .67), plant and soil science (M = 3.78, SD = .56), environmental science 

(M = 3.82, SD = .79) , and agricultural mechanics and technology (M = 3.57, SD = 

.97).The calculated t- value for agribusiness and economics (t126= -1.57, p =.12), plant 
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and soil science (t126 = -1.53, p = .13), animal science (t127 = -1.43,  p = .16), agricultural 

mechanics and technology (t127 = .11, p = .91), and natural resource management (t127 = -

1.71, p = .09) were not significant at α = .05. Since no significant differences were found 

between personal teaching, general teaching, content, and initial domain efficacies, we 

failed to reject the null hypothesis. 
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Table 4.21    

Individual Domain Efficacies by Certification Type 

Characteristic Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) t p 

Agribusiness & Economics    -1.57 .12 

Traditional (n = 87) 3.68 .70  

Alternative (n = 41) 3.89 .67  

Plant & Soil Science    -1.53 .13 

Traditional (n = 86) 3.60 .67  

Alternative (n = 42) 3.78 .56  

Animal Science   -1.43 .16 

Traditional ( n = 87) 4.21 .75  

Alternative (n = 42) 4.40 .65  

Ag Mechanics & Technology    .11 .91 

Traditional (n = 87) 3.59 .83  

Alternative (n = 42) 3.57 .97  

Environmental Science    -1.71 .09 

Traditional (n = 87) 3.56 .81  

Alternative (n = 42) 3.82 .78  

Note. Equal variances assumed. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Summary 

 This chapter provides a summary of the study, offers conclusions drawn based on 

the results, and purposes recommendations for future efforts.  

The purpose of this study was to evaluate first and fifth year agriculture teachers’ 

general teaching efficacy, personal teaching efficacy, and content efficacy. This study 

focused on the following objectives: 

1. Describe the demographic characteristics of first and fifth year Texas 

agriculture teachers. 

 

2. Describe personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy for first year and fifth year teachers. 

 

3. Determine the relationship between personal teaching efficacy, general 

teaching efficacy, and content efficacy in first and fifth year teachers. 

 

4. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy of first and fifth year teachers.  

 

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) will 

score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). The null 

hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacy scores between male and female 

teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ).  

  

5. Compare personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy, and content 

efficacy by gender and teacher certification method.  

 

a. The research hypothesis for this objective was male teachers (xmale) will 

score differently than female teachers (xfemale) on personal, general, 

content, and individual domain efficacies (H1: xmale ≠  xfemale). The null 

hypothesis was there was no significant difference in the personal, general, 
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content, and individual domain efficacy scores between male and female 

teachers (H0: xmale  =  xfemale ). 

b. The research hypothesis for this part of the objective was traditionally 

certified teachers (xtraditionally) will score differently than alternatively 

certified teachers (xalternatively) on personal, general, content, and individual 

domain efficacies (H1: xtraditionally ≠  xalternatively). The null hypothesis was 

there was no significant difference in the personal, general, content, and 

individual domain efficacy scores between traditionally and alternatively 

certified teachers (H0: xtraditionally  =  xalternatively ). 

 

A comparison of first and fifth year Texas agriculture teachers was conducted for 

the 2006-2007 school year. Data collection followed the internet survey approach 

outlined by Dillman (2000). Teachers were contacted via email and completed the 

instrument on Zoomerang.com.  The data collection instrument contained three sections:  

personal efficacy and general teaching efficacy, content efficacy, and demographic items.  

Completed instruments that contained at least one complete section were 

considered usable.   This produced a response rate of 71 % (N = 141) usable instruments, 

71% (n = 92) of first year teachers and 72% (n = 49) of fifth year teachers. An 

independent sample t-test showed no significant difference among early and late 

responses for first year teachers. All responses for fifth year teachers also showed no 

significant difference between early and late respondents on personal, general, and 

summated content efficacy.  However, when content efficacy was divided out by subject 

domain, there was a significant difference in animal science and plant and soil science.  

The findings and conclusions of this study will be generalized only to first and fifth year 

agriculture teachers.  
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Conclusions Related to Objective One 

The fifth year teachers were mostly male, with the population being one-third 

female. Kantrovich (2007) reported that nationally males outnumbered women 3:1. First 

year teachers, however, were more balanced in gender with 51.2 % of the sample being 

male. This is similar to Burris and Keller (2007), who found 53 % of first year Texas 

agriculture teachers in 2006 were male. 

 In this study, first (90.3 %) and fifth (93.3 %) year teachers were predominantly 

Caucasian. Hispanic was the second most common ethnicity with 7.3 % of first year 

teachers and 4.4 % of fifth year teachers. African American agriculture teachers made us 

1.2 % of first year teachers and 2.2 % of fifth year teachers.  One first year teacher 

reported an unknown ethnicity making up 1.1 % of the first year teacher sample. 

Kantrovich (2007) reported 88 % of agriculture teachers nationally were Caucasian, with 

unknown ethnicity being the second most reported with 8%.  African American teachers 

comprised of 2.5 % the population while there are 1.2 % Hispanic teachers.  Native 

American/ Native Alaskan and Asian/ Pacific Islanders are only .26 % of agriculture 

teachers nationwide. Geographic location likely impacts the ethnicity representation in 

this study.   

This study found a higher percentage of individuals having a master degree than 

Edwards and Briers (2001) study and the Burris and Keller (2007) study.  Twenty-six 

percent first year teachers and thirty-seven percent fifth year teachers reported having a 

master’s degree. Edwards and Briers (2001) found 18% of beginning Texas agricultural 
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teachers had a master’s degree. Burris and Keller (2007) found 19 % of first year Texas 

agricultural teachers had a master’s degree.  

Camp, Broyles, and Skelton (2002) reported that 13% of agriculture teachers 

nationally were certified by methods other than an undergraduate degree in agricultural 

education. This study shows a higher number of teachers being certified by some other 

means besides an undergraduate degree in agricultural education. Alternative certification 

methods accounted for 33.3 % of first year teachers and 30.4% of fifth year teachers.   

 Agricultural education was the most common undergraduate major with 62.7% (n 

= 52) of first year teachers and 60 % (n = 27) of fifth year teachers.  Animal and food 

science was the second most common response with 22.9 % (n = 19) of first year teachers 

and 24.4 (n = 11) of fifth year teachers.  

 The majority of first year teachers (n = 65, 71.7 %) of first year teachers and (n = 

33, 71.7 %) of fifth year teachers reported that their families were involved in production 

agriculture. FFA involvement was high with 91.6 % of first year teachers and 91.3% of 

fifth year teachers in FFA for at least one year. The majority first year teaches (n = 53, 

63.9 %) and fifth year teachers (n = 27, 58.7 %), reported being very active in the FFA 

organization. Similar to the Edwards and Briers (2001) study, 91.6 % of first year 

teachers and 91.3 % of fifth year teachers reported being at least somewhat active in the 

FFA organization.  

 In contrast to high FFA participation, 4-H involvement was lower with the 

majority of first year teachers (n = 33, 39.3 %) and fifth year teachers (n = 16, 35.6%) 
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reported not being a 4-H member. The majority of first year teachers (n = 27, 34.6 %) and 

fifth year teachers (n = 17, 40 %), also reported not being active in 4-H. 

Recommendations for Further Research Related to Objective One 

The demographics of agriculture teachers are becoming more diverse with more 

women entering the agriculture teacher profession. Edwards and Briers (2001) found that 

gender and work experience were predictive of how long teachers were going to teach. It 

is recommended that a retention study be conducted in the next five years to see if the 

increase of women continues and if women are remaining in agricultural education.   

In this critical time of agricultural teacher shortages, it appears more teachers are 

getting certified alternatively. More teachers are getting certified in other methods 

besides a traditional agriculture education degree. Continuous studies should be 

conducted to insure quality teachers are being produced and that they possess the skills 

needed to remain in the profession.  

 This study found high FFA involvement, but lower 4-H involvement among first 

and fifth year teachers. Future research should be conducted to determine if high 4-H 

involvement and FFA involvement are related to the career path agricultural education 

graduates pursue.  

 

Recommendations for Practitioners Related to Objective One 

 The demographics of the profession have changed slightly with more women 

entering the teaching profession; however Caucasian agriculture teachers still are the 
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majority the field.   Teacher educators need to continue to encourage diversity in their 

undergraduates students.   

In this study, 33% of agriculture teachers were certified other than traditional 

means. Alternatively certified teachers do not typically receive the full instruction that are 

required for an undergraduate degree in agricultural education. It is important that 

support through alternative certification programs and in-service programs be given to 

insure that these teachers have the tools to be successful and remain in the agricultural 

education field.  

 

Conclusions Related to Objective Two 

Personal Teaching, General Teaching, and Content Efficacies 

The purpose of objective two was to determine the personal teaching, general 

teaching, and content efficacies of first and fifth year agriculture teachers. The Gibson 

and Dembo (1984) and the Woolfolk and Hoy (1993) short form measure of general 

teaching efficacy focus on the external constraints that might impede teaching. In this 

study the sample of agriculture teachers was found to have a mean general teaching 

efficacy of 3.04, which is in the middle of the five point scale.  

Personal teaching efficacy was higher with a mean of 3.63. Personal teaching 

efficacy is currently measured by asking general items about student success in their 

classroom (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy’s, 1998).  Content efficacy was the 

highest with a mean of 3.78. Content efficacy was measured by participants answering 

how confident they felt performing the task a beginning agriculture teacher should be 
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able to perform by the technical domains in the Agricultural Science and Technology 

Test Manual (TEA, 2006).  

Content Knowledge 

 As shown in Table 5.1, in this study, the sample felt more confident in animal 

science and agricultural business and economics. The total sample was least confident in 

agricultural mechanics. Similar results were found with pre-service teachers scoring the 

highest on animal science and agricultural management sections of Agriculture Single 

Subject Assessment test and scoring the lowest on the agricultural mechanics section 

(Baker and Malle, 1995). 

Table 5.1 

Order of Confidence of Technical Domains for the Entire Sample of Teachers 

Order Technical Domain Score Standard Deviation 

1 Animal Science 4.27 .72 

2 Agricultural Business & Economics 3.75 .70 

3 Plant & Soil Science 3.66 .64 

4 Environmental Sciences 3.65 .81 

5 Agricultural Mechanics & Technology 3.58 .87 

 

Recommendations for Future Research Related to Objective Two 

Possible variables in determining an individual’s technical content efficacy could 

be the institution and technical agriculture coursework completed. The agricultural 

education institutions in Texas have various course requirements.  It is recommended that 

future research should consider this variable.  
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Further investigation is recommended to explore all of the technical domains 

more specifically. It would be interesting to see if agricultural mechanics and technology 

continues to be the least confident domain and what skills in agricultural mechanics 

teachers are lest confident in. 

Recommendations for Practitioners Related to Objective Two 

 It seems in this study that agriculture teachers have a low general teaching 

efficacy in comparison to personal teaching and content efficacies.  General teaching 

efficacy has been related to support of administrators, school, and political climates of the 

school (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Practitioners need to give pre-

service teachers more tools for dealing with administration, families, and a diverse set of 

students.  

 

Conclusions Related to Objective Three 

 Correlations were conducted to determine the relationship between personal 

teaching, general teaching, and content efficacy.  Low, positive correlations were found 

between personal teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy (rpb = .18).  There was a 

moderate, positive correlation between personal teaching efficacy and content efficacy 

(rpb = .40). 

 Past research with the teacher efficacy scale has found two independent 

constructs: personal teaching and general teaching efficacies (Gibson & Dembo, 1984).  

Past research as also found that these two constructs do not influence the other 

(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). This study, like past research, found a 
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low positive correlation between general teaching efficacy and personal teaching 

efficacy.  

The moderate correlation between personal teaching efficacy and content efficacy 

is not a surprise.  Personal teaching efficacy is a factor associated with self-efficacy. 

Personal teaching efficacy is determined by the individual’s comparative judgment of 

whether his or her current abilities and strategies are adequate for the teaching task in 

question. Rubectk and Enochs (1991) found that among middle school science teachers, 

personal science teaching efficacy was correlated with preference to teaching science and 

that personal chemistry teaching efficacy was related to preference to teach chemistry.   

 Recommendations for Future Research Related to Objective Three 

 The teacher efficacy scale has been criticized due to wording bias (Deemer & 

Minke, 1999) and theoretical framework (Guskey & Passaro, 1994). This study failed to 

eliminate all wording bias and future research should take that into consideration.  Future 

research should be conducted with other teacher efficacy scales to see if the relationship 

between personal teaching efficacy, general teaching efficacy and content efficacy still 

exists. 

 

Recommendations for Practitioners Related to Objective Three 

 This study found a moderate, positive relationship between content efficacy and 

personal efficacy. This implies that one can improve personal efficacy beliefs by 

strengthening content efficacy and vise versa.  It is recommended that teacher educators 
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focus on content knowledge and confidence to increase teacher’s personal teaching 

efficacy beliefs.   

 

Conclusions Related to Objective Four 

Personal Teaching, General Teaching, and Content Efficacies 

The fourth objective was to compare first and fifth year teachers on personal, 

general, and content efficacy. An independent samples t- test was conducted to compare 

the means of the two groups on each personal, general, summated content, and individual 

domain efficacy. There was no significant difference between first and fifth year teachers 

mean score on personal, general, summated content, and the individual domain efficacies 

with an alpha level set a priori at α = .05. The results of this study confirm that efficacy 

beliefs are stable even among teachers at different career stages (DeMesquita & Drake, 

1994; Ross, 1994; Pigge & Marson, 1993).  

Technical Confidence 

 Several studies have found there to be differences among beginning and 

experienced teachers in-service needs,  however, those studies have found that technical 

agricultural knowledge and skill competencies were ranked lower in priority when 

compared to competencies in the areas of instruction, program planning, development 

and evaluations, and program administration (Garton & Chung, 1997; Layfield & 

Dobbins, 2000 ). When it comes to technical content, first and fifth year teachers really 

weren’t that different. Both first and fifth year agriculture teachers were confident in 

animal science. The rest of the technical domains were all within the confident range. As 



Texas Tech University, Erin McLaughlin, December 2007  

81 

shown in Table 5.2, first year and fifth year teachers indicated the same top two technical 

domains: animal science and agribusiness and economics. The order of their confidence 

in the other domains differed.  First year teachers’ order of confidence was the following: 

animal science, agribusiness and economics, plant and soil sciences, environmental 

sciences, and agricultural mechanics.  Fifth year teachers’ order of confidence was the 

following:  animal science, agribusiness and economics, agricultural mechanics and 

technology, plant and soil science, and environmental sciences. Although there is a 

difference in the order of confidences for first and fifth year teachers, there were no 

significant differences between the individual content efficacies between the two groups.  
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Table 5.2  

Technical Content Domains Order by Confidence level For First and Fifth Year Teachers 

 First Year Teachers (n = 83) Fifth Year Teachers (n = 46) 

Domain Order M SD Order M SD 

Animal Science 1 4.24 .80 1 4.34 .58 

Agribusiness & Economics 2 3.70 .76 2 3.84 .56 

Plant & Soil Sciences 3 3.63 .71 4 3.77 .72 

Environmental Sciences 4 3.62 .89 5 3.71 .48 

Agricultural Mechanics  5 3.48 .93 3 3.70 .64 

 

 

Recommendations for Future Research Related to Objective Four 

This research was conducted to create a more efficient understanding of the 

differences between first and fifth year agriculture teachers.  Since this study found no 

significant differences between first and fifth year teachers in personal, teaching, total 

content, or individual content efficacies, it is recommended that this study be repeated 

including pre-service and teachers in the first few months of teaching. It would also be 

interesting to look at first and fifth year teachers’ efficacies throughout the school year 

instead of just at the end of the year. Perhaps the reason no significant differences were 

found between first and fifth year teachers is because the first year teachers were 

surveyed at the end of their first year of teaching have already reached a saturation point 

of the successes and failures that compose an individuals efficacy beliefs. 



Texas Tech University, Erin McLaughlin, December 2007  

83 

Recommendations for Practitioners Related to Objective Four 

 No significant differences were found between first and fifth year agriculture 

teachers based on personal teaching, general teaching, content, and individual content 

efficacies. Practitioners should continue to focus on pre-service teachers, in terms of 

building and maintaining efficacy beliefs.  

 

Conclusions Related to Objective Five 

 The fifth objective of this study was to determine the differences in personal 

teaching, general teaching, and content efficacies by gender and certification method. 

Gender 

Personal teaching, General teaching, & Content Efficacies 

 This study found no differences of personal and teaching efficacies between male 

and female agriculture teachers. However, this study did find a significant difference 

between female and male teachers in their content efficacies. Female teacher were less 

confident with regard to content efficacies.    

Technical Confidence 

As show in Table 5.3, male and female teachers varied in the order of their 

confidence in the technical domains.  Male and female teachers were most confident in 

animal science; however men were significantly more confident in animal science than 

women.  Male agriculture teachers ranked agricultural mechanics and technology second.  

Female agriculture teachers were significantly less confident in agriculture mechanics 



Texas Tech University, Erin McLaughlin, December 2007  

84 

and technology than men. Women were least confident in agricultural mechanics and 

technology. 

Table 5.3  

Technical Content Domains Order by Gender  

 Male (n = 71) Female (n = 58) 

Domain Order M SD Order M SD 

Animal Science 1 4.43 .72 1 4.08 .69 

Agricultural Mechanics  2 3.92 .78 5 3.18 .80 

Agricultural Business & Economics 3 3.81 .73 2 3.68 .65 

Environmental Sciences 4 3.70 .87 4 3.58 .72 

Plant & Soil Sciences 5 3.66 .56 3  3.65 .56 

 

Certification Method 

Personal teaching, General teaching, & Content Efficacies 

No differences were found between personal teaching, general teaching, or 

content efficacies based on certifications methods. This is consistent to Rocca and 

Washburn (2005), who found traditionally and alternatively certified agricultural teachers 

were not distinguishable when compared on their self perceived teacher efficacy. 

Technical Confidence 

No significant differences were found between the individual content efficacies.  

Both traditionally and alternatively certified teachers had the same top three domains: 

animal science, agricultural business and economics, and plant and soil science (Table 

5.4). The last two domains were flip flopped between the two groups.  Traditionally 
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certified teachers were least confident in environmental sciences. Alternatively certified 

teachers were lest confident in agricultural mechanics and technology. Roberts and Dyer 

(2004a) found alternatively certified teachers had a higher need for in-service in oxy 

acetylene welding, which was is consistent with agricultural mechanics found to be the 

least confident domain for alternatively certified teachers in this study.   

Recommendations for Future Research Related to Objective Five 

Gender 

Women were found to be less confident in their content efficacies. It is 

recommended that further investigation be conducted on what specifically in animal 

science and agricultural mechanics makes women less confident in these fields than men. 

A retention study is also recommended to investigate if women are remaining in the 

agriculture teaching profession. Cole (1984) found a relationship between the quality of 

technical agriculture preparation agriculture teachers had received and their decision to 

remain in or leave the teaching profession.  Cole stated that both technical knowledge and 

hand-on skills are important measures of vocational agriculture teacher placement and 

retention. Lower technical confidence could influence how long women remain teaching 

agriculture. 

Another possibility is that women are not teaching these subjects. Edwards and 

Briers (2001) found a moderate positive correlation between gender and department size.  

Women were more likely to teach in multiple teacher departments, which could give 

women the power to choose what subjects they teach. Riggs (1995) found that teachers 

with a low personal science teaching efficacy spend less time teaching science and were 
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less like likely to choose to teach science. Future research should be conducted to 

determine what subjects women actually teaching.  

Certification 

 Although teachers with alternative certifications appear to be on the rise, there 

was no significant difference found between alternatively and traditionally certified 

teachers on personal teaching, general teaching, and content efficacies. It is 

recommended that this study be conducted with teachers in the first few months of 

teaching to determine if there are differences between certification types earlier in one’s 

career.  In this study, alternative certified teachers were classified as anyone who was not 

traditionally certified. There could have been differences based on the type of alternative 

certification.   

Recommendations for Practitioners Related to Objective Five 

Gender 

 In a field that has historically been dominated by men, it is imported for women to 

be able observe successful female teachers. According to the Cyclical Nature of Teacher 

Efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998, p. 27) mentors could be 

helpful through providing women with verbal persuasion and vicarious experiences to 

boost their teacher efficacy. Seeing successful women agriculture teachers could show 

women that they too can be a successful agriculture teacher. 
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Self Perceived Teaching Efficacy and Technical Agriculture 

Confidence Level   

1   

 

 
Please enter your code number. (The number is listed in the email you 

received.)  

 

  

  
 

 
 

Survey Page 1 

 

 

Self Perceived Teaching Efficacy and Technical Agriculture 

Confidence Level   

2    
Below are 20 statements related to teaching efficacy. Please rate your 

level of agreement with the following statements  
 

     
1 

Strongly Disagree  
2 

Disagree  
3 

Neutral  
4 

Agree  
5 

Strongly Agree  

 
When a student does better than usual, many times it is because I exert a 

little extra effort.  

 

     

 
The hours in my class have little influence on students compared to the 

influences of their home environment.  

 

     

 
The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family 

background.  

 

     

 
If students aren’t disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any 

discipline.  
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I have enough training to deal with almost any learning problem.  

 

     

When a student is having difficulty with an assignment, I am usually 

able to adjust it to his/her level.  

 

     

When a student gets a better grade than he/she usually gets, it is usually 

because I found better ways of teaching that student.  

 

     

When I really try, I can get through to the most difficult students.  

 

     

A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve because a student’s 

home environment is a large influence on his/her achievement.  

 

     

Teachers are not a very powerful influence on student achievement when 

all factors are considered.  

 

     

When the grades of my students improve, it is usually because I found 

more effective teaching approaches.  

 

     

If a student masters a new concept quickly, this might be because I knew 

the necessary steps in teaching that concept.  

 

     

If parents would do more for their children, I could do more.  

 

     

If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I 

would know how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson.  
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If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel assured that 

I know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly.  

 

     

Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach many 

students.  

 

     

If one of my students couldn’t do a class assignment, I would be able to 

accurately asses whether the assignment was at the correct level of 

difficulty.  

 

     

If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult of 

unmotivated students.  

 

     

When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because 

most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his/her 

home environments.  

 

     

My teacher training program and/or experience has given me the 

necessary skills to be an effective teacher.  

 

     
  

 
 

 
 

Survey Page 2 

Self 
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and 

Technical 

Agriculture 
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Confidence 

Level  

 
The State Board of Educator Certification (SBEC) has developed new 

standards for Texas educators. The following statements are from the TExES 

preparation manual for the 172 Agricultural Science and Technology 6-12 test. 

Please rate your level of confidence in the following subject sections.  

  

 

3    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands agricultural 

entrepreneurship, business management, and ethical issues in agricultural 

businesses. 

o Analyzes the role of entrepreneurship in agriculture, methods of 

entrepreneurial planning, and key factors for successful 

entrepreneurship.  

o Identifies distinguishing characteristics and purposes of different 

types of organizational structures in agricultural businesses. 

o Identifies steps in establishing an agricultural business, the 

components of a business plan, and decision-making and 

problem-solving methods in agricultural businesses. 

o Understands basic principles and methods of financial 

management and types, characteristics, and purposes of budgets 

and record-keeping systems used in agricultural businesses. 

o Understands the use of computer hardware and software 

applications (e.g., spreadsheet, database, communication) in 

agriculture-related tasks. 

o Applies strategies for managing a diverse workforce (e.g., 

training and supervising personnel, fostering teamwork) and for 

ensuring respect for diversity in the workplace. 

o Identifies agriculture-related government agencies and applies 

knowledge of work-related and business-related ethics to 

decision-making in agricultural businesses. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

4    
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The agricultural science and technology teacher understands the 

application of economic and marketing principles to agricultural 

enterprises. 

o Understands key economic principles (e.g., risk, supply and 

demand, value added) in agricultural business and how to apply 

knowledge of economic principles to business-related decision 

making.  

o Identifies factors that influence the pricing and sale of 

agricultural goods and services.  

o Identifies factors (e.g., socioeconomic status, culture, age, 

gender) that influence consumer behavior. 

o Understands and applies strategies for marketing agricultural 

products.ist  

o Understands major global trends in food and fiber production, 

processing, distribution, and demand.  

o Recognizes the impact of world markets on U.S. and Texas 

agriculture. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

5    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands and applies 

principles of soil science.  

o Knows the nature and properties of soil, processes of soil 

formation, and the importance of various soil constituents for 

plant growth. 

o Identifies the components of soil, the physical and chemical 

properties of different soils, and methods of soil classification. 

o Understands the importance of soil conservation, methods of soil 

conservation, and mechanical practices that reduce soil erosion. 

o Identifies characteristics, advantages, and disadvantages of 

various methods of tillage and seedbed preparation. 

o Applies knowledge of procedures for performing and interpreting 

basic soil tests (e.g., nutrient, organic content, pH) and for 

evaluating the suitability of different types of soil for the 

production of various crops. 

o Applies knowledge of different types and formulations of 

fertilizers and other soil treatments. 

o Understands methods and procedures for improving the quality of 
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soil (e.g., adding fertilizers, lime, and organic matter; mulching). 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

6    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands basic plant 

classification, morphology, physiology, and genetics. 

o Recognizes the structure and function of plant parts (e.g., flowers, 

leaves, roots, stems) and how they differ among plant species. • 

Understands plant classification and identifies distinguishing 

features of major plant groups (e.g., monocots, dicots). 

o Understands basic physiological processes in plants (e.g., 

photosynthesis, respiration, transpiration, transport of nutrients).  

o Understands the effects of various environmental factors (e.g., 

soil characteristics, light intensity, day length, and temperature) 

on plant growth and development.  

o Knows basic processes of plant reproduction, principles of plant 

genetics, and methods used in the sexual and asexual propagation 

of plants.  

o Applies knowledge of principles, methods, and techniques of 

selective breeding and hybridization of plants. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

7    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands basic crop 

production and management. 

o Identifies types, characteristics, and uses of major economic 

crops grown in Texas.  

o Understands basic principles of plant production and 

management (e.g., soil preparation, water management, crop 
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rotation).  

o Knows basic principles and methods of disease, insect, and weed 

control (e.g., integrated pest management, chemical control, 

biological control) and the safe handling of pest management 

materials.  

o Demonstrates basic knowledge of common nutrient deficiencies, 

diseases, weeds, and insect pests that affect crops.  

o Recognizes basic principles of identifying and processing edible 

plant products.  

o Applies knowledge of basic procedures for grading, packing, 

storing, and marketing plant products (e.g., grains, forage, fruits, 

vegetables, cotton). 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

8    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands ornamental 

horticulture and aquaculture.  

o Knows basic methods for managing the greenhouse and nursery 

environments (e.g., controlling temperature, moisture, humidity, 

pests).  

o Applies basic procedures and techniques for propagating, 

transplanting, growing, and maintaining greenhouse and nursery 

plants.  

o Understands basic principles of landscape design and 

management, and procedures and techniques for planning, 

establishing, and maintaining landscapes.  

o Understands basic principles of floral design and techniques for 

preparing, handling, and storing flowers and decorative plants.  

o Understands basic principles and procedures for production of 

aquaculture plants. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  
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9    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands basic animal 

classification, anatomy, physiology, and genetics. 

o Identifies basic characteristics and uses of various breeds and 

types of animals of major economic importance in the United 

States.  

o Knows the basic anatomy of major organs and organ systems 

(e.g., respiratory, digestive, skeletal, muscular) in various animals 

(e.g., cattle, horses, swine, poultry).  

o Understands basic physiological processes (e.g., digestion, 

respiration, circulation) in various animals.  

o Knows the stages of growth and development in various animals.  

o Understands basic health issues and trends in the consumption of 

animal products in Texas and the United States.  

o Understands basic principles of genetics and their application to 

animal reproduction and selective breeding. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

10    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands animal 

production and management. 

o Demonstrates general knowledge of animal management 

procedures (e.g., immunizing, taking vital signs, restraining, 

medicating, performing common surgical procedures).  

o Recognizes normal and abnormal behavior in various animals 

and its relationship to animal management.  

o Understands care and safe handling of animals throughout the life 

cycle and legal and ethical considerations in animal production 

and management.  

o Understands basic nutritional requirements of animals and applies 

knowledge of animal nutrition (e.g., sources of nutrients, classes 

of feed, feed additives) and feeding practices (e.g., formulating 

rations, issues of feed quality, feeding schedules).  

o Identifies common nutrient deficiencies, disease symptoms, 

parasites, and genetic disorders of animals and methods of 

control, treatment, and prevention.  

o Knows basic principles of animal reproduction and selective 
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breeding and applies principles of genetics (e.g., EPDs, progeny 

data, trait selection) to selective breeding of animals.  

o Applies basic knowledge of natural and artificial animal breeding 

practices (e.g., controlling mating, artificial insemination) and 

current technologies used in animal reproduction (e.g., embryo 

transfer).  

o Evaluates breeding animals using various data (e.g., performance 

testing, production records, progeny testing, visual appraisal).  

o Understands basic principles and procedures for animal 

aquaculture. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  
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The agricultural science and technology teacher understands animal 

facilities, and procedures for selecting animals and processing animal 

products. 

o Identifies different types, characteristics, and purposes of animal 

facilities (e.g., barns, feedlots). 

o Identifies appropriate environmental conditions (e.g., lighting, 

temperature, humidity) for housing various animals and methods 

of environmental control. 

o Understands environmental issues associated with animal 

facilities and basic procedures for managing animal waste and 

maintaining sanitation. 

o Knows guidelines for evaluating, purchasing, selling, and culling 

individual animals and how to use relevant information databases 

in making these decisions. 

o Identifies basic sanitation procedures for handling, processing, 

and packaging edible animal products. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  
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12    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands and applies 

mechanical principles and power technology in agriculture. 

o Understands and applies basic safety procedures related to 

agricultural mechanics and related technologies. 

o Identifies and uses personal safety equipment, and identifies 

hazards and safety needs in the home and workplace. 

o Understands basic terms and principles related to simple 

machines, force, work, power, and electricity (e.g., volts, watts, 

amperes) as they apply to agriculture. 

o Understands the design, components, and basic principles of 

operation of internal combustion engines and related power 

systems used in agriculture. 

o Identifies and selects common tools, machinery, and equipment 

used in agriculture and demonstrates knowledge for their proper 

inspection, maintenance, and storage. 

o Demonstrates knowledge of the safe and proper operation of 

agricultural tools, machinery, and equipment. 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

13    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands agricultural 

construction and metal fabrication. 

o Applies safety regulations, policies, procedures, and equipment to 

construction of agricultural structures, enclosures, and related 

systems. 

o Applies knowledge of basic procedures for planning construction 

of agricultural structures and enclosures (e.g., locating sites, 

drawing plans, estimating materials and costs). 

o Applies knowledge of basic construction principles, techniques, 

methods, tools, and materials (e.g., carpentry, concrete, 

plumbing, wiring) to construct agricultural structures and 

enclosures. 

o Identifies commonly used metals, their properties and uses in 

agriculture, and basic principles and techniques for cutting, 

shaping, and joining metal for agricultural applications. 

o Knows principles and techniques for safely performing basic 

metalworking procedures (e.g., cutting, filing, shaping, drilling, 
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soldering, welding). 

o Understands the design, components, and operation of electric 

circuits, motors, sensors, and control devices, and basic wiring 

procedures used in agriculture. 

o Demonstrates knowledge of basic plumbing methods, tools, and 

materials and of heating and cooling, water supply, and sanitation 

systems 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

 

14    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands 

biotechnology and the use of computers and related technologies in 

agricultural production and management. 

o Identifies basic applications of biotechnology in agriculture (e.g., 

cold tolerance, herbicide resistance). 

o Identifies basic principles of cell biology and tissue culture. 

o Demonstrates an understanding of basic laboratory techniques 

used in biotechnology and applies basic principles of DNA 

fingerprinting to genome mapping and marker-assisted selection 

and identification of crops and livestock. 

o Demonstrates an awareness of social, economic, environmental, 

ethical, and legal issues in biotechnology. 

o Knows how to use and access digital technology in agricultural 

record keeping (e.g., production records, breeding records, 

nutrient management, Internet resources). 

o Recognizes the use of technological systems in agricultural 

sciences (e.g., Global Positioning Systems [GPS], Geographic 

Information Systems [GIS], remote sensing). 

o Applies appropriate technologies to agricultural production and 

management (e.g., measuring crop yields, monitoring and 

controlling the greenhouse environment and irrigation systems, 

monitoring production of milk and eggs, formulating rations, 

using chip implants for identification). 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  
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15    

 
The agricultural science and technology teacher understands ecological 

principles, natural resources, and the impact of agriculture on the 

environment.  

o Understands basic ecological principles and concepts (e.g., 

habitat, carrying capacity, ecological succession). 

o Applies basic knowledge of environmental systems and cycles 

(e.g., carbon cycle, water cycle). 

o Identifies types of renewable and nonrenewable natural 

resources. 

o Identifies factors affecting the availability of natural resources 

and the effects of resource availability on agriculture. 

o Applies knowledge of methods of conservation (e.g., energy 

efficiency, use of alternative fuels, recycling, runoff control, 

erosion control). 

o Analyzes the interdependence of agriculture and the environment 

(e.g., effects of agriculture on land, air, and water; effects of 

environmental degradation on agricultural production). 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  
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The agricultural science and technology teacher understands principles of 

ecosystem management. 

o Understands basic principles and methods related to land, water, 

and air management and the sustainable use of resources. 

o Identifies laws, regulations, and ethical issues relating to the use 

and management of ecosystems and natural resources (e.g., use 

restrictions, landowner property rights, stewardship). 

o Understands types (e.g., cultivated land, rangeland, forest land, 

wetlands), characteristics, and management of agricultural 

ecosystems and develops and applies basic environmental 

management plans for managing these systems. 

o Applies basic principles and methods of agricultural recreation 

management (e.g., forest, fish, wildlife). 



 

109 

o Analyzes the importance of habitat conservation. 

o Applies knowledge of causes of soil erosion and methods of 

preventing and reversing soil erosion. 

o Demonstrates awareness of the responsibilities of government 

agencies and public service organizations in relation to 

environmental conservation and management (e.g., USDA, 

underground water districts, boards of conservation, EPA, TCEQ, 

Texas Parks and Wildlife). 

     

 
Not Confident at all     Some Confidence     Complete Confidence  

 

     

 
  

  
 

 
 

Survey Page 3 

 

 

Self Perceived Teaching Efficacy and Technical Agriculture 

Confidence Level   

17    

 
What is your gender?  

 

 Male  

 

 Female  

 
  

 

18    

 
What is your ethnicity?  

 

 White, non-Hispanic  

 

 Hispanic  
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 Native American  

 

 Black, African American  

 

 Asian, Pacific Islander  

 
  

 

19   

 

 
What is your age (as of May 1st)?  

 

 

 

20    

 
What is your highest level of education?  

 

 Bachelors degree  

 

 Masters degree  

 

 Doctoral degree  

 
  

 

21    

 
Which of the following best describes your certification method?  

 

 Traditional 4 year teacher certification program  

 

 Certified as part of a masters degree  

 

 Emergency certification  

 

 Post-Baccalaureate  
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22    
What was your bachelors degree major?  

  

 
 

  

 

23    
What was your masters degree major?  

  

 
 

  

 

24    

 
What was your undergraduate GPA?  

 

 3.5 - 4.0  

 

 3.0 - 3.49  

 

 2.5 - 2.99  

 

 2.0 - 2.49  

 
  

 

25    
From the following sectors of the agricultural industry, identify areas in 

which you have had previous employment experience. Check all that 

apply.  

 

 

 Production Agriculture  

 

 Ag Processing  

 

 Ag Sales  

 

 Natural Resource Management  

 

 Research & Development  
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 None of these  

  

 

26   

 

 

 
While growing up, was your family involved in production 

Agriculture?  

 

  

 

27    

 
How may years were you a member of FFA?  

 

 was not a member  

 

 1 year  

 

 2 years  

 

 3 years  

 

 4 years  

 

 4+ years  

 
  

28    

Describe how active you were in FFA.  

Not Active     Some What Active    Very Active  
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29    

How many years were you a member of 4-H?  

 

 Was not a member of 4-H  

 

 1 - 3 years  

 

 4 - 6 years  

 

 7 - 9 years  

 

 10+ years  

 
  

30    

Describe how active you were in 4-H.  

Not Active     Some What Active    Very Active  
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APPENDIX C 

SHORT TEACHER EFFICACY SCALE 

Personal Teaching Efficacy Items 

Number Item 

8 When I really try, I can get through to most difficult students. 

14 If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I would 

know how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson. 

15 If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel assured that I 

know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly. 

17 If one of my students couldn’t do a class assignment, I would be able to 

accurately asses whether the assignment was at the correct level of difficulty. 

18 If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated 

students. 

 

General Teaching Efficacy Items 

Number Item 

3 The amount a student can learn in primarily related to family background. 

4 If students aren’t disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any 

discipline. 

9 A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve because a student’s home 

environment is large influence on his/her achievement. 

13 If parents would do more for their children, I could do more. 

19 When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because most of 

a student’s motivation and performance depends on his/her home 

environments. 
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APPENDIX D 

PRE-NOTICE EMAIL 

 

 

Dear  First Name, 

 

You have been selected to participate in a short survey over teaching efficacy and 

technical competencies. Researching this topic will be very beneficial to the agriculture 

education field by providing more information describing beginning and experienced 

agriculture teachers. The research will also inform teacher educators about changes 

needed in current curriculum.  

 

You will receive an email early next week that will provide a ULR for the survey. 

 

Thank you for you participation, 

 

Katy McLaughlin 

 

Texas Tech University 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communications 

Box 42131 

Lubbock, TX  79409-2131 

Phone:    (806) 742-2816 

FAX:      (806) 742-2880 
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APPENDIX E 

EMAIL WITH QUESTIONNAIRE LINK 

 

 

 

Dear First Name, 

 

You have been selected to participate in a short survey over teaching efficacy and 

technical agriculture. Information you provide will help us better prepare future 

agriculture teachers. The research will also inform teacher educators about changes 

needed in current curriculum.  

 

Please follow the following ULR to complete the survey. The first question will ask you 

for your three digit code number. Your code number is Code. 

 

http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB226FY3XE3VB 

 

Thank you for your participation, 

 

Katy McLaughlin 

 

Texas Tech University 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communications 

Box 42131 

Lubbock, TX  79409-2131 

Phone:    (806) 742-2816 

FAX:      (806) 742-2880 
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APPENDIX F 

LETTER TO TEACHERS WITH INCORRECT EMAIL ADDRESS 

Name 

School Address 

 

Dear First and Last Name, 

You have been selected to participate in a short survey over teaching efficacy and 

technical agriculture. Information you provide will help us better prepare future 

agriculture teachers. The research will also inform teacher educators about changes 

needed in current curriculum. 

The other selected participants have been contact via email. We failed to contact you 

electronically. 

To access the survey please go to http://www.webpages.ttu.edu/chaddi/ in the bottom left 

hand corner click the link that says Teacher Efficacy Survey. Then click start the survey 

button and begin.  Your three digit code is code number. 

 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Katy Mclaughlin at 

erin.k.mclaughlin@ttu.edu or at (806) 252- 9082. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Katy McLaughlin, Research Assistant 

Agricultural Education & 

Communications 

Texas Tech University 

 

Dr. Steve Fraze, Professor   

Agricultural Education & 

Communications 

Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX G 

REMINDER EMAILS 

 

 

Dear First Name, 

 

This is a reminder that you have been selected to participate in a short survey over 

teaching efficacy and technical agriculture. Information you provide will help us better 

prepare our students to teach. The research will also inform teacher educators about 

changes needed in current curriculum.  

 

Please follow the following ULR to complete the survey. The first question will ask you 

for your three digit code number. Your code number is Code. 

 

If you have already completed this survey, thank you for your participation.    

 

http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB226FY3XE3VB 

 

Thanks, 

 

 

 

Katy McLaughlin 

Texas Tech University 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communications 

Box 42131 

Lubbock, TX  79409-2131 

Phone:    (806) 742-2816 

FAX:      (806) 742-2880 
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APPENDIX H 

FINAL NOTICE 

Dear First Name, 

 

 

Thank you for all those who have already responded.  We have had a tremendous 

response rate and are very appreciative of your participation.  

 

For those of you who have not responded, this is your LAST CHANCE to add your input 

over teaching efficacy and technical agriculture. The information you provide will help 

teacher educators better prepare future agriculture teachers by informing them about 

changes needed in current curriculum. This research is critical in this time of teacher 

shortages. 

 

Please follow the following ULR to complete the survey. The first question will ask you 

for your three digit code number. Your code number is Code. 

 

 

http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB226FY3XE3VB 

 

If you are unable to open the link or would prefer to take a paper copy of the survey, 

please email erin.k.mclaughlin@ttu.edu. 

 

 

Thanks, 

 

 

Katy McLaughlin 

 

Texas Tech University 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communications 

Box 42131 

Lubbock, TX  79409-2131 

Phone:    (806) 742-2816 
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APPENDIX I 

EMAIL TO NON-RESPONDENTS 

Dear First Name, 

 

You have received several emails from me regarding a teacher efficacy survey.  You 

have chosen to be a non-respondent. I need to make sure that there is no difference 

between respondents and non-respondents.  Could you please take the survey, so that I 

can compare my non-respondent group to my respondent group?  I have tried to contact 

you through your school phone number, but I was unable to reach you.  

 

This is extremely important for me. I need this survey data so that I can complete my 

thesis and graduate.  

 

Your code number is Code. 

 

The link to the survey is http://www.zoomerang.com/survey.zgi?p=WEB226FY3XE3VB 

 

I realize that this time of year is very busy and I am very thankful for your participation.  

 

Thanks, 

 

 

Katy McLaughlin 

 

Texas Tech University 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communications 

Box 42131 

Lubbock, TX  79409-2131 

Phone:    (806) 742-2816 
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