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ABSTRACT 

 
Teacher self-efficacy affects student achievement, job satisfaction, and teacher 

retention. Although the benefits of social support have been extensively studied in 

medicine and psychology, limited research has been completed in education to evaluate 

the ways in which social support influences teacher self-efficacy. The purpose of this 

descriptive-relational study was to determine the influence of sources and types of 

support on teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. The target 

population was novice teachers of agriculture from Illinois (n = 192) and Indiana  

(n = 104). Teachers’ perceptions of support from three non-school sources (e.g., spouse  

or partner, family, friends) and six school sources (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, 

teachers in FFA section or district, students, parents, community) of support within three 

support constructs were used to predict the contribution of social support on teacher  

self-efficacy. Novice agricultural education teachers’ perceptions of support from school 

sources – predominantly students and community – explained 25.3% of the variance in 

teacher self-efficacy. Whereas mastery experiences are widely recognized as the primary 

source of self-efficacy, the results from this study imply the support (i.e., verbal or social 

persuasion) novice agricultural education teachers perceive from students and  

community are the most significant predictors of teacher self-efficacy. These findings 

advocate the need for novice teachers of agriculture to develop quality relationships  

with students and community members to increase teacher self-efficacy and potentially 

improve teacher retention.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Scientific evidence has proven that plants require a healthy, nurturing and 

supportive environment to meet basic physiological needs. In order to achieve optimum 

growth and produce fruit, plants must establish a substantial root system and be supported 

by the essential growth elements of fertile soil, sunlight, and water. When these elements 

are present, plants are more likely to withstand and overcome challenges such as wind, 

pests, and drought.  

Like plants, novice teachers must also develop a strong foundation, rooted in a 

belief they can become effective educators. This belief must be supported by essential 

growth elements which stimulate their development while strengthening their 

commitment to teaching. The absence of these elements may cause novice teachers to 

leave a profession which, many of whom, believe they were “called” to do (Bullough & 

Hall-Kenyon, 2012).  

Plants which wither and die in harsh conditions exhibit some similarities to novice 

teachers who experience unfavorable personal and professional circumstances. Novice 

teachers can become overwhelmed with the many facets of their chosen career, may 

experience hostility from others, and can become burdened with the worries of life and 

the lure of wealth in another profession. Moreover, high expectations from parents, 

students, and members of the community, combined with social comparisons with other 

teachers and FFA advisors, may influence job satisfaction and career longevity for novice 

teachers of agriculture (Kitchel, Smith, Henry, Robinson, Lawver, Park, & Schell, 2012). 
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Consequently, novice teachers must feel supported by environmental elements  

(e.g., sources and types of support) to fulfill their psychological and physiological  

needs. Moreover, perceived support will help novice teachers cope with the challenges  

of the profession and encourage a long-standing, fruitful career as an agricultural 

education teacher.     

Teacher Attrition 

Teacher attrition – teachers leaving the profession of teaching – has increased at an 

alarming rate in the United States. Ingersoll (2012) estimated that between 40% and 50%  

of teachers leave within the first five years of entry into teaching. For novice teachers, this is 

an increase of approximately one-third over the past two decades. Teacher attrition directly 

affects school districts by inflicting financial costs and negative impacts on student 

achievement (as cited in DeAngelis, Wall, & Che, 2013). Furthermore, the decline in 

teachers’ commitment to the profession has contributed toward shortages of qualified 

teachers in many disciplines, including agricultural education (Kantrovich, 2010). 

As reported in the 2014 Executive Summary from the National Agricultural 

Education Supply and Demand Study, more than half of the states reporting lost secondary 

agriculture programs or agricultural educator teaching positions since 2011; nearly 8% of the 

high school agriculture teachers surveyed in the nationwide report communicated plans to 

leave the profession. Although retirement was the most frequently reported reason for 

leaving, a combined 48.2% of respondents who left the profession of teaching (a) pursued 

employment in another business or industry; (b) transitioned to a school administrator 

position; or (c) chose to stay at home in a parent or caregiver role (Foster, Lawver, & Smith, 

2015). Due to the scarce supply of agricultural education teachers, many of the open 
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positions were filled by provisional or alternatively licensed teachers. In the Midwest alone, 

nearly one out of every eight new agriculture education teachers hired in 2015 were non-

licensed educators (Foster, Lawver, Smith, & Thompson, 2016).  

Career Commitment and Support Defined 

Researchers in education, business, and psychology have studied teacher retention, 

employee turnover, and career commitment for decades. Career commitment is defined as  

an individual’s attitude, motivation, and psychological attachment towards a profession or 

vocation (Blau, 1985; Blau, 1988; Coladarci, 1992; Goulet & Singh, 2002; Knobloch & 

Whittington, 2003; The Project on the Next Generation of Teachers, 2006). In addition to 

salary, benefits, and opportunities for advancement – all of which are factors which may 

influence career commitment – researchers also determined employees’ feelings of support, 

particularly from supervisors and colleagues, positively influenced career commitment and  

job satisfaction (Blau, 1988; Jensen, Patel, & Messersmith, 2013; Stockard & Lehman, 2004).  

As defined by Cobb (1976), support is the belief that one is cared for and loved, 

wherein the feelings of support contribute to personal appraisals of esteem and value. 

Furthermore, individuals who possess the psychological awareness of support have an 

enhanced sense of worth and belonging. The self-assessment of support is often expressed 

within a larger social network of people who have a mutual obligation toward the success of 

an organization. In the context of education, teachers who had supportive administrators and 

colleagues, who also felt students and parents respected them, were more likely to stay in 

their current school and continue in the profession of teaching (University of Chicago Urban 

Education Institute, 2009). 
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Whereas perceived support is a predominant reason people stay committed to a 

career, stressors such as workload, job demands, and lack of autonomy contribute toward 

employees’ decision to leave a career. These variables, in addition to collective efficacy 

(Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002), 

supervisor leadership (Massenberg, Spurk, & Kauffeld, 2015; Tickle, Chang, & Kim, 2010), 

and working conditions (Chou, 2015; Gersten, Gillman, Mornant, & Billingsley, 1995; 

Hancock & Scherff, 2010) impact self-efficacy and its subsequent relationship to career 

commitment.  

Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy is a belief in one’s ability to be successful in completing a given task or 

job (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). The perception of self-efficacy is a psychological state of 

mind which encompasses characteristics from the locus of control and outcome-expectancy 

theories. Individuals’ perception of control is dependent on their interpretation of themselves 

as either a contributor to their life circumstances, or merely an outcome of external controls 

(Bandura, 2009). Moreover, perceptions of control influence self-efficacy (Rotter, 1966), 

self-efficacy is manipulated by verbal persuasion (i.e., support), and perceptions of self-

efficacy contribute to career commitment. Consequently, employees who feel supported in 

the workplace possess greater levels of self-efficacy and increased commitment to their job. 

Conversely, employees in high stress, low support environments are likely to have low levels 

of self-efficacy and are more apt to leave their place of employment (Chan, 2002). 

Teacher Self-Efficacy 

Specific to education, low teacher self-efficacy is a primary reason teachers choose to 

leave education (Brown, Lee, & Collins, 2014; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; McKim & 
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Velez, 2015; Swan, Wolf, & Cano, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). 

Teacher self-efficacy is defined by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001) as the belief 

that one is capable of bringing about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, 

regardless of how difficult or unmotivated the students may be. Moreover, teacher self-

efficacy has been linked to career commitment and retention, teacher quality, student 

achievement, and job satisfaction (Hancock & Scherff, 2010; Kelly & Northrop, 2015; 

Sorenson & McKim, 2014; Struyven & Vanthournout, 2014). Thus, teachers who possess 

high levels of self-efficacy are more likely to remain in the profession. 

Novice Teachers  

Novice teachers, those with less than five years of experience, are most likely to 

experience the negative consequences of low self-efficacy. Novice teachers self-report their 

highest levels of teacher self-efficacy at the end of the student teaching experience, but their 

lowest teacher self-efficacy at the conclusion of their first year in the profession (as cited in 

Brown et al., 2014; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). Researchers postulate this may be either a result of 

the gap between novice teachers’ standards which they set for themselves and their actual 

perceived performance (i.e., reality shock) (Corbell, Reiman, & Nietfeld, 2008; Kelly & 

Northrup, 2015), or the removal of accessible support they received from their cooperating 

teacher and university supervisor during the student teaching experience (Knobloch & 

Whittington, 2002; Roberts, Harlin, & Ricketts, 2006; Stripling, Ricketts, Roberts, & Harlin, 

2008). Moreover, novice teachers might also experience symptoms associated with culture 

shock (Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Langley, Martin, & Kitchel, 2014), a major life event or 

transition (Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Heaney & Israel, 2008; Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, & 

Farley, 1988), and lack of social connectedness as they familiarize themselves in a new 
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community (Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Langley et al., 2014). These stressors, in addition to 

perceived lack of control over external work and personal circumstances, along with feelings 

of isolation in the school environment (Buchanan, Prescott, Schuck, Aubusson, & Burke, 

2013; Burke, Aubusson, Schuck, Buchanan, & Prescott, 2015; Thoits, 1995; Wethington & 

Kessler, 1986), increase the likelihood of psychological disorders (e.g., emotional strain, 

anxiety, and depression) and use of negative behavioral coping responses (e.g., smoking, 

drug or alcohol use); subsequently, these health-debilitating behaviors increase the risk of 

physiological illnesses (e.g., chronic stress and sleep disorders) (Cobb, 1976; Cohen, 2004). 

As stated by Carroll (2005) in his report for the National Commission on Teaching and 

America's Future, "[Teachers] leave for many reasons, but lack of support is at the top of the 

list" (Carroll, 2005, p. 199). 

Teachers, like many other professionals, need to feel supported in their efforts. 

Regardless of the profession, high levels of perceived support result in more efficacious 

feelings and an increased likelihood the individual will remain committed to his or her career. 

Unfortunately, education has not adopted the philosophies of the corporate world in respect 

to onboarding practices with new or early career employees and allocation of resources 

toward human capital development. “No other profession takes newly certified graduates, 

places them in the same situation as seasoned veterans, and gives them no organized support” 

(Maistre & Pare, 2010, p. 560). Even though novice teachers begin their careers with 

anticipation and enthusiasm, how can they be expected to thrive with little to no support? 

With the multitude of stressors faced in the critical early years of teaching, novice teachers 

must feel supported to succeed and remain in the profession. 
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Sources of Support 

 Researchers who study organizational behavior determined employees’ perceptions 

of support from supervisors and colleagues are predictors of self-efficacy and career 

commitment (Chou, 2015; Massenberg et al., 2015). Similarly in the world of education, 

support from administrative leadership (Buchanan et al., 2013; Tickle et al., 2010) and  

other teachers in the school (Darling-Hammond, 2003; Devos, Dupriez, & Paguay, 2011;  

Ingersoll, 2012; Kelly & Northrup, 2015) are predictors of teacher self-efficacy and career 

commitment. In addition to these shared sources of support, schools are unique to other 

workplace environments in that perceptions of support are also derived from students,  

parents of students (Beard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2010; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Struyven & 

Vanthournout, 2014), and the local community (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002). 

Moreover, personal sources of support also contribute toward self-efficacy beliefs and one’s 

motivation to stay committed to a career (Bataineh, 2009; Cornu, 2013; Dignam & West, 

1988; Wethington & Kessler, 1986). The network of personal sources of support for  

teachers includes family (e.g., siblings, parents, children), friends outside of work, and  

a spouse or partner.  

In an effort to build a support network which will enhance career commitment while 

improving teacher self-efficacy, it is also essential to identify the types of support which are 

most beneficial for novice teachers. Social support is categorized by House (1981) into four 

primary areas – emotional, appraisal, informational, and instrumental. Emotional support 

includes feelings of concern, love, trust, and empathy. This form of support is demonstrated 

through the actions of listening and caring for others. Appraisal support involves the process 

of receiving affirmation and constructive feedback; subsequent psychological outcomes from 
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appraisal support include social comparison and reflective evaluation. Informational support 

is acquired when a person receives advice or suggestions; often, this directive behavior is 

experienced when problems arise which need to be solved. Instrumental support is obtained 

in the form of tangible items. Examples of tangible items include money, gifts, and donations 

of time or resources (Heaney & Israel, 2008; House, 1981; House & Wells, 1978). 
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Conceptual Framework 

The theoretical framework for this study was derived from research conducted on 

social support, outcome-expectancy theories, and teacher self-efficacy. Social support acts  

as a buffering and coping mechanism to combat stressors and stressful events (Cohen & 

Wills, 1985). When an individual is faced with a potentially stressful event, he or she will 

simultaneously appraise the availability of social support resources along with the degree  

of stress associated with the event. The assimilation of an appraised stressful event and  

social support resources result in an emotionally linked physiological response or behavior 

adaption. Depending on the influence of social support, the long term impact of the stressful 

event may result in a physiological or psychological reaction. As shown in Figure 1.1, this 

reaction is defined as an illness or illness behavior.  

  
Figure 1.1 Two points at which social support may interfere with the hypothesized causal 
link between stressful events and illness (Cohen & Wills, 1985). 
 
 
 

To add to the research on social support and its influence on physiological and 

psychological outcomes, Bandura’s (1997) research on outcome-expectancy theories and the 

interactions between social support and efficacious beliefs also served as underpinnings for 
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this research study. When personal and professional stressors are perceived as challenges,  

a person will rely on his or her efficacious beliefs to strive toward a desired outcome.  

As shown in Figure 1.2, the anticipated outcome is influenced by the (a) person; (b) level, 

strength, and generality of efficacious beliefs; (c) behavior; and (d) physical, social, and  

self-evaluative expectations associated with the outcome. As a result, individuals will act 

with specific behaviors if they believe the behavior will bring about an expected outcome; 

moreover, the effort they contribute toward the behavior is influenced by the level, strength, 

and generality of their efficacious beliefs to accomplish the desired outcome.  

 

 

Figure 1.2 The conditional relationships between efficacy beliefs and outcome expectancies 
(Bandura, 1997). 
 

To further explain the dimensions of psychological stressors and the influence of 

stressors on response behaviors and efficacious beliefs, Bandura (1997) identified distinct 

interpersonal threats which may influence an expected outcome behavior.  As shown in 

Figure 1.3, some of the interpersonal threats which influence demonstrated behavior include 

coping efficacy, personal vulnerability, risk discernment, perceived risk, cognitive control 

efficacy, negative thoughts, and anxiety. Whereas the combination of coping efficacy, 

personal vulnerability, risk discernment, and perceived risk are closely associated with the 
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characteristics of interpersonal trust (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Evans & Revelle, 2008;  

Rotter, 1971), cognitive control efficacy, negative thoughts, and anxiety are closely  

aligned with dimensions of internal and external loci of control (Rotter, 1966).  

 

 

 

Figure 1.3 Path analysis of the causal structure of coping behavior involving interpersonal 
threats. The numbers on the paths of influence are the significant standardized path 
coefficients. The solid lines to Behavior represent avoidant behavior; the dotted line 
represents participant behavior (Bandura, 1997). 
 
 
 

Research from Cohen and Wills (1985) and Bandura (1997), combined with 

knowledge of social support constructs (House, 1981) and teacher self-efficacy 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) served as the foundation for the conceptual 

framework used in this study. As shown in Figure 1.4, social support can either be 

perceived as available or received in the forms of emotional support, appraisal support, 

informational support, or instrumental support (Heaney & Israel, 2008; House & Wells, 

1978). Previous research findings suggest consolidation of the emotional and appraisal 

support constructs into one construct (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; House, 1981; House & 

Wells, 1978); for the purposes of this study, this construct was identified as 
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emotional/appraisal support. Support may come from school (i.e., work) sources – 

administrators, teachers, students, parents, or community (House & Wells, 1978; 

Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002;  

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) – or non-school (i.e., personal) sources –

spouse or partner, family, or friends outside of work (Bataineh, 2009; Cohen & Wills, 

1985; Cornu, 2013; Dignam & West, 1988; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Zimet et al., 

1988). Along with other variables, the support a novice teacher may receive or perceive 

as available influences his or her perceived level of teacher self-efficacy (Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001); teacher self-efficacy is a predictor of one’s psychological 

commitment to a career (Burke et al., 2015; DeAngelis et al., 2013; Devos et al., 2012; 

Maistre & Pare, 2010). 

 

 

Figure 1.4 Constructs and Variables in the Current Study 
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Statement of the Problem 

Similar to a plant which requires a healthy and supportive environment to thrive  

in challenging conditions, a novice teacher of agriculture must also be supported to combat 

various stressors of personal and professional life. Researchers have determined clear 

connections between the perceptions of available social support and self-efficacy, and 

between self-efficacy and career commitment (Bandura, 2009; Chou, 2015; Coladarci, 1992; 

Collie, Schapka, & Perry, 2012; Darling-Hammond, 2003; DeAngelis et al., 2013; Hancock 

& Scherff, 2010; Ingersoll, 2012; Jones, Youngs, & Frank, 2013; Knobloch & Whittington, 

2003; Struyven & Vanthournout, 2014). In consideration of the high attrition risks for  

novice teachers and the critical shortage of teachers of agriculture, the need exists to unpack 

the specific sources and types of support which characterize novice teachers’ support 

network. An enhanced understanding of novice teachers’ perceptions of support, in addition 

to its collective contribution toward teacher self-efficacy, may help sustain and motivate 

teachers through the challenging early years of their careers and reduce the likelihood of 

attrition in novice agricultural education teachers (Burke et al., 2015; DeAngelis et al., 2013; 

Devos et al., 2012; Swan et al., 2011).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this descriptive-relational study is to determine the degree of social 

support novice agricultural education teachers perceive from various sources and types of 

social support, along with the influence of perceived support on novice teacher self-efficacy. 

To examine this topic more closely, the following research objectives guided the design,  

data collection, and analysis of this study. 
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Research Objectives 

1. Determine the degree of support novice agricultural education teachers perceive  

as available from non-school sources (e.g., spouse or partner, family, friends)  

and school sources (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section 

or district, students, parents, community) of support. 

2. Determine the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, 

instrumental) which novice agricultural education teachers perceive as available. 

3. Describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural  

education teachers. 

4. Describe the contribution of perceived support from non-school sources and school 

sources towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. 

5. Describe the contribution of the types of social support (e.g., emotional, appraisal, 

informational, and instrumental) toward teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural 

education teachers.  
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Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are used to clarify the terms used in the study:  

 

Career commitment: an individual’s attitude, motivation, and psychological attachment 

towards a profession or vocation (Blau, 1985; Blau, 1988; Coladarci, 1992; Goulet & Singh, 

2002; Knobloch & Whittington, 2003; The Project on the Next Generation of Teachers, 

2006). 

 

Culture shock: an emotional disturbance one experiences when transitioning to an  

unfamiliar setting or cultural environment (Langley et al., 2014; Maistre & Pare, 2010). 

 

Isolation: a psychological state characterized by feelings of loneliness, often due to a  

lack of social interaction with others. Four types of isolation teachers may experience  

include physical, geographic, professional and emotional isolation (Buchanan et al., 2013; 

House, 2001). 

 

Life event or transition: voluntary or involuntary circumstances which dramatically  

change one’s life and/or social interactions. Examples include moving to a new  

community, divorce or marriage, natural disaster, terminal illness, death, loss of a job,  

and birth of a child (Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Heaney & Israel, 

2008; Maistre & Pare, 2008).  
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Locus of Control: based on social learning and outcome-expectancy theories, this term 

describes an individual’s perception of a causal relationship between an action and 

anticipated reward (Bandura, 1997; Rotter, 1966). Outcomes are interpreted as either 

externally controlled (i.e., result of luck, chance, fate, or power of others) or internally 

controlled (i.e., contingent on personal power, behaviors or abilities). 

 

Novice teacher: a teacher with less than five years of experience (Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; 

Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). 

 

Reality shock: the discrepancy between one’s expectations and reality (Dicke, Elling, 

Schmeck, & Leutner, 2015; Maistre & Pare, 2010; Veenman, 1984). 

 

Self-efficacy: a belief in one’s ability to be successful in completing a given task or job 

(Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1986; Bandura, 1997). 

 

School culture: the characteristics of the school environment, some of which include 

collective efficacy of teachers, staff, and administrators; expectations of student behaviors 

and norms; school traditions; interactions among colleagues, teachers, students, parents,  

and community; and physical working conditions (Devos et al., 2009; Ingersoll, 2012).  
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Social support: the belief that one is cared for and loved, which includes the personal 

perceptions of esteem and value, in addition to an enhanced sense of worth and belonging  

to a larger social network of people who have a mutual obligation toward the success of the 

organization (Cobb, 1976). The quality and frequency of interactions in a social support 

network with one or more persons help an individual cope with life stressors, buffer the 

negative impacts of stress, and establish a mutually beneficial relationship to meet basic 

psychological needs (Freese, 1999; Heaney & Israel, 2008; Thoits, 1995; House, Umberson, 

& Landis, 1988; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999; Wethington & Kessler, 1986). 

 

Sources of support – non-school (i.e., personal): individuals or groups of people outside of 

the workplace environment (Bataineh, 2009; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Cornu, 2013; Dignam 

& West, 1988; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Zimet et al., 1988). Examples include family 

(e.g., siblings, parents, children), friends outside of work, and a spouse or partner. 

 

Sources of support – school (i.e., work): individuals or groups of people associated with  

the workplace environment or workplace responsibilities, and with whom the teacher 

experiences frequent interactions (House & Wells, 1978; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). 

Examples include district administrators, building administrators, school board, 

colleagues, students, parents of students, and community. 
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Teacher self-efficacy: the belief that one is capable of bringing about desired outcomes of 

student engagement and learning, regardless of how difficult or unmotivated the students 

may be (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 

 

Assumptions 

For this study, the following were assumed to be true: 

1. The respondents provided honest and accurate information, to the best of their 

abilities, when responding to questions. 

2. The respondents had sincere interest and sufficient background knowledge to 

appropriately complete the questionnaire. 

3. The respondents (i.e., novice teachers) had same or similar experiences to other 

novice teachers; therefore, the respondents were a true representative sample of  

the novice teacher population. 

 

Limitations 

The following were identified as limitations of the study: 

1. The respondents included a purposeful sample of novice agricultural education 

teachers employed in either the State of Illinois or the State of Indiana. Therefore, 

readers should use caution when interpreting and applying the results of this 

purposive sample to populations of novice teachers in other disciplines or  

agricultural education teachers in other states.   

2. Although most respondents should have had access to reliable internet service,  

it is possible some respondents were not able to complete the online questionnaire.  
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3. The names and email addresses of teachers with five or fewer years of experience, 

provided by the Illinois Facilitating Coordination for Agricultural Education (FCAE) 

and the Indiana Association of Agricultural Educators (IAAE) public online 

directory, are presumed to be accurate. The researcher did not verify the information 

through a secondary source; consequently, some inaccuracies may have existed in the 

information acquired from public sources. 

4. Although provided adequate time to complete the questionnaire, some respondents 

may not have had sufficient time available to complete the questionnaire due to  

work-related or personal responsibilities. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Support is an elusive and powerful construct which impacts psychological 

perceptions of self and others, emotions and emotional responses, level of confidence, 

feelings of empowerment, ability to succeed, self-worth, and sense of belonging. Whereas 

self-efficacy is a belief in one’s own ability to be successful in a task, perceived support is  

the degree to which one believes others believe in his or her abilities to be successful.  

Benefits of Support 

The benefits of support extend well beyond a simple word of encouragement.  

The psychological and physiological benefits of support have been studied by professionals 

in the medical community for more than half a century. Many psychologists and medical 

professionals found support, when used as a coping and buffering mechanism for stress, aids 

in recovery time following medical procedures, is an instrument to promote healing from 

physical and mental health issues, and serves as a preventive measure to avoid mental and 

physical conditions. Moreover, from a mental health standpoint, support is an effective way 

to counteract the negative impacts of stress or stressful events, low self-esteem, or other 

psychological disorders which may negatively modify self-efficacy or lead to negative health 

consequences (Chou, 2015; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Guglielmi & Tatrow, 1998; Heaney & 

Israel, 2008). The perception of available support has been shown to (a) decrease 

susceptibility to depression, anxiety, and many other physical and psychiatric disorders;  

(b) promote positive behavioral coping responses when faced with stressors; (c) improve 

one’s ability to cope with demands; and (d) change the appraisal of stressful situations. 

(Cohen, 2004). Perceived support may also help provide a sense of identity, predictability 
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and stability, purpose, and emotional regulation, while also instilling meaning, security, and 

self-worth (as cited in Cohen, 2004). Moreover, perceptions of available support help meet 

basic psychological needs for companionship, love, and belonging. People who perceive 

available support feel valued and cared for (Chou, 2015). Support also enhances one’s ability 

to achieve self-actualization and meet personal, career, and life goals (Heaney & Israel, 2008; 

Maslow, 1943; Maslow, 1954).  

Relationships and Support 

The roles of relationship and social interaction are vitally important to the power  

and influence of support. Social connections and interactions with others include a network 

of relationships with which an individual is surrounded by; this interconnected network of 

influence may include friends, relatives, co-workers, supervisors, or a professional or 

personal community (Cohen & Wills, 1985; House, 1987; House & Wells, 1978). Both 

formal and informal interactions are needed from a variety of sources, including people  

who (a) are perceived as empathic and understanding; (b) can provide relevant informational 

or instrumental support; (c) are socially similar; or (d) have experienced similar stressors or 

situations (Heaney & Israel, 2008; Thoits, 1995).  

Social Support 

Social support is broadly defined as the quality and frequency of interactions in a 

social network with one or more persons to help cope with life stressors, buffer the negative 

impacts of stress, and establish a mutually beneficial relationship to meet basic psychological 

needs (Freese, 1999; Heaney & Israel, 2008; Thoits, 1995; House et al., 1988; Viswesvaran 

et al., 1999; Wethington & Kessler, 1986). The presence of social support helps instill a 

belief that one is cared for, valued, and loved; promotes the enhancement of self-esteem  
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and sense of belonging through a network of communication and mutual obligation; and 

reaffirms a sense of personal worth (Cobb, 1976). Social support also helps promote self-

esteem (Cobb, 1976). A social support network should provide “psychological and material 

resources intended to benefit an individual’s ability to cope with stress” (Cohen, 2004,  

p. 676), which in turn will reduce the likelihood of cognitive, affective, and biological 

responses to a stressful or negative situation. Social support can also (a) promote a feeling of 

protection, especially in a crisis situation; (b) facilitate coping and adaptation cognitive 

processing; (c) moderate the effects of chronic stress; and (d) provide a self-identity and 

sense of belonging (Cohen, 2004). 

Influence of Relationships on Support 

Support is most impactful when provided by or received from someone with whom 

the individual has a well-developed relationship with, built upon a mutual reciprocity of 

respect. Cohen (2004) based the influential power of social support, social integration, and 

negative interaction on the perceived value or quality of the social relationships. 

Characteristics of highly valued social networks and social relationships are those which  

(a) provide support when needed, including both quality and quantity of social interactions; 

and (b) reduce the feelings of isolation and loneliness. Social networks which possess these 

valued characteristics are predictors of positive health and well-being. To add to these 

findings, Heaney and Israel (2008) recommended social support relationships be built on  

(a) reciprocity, the ways in which resources and support are given and received; (b) strength 

and intensity, in which mutual trust and respect is conveyed through emotional familiarity;  

(c) frequency and formality, or the degree to which the social network interacts on a regular 

basis; and (d) complexity, or the social exchange when two or more people interact with 
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mutually beneficial outcomes. Other factors which may influence the quality of social 

relationships include the ability to relate to the individual (homogeneity), geographic 

proximity, obligation, and the need for affirmation or nurturance.  

Perceived and Received Support 

Although both received and perceived support improve physical and mental well-

being, the perception of available support is more valuable than support which is actually 

received (Chan, 2002; Chou, 2015; Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Nurullah, 2012; Uchino, 2009; 

Wethington & Kessler, 1986). Particularly when faced with stressful life events, major life 

transitions, or in workplace environments, individuals who perceive availability of support 

are less likely to experience anxiety, depression, anger, fatigue, or damaging physiological 

effects. Perceived support, particularly in high-stress situations, can act as a coping or 

buffering mechanism to reduce the perceived importance or risk of the situation, provide a 

possible solution or distraction to the problem, or influence one's overall sense of self and 

emotional tone (Cohen, 2004). Aside from the influential power of the relationship between 

provider and receiver, other factors which influence the perception of available support are 

the (a) cultural context in which the support is received; (b) the appropriateness of the match 

between the type of support, quality of support, and need; and (c) the frequency of 

interactions between the provider and receiver (Brouwers, Evers, & Tomic, 2001; Cohen, 

2004; DeAngelis et al., 2013; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Nurullah, 

2012; Uchino, 2009). 

Whereas the perception of available support is of greater value than received support, 

received support also enhances one’s physiological and psychological well-being. Received 

support can be attained with or without the presence of a stressor. This form of support 
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affects both physical and mental well-being in three possible ways: “(a) directly;  

(b) through assistance in the coping process; and (c) by changing the impact of life 

strains/stressors” (Nuruallah, 2012, p. 184).  

Four Types of Social Support 

James House (1981) categorized four primary sources of support in his research  

on workplace stress, support, and health outcomes. The four constructs of social support he 

assessed in his research were emotional support, appraisal support, informational support, 

and instrumental support.  

1. Emotional support includes expressions of concern, love, trust, and empathy.  

It is characterized by opportunities to share frustrations with others, the presence 

or availability of someone to listen or express concerns with, and provide 

reassurance of one’s thoughts and actions (Cohen, 2004). Emotional support is 

often provided from intimate relationships (Heaney & Israel, 2008).   

2. Appraisal support is the process of receiving affirmation and constructive 

feedback. Social comparison and reflective evaluation influence one’s perception 

of appraisal support.  

3. Informational support is provided when a person receives relevant advice and 

suggestions. Often, this directive behavior is experienced when problems arise 

which need to be solved. Informational support is provided with the intention of 

helping the individual cope with a problem (Cohen, 2004). Professional 

relationships are best suited for providing informational support; therefore,  

this type of support is the least likely of the four constructs to be reciprocally 

expressed (Heaney & Israel, 2008). 
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4. Instrumental support is received in the form of tangible items. Tangible items 

may include financial assistance, resource materials, gifts, and contributions of 

time or attention (Cohen, 2004; Heaney & Israel, 2008; House, 1981; House & 

Wells, 1978).  

Matching the Need with the Type of Support 

As a multidimensional construct which engages behavioral and cognitive 

components, Cohen (2004) and Nurullah (2012) emphasize the importance of matching  

the demand or need with the appropriate form of assistance. Social support is most effective 

when the type of support provided or perceived as available matches the need. Subsequently, 

emotional support is the most prevalent in serving a wide range of needs, while instrumental 

and informational support are most beneficial when used only in response to specific needs  

or events. 

Support in Education 

Specific to education, researchers describe support as a shared belief in collective 

efficacy among colleagues and administration, the perception of feeling needed by others,  

a sense of belonging within the context of the school and community, and affirmation from 

those whom teachers respect to help instill perceptions of trust, autonomy, and control 

(Guskey & Passaro, 1993; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Onafowora, 2004; Rotter, 1966; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Friedrichsen and others (2007) define support as 

programs a teacher identifies as a source of assistance. From a tangible sense, support 

includes programs (e.g., mentoring, professional development, university-based induction 

course) or people (e.g., other teachers, mentors, students, parents of students, administrators) 
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available from internal (i.e., within the school district) or external (i.e., outside the school 

district) support structures. 

Perceived Support and Career Commitment 

Support systems and perceived support for teachers are important to potentially 

minimize negative experiences, improve the working environment, enhance self-efficacy, 

and strengthen career commitment (Burke et al., 2015). Career commitment is an individual’s 

attitude, motivation, and psychological attachment towards a profession or vocation  

(Blau, 1985; Blau, 1988; Coladarci, 1992; Goulet & Singh, 2002; Knobloch & Whittington, 

2003). Psychological commitment to a career is influenced by both individual and situational 

characteristics. Individual characteristics include autonomy; attitude towards work; internal 

perceptions of control; perceived importance or value of the work; work ethic; a need for 

achievement and opportunity for advancement; fear of losing the job; the degree to which the 

individual personally identifies with the job; and alignment with personal life goals. 

Situational characteristics include organizational ambiguity; supervisor consideration; work 

environment; perceived support from supervisor and colleagues; job fit; and personal life  

and family responsibilities (Blau, 1985; Chang, 1999; Goulet & Singh, 2002). Combined, 

individual and situational characteristics influence the degree of career commitment one  

has toward a profession. 

Career Commitment, Teacher Attrition, and Support 

Teachers who have left the profession or who are contemplating their commitment  

to the career identify a variety of individual and situational reasons for their decision. 

Researchers have found the strongest predicting variables which lead teachers to their 

intentions to stay or leave the career include: poor salary, heavy workload, excessive  
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teaching and non-teaching responsibilities, school climate or environment, lack of control 

and autonomy, burnout, stress, student behavior, family or personal reasons, feelings of 

isolation from colleagues and administrators, principal leadership, feeling of powerlessness 

with important decision-making, and lack of support (Burke et al., 2015; Burke, Greenglass, 

& Schwarzer, 1996; Coladarci, 1992). Furthermore, Friedrichsen and others (2007) found 

teachers who indicated a lack of support planned to leave their current school or the career  

of education, while teachers who felt supported or had a supportive network of people 

intended to continue teaching. As described in a report from The Project on the Next 

Generation of Teachers (2006), teachers who thought the lack of support in their school 

interfered with their potential to succeed as a teacher were the most likely to move to another 

school or a different career. Moreover, teachers adamantly voiced their need for more support 

in an effort to make their jobs “more doable” and provide an opportunity for success.  

Similar to findings from previously noted psychologists, teachers’ perception of 

received support depends on (a) previous exchanges of support between a provider and 

receiver; (b) the social context of the relationship; (c) mutual feelings of trust and reciprocity; 

(d) the appropriateness of a match between individual preferences and personalities, and  

(e) the type, quality, and frequency of social support received (Beard et al., 2010; Cohen & 

Wills, 1985; Cohen, 2004; Collie et al., 2012; Cornu, 2013; Darling-Hammond, 2003; 

Heaney & Israel, 2008; Wong, 2015). In addition to type, quality, frequency, and perceptions 

of available support, Bandura (1997) recognizes the need to consider many other variables 

which influence perceptions of a supportive environment. In his research on social cognitive 

theory, Bandura (1997) explains that reciprocal causation as a relationship between behavior, 

personality, and environment. The environment, the people which comprise an individual’s 
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environment, perceptions of control, and the desire for people to do things which bring about 

satisfaction and a sense of worth, all contribute towards efficacious beliefs. As a result, the 

development and fluctuation of self-efficacy is influenced by personal expectations, 

opportunities, and self-concept.  

Value of Support for Novice Teachers 

In contribution toward the need for support, the type, quality, and frequency of 

support a teacher perceives available is particularly important for teachers who are identified 

as high attrition risks (i.e., less than five years of experience coupled with low levels of 

perceived support) (Brouwers et al., 2001; DeAngelis et al., 2013; Fantilli & McDougall, 

2009; Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Wethington & Kessler, 1986). In qualitative research 

conducted by Burke and others (2015), novice teachers most frequently mentioned concerns 

related to (a) collegiality and support (inconsistent attitudes and behavior from colleagues); 

(b) challenges with student engagement and behavior management; (c) lack of professional 

learning opportunities outside of the school environment; (d) excessive workload 

requirements; (e) feelings of isolation (personally and professionally); (f) poor working 

conditions; and (g) scarcity of teaching resources. Novice teachers who planned to leave  

felt unsupported, found it difficult to experience a sense of personal achievement in their 

teaching, were stressed, felt obligated to work late at night, and expressed a sense of 

helplessness. On the other hand, teachers who wanted to continue in their profession 

expressed a sincere need for feedback and advice from colleagues and administrators to 

enable them to become better teachers. Good teachers want to be great, and those who 

planned to stay in the profession felt supported and expressed a sense of worth. Likewise, 
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novice teachers’ perceptions of success as an educator are powerfully influenced by their 

perceptions of feeling needed, valued, and supported as a teacher (Burke et al., 2015).  

Sources of Support – Work and Personal 

Psychologists have determined social support may be acquired from a variety of work 

sources (e.g., supervisor, coworkers) and non-work sources (e.g., spouse or partner, friends). 

In his research on social support, House (1981) measured support from four sources –  

(a) immediate supervisor or boss; (b) other people at work; (c) wife or husband; and  

(d) friends and relatives. More recent studies conducted on employees’ perceptions and needs  

of social support in the workplace reported supervisor and colleague support to be the most 

valuable (Chou, 2015; Massenberg et al., 2015). Similarly, educational researchers have 

determined perceived support from administrators and other teachers significantly influenced 

the school climate and teachers’ perception of support. In addition to administrators and  

other teachers, two studies conducted by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2002, 2007) 

also measured the degree of perceived support from parents and community.  

Although most researchers focus their research primarily on support in the work 

environment, many professionals in psychology note the importance of perceived support 

from personal sources such as family, friends, and a spouse or significant other. Bataineh 

(2009) included friends, spouse, and family in the evaluation of teachers’ assessment of 

received support. In this study, a positive relationship was found between family support  

and perceptions of personal accomplishment in respondents’ teaching career. Moreover, 

longitudinal studies conducted by Dignam and West (1988) determined a direct effect of 

social support from family and friends on diminishing the negative consequences of stress, 

particularly the mental health issue of depression. Qualitative researchers described the value 
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of support, especially from family and friends, as crucial for novice teachers in providing 

personal and emotional support. More specifically, Cornu (2013) suggested the value of 

relationships with family and friends were considerably important for individuals who were 

struggling with difficult work circumstances. Family and friends also helped affirm personal 

decisions while boosting self-confidence.  

Social Support and Self-Efficacy 

Researchers have found that novice teachers who felt confident or efficacious in  

their teaching abilities indicated feelings of support from multiple sources. Moreover, high 

self-efficacy empowers greater resilience in the face of challenging career pursuits and 

stressors (as cited in Bandura, 2009, p. 181) which are frequently experienced by novice 

teachers. In an effort to positively influence novice teachers’ perceptions of their life 

circumstances and enhance efficacious beliefs, Knobloch and Whittington (2002) concluded 

that novice teachers who received positive feedback, support, guidance, and encouragement 

from students, teachers, administrators, parents, and community were more efficacious in 

their ability to teach. Particularly for novice teachers, who tend to be more insecure about 

their abilities, their perceptions of performance and teacher self-efficacy are strongly 

influenced by the support they receive or perceive as available. 

Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy is defined by Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) as a belief in one’s ability  

to be successful in completing a given task or job. Bandura states that self-efficacy is not  

a measure of skills, but a belief in what an individual can do under different sets of  

conditions with whatever skills he or she possesses. When a person feels confident in his or 

her ability to successfully complete a task, role, or job, he or she is more likely to succeed. 
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Well-established efficacious beliefs also incentivize people to pursue goals and act on 

ambitions. These individuals are more likely to persevere in the face of difficulties. Bandura 

(2009) suggests leaders and organizations help build self-efficacy by encouraging mutually 

supportive communication for performance feedback to “enhance employee’s self-efficacy, 

emotional well-being, job satisfaction, and level of productivity” (Bandura, 2009, p. 181). 

Three types of efficacy. Derived from his social cognitive theory, Bandura (2009) 

described three forms of efficacy, dependent on the source of control. The first type is 

individual efficacy. This form of efficacy is established when an individual perceives to  

have full or at least a portion of control over an event. The second form of efficacy is proxy.  

Still within the perception of control, proxy efficacy is demonstrated when an individual 

influences others by using knowledge or resources to bring about a desired result.  

Finally, collective efficacy is revealed when a group of individuals works together in a  

unified effort with combined knowledge, skills, and resources to resolve a collective  

concern (Bandura, 2009).  

Mastery experiences. Bandura identified four predominant sources of self-efficacy – 

enactive mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological 

and affective states. According to Bandura, enactive mastery experiences are the most 

influential source of self-efficacy because of the authentic evidence provided from the 

experience. These performance-based experiences cognitively impact an individual’s 

assessment of their ability to successfully replicate the performance and bring about a  

desired outcome. In alignment with outcome expectancy theory, enactive mastery 

experiences are most likely to influence an individual’s belief that a given behavior will  

lead to a specific outcome (Bandura, 1977).  
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Vicarious experiences. Vicarious experiences are closely connected to social 

modeling. The act of watching others successfully complete a task while assessing the 

processes which resulted in the expected outcome, can increase self-efficacy. The 

comparisons between self and the modeler are of utmost importance. Clear evidence  

of shared attributes, characteristics, and goal aspirations can directly influence the power  

of vicarious experiences.  

Verbal persuasion. The third source of self-efficacy is verbal persuasion. The impact 

of verbal persuasion is determined by the relationship between the persuader and the person 

receiving support. The receiver of verbal persuasion must perceive the giver as a credible and 

trustworthy source to enhance the power of the persuasion (Bandura, 1986). The credibility 

of the persuader largely depends on the perceived knowledge and demonstrated competence 

of the persuader. The ability of the persuader to model expected or desirable behaviors 

inherently influences the self-assessment, appraisal and persuasive power of subsequent 

reactions (Bandura, 2009). When verbal persuasion is provided in the form of specific yet 

supportive performance feedback, individuals can be empowered to complete tasks where 

they have previously experienced failure. Chances of success are increased because an 

individual, at least in the immediate future, perceives a greater ability to achieve success. 

Verbal persuasion can influence the effectiveness of a mastery experience and determination 

of a successful performance (Bandura, 1982).  

Physiological and affective states. Physiological and affective states are the fourth 

source of self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) explains the ways in which mood, emotions, and 

reactions to stress are just a few of the many factors which may influence physiological and 

emotional states of an individual. Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) also describes the ways in 
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which complex emotions such as fear and anxiety can increase the likelihood of experiencing 

psychological conditions (e.g., depression) or physiological symptoms (e.g., fatigue, aches,  

or self-destructive behaviors). Cognitive appraisal of a task or situation, along with feedback 

or other environmental factors, can positively or negatively influence self-efficacy beliefs.  

Physiological and affective states are a continuum of reactionary symptoms which greatly 

influence an individual's perception of a challenge as either an insurmountable obstacle, a 

debilitating task, or an opportunity for success. Moreover, this source of self-efficacy is  

also influenced by an individual’s belief that he or she can exercise control over personal  

or professional situations. As noted by Cohen and Wills (1985), overall stability in mental 

health carries over to physical well-being; overall well-being promotes “a sense of 

predictability and stability in one’s life situation, and a recognition of self-worth”  

(Cohen & Wills, 1985, p. 311).  

When considering all the facets of self-efficacy, a broader examination of the theory 

may warrant consideration of the ways in which physiological and affective states are in 

constant flux based on the other three sources of efficacy – mastery experience, vicarious 

experiences, and verbal persuasion. Perceptions of success or failure derived from mastery 

experiences and vicarious experiences, in addition to positive or negative verbal persuasion, 

can manipulate the physiological and affective states of an individual.    

Teacher Self-Efficacy 

Bandura’s research on self-efficacy, in part, led to the development of teacher self-

efficacy. Teacher self-efficacy is defined as an individual’s judgement or belief in his or her 

own capabilities to influence student learning, in addition to other student outcomes such as 

student achievement, behavior, and motivation (Bandura, 1993; Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-
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Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). When a teacher believes he or she is capable of influencing 

student outcomes, he or she is more efficacious in his or her teaching abilities. Teacher self-

efficacy is the most important influence on teacher quality; teacher quality and effectiveness 

is an important factor in student achievement (Bandura, 1993; Brown et al., 2014; Darling-

Hammond, 2005; Fives & Buehl, 2010; Henson, Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 2001; Knobloch & 

Whittington, 2002; Swan et al., 2011). Furthermore, teachers with high self-efficacy are more 

open to ideas, possess an improved attitude toward teaching, and are more likely to 

experience professional growth (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).  

In their research on teacher self-efficacy, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 

(2001) identified the four sources of teacher self-efficacy – mastery experiences,  

vicarious experiences, physiological and emotional arousal, and verbal or social persuasion.  

Mastery experiences. Mastery experience is the perception that one has been 

successful in a teaching performance and accomplished success with his or her students. 

When students are able to attain an expected outcome from a teaching performance, the 

mastery experience improves one’s perception of future performances. This source of 

teaching efficacy is especially influential for the development of teacher self-efficacy  

in novice teachers (Brown et al., 2014; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Knobloch, 2006). Whereas 

individuals who are trained in a traditional teacher licensure program at a university derive 

their most influential mastery experiences from the successes and failures during their student 

teaching practicum, teachers may also acquire mastery experiences during a variety of other 

traditional or non-traditional instructional opportunities (e.g., tutoring or workshop 

presentations). Novice teachers who do not complete a traditional licensure program tend to 

acquire mastery experiences through non-traditional educational opportunities with children 
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or adults. Some of these previous experiences may include interactions with youth or adult 

organizations, businesses and industry, home education, or instructional opportunities at a 

place of worship.  

Vicarious experiences. Vicarious experiences involve the observation of a skill or 

performance, and the observer’s perception of his or her ability to replicate the performance. 

Novice teachers may acquire vicarious experiences during student teaching or by observing  

a mentor teacher. Novice teachers’ interpretations of the value of vicarious experiences with 

a teacher depend on the degree to which the observer respects and identifies with the modeler 

(Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Pendergast, Garvis, & Keogh, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Wolf, 2011).  

Physiological and emotional arousal. Physiological and emotional arousal 

encompasses an individual’s feelings, moods, and perceptions of or about a given situation  

or their own ability. Feelings of capability or incompetence may also be influenced by 

environmental factors or physiological changes. If a teacher’s success in the classroom is 

perceived as an accomplishment as opposed to luck, he or she will have an increased sense  

of efficacy. Perceived control, expectations, stress, and anxiety all play a significant role in 

physiological and emotional arousal. 

Verbal or social persuasion. Verbal or social persuasion can include verbal and 

non-verbal feedback the novice teacher receives about his or her teaching performance. 

Sources of verbal persuasion or interpersonal support may come from administrators, 

colleagues, parents, students, or members of a community (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 

2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and 

Hoy (2001) conversationally described social persuasion as “a pep talk or specific 
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performance feedback from a supervisor or a colleague about the ability of teachers to 

influence students” (p. 212).  

Locus of Control and Teacher Self-Efficacy 

In their research on teacher efficacy, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) 

found teachers with high teacher self-efficacy possessed a greater sense of internal locus of 

control for their ability to manage the classroom environment, engage students in learning, 

and use effective instructional strategies. These teachers also expressed a greater 

responsibility to fulfill the obligations of their teaching role. Conversely, teachers who were 

less efficacious attributed their success in the classroom to external controls such as luck or 

chance. Teachers with low self-efficacy were more likely to feel overwhelmed and blamed 

others (e.g., students, parents of students, administrators, or colleagues) for the challenges 

they experienced with teaching (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Woolfolk, 

Rosoff & Hoy, 1990). 

Novice Teachers 

Novice teachers – those with less than five years of teaching experience – 

consistently report lower self-efficacy than experienced teachers (Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Low reports of self-efficacy may be due, in part, to the lack of mastery 

experiences novice teachers can draw upon during the challenging early stages of their 

development, or the removal of familiar support connections with university supervisor(s) 

and cooperating teacher(s) (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). 

To contribute to their low efficacious beliefs, novice teachers are most likely to attribute good 

days and bad days for teaching to external control variables such as luck or chance, as 

opposed to internal control variables which are contingent on one's behavior and decisions. 
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This chronic lack of control can also lead to a feeling of powerlessness, which diminishes 

one's ability to accurately assess and react to a situation (Rotter, 1966). Their lack of 

reactionary ability is most frequently expressed when novice teachers are faced with stressors 

such as excessive time constraints and workload, conflicts with parents and students, and 

frustrating day-to-day tasks. These feelings can lead to a “sink or swim” sentiment which 

feels insurmountable (Emmer & Hickman, 1991; Fantilli & McDougall, 2005; Smith, 

Corkery, Buckley, & Calvert, 2013). 

Personal Psychological Challenges 

Novice teachers are also especially vulnerable to a variety of personal and 

professional life stressors which may negatively impact their mental well-being and lead  

to symptoms of psychological distress (Buchanan et al., 2013; Caspersen & Raaen, 2013;  

Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Thoits, 1995). For many new teachers, the transition of moving from 

the familiar role as a student to a less comfortable role as a teacher can be challenging and 

cause some degree of anxiety (Maistre & Pare, 2010). For some teachers, the early 

enthusiasm and expectations for teaching are diminished when they experience reality  

shock, which is the discrepancy between their expectations of a teaching career and reality 

(Dicke et al., 2015; Veenman, 1984). Coping with their new roles as a teacher during the 

transition from student teacher to full-time teacher, in combination with unexpected 

frustrations and challenges, can be detrimental to their mental well-being and self-efficacy as 

a teacher (Buchanan et al., 2013; Casperson & Raaen, 2013; Conway & Clark, 2003; Devos 

et al., 2012; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Pendergast et al., 2011). “During the first few years 

of their careers, beginning teachers need support as they make the transition from being a 
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student of teaching to being a teacher of students” (National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future, Carroll, 2005, p. 24).  

To contribute to the mental and physical life stressors they may experience, many 

new teachers in their first teaching positions move to an unfamiliar geographic location away 

from family and friends. Teachers must quickly become familiar with a new community and 

adapt to the existing school culture (Gersten et al., 2005; Henson, 2001; Hoy & Woolfolk, 

1993; Stockard & Lehman, 2004). The physiological and psychological symptoms they 

express are similar to those of an individual who experiences a major life event (e.g., moving 

to a new community, getting married, having a child, starting a new career, or dealing with a 

major medical issue or natural disaster) (Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Cohen & Wills, 1985; 

Maistre & Pare, 2008). Especially during the critical early years of the development as a 

teacher, their need for support as a coping or buffering mechanism is especially vital to 

overcome these challenges (Heaney & Israel, 2008).  

Isolation 

In contribution to the negative symptoms they experience due to major life events  

and reality shock, novice teachers frequently experience feelings of isolation which, in turn, 

discourage health-promoting behaviors (House, 2001). Buchanan and others (2013) 

acknowledged four types of isolation which early career teachers may experience. The first 

type of isolation is physical isolation, which refers to feelings of being alone in a classroom. 

Novice teachers who completed a traditional licensure program will have recently completed 

their student teaching practicum. Now as a new teacher, they find themselves alone in a 

classroom for an entire day, “figuring out” the experience the best they can. The second type 

is geographic isolation. In research with early career teachers, many individuals expressed 
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concerns about their displacement from “home”. Furthermore, most teachers in the study 

were employed in rural communities which led to limited opportunities for interactions with 

others outside of work. For agriculture education teachers, placement in a rural community is 

common. Moreover, agriculture teachers are also likely to be the only teacher in their 

department, which Buchanan and others identify as professional isolation. This type of 

isolation is characterized by limited opportunities to collaborate with colleagues and gain 

performance feedback. Finally, the fourth type of isolation is emotional isolation.  

Teachers expressed feelings of loneliness, fear of failure, and the uncertainty of professional 

expectations in their teacher role. They also acknowledged their struggles to ask for help,  

but encouraged future teachers to ask for support instead of waiting for it to happen. Feelings 

of isolation put novice teachers at greater risk for physiological and psychological disorders; 

unfortunately, these same socially isolated individuals are often the least likely to take 

advantage of new social network opportunities (Cohen, 2004).  

Personal Value and Self-Worth 

Perhaps one of the greatest challenges felt by novice teachers is the lack of 

recognition and appreciation for their efforts. In many careers outside of education, 

recognition for a job well done is expressed through a salary or pay increase, new job title  

or position in the company, or other incentives. In education, there are limited opportunities 

for a change in job title or movement on a salary schedule tied to a collective bargaining 

agreement between the school board and local teachers’ union. Instead, professional 

recognition in education comes in the form of appraisal or feedback from colleagues and 

administrators, the perception of belonging to a school and community culture, and a sense  

of being accepted and liked by students. These emotionally stimulating variables can 
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negatively or positively impact teachers’ perception of their job and their worth as a teacher, 

influence their self-efficacy, and ultimately weigh on their decision to stay or leave the 

profession (Chou, 2015; Conway & Clark, 2003; Corbell et al., 2008; Cornu, 2013; 

Friedrichsen, Chval, & Teuscher, 2007; Fuller, 1969; Kelly & Northrup, 2015; Maslow, 

1943; Maslow, 1954; Struyven & Vanthournout, 2014; Wong, 2015). 

Environment and Culture 

 One of the most predictive variables which contributes toward job satisfaction,  

self-efficacy, and career commitment for teachers is the school culture. The school culture 

encompasses both collective efficacy and physical working conditions. Teachers’ perceptions 

of working conditions indirectly influenced their desire to stay at the current school, move to 

a different school, or leave the profession altogether (Buchanan et al., 2013; Burke et al., 

2007; Collie et al., 2012; Consortium on Chicago School Research, 2009; Cornu, 2013; 

Devos et al., 2011; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006; 

Hancock & Scherff, 2010; Ingersoll, 2012). Moreover, teachers’ belief that the entire faculty 

and school were working together to help create positive experiences for students and meet 

behavioral expectations was positively correlated to their perceptions of feeling supported by 

administrators and colleagues (Hancock & Scherff, 2010). All things considered, a positive 

school culture founded in a supportive environment provides a rewarding career path for 

teachers and a quality learning environment for students. This same culture is capable of 

helping “new teachers become good teachers – and good teachers become great teachers. 

Teachers cite many reasons for leaving, but school culture and professional working 

conditions are always high on the list” (National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, Carroll, 2005, p. 1). 
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Self-Efficacy and Support 

Teacher stress and their motivation to overcome personal and professional challenges 

are closely connected to their personal self-efficacy and perceived support (Casperson & 

Raaen, 2013; Collie et al., 2012; Dick & Wagner, 2001; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Moreover, novice teachers who expressed evidence of 

stronger self-efficacy beliefs indicated higher ratings to the adequacy of support they received 

(cited in Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Teacher self-efficacy can be enhanced 

through verbal persuasion in the form of performance feedback from students, administrators, 

colleagues, and parents (Beard et al., 2010; Buchanan et al., 2013; Conway & Clark, 2003; 

Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Struyven & Vanthournout, 2014). 

Stages of Development in Novice Teachers 

According to Fuller (1969), novice teachers progressively transition into their 

professional roles as teachers. At the beginning of their careers, novice teachers are primarily 

concerned with their own self and their performance. Beginning teachers question their 

abilities to (a) react in an approved manner when faced with challenges, especially those 

related to student behavior; (b) complete necessary teaching tasks; and (c) control their 

classroom environment. At this stage of development, they question their adequacy as a 

teacher. As they matriculate through the early stages of their career and acquire more mastery 

experiences, their focus transitions from self to the students. Eventually, novice teachers 

begin to recognize characteristics of student learning and feel more efficacious in handling 

issues related to student behavior. Students' accomplishments and effective instructional 

strategies to promote student learning are of utmost importance, as opposed to their personal 

performance or the way students may perceive their abilities as a teacher. 
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Ingersoll, Merrill, and May (2014) reported that beginning teachers are less likely to 

leave the profession after their first year when they feel prepared to teach, are trained using 

practice teaching experiences (i.e., mastery experiences), observe other classroom teachers 

(i.e., vicarious experiences), and are provided constructive feedback (i.e., social persuasion) 

on their own teaching. As more knowledge is acquired regarding the impact of mastery 

experiences, vicarious experiences, and constructive feedback, it is easy to see the connection 

of these influences on physiological and emotional states. Even though mastery experiences 

are the strongest predictor for teacher self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Bandura, 1997), 

researchers who study teacher self-efficacy have identified a need to learn more about 

sources of support (i.e., verbal persuasion), particularly for novice teachers (Brown et al., 

2014; Friedrichsen et al., 2007; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; McKim & Velez, 2015; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).   

During the early “survival” stages of teaching when novice teachers are primarily 

focused on self and their personal adequacy as a teacher (Fuller, 1969; Fuller & Brown, 

1975; Pigge & Marso, 1997), perceived support (i.e., verbal persuasion) and the ability to 

cope with stressors greatly impacts their emotional state and teacher self-efficacy (Caspersen 

& Raaen, 2013; Corbell et al., 2008; Devos et al., 2012). The development of teacher self-

efficacy is essential for personal development, improvement in teacher quality, and longevity 

in the profession (Shaughnessy, 2004). Furthermore, feelings of efficacy are strong predictors 

for career commitment in teachers (Coladarci, 1992). “The need for a strong start with good 

support is clear: The United States loses too many teachers after just one, two, or three years 

of teaching” (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, Carroll, 2005, p. 2).  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this descriptive-relational study is to determine the degree of social 

support novice agricultural education teachers experience from various sources and types of 

social support, along with the influence of perceived support on novice teacher self-efficacy. 

To examine this topic more closely, the following objectives guided the design, data 

collection, and analysis of this study. 

Research Objectives 

1. Determine the degree of support novice agricultural education teachers perceive  

as available from non-school sources (e.g., spouse or partner, family, friends)  

and school sources (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section 

or district, students, parents, community) of support. 

2. Determine the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, 

instrumental) which novice agricultural education teachers perceive as available. 

3. Describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural  

education teachers. 

4. Describe the contribution of perceived support from non-school sources and school 

sources towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. 

5. Describe the contribution of the types of social support (e.g., emotional, appraisal, 

informational, and instrumental) towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural 

education teachers.  
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Population and Sample 

The target population for this study included a purposeful sample of novice high 

school agricultural education teachers (N = 296) from Illinois (n = 192) and Indiana (n = 104) 

with five or fewer years of teaching experience during the 2016-2017 academic year. The 

population included teachers who (a) completed a university teacher preparation educator 

licensure program, or (b) who were teaching with an Illinois Educator License with 

Stipulations (ELS) endorsement or Indiana Proficiency Practitioner license (i.e., provisional 

or alternative certification). The names and email addresses for novice agricultural education 

teachers in Illinois were obtained from the Facilitating Coordination for Agricultural 

Education (FCAE) Program Advisors and the Illinois Association of Vocational Agriculture 

Teachers (IAVAT) public online directory (IAVAT Directory, 2016). The names for novice 

agricultural education teachers in Indiana were obtained from faculty at Purdue University. 

The email addresses for teachers were obtained through the Indiana Association of 

Agricultural Educators (IAAE) public online directory (IAAE Directory, 2016). 

Following the Institutional Review Board (IRB) guidelines from the University  

of Illinois and the University of Missouri, participant approval was sought prior to data 

collection. The consent approval was the first question provided in the online survey 

instrument. The consent included information regarding participants’ right to terminate 

participation of the questionnaire at any point during the process without penalty to current  

or future activities with the universities (See Appendix A).  

Novice agriculture education teachers in this population were determined by the 

researcher as a time and place sample of the population (Oliver & Hinkle, 1982). Moreover, 

inferential statistical analysis was justified for this study as the population was considered to 
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be a representative sample of future populations of novice agriculture teachers in Illinois and 

Indiana.  

Novice agricultural education teachers from Illinois and Indiana were selected as the 

population for this study for multiple reasons. The close geographic proximity has 

traditionally allowed teachers to live in one state, yet be employed in the neighboring state. 

Additionally, both states are located in Region IV of the National Association of Agricultural 

Educators (NAAE) and have been identified as critical need states due to the shortage of 

agricultural education teacher candidates available to fill open teaching positions. 

Furthermore, the total population of novice agricultural education teachers from each state 

were similar. Although the sample sizes from each state were relatively small, the 

combination of teachers from both states (N = 296) is considered a representative sample of 

the novice agricultural education teacher population in Illinois and Indiana.  

Instrumentation 

A survey instrument was developed using Qualtrics, an online survey platform.   

The questionnaire included three survey instruments, one of which was developed by the 

researcher. Additionally, the survey instrument contained questions related to relevant 

demographic and work-related characteristics such as: years of teaching experience, gender, 

relationship status, type of teaching licensure, and grade level of students which respondents 

were responsible for teaching.  The four components were assembled into one survey 

instrument.  

Social Support Scale. Ten survey items were developed by the researcher to 

determine perceived support from non-school sources and school sources. The combination 

of three non-school and nine school sources of support reflected the work and personal life 
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responsibilities experienced by a teacher (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Smith et al., 2013; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). 

Moreover, an agriculture teacher’s responsibilities associated with his or her role as an FFA 

advisor (Terry & Briers, 2010) warrants the assessment of perceived support from a greater 

variety of non-school (i.e., personal) and school sources of support. For the purpose of this 

study, the three non-school sources of support were: spouse or partner, family, and friends 

outside of work. The nine school sources assessed were: building administrator, district 

administrator, school board, teachers at the school, teachers in the FFA section or district, 

students in agriculture classes, students in FFA, parents of students, and community  

(See Appendix B).  

Survey items were primarily developed from research findings of Tschannen-Moran 

and Woolfolk Hoy (2002, 2007) and House (1981), but also influenced by the Medical 

Outcomes Study: Social Support Survey (MOS-SSS) (Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991),  

the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) (Zimet et al., 1988),  

the Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL) (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983), and  

The Social Provisions Scale (SPS) (Russell & Cutruna, 1984). Modifications were made  

to the survey items to assess perceptions of support within a school climate and within the 

context of agricultural education. A 9-point response scale was used to determine the degree 

of perceived support received from various sources and in differing forms (i.e., types) of 

social support. Anchors for the degree of perceived support were 1 = never, 3 = rarely,  

5 = sometimes, 7 = often, and 9 = always. The use of a 9-point response scale with anchors 

on alternating points is consistent with Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2002, 2007) 
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research on teachers’ perceived quality of support (i.e., verbal persuasion) received from 

administration, colleagues, parents, and community. 

The survey instrument items which assessed perceived support corresponded to the 

four social support constructs, identified by House (1981) as emotional support, appraisal 

support, informational support, and instrumental support. In the pilot test, 3-4 survey items 

were asked per support category to assess each construct. To reduce the potential for 

respondent fatigue and consistent with previous research findings, the emotional and 

appraisal support constructs were collapsed into one construct identified as 

emotional/appraisal support (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; House, 1981; House & Wells, 

1978). An example question in the emotional/appraisal support construct was, “How often do 

the following people show empathy (i.e., shared understanding) for your needs?” An example 

question in the informational support construct was, “How often do the following people 

provide helpful suggestions related to your profession as an agricultural education teacher?” 

An example question in the instrumental support construct was, “How often can these people 

be relied upon to provide resources (e.g., money, time, equipment) which help you succeed 

as an agricultural education teacher?” Participants were not informed of the specific social 

support construct which corresponded to each survey item. Moreover, survey items for the 

social support constructs were randomized to reduce respondents’ tendency to perceive 

questions measuring the same construct as redundant.  

A panel of experts, consisting of four faculty from two universities who specialize  

in agricultural education and agricultural leadership education disciplines, reviewed the 

instrument for face and content validity (See Appendix B). Additionally, the instrument was 

pilot-tested with novice agriculture education teachers from two states not utilized in this 
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study. The representative sample consisted of teachers with 5 of fewer years of teaching 

experience. Three emails were sent to selected novice teachers of agriculture during a  

two-week time span; 27 teachers completed the questionnaire. Additionally, 14 partially 

completed questionnaires indicated a potential for respondent fatigue.  

From the pilot test results, Cronbach’s alpha estimates of internal consistency were 

calculated for reliability of the (a) ten individual items used to assess the social support 

constructs; (b) three social support constructs of emotional/appraisal, informational, and 

instrumental support; and (c) the twelve potential sources of non-school and school support. 

As shown in Table 3.1, reliability estimates from the pilot test reflected “excellent” internal 

consistency (Cronbach, 1951; Nunnally, 1978) for the emotional/appraisal construct  

(α = .96), informational construct (α = .92), and the instrumental construct (α = .95).  

 

Table 3.1 
Constructs, Number of Items, and Internal Consistency of Types of Social Support  

Construct N Alpha (α)  
Emotional/Appraisal Support 36 .96  
Informational Support 27 .92  
Instrumental Support 27 .95  

Note. α = Cronbach’s alpha. Scale: > .9 = Excellent, > .8 = Good, > .7 = Acceptable,  
> .6 = Questionable, > .5 = Poor, and < .5 = Unacceptable (Cronbach, 1951; Nunnally, 1978). 

 

In addition to the social support constructs, Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates 

were calculated for the three non-school and nine school sources of support. Results from the 

calculations, in addition to literature findings and a concern of respondent fatigue, prompted 

the decision to modify the survey instrument. As shown in Table 3.2, Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability estimates for Building Administrator (α = .96), District Administrator (α = .95), 

and School Board (α = .92) resulted in values exceeding .90. Values higher than .90 imply 
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redundancy or measurement of the same construct (Cronbach, 1951; Nunnally, 1978). Thus, 

the decision was made to combine the three measures for Building Administrator, District 

Administrator, and School Board into one item for Administrator(s). Furthermore, the two 

items measuring perceived support from students resulted in values of α = .90 for Students in 

your agriculture classes and α = .89 for Students in FFA. However, when reliability 

estimates were calculated for combined Student support, the results produced a more 

desirable coefficient of α = .94. This convinced the investigator to combine the two student 

measures into one item for Student support. 

 

Table 3.2     
Number of Items and Internal Consistency of Non-School and School Sources of Support  
 Source of Support N Alpha (α)  
 Non-School Sources of Support    
 Spouse or partner 10 .92  
 Family 10 .89  
 Friends outside of work 10 .91  
     
 School Sources of Support    
 Building administrator 10 .96  
 District administrator 10 .95  
 School board 10 .92  
 Teachers at your school 10 .91  
 Teachers in your FFA section/district 10 .96  
 Students in your agriculture classes 10 .90  
 Students in FFA 10 .89  
 Parents of your students 10 .93  
 Community where you teach 10 .92  

Note. α = Cronbach’s alpha. Scale: > .9 = Excellent, > .8 = Good, > .7 = Acceptable,  
> .6 = Questionable, > .5 = Poor, and < .5 = Unacceptable (Cronbach, 1951; Nunnally, 1978). 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short 

form), developed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), was used to measure 

teacher self-efficacy (See Appendix C). This survey instrument has been widely described  

as the superior measurement to assess teacher self-efficacy, regardless of personal or school 

characteristics (Duffin, French, & Patrick, 2012; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). 

The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form) includes twelve items which asks 

participants to evaluate their ability to influence or control factors related to instructional 

practices, classroom management, and student engagement. Anchors for the 9-point  

Likert-type scale assessing teacher self-efficacy were 1 = nothing, 3 = very little,  

5 = some influence, 7 = quite a bit, and 9 = a great deal. This commercially available survey 

instrument has been assessed for validity and reliability. The published reliabilities for the 

three constructs (e.g., instructional practices, student engagement, and classroom 

management) of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form) range from .81 to .90. 

Career Commitment. A one-item measure was used to evaluate career commitment. 

The survey item was modified from Hancock and Scherff (2010) who used a dependent 

variable for attrition risk. The prompt used in the survey instrument asked participants to 

express their level of agreement with the following statement, “Thinking about your future 

career plans, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement:  

I plan to continue teaching agriculture in a high school classroom for the next 5 years.”  

The single-item question asked participants to choose from one of seven responses. The 

seven possible options were 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree,  

4 = neither agree nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, and 7 = strongly agree.  

A prefer not to respond option and a text box for qualitative comments was also provided. 
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Data Collection  

The participants for this study were novice high school agriculture educators from 

Illinois (n = 192) and Indiana (n = 104) with five or fewer years of teaching experience.  

The data collection process utilized features of Qualtrics online data collection service 

(www.qualtrics.com) and was guided by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian’s (2009) 

recommendations for survey design.  In an effort to increase response rates and to inform 

participants of the purpose of the study, an email was sent to participants one week prior to 

distribution of the questionnaire (See Appendix D). One week after receiving the advanced 

notice email, the participants (i.e., novice high school agriculture teachers) received an email 

with a link to the questionnaire which requested their participation in the data collection 

process (See Appendix E). The email with the link to the questionnaire also reminded 

participants of the purpose of the study. Two additional follow-up emails were sent to 

teachers who had not completed the instrument. One email reminder was sent three days 

prior to the requested completion date (See Appendix F), and the second email reminder  

was sent the day prior to the requested completion date (Appendix G). Thank you emails 

were sent to all participants who completed the questionnaire (See Appendix H). As a result, 

a response rate of 40.20% was attained with 119 out of the invited 296 invited teachers 

participating in the study (See Appendices I and J). 

In alignment with regulations set forth by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at  

the University of Illinois and University of Missouri, participant consent was required prior 

to data collection. Required participant consent, a description of the research project, its 

purpose, and the known risks to participants who engaged in the research project, were 

included in the opening page of the online survey instrument (See Appendix A). 
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Furthermore, participants were informed of their right to terminate participation at any time 

without penalty to current or future activities with the university. The opening page of the 

questionnaire also listed IRB required release and consent language, in addition to contact 

information for both the IRB and the researcher. The participants should be considered a  

time and place representative sample (Oliver & Hinkle, 1982) of novice agricultural 

education teachers in Illinois and Indiana.   

Controlling for non-response. To ensure validity of the data and subsequent 

findings, the researcher utilized recommended protocols to control for non-response error.  

As suggested by Miller and Smith (1983), the investigator first sought to collect as many 

responses as possible. These efforts were completed, in part, by distributing an advanced 

notice email in addition to two reminder emails. This protocol follows widely accepted 

guidelines for survey design (Dillman et al., 2009). To eliminate concerns of non-response 

error and ensure data findings were representative of the sample population for this study,  

the researcher first used the Comparison of Early to Late Respondents method (Lindner, 

Murphy, & Briers, 2001). This method of controlling for non-response error separates 

respondents into early and late groups based on their completion date of the questionnaire; 

early and late designations were based on response rates following a stimulus (i.e., reminder 

email). Two reminder emails were sent to respondents (November 8 and November 10). 

Lindner and colleagues (2001) recommended a minimum of 30 respondents for the early  

to late comparison. This minimum was not met following the November 10 email reminder  

(n = 23). As a suggested alternative, the investigator “backed up” to use responses following 

the first reminder email. Within this selection criteria, 34 teachers were identified as 

participants who provided responses after the first reminder email on November 8.  
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The author created a variable which designated these teachers as “Late” responders (n = 34), 

while the remaining were identified as “Early” responders (n = 85).  

 To examine the differences between Early (n = 85) and Late responders (n = 34),  

the researcher calculated and reported results of an independent samples t-test for 12 

variables; variables in the analysis were demographic characteristics, the sources and types  

of social support, career commitment, and the perceived levels of teacher self-efficacy  

(See Appendix K). Assessing results from Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, no 

significant differences were found between the two groups of respondents for 10 out of the 

12 variables; however, the results from Levene’s test indicated statistically significant  

(p < .05) unequal variances between early and late groups of responders for two variables. 

The two variables of concern were future career plans, F(1,117) = 5.09, p = .03, and  

non-school sources of support, F(1,117) = 6.37, p = .01.    

 The results from Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance prompted the researcher 

to use a second method, “Days to Respond” as a Regression Variable (Lindner et al., 2001) 

to address concerns of non-response error for the future career plans and non-school sources 

of support variables. To utilize this method, the investigator calculated the difference between 

each respondent’s completion date and the requested completion date (November 11, 2016). 

This data was used to create the Days to Respond continuous variable. The Days to Respond 

variable was included in a linear regression equation as the independent variable while the 

dependent variables for two separate forced entry regression analyses were future career 

plans and non-school sources of support.  

The results of the first regression indicated 4.10% of the variance in respondents’ 

future career plans was explained by the number of days available to respond to the 
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questionnaire, R2 = .04, F = 6.06(1,117, p < .05) (See Appendix K). Although a significant 

difference was found for this variable between early and late responders and the regression 

indicated the days to respond influenced respondents’ ratings for future career plans, data 

from this question was not directly related to the research objectives of this study. As a  

result, the researcher decided to proceed with data analysis, but exercise some degree of 

caution when evaluating implications of the future career plans variable. The results of the 

second regression indicated 1.50% of the variance in respondents’ perceived support from  

non-school sources was explained by the number of days available to respond to the 

questionnaire, R2 = .02, F = 0.03(1,117, p < .05) (See Appendix K). The results of this 

regression prompted the researcher to accept the null hypothesis which stated no significant 

differences would be found between early and late responders for mean results of non-school 

sources of support; therefore, this variable was considered a valid measurement, 

generalizable to the target population.  
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Data Analysis 

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

version 24.0 program for Windows. 

 

Research objective one: 

1. Determine the degree of support novice agricultural education teachers perceive  

as available from non-school sources (e.g., spouse or partner, family, friends)  

and school sources (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section 

or district, students, parents, community) of support. 

 

Research objective one was analyzed from the perspective of the novice agricultural 

education teacher. Descriptive statistics were calculated for objective one to determine the 

degree of support novice agricultural education teachers perceived as available, both 

collectively and individually, from non-school and school sources of support. The author 

calculated a mean for each of the nine sources of support, in addition to an overall mean for 

the non-school and school sources of support. Mean, standard deviation, and range were 

reported for research objective one. 

 

Research objective two: 

2. Determine the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, 

instrumental) which novice agricultural education teachers perceive as available. 
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Research objective two was analyzed from the perspective of the novice agricultural 

education teacher. Descriptive statistics were calculated for objective two to determine the 

types of social support which novice agricultural education teachers perceived as available. 

The author calculated a mean for each of the ten social support items, then calculated a mean 

for each of the three social support constructs. Within the three constructs of social support, 

mean, standard deviation, and range were reported for research objective two. 

 

Research objective three: 

3. Describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural  

education teachers. 

 

Research objective three was analyzed from the perspective of the novice  

agricultural education teacher. The author used two methods of data analysis to describe  

the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers.  

Principal Axis Factoring Analysis. The researcher utilized the Principal Axis 

Factoring method with Varimax rotation to calculate factor loadings of each item within 

three constructs – Efficacy in Student Engagement, Efficacy in Instructional Practices, 

and Efficacy in Classroom Management. The items loaded for each factor used 

unweighted means for the analysis and the established criterion for eigenvalues was greater 

than 1. Researchers Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) recommended the use of 

this statistical procedure to determine the degree to which respondents perceive their level  

of efficacy in the three constructs. The factor loading scores for each construct are shown 

in Table 3.3.  
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Table 3.3  
Factor Loadings for the Items in Each Construct of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
Scale (short form) (n = 119) 

 Construct and Items 

Factor 
Loadings 

(λ) 

 

Items loading on Factor 1 (Instructional Practices)   
9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies? .83  

12. How well can you implement alternative [teaching] strategies  
in your classroom? 

.75  

5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? .66  
10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or 

example when students are confused? 
.63  

    
Items loading on Factor 2 (Classroom Management)   

1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the 
classroom? 

.83  

7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive  
or noisy? 

.74  

6. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules? .70  
8. How well can you establish a classroom management system  

with each group of students? 
.54  

    
Items loading on Factor 3 (Student Engagement)   

3. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do  
well in school work? 

.80  

4. How much can you do to help your students value learning? .78  
2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low  

interest in school work? 
.58  

11. How much can you assist families in helping their children  
do well in school? 

.36  

Note. Items were extracted using the Principal Axis Factoring method with Varimax 
rotation (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk  
Hoy, 2007). 

 

Green and Salkind (2014) identified two assumptions underlying factor analysis.  

The first assumption for factor analysis assumes the variables used in the analysis are  

linearly related, while the second assumes the measured variables have multivariate normal 

distribution. The researcher verified the linearity and normal distribution of the teacher  
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self-efficacy variables used in the factor analysis by visually assessing the factor plot in 

rotated factor space (See Appendix K). This assessment verifies both assumptions of factor 

analysis were met. 

The second method used to describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in 

novice teachers of agriculture was descriptive statistics. Consistent with reporting methods of 

Tschaennan-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), the author reported mean, standard deviation, 

and reliability (α) for the three constructs of teacher self-efficacy, in addition to the overall 

mean of teacher self-efficacy. 

  

Research objective four: 

4. Describe the contribution of perceived support from non-school sources and school 

sources towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. 

 

H0: Differences in perceived support from non-school sources and school sources did 

not explain a significant (p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in 

novice agricultural education teachers. 

H1: Differences in perceived support from non-school sources explained a significant 

(p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers. 

H2: Differences in perceived support from school sources explained a significant  

(p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers. 
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Research objective five: 

5. Describe the contribution of the types of social support (e.g., emotional, appraisal, 

informational, and instrumental) towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural 

education teachers. 

 

H0: Differences in perceived support from three types of social support did not 

explain a significant (p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in  

novice agricultural education teachers. 

H1: Differences in perceived support from three types of social support explained a 

significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in 

novice agricultural education teachers. 

 

The hierarchical forced entry method of multiple linear regression was used to predict 

the contribution of perceived support from non-school and school sources of support on 

novice teacher self-efficacy (objective four) and the contribution of three types of perceived 

support on novice teacher self-efficacy (objective five). The author chose to use the 

hierarchical forced entry method for multiple linear regression due to (a) the unknown 

predictive power of the covariates for the sources and types of social support used in this 

study, and (b) to uncover the predictive power of demographic characteristics and career 

commitment. The author chose to enter covariates in the regression models from least to most 

administratively controllable, beginning with variables for demographic characteristics and 

future career plans. As a result, covariates for demographic characteristics and future career 
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plans were entered in the first step of each regression. The researcher identified the mean  

of teacher self-efficacy as the outcome variable for research objectives four and five.   

Research Objective Four. Step 1 of the regression included the covariates for 

demographic characteristics and future career plans. In Step 2 of the multiple regression,  

the investigator added the three non-school sources of school support (e.g., spouse or partner, 

family, and friends). For Step 3, the author included the six school sources of support  

(e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section or district, students, parents, 

community) in the regression.  

Research Objective Five. Step 1 of the regression included the covariates for 

demographic characteristics and future career plans. In Step 2 of the multiple regression,  

the researcher added covariates for the three constructs of social support  

(e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, and instrumental).  

 Field (2013) identified nine assumptions which must be met to draw inferences  

about a population from a multiple linear regression. The first assumption for multiple linear 

regression is that all covariates are categorical or continuous in scale and there are no 

constraints on the variability of the outcome scores. The researcher verified all predictor 

variables and the outcome variable were either categorical or continuous, therefore meeting 

the first assumption. 

Assumption two requires the outcome variable to be linearly related to the predictor 

variables. The author used P-P plots and scatter plots for visual confirmation of linearity 

(Field, 2013) of research objective four and research objective five (See Appendix K). 

Consequently, this assumption was met. 
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The third assumption for independence of observations was confirmed with the 

Durbin-Watson test. According to Field (2013), a value greater than one and less than three  

is an acceptable measure for the independence of observations assumption. The investigator 

reviewed the Durbin-Watson test results for research objectives four (Durbin-Watson  

value = 1.70) and five (Durbin-Watson value = 1.61) and determined all values to be within 

the recommended acceptance level to meet this assumption. 

Assumption four addresses the need for homoscedasticity, or homogeneity of 

variance, between the spread of the outcome scores and the varying points of the predictor 

variables (Field, 2013). This assumption was visually assessed with scatter plots of each 

regression model which displayed standardized predicted values and the standardized 

residuals. Upon visual assessment, the researcher concluded that no curve, funnel, or other 

systematic shape existed (See Appendix K); therefore, the assumption of homoscedasticity 

was met. 

Assumption five requires normal distribution of error, which assumes any residuals 

found in the data are random and the differences between the observed and predicted values 

are normally distributed. The researcher used histograms and P-P plots (See Appendix K)  

to visually assess and confirm assumption five was met.   

The sixth assumption for multiple linear regression assumes all covariates are 

uncorrelated with external variables. To address this assumption, the investigator reviewed 

previous research on the predictive power of the covariates used in the regression models  

and entered each subgroup into separate steps of the regression. The researcher concluded 

assumption six was met.  
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Assumption seven required confirmation that no perfect multicollinearity existed 

among the predictor variables. The researcher reviewed correlation statistics in addition to the 

variance inflation factor (VIF) to address this assumption. The correlation coefficients among 

independent variables for each regression model were interpreted as exhibiting moderate to 

low levels of correlation (See Appendix K). Furthermore, as shown in Table 3.4, all covariate 

VIF values were less than 10 and exceeded the tolerance threshold of 0.20 (Field, 2013); 

therefore, the researcher met this assumption. 
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Table 3.4 
Tolerance and VIF Collinearity Statistics for Independent Variables in Multiple Linear 
Regression (n = 119) 
 Covariate  Tolerance VIF 
Demographic Characteristics and Future Plans to Teach   
 Total years teachinga   .70 1.44 
 Future plans to teachb  .81 1.23 
 Genderc  .82 1.22 
 Relationship statusd  .60 1.67 
 Teaching licensuree  .91 1.10 
Non-school Sources of Support   
 Spouse or partner  .55 1.81 
 Family  .34 2.91 
 Friends outside of work  .35 2.85 
School Sources of Support   
 Administrator(s)  .48 2.08 
 Teachers at school  .37 2.71 
 Teachers in FFA   .68 1.47 
 Students   .39 2.58 
 Parents of students  .26 3.84 
 Community   .34 2.93 
Types of Social Support   
 Emotional/Appraisal Support  .28 3.64 
 Informational Support  .33 3.07 
 Instrumental Support  .25 4.03 

Note. A 9-point response scale was used to assess non-school sources of support, school 
sources of support, and types of support. Scale for psychosocial constructs was 1 = never, 
3 = rarely, 5 = sometimes, 7 = often, and 9 = always (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). aTotal years of teaching was 
coded as 0 = less than one year, 1 = one year, 2 = two years, 3 = three years, 4 = four 
years, 5 = five years, and 6 = more than five years. bFuture plans to teach was coded  
0 = prefer not to respond, 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree,  
4 = neither agree nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, and 7 = strongly 
agree. cGender was coded 0 = male and 1 = female. dRelationship status was coded 1 = 
married, 2 = widowed, 3 = divorced, 4 = separated, and 5 = never married, and 6 = 
prefer not to respond. eTeaching licensure was coded 1 = fully state licensed according to 
State Board of Education minimum requirements, 2 = provisionally licensed, working 
toward full licensure, 3 = provisionally licensed, and 4 = other. 
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The eighth assumption of multiple linear regression assumes non-zero variance for 

the predictor variables. Although predictor variables will vary, no zero variance was reported 

(See Appendix K); therefore, this assumption was met. 

Assumption nine for multiple linear regression is the independence of values on  

the outcome variable. The sources of support (non-school and school) and the types of social 

support (emotional/appraisal, informational, and instrumental) were separate constructs 

(Heaney & Israel, 2008; House, 1981; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Consequently, the researcher met this 

assumption. 

 For each regression model, the author calculated and reported the unstandardized 

beta coefficient (B) and standard error (SE B), the standardized beta coefficient (β), and 

significance (p) for all covariates in the regression models. The author also calculated  

t-value (t) and the variance inflation factor (VIF) for each covariate (See Appendix K). 

To evaluate the differences between models, the investigator calculated and reported  

the coefficient of determination (R), the adjusted coefficient of determination (R2), the  

F statistic and the F change statistic.  
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Summary 

The study was conducted using descriptive-relational methods to address research 

objectives regarding the influence of various types and sources of social support on novice 

teacher self-efficacy. The population included novice high school agricultural education 

teachers from Illinois and Indiana (n = 119) with five or fewer years of teaching experience 

during the 2016-2017 academic year. The researcher sought to describe the degree to which 

differing sources of support and various types of social support contributed toward teacher 

self-efficacy in novice teachers of agriculture. Data were collected using an online survey 

platform (www.qualtrics.com). The link to the questionnaire was distributed to teachers in 

November 2016. Data were analyzed using SPSS software. For research objective one, 

descriptive statistics were calculated and reported to determine the degree of support novice 

agricultural education teachers perceived as available from non-school and school sources  

of support. Descriptive statistics were also calculated and reported for research objective two. 

Research objective two assessed the varying types of social support novice agricultural 

education teachers perceived as available. Factor analysis and descriptive statistics were 

calculated and reported for objective three to describe the perceived level of teacher self-

efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. For research objectives four and five,  

the researcher used the hierarchical forced entry method of multiple linear regression to 

describe the contribution of the perceived sources and types of support in predicting novice 

teacher self-efficacy.     
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this descriptive-relational study was to determine the degree of 

social support novice agricultural education teachers experience from various sources and 

types of social support, in addition to the contribution of perceived support toward novice 

teacher self-efficacy. 

Population and Sample 

The target population for this study included a purposeful sample of novice high 

school agricultural education teachers (N = 296) from Illinois (n = 192) and Indiana  

(n = 104) with five or fewer years of teaching experience during the 2016-2017 academic 

year. The teachers in the sample population of this study were licensed to teach by one  

of three options – (1) full licensure attained through a university teacher preparation 

educator program; (2) Illinois Educator License with Stipulations (ELS) endorsement; or 

(3) Indiana Proficiency Practitioner license (i.e., provisional or alternative certification). 

The names and email addresses for novice agricultural education teachers in Illinois were 

obtained from the Facilitating Coordination for Agricultural Education (FCAE) Program 

Advisors and the Illinois Association of Vocational Agriculture Teachers (IAVAT) 

public online directory (IAVAT Directory, 2016). The names for novice agricultural 

education teachers in Indiana were obtained from faculty at Purdue University. The email 

addresses for teachers were obtained through the Indiana Association of Agricultural 

Educators (IAAE) public online directory (IAAE Directory, 2016). 
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Abiding regulations set forth by the University of Illinois and the University of 

Missouri Institutional Review Boards (IRB), participant consent was required prior to 

data collection. Additionally, a description of the research project, its purpose, and the 

known risks to participants who engaged in the research project were included in the 

opening page of the online survey instrument (See Appendix A). The opening page of the 

survey instrument also included IRB approved release and consent language, along with 

contact information for the IRB and the researcher. The participants should be considered 

a representative time and place sample (Oliver & Hinkle, 1982) of novice agricultural 

education teachers in Illinois and Indiana.   

The data collection process utilized features of Qualtrics online data collection 

service (www.qualtrics.com) and was guided by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian’s (2009) 

recommendations for survey design and distribution. An advanced notice email and two 

subsequent reminder emails were sent to the sample population; as a result, a 40.20% 

response rate was attained with 119 out of the invited 296 teachers participating in the 

study.  

In addition to the social support and teacher self-efficacy data collection 

instruments, the author also collected demographic data from the sample population  

to describe the participants in the research study. As shown in Table 4.1, 82 (68.9%)  

of the 119 respondents were female and 37 were male (31.1%). Among the respondents, 

79.0% (n = 94) indicated they had three or fewer years of teaching experience while 

21.0% (n = 25) self-reported more than three years of teaching experience. Although  

only teachers with five or fewer years of experience were invited to participate in the 

study, four (3.3%) respondents indicated they had been teaching for more than 5 years. 
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This may be attributed to partial years of teaching or teaching experience in another 

discipline outside of agricultural education. Whereas 69.7% (n = 83) of respondents 

completed a traditional teacher licensure program, 29.4% (n = 35) indicated they were 

currently teaching with a provisional endorsement or alternative license. One teacher 

(0.8%) selected the Other option for the inquiry about teaching licensure. This respondent 

explained he or she attained teaching licensure in Wisconsin. The majority (74.8%)  

of respondents were teachers of high school agriculture in Illinois (n = 89), while the 

remaining 25.2% (n = 30) of teachers were employed in Indiana school districts. 

 

Table 4.1 
Demographic Characteristics of Novice Agricultural Education Teachers (n = 119) 

Characteristic N    % 
 Sex  
 Male 37 31.1% 
 Female 82 68.9% 
    
 Years of Teaching Experience 
 3 or fewer years 94 79.0% 
 3-5 years 21 17.7% 
 More than 5 years   4   3.3% 
    
 Teaching Licensure 
 Fully state licensed 83 69.7% 
 Provisionally licensed  35 29.4% 
 Other   1   0.8% 
    
 State of Employment   
 Illinois 89 74.8% 
 Indiana 30 25.2% 
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Along with demographic characteristics, participants of this study were asked  

to indicate their level of agreement with a statement regarding their future career plans as 

a teacher. To measure career commitment, the following prompt and statement were 

included in the survey instrument: “Thinking about your future career plans, to what 

extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: I plan to continue teaching 

agriculture in a high school classroom for the next 5 years.” As shown in Table 4.2,  

the majority of respondents (63.9%, n = 76) selected strongly agree or agree for this 

statement. On average, novice teachers who participated in this study planned to  

continue teaching agriculture in a high school classroom for the next five years  

(M = 5.57, SD = 1.75). 

 

Table 4.2 
Summary of Respondents’ Future Plans to Continue Teaching in the Next Five Years  
(n = 119) 
 Level of Agreement    N         %  
 Strongly agree 44 37.0%  
 Agree  32 26.9%  
 Somewhat agree 16 13.4%  
 Neither agree nor disagree 0 0.0%  
 Somewhat disagree 8 6.7%  
 Disagree 8 6.7%  
 Strongly disagree 4 3.4%  
 Prefer not to respond 7 5.9%  

Note. Scale for psychosocial constructs was 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree,  
3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 
and 7 = strongly agree. 
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Research Objective One 

Determine the degree of support novice agricultural education teachers perceive  

as available from non-school sources (e.g., spouse or partner, family, friends)  

and school sources (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section 

or district, students, parents, community) of support. 

 

Descriptive statistics were calculated and reported for objective one to  

determine the degree of support novice teachers of agriculture perceived as available 

from non-school sources and school sources of support. For this objective, the author 

calculated the mean for (a) each of the three non-school sources of support, (b) each  

of the nine school sources of support, and (c) the overall mean for the three non-school 

and six school sources of support. A 9-point Likert-type response scale was used for 

respondents to rate their perceived levels of support. Responses were anchored with  

1 = never, 3 = rarely, 5 = sometimes, 7 = often, and 9 = always. As shown in Table 4.3, 

novice agricultural education teachers perceived support as sometimes available from 

non-school (M = 5.83, SD = 1.55) and school (M = 5.39, SD = 1.24) sources. Within the 

two constructs of support, novice teachers perceived the greatest degree of non-school 

support from family (M = 6.69, SD = 1.40), while the greatest degree of school support 

was from teachers in their FFA section or district (M = 5.94, SD = 1.66). Conversely,  

the least degree of support within the two constructs of non-school and school support 

was perceived from spouse or partner (M = 4.97, SD = 1.58) and parents of students  

(M = 4.86, SD = 1.54), respectively. When evaluating the results for the overall mean of 

the three non-school sources of support and the six school sources of support, teachers 
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perceived more support from non-school sources (M = 5.83, SD = 1.55) as compared  

to school sources (M = 5.39, SD = 1.24) of support. However, both fell within the 

parameters of being supported sometimes. 

 

Table 4.3 
Respondents’ Perceived Levels of Support from Non-School and School Sources  
(n = 119) 

Sources of Support  M SD Range  
Non-School Sources of Support     
 Spouse or partner* 4.97 1.58 9.00  
 Family 6.69 1.40 7.60  
 Friends outside of work 5.84 1.54 7.70  
      
School Sources of Support     
 Administrator(s) 5.65 1.90 7.90  
 Teachers at your school 5.45 1.68 7.90  
 Teachers in your FFA section/district 5.94 1.66 7.60  
 Students  5.22 1.39 6.40  
 Parents of your students 4.86 1.54 6.90  
 Community where you teach 5.24 1.55 7.40  
      
 Non-School Sources of Support 5.83 1.55 8.10  
 School Sources of Support 5.39 1.24 5.88  

Note. Scale for psychosocial constructs was 1 = never, 3 = rarely, 5 = sometimes,  
7 = often, and 9 = always (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran 
& Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). 

*Respondents who selected N/A for the spouse or partner variable were coded 0 = N/A. 
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Research Objective Two 

Determine the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, 

instrumental) which novice agricultural education teachers perceive as available. 

 

 To discern the types of social support novice teachers of agriculture perceived as 

available, descriptive statistics were calculated and reported for research objective two. 

Ten items were used in the survey instrument to develop three separate constructs of 

support. Four survey items were used for the emotional/appraisal support construct,  

three survey items were used for the informational support construct, and three items 

were used for the instrumental support construct.  

Respondents rated their perceptions of support using a 9-point Likert-type  

response scale. Responses were anchored with 1 = never, 3 = rarely, 5 = sometimes,  

7 = often, and 9 = always. As shown in Table 4.4, novice agricultural education  

teachers perceived each construct of support as sometimes available. While the 

emotional/appraisal support (M = 5.84, SD = 1.22) was perceived as the most available  

type of social support, respondents’ ratings for informational support (M = 5.60,  

SD = 1.16) and instrumental support (M = 5.61, SD = 1.19) had similar mean results. 

Respondents’ perceptions of each construct fell within the parameter of sometimes available. 

Table 4.4 
Respondents’ Perceived Levels of Varying Types of Support (n = 119) 
Types of Support M SD Range  
 Emotional / Appraisal Support 5.84 1.22 6.16  
 Informational Support 5.60 1.16 5.70  
 Instrumental Support 5.61 1.19 6.33  

Note. Scale for psychosocial constructs was 1 = never, 3 = rarely, 5 = sometimes,  
7 = often, and 9 = always (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran 
& Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). 
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Research Objective Three 

Describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural 

education teachers. 

 

Descriptive statistics were calculated and reported for research objective three  

to describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy for novice teachers of agriculture. 

Respondents rated their perceptions of teacher self-efficacy using a 9-point Likert-type 

response scale anchored with 1 = nothing, 3 = very little, 5 = some influence,  

7 = quite a bit, and 9 = a great deal. As shown in Table 4.5, the author reported mean, 

standard deviation, and reliability (α) for the three constructs of teacher self-efficacy,  

in addition to a score for the overall teacher self-efficacy. This method of reporting is 

consistent with reporting methods used by Tschaennan-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001). 

Novice agricultural education teachers indicated the greatest degree of teacher  

self-efficacy in the area of instructional practices (M = 6.84, SD = 1.12), while the  

least degree of teacher self-efficacy was in the area of student engagement (M = 6.13,  

SD = 1.10). Overall, the mean result for teacher self-efficacy (M = 6.57, SD = 0.96) 

indicated teachers perceived quite a bit of control in their efficacious beliefs for 

managing a classroom, engaging students, and using instructional practices. 
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Table 4.5 
Respondents’ Perceived Levels of Teacher Self-Efficacy (n = 119) 
 Construct M SD Alpha (α) 
 Classroom management  6.75 1.17 .88 
 Student engagement 6.13 1.10 .82 
 Instructional practices 6.84 1.12 .86 
 Overall teacher self-efficacy 6.57 0.96 .91 

Note. Scale for psychosocial constructs was 1 = nothing, 3 = very little, 5 = some 
influence, 7 = quite a bit, 9 = a great deal (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  

 

Assumptions for Regression Analyses 

Field (2013) identified nine assumptions which must be met to draw inferences 

about a population from a multiple linear regression analysis. The first assumption for 

multiple linear regression is that all covariates are categorical or continuous in scale and 

there are no constraints on the variability of the outcome scores. The researcher verified 

all predictor variables for research objective four (e.g., mean for perceived support from 

spouse or partner, family, friends, administrators, teachers, students, parents, and 

community) and research objective five (e.g., mean for perceived emotional/appraisal 

support, informational support, and instrumental support) were either categorical or 

continuous. Moreover, demographic characteristic variables (e.g., total years of teaching, 

gender, relationship status, and teaching licensure), the career commitment variable, and 

the outcome variable of teacher self-efficacy were either categorical or continuous. 

Therefore, the first assumption of multiple regression was met. 

Assumption two requires the outcome variable to be linearly related to the 

predictor variables. The author used P-P plots and scatter plots for visual confirmation  

of linearity (Field, 2013) of research objective four and research objective five  

(See Appendix K). Consequently, this assumption was met. 
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The third assumption for independence of observations was confirmed with  

the Durbin-Watson test. According to Field (2013), a value greater than one and less  

than three is an acceptable measure for the independence of observations assumption.  

The investigator reviewed the Durbin-Watson test results for research objectives four 

(Durbin-Watson value = 1.70) and five (Durbin-Watson value = 1.61) and determined  

all values were within the recommended acceptance level to meet this assumption. 

Assumption four addresses the need for homoscedasticity, or homogeneity of 

variance, between the spread of the outcome scores and the varying points of the 

predictor variables (Field, 2013). This assumption was visually assessed with scatter  

plots of each regression model which displayed standardized predicted values and the 

standardized residuals. Upon visual assessment, the researcher concluded that no curve, 

funnel, or other systematic shape existed (See Appendix K); therefore, the assumption of 

homoscedasticity was met. 

Assumption five requires normal distribution of error, which assumes any 

residuals found in the data are random and the differences between the observed and 

predicted values are normally distributed. The researcher used histograms and P-P plots 

(See Appendix K) to visually assess and confirm assumption five was met.   

The sixth assumption for multiple linear regression assumes all covariates are 

uncorrelated with external variables. To address this assumption, the investigator 

reviewed previous research on the predictive power of the covariates used in the 

regression models and entered each group into separate steps for the regression analysis 

based on the degree of administrative control for the variables. The researcher concluded 

assumption six was met.  
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Assumption seven required confirmation that no perfect multicollinearity existed 

among the predictor variables. The researcher reviewed correlation statistics in addition 

to the variance inflation factor (VIF) to address this assumption. The correlation 

coefficients among independent variables for each regression model were interpreted as 

exhibiting moderate to low levels of correlation (See Appendix K). Furthermore, all 

covariate VIF values were less than 10 and exceeded the tolerance threshold of 0.20 

(Field, 2013); therefore, the researcher met this assumption. 

The eighth assumption of multiple linear regression assumes non-zero variance 

for the predictor variables. Although predictor variables will vary, no zero variance was 

reported (See Appendix K); therefore, this assumption was met. 

Assumption nine for multiple linear regression analysis was independence of 

values on the outcome variable. The sources of support (e.g., non-school and school) and 

the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, and instrumental) 

were separate constructs (Heaney & Israel, 2008; House, 1981; Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Consequently, the 

researcher met this assumption. 
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Research Objective Four 

Describe the contribution of perceived support from non-school sources and 

school sources towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education 

teachers. 

 

H0: Differences in perceived support from non-school sources and school  

sources did not explain a significant (p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher 

self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. 

H1: Differences in perceived support from non-school sources explained a significant  

(p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers. 

H2: Differences in perceived support from school sources explained a significant  

(p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers. 

The researcher identified the dependent (i.e., outcome) variable for the regression 

as the overall mean of teacher self-efficacy. In an effort to enhance the predictive power 

of the regression models while also recognizing the potential influence of other variables 

outside the administrative controls of the study, the researcher chose to include four 

demographic characteristic variables and one variable related to future career plans in 

Step 1 of the regression. The subsequent regression steps included three independent  

(i.e., predictor) variables for non-school sources of support (e.g., spouse or partner, 

family, friends) (Step 2), and the six independent variables for school sources of support 
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(e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section or district, students, 

parents, community) (Step 3).  

The researcher chose to use the hierarchical forced entry method for multiple linear 

regression due to (a) the unknown predictive power of the covariates for sources of support 

used in this study, and (b) to uncover the predictive power of the covariates for demographic 

characteristics and career commitment. The author chose to enter covariates in the regression 

models from least to most administratively controllable, beginning with predictor variables 

for demographic characteristics and future career plans (Step 1), followed by the non-school  

(i.e., personal) sources of support (Step 2). Finally, the six covariates for school sources of 

support were regressed in Step 3. The outcome variable for each regression model was 

teacher self-efficacy.  

As shown in Table 4.6, the researcher calculated and reported the  

unstandardized beta coefficient (B) and standard error (SE B), the standardized beta 

coefficient (β), and significance (p) for all covariates in the regression models. The 

investigator also calculated t-value (t) and the variance inflation factor (VIF) for each 

covariate (See Appendix K). To evaluate the differences between models, the author 

calculated and reported the coefficient of determination (R), the adjusted coefficient of 

determination (R2), the F statistic and the F change statistic.  

Non-School and School Sources of Support. For research objective four, the 

author sought to describe the contribution of perceived support from non-school sources 

and school sources toward teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers.  

To test the Null Hypothesis for this objective, the author performed hierarchical forced 

entry multiple regression. Five covariates were included in the first step of the regression 
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to describe the change in teacher self-efficacy described by demographic characteristics 

and future career plans. Three covariates were added in the second step of the regression 

to describe the proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy explained by perceived 

support from non-school sources.  Finally, six covariates were added in the third step of 

the regression to evaluate the contribution of school sources of support on novice teacher 

self-efficacy. The outcome variable for each regression step was teacher self-efficacy.   

The Null Hypothesis for research objective four stated the differences in 

perceived support from non-school and school sources did not explain a significant  

(p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy for novice agricultural education 

teachers. The researcher determined Model 3 was significant, F = 3.85(6,104, p < .05). 

Furthermore, three covariates included in the model were statistically significant (p < .05) 

predictors for teacher self-efficacy. Of the three statistically significant variables, one 

variable was demographic (total years of teaching), while the other two variables were 

school sources of support (students and community). Consequently, the investigator 

rejected the Null Hypothesis. 
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Model 1 – Demographic Characteristics and Future Plans. In Model 1,  

the author entered four demographic characteristic variables and one variable for future 

career plans in the regression. The results of this statistical test indicated two significant 

(p < .05) variables which predicted teacher self-efficacy. Those two variables were total 

years of teaching (p = .02) and future plans to teach (p = .02). Overall, the model was 

significant, F = 2.78(5,113, p < .05). The contribution of the variables for future plans  

to teach in addition to demographic characteristics (e.g., total years of teaching, gender, 

relationship status, and teaching licensure) explained 7.0% (adjusted R2 = .07) of the 

variance in teacher self-efficacy. 

Model 2 – Non-school Sources of Support. Model 2 of the regression  

included (a) four demographic characteristic variables and one variable for future career 

plans, and (b) the three non-school sources of support. One non-school source of support 

variable, friends outside of work, was statistically significant (p = .01); however, the 

overall model for Step 2 of the regression was not significant (p < .05). As a result, the 

investigator determined differences in non-school sources of support did not explain a 

significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers; therefore, the researcher rejected Hypothesis 1 of 

research objective four.  

Model 3 – School Sources of Support. The investigator added the six school 

sources of support in the third step of the regression. Therefore, Model 3 included  

(a) four demographic characteristic variables and one variable for future career plans;  

(b) three variables for non-school sources of support; and (c) six variables for school 

sources of support. From this analysis, the researcher determined the overall model was 
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statistically significant, F = 3.85(6,104, p < .05). When controlling for all other variables, 

demographic characteristics and future career plans contributed 7.0% (adjusted R2 = .07) 

of the variance for teacher self-efficacy, while school sources of support contributed 

25.3% (adjusted R2 = .25) of the variance for teacher self-efficacy. From this 

investigation, the researcher determined differences in perceived support from school 

sources explained a significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher 

self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers; therefore, the researcher accepted 

Hypothesis 2 for research objective four.  

Furthermore, individual assessment of Model 3 revealed three statistically 

significant (p < .05) covariates for teacher self-efficacy. The demographic characteristic 

for total years of teaching maintained significance (p = .01), while the support teachers 

perceived as available from students (p = .00) and community (p = .02) were also 

statistically significant predictors. The findings from this study revealed novice teachers’ 

perceptions of support from students (β = 0.43) was four times more predictive of teacher 

self-efficacy than future plans to teach (β = 0.07), and twice as predictive as total years  

of teaching (β = 0.27). Similarly, perceived support from community (β = 0.34) was three 

times more predictive than future plans to teach, and nearly twice as predictive as total 

years of teaching.  

 

Research Objective Five 

Describe the contribution of the types of social support (e.g., emotional,  

appraisal, informational, and instrumental) toward teacher self-efficacy in  

novice agricultural education teachers. 



83 
 

H0: Differences in perceived support from three types of social support did not 

explain a significant (p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in 

novice agricultural education teachers. 

H1: Differences in perceived support from three types of social support explained 

a significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in 

novice agricultural education teachers. 

For research objective five, the author identified the dependent (i.e., outcome) 

variable for the regression as the overall mean of teacher self-efficacy reported by the 

sample population. In an effort to enhance the predictive power of the regression models 

while also recognizing the potential influence of other variables outside the 

administrative controls of the study, the researcher chose to include four demographic 

characteristic variables and one variable related to future career plans in Step 1 of the 

regression. In Step 2 of the regression, the researcher added the mean of the three social 

support constructs (e.g., emotional/appraisal support, informational support, and 

instrumental support) as the independent (i.e., predictor) variables. 

The author chose to use the hierarchical forced entry method for multiple linear 

regression due to (a) the unknown predictive power of the covariates for the types of social 

support used in this study, and (b) to uncover the predictive power of the covariates for 

demographic characteristics and career commitment. The author chose to enter covariates  

in the regression models from least to most administratively controllable, beginning with 

variables for demographic characteristics and future career plans. For this reason, Step 1 

included only the demographic variables and the variable for future career plans.  

The three social support variables were added in Step 2 of the regression.  
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As shown in Table 4.7, the author calculated and reported the unstandardized  

beta coefficient (B) and standard error (SE B), the standardized beta coefficient (β),  

and significance (p) for all covariates in the regression models. The investigator also 

calculated t-value (t) and the variance inflation factor (VIF) for each covariate  

(See Appendix K). To evaluate the differences between models, the author calculated  

and reported the coefficient of determination (R), the adjusted coefficient of 

determination (R2), the F statistic and the F change statistic.  

 

Table 4.7 
Hierarchical Forced Entry Multiple Linear Regression of Respondents’ Teacher  
Self-Efficacy using Selected Demographic Characteristics and Perceptions of Various 
Types Social Support (n = 119) 

 Model 1  Model 2 
 B SE B β p*  B SE B β p* 

(Constant) 6.19 .52  .00  4.52 .69  .00 
Total years teaching  .12 .05 .23 .02  .15 .05 .29 .00 
Future plans to teach .10 .04 .22 .02  .06 .04 .12 .18 
Gender -.27 .19 -.13 .16  -.20 .18 -.10 .28 
Relationship status -.01 .04 -.03 .76  .00 .04 .01 .95 
Teaching licensure .02 .11 .01 .89  .04 .11 .03 .70 
Emotional/Appraisal       .16 .13 .20 .21 
Informational       .16 .12 .19 .20 
Instrumental       -.04 .14 -.05 .78 
Adjusted R2  0.07    0.15  
F  2.78 (5,113)    4.38 (3,110)  
∆R2  0.11    0.10  
∆F  2.78    4.38  

Note. The dependent variable for Model 1 and Model 2 is the mean for overall teacher 
self-efficacy. Independent variables for the types of social support included 
emotional/appraisal support, informational support, and instrumental support.  
*p < .05 
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Types of Social Support. For research objective five, the author sought to 

describe the contribution of the three types of social support toward teacher self-efficacy 

in novice teachers of agriculture. Hierarchical forced entry multiple linear regression was 

utilized by the investigator to test the null hypothesis. In this statistical analysis, four 

demographic characteristic variables, one variable for future career plans, and the three 

social support constructs were included as covariates in the regression.  

Null Hypothesis and Hypothesis 1. The author analyzed Model 2 of the 

regression to test the Null Hypothesis and Hypothesis 1 for research objective five. The 

overall model was significant, F = 4.38(3,110, p < .05); however, the only statistically 

significant (p < .05) covariate in Model 2 was total years of teaching (p = .00). The three 

social support constructs of emotional/appraisal support, informational support, and 

instrumental support were not statistically significant (p < .05) predictors of novice 

teacher self-efficacy.  

When controlling for other variables, demographic characteristics and future 

career plans explained 7.0% (adjusted R2 = .07) of the variance in teacher self-efficacy, 

while the addition of the three types of social support in Model 2 explained 14.7% 

(adjusted R2 = .15) of the variance in teacher self-efficacy. After analyzing the results 

from Model 2, the researcher concluded the differences among the social support 

constructs did not did not explain a significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of 

variance of teacher self-efficacy in novice teachers of agriculture. Consequently,  

the researcher accepted the Null Hypothesis and rejected Hypothesis 1 for research 

objective five. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this descriptive-relational study was to determine the degree of  

social support novice agricultural education teachers experience from various sources and 

types of social support, in addition to the influence of perceived support on novice teacher 

self-efficacy. 

Research Objectives 

1. Determine the degree of support novice agricultural education teachers perceive  

as available from non-school sources (e.g., spouse or partner, family, friends)  

and school sources (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section 

or district, students, parents, community) of support. 

 
2. Determine the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, 

instrumental) which novice agricultural education teachers perceive as available. 

 
3. Describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural  

education teachers. 

 
4. Describe the contribution of perceived support from non-school sources and school 

sources towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. 
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H0: Differences in perceived support from non-school sources and school sources did 

not explain a significant (p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in 

novice agricultural education teachers. 

H1: Differences in perceived support from non-school sources explained a significant  

(p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers. 

H2: Differences in perceived support from school sources explained a significant  

(p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers. 

 

5. Describe the contribution of the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, 

informational, instrumental) toward teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural 

education teachers. 

 

H0: Differences in perceived support from three types of social support did not 

explain a significant (p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers. 

H1: Differences in perceived support from three types of social support explained a 

significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in 

novice agricultural education teachers. 
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Limitations of the Study 

The purposeful sample for this study included novice agricultural education 

teachers who were employed in the State of Illinois or the State of Indiana. The researcher 

identified this group as a time and place sample, representative of the population (Oliver & 

Hinkle, 1982) of agricultural teachers in Illinois and Indiana. As a result, the use of inferential 

statistical analysis was justified for this study as the population was considered to be a 

representative sample of future populations of novice agriculture teachers in Illinois and 

Indiana. However, caution should be used when applying the results of this purposive sample 

to populations of novice teachers in other disciplines, or to populations of agricultural 

education teachers in other states. Additionally, even though most respondents presumably 

had access to reliable internet service and adequate time to complete the questionnaire, some 

respondents may not have completed the questionnaire due to internet connectivity issues or 

time constraints. The names of novice teachers for this sample were provided by agricultural 

education affiliates and university teacher educators from each state; the contact information 

for novice teachers in this sample was accessed through public online directories. Contact 

information for teachers was not verified through a secondary source; consequently, some 

inaccuracies may have existed in the information acquired from public sources.   

Research Design 

The purpose of this descriptive-relational quantitative study was to determine the 

degree of social support novice agricultural education teachers experience from various 

sources and types of social support, in addition to the influence of perceived support on 

novice teacher self-efficacy. 
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Population and Sample 

The target population for this study included a purposeful sample of novice high 

school agricultural education teachers (N = 296) from Illinois (n = 192) and Indiana (n = 104) 

with five or fewer years of teaching experience during the 2016-2017 academic year. Names 

and email addresses for teachers employed in Illinois were obtained from the Facilitating 

Coordination for Agricultural Education (FCAE) Program Advisors and the Illinois 

Association of Vocational Agriculture Teachers (IAVAT) public online directory (IAVAT 

Directory, 2016). The names of teachers employed in Indiana with five or fewer years of 

teaching experience were obtained from faculty at Purdue University; the email addresses  

for teachers were obtained through the Indiana Association of Agricultural Educators (IAAE) 

public online directory (IAAE Directory, 2016). 

Instrumentation  

The author utilized features of Qualtrics, an online survey platform, to create and 

distribute the survey instrument. The questionnaire included three survey instruments, in 

addition to questions related to personal and work-related demographic characteristics.  

Social Support Scale. The social support scale, developed by the researcher, was  

the first survey instrument in the questionnaire. Ten survey items were used to evaluate  

three social support constructs (e.g., emotional/appraisal support, informational support,  

and instrumental support) from three non-school sources of support (e.g., spouse or partner, 

family, friends) and six school sources of support (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, 

teachers in FFA section or district, students, parents, community). The items and the  

Likert-type scales used in the instrument were primarily adapted from survey instruments 

created by House (1981) regarding the impact of social support and stress on overall health, 
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and research conducted by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2002, 2007) on teachers’ 

perceptions of support (i.e., verbal persuasion) from administration, colleagues, parents,  

and community. Moreover, the development of the social support survey items was also 

influenced by the Medical Outcomes Study: Social Support Survey (MOS-SSS) (Sherbourne 

& Stewart, 1991), the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) (Zimet 

et al., 1988), the Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL) (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983), 

and The Social Provisions Scale (SPS) (Russell & Cutruna, 1984). Adaptations were made  

to the survey items to more accurately evaluate teachers’ perceptions of support relative to 

work and personal life responsibilities of a teacher (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Smith et al., 2013; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007), in 

addition to the expectations of teachers of agriculture (Terry & Briers, 2010). A 9-point 

response scale with alternating anchor points was used to determine the degree of perceived 

support received from three non-school and six school sources of support within the context 

of three social support constructs. Anchors for the 9-point Likert-type scale assessing the 

degree of perceived support were 1 = never, 3 = rarely, 5 = sometimes, 7 = often, and  

9 = always. The use of a 9-point response scale with anchors on alternating points is 

consistent with Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2002, 2007) research on teachers’ 

perceived quality of support (i.e., verbal persuasion) received from administration, 

colleagues, parents, and community. Results from the pilot test (N = 27) of the survey 

instrument reflected “excellent” internal consistency (Cronbach, 1951; Nunnally, 1978)  

for the emotional/appraisal construct (α = .96), informational construct (α = .92), and  

the instrumental construct (α = .95). Additionally, Cronbach’s alpha estimates of internal 

consistency for the three non-school sources of support ranged from .89 to .92, while the 
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internal reliabilities for the six school sources of support ranged from .89 to .96. These 

reliability estimates exceeded the minimum coefficient threshold of .70 recommended by 

Nunnally (1978). 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. The second survey instrument used in the 

questionnaire was the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form), developed by 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001). This survey instrument was used to measure 

teacher self-efficacy. The instrument has been widely described as the superior measurement 

to assess teacher self-efficacy, regardless of personal or school characteristics (Duffin et al., 

2012; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(short form) includes twelve items which asked participants to evaluate their beliefs of  

their ability to influence or control factors related to instructional practices, classroom 

management, and student engagement.  Anchors for the 9-point Likert-type scale assessing 

teacher self-efficacy were 1 = nothing, 3 = very little, 5 = some influence, 7 = quite a bit,  

and 9 = a great deal. This commercially available survey instrument has been assessed for 

validity and reliability. The published reliabilities for the three constructs (e.g., instructional 

practices, student engagement, and classroom management) of the Teachers’ Sense of  

Efficacy Scale (short form) range from .81 to .90 (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 

Career Commitment. The third survey instrument was a one-item measure used to 

assess career commitment. The survey item was modified from a question used by Hancock 

and Scherff (2010) wherein the researchers used a dependent variable to measure attrition 

risk. In this survey instrument, participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with 

the following statement, “Thinking about your future career plans, to what extent do you 

agree or disagree with the following statement: I plan to continue teaching agriculture in a 
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high school classroom for the next 5 years.” The single-item question asked participants to 

choose from one of seven responses. The seven possible options were 1 = strongly disagree, 

2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 5 = somewhat 

agree, 6 = agree, and 7 = strongly agree. A prefer not to respond option and a text box  

for qualitative comments was also provided. 

Demographic Characteristics. In addition to the three survey instruments for  

social support, teacher self-efficacy, and career commitment, the researcher also collected 

information from subjects regarding personal and work-related demographic characteristics. 

Respondents self-reported their total years of teaching experience, gender, relationship status, 

and the form of teaching licensure in which they were currently employed. A panel of 

experts, consisting of four faculty from two universities who specialize in agricultural 

education and agricultural leadership education disciplines, reviewed and verified the face 

and content validity of the instrument.   

Data Collection 

Following data collection protocols from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at  

the University of Illinois and University of Missouri, participant consent was required prior 

to data collection. Required participant consent, a description of the research project, its 

purpose, and the known risks to participants who engaged in the research project, were 

included in the opening page of the online survey instrument (See Appendix A). 

Furthermore, participants were informed of their right to terminate participation at any time 

without penalty to current or future activities with the universities. The opening page of the 

survey instrument also listed IRB required release and consent language, in addition to 

contact information for the IRB and the researcher.   
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Guided by recommendations from Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009) for  

survey design, the investigator distributed a link for the questionnaire to participants  

(i.e., novice high school agriculture educators from Illinois and Indiana with five or fewer 

years of teaching experience) one week following the distribution of an advanced notice 

email (See Appendices D and E). Reminder emails were distributed to participants three  

days prior to and one day prior to the requested completion date (See Appendices F and G). 

The author utilized features of Qualtrics, an online survey platform, to distribute the emails  

to participants. From the 296 invited teachers, 119 completed responses, yielding a 40.20% 

response rate.  

Controlling for non-response. To ensure external validity of the data, the  

author used recommended procedures from Lindner and colleagues (2001) to control for 

non-response error. After first using suggested protocols to collect as many responses as 

possible (Miller & Smith, 1983), the researcher utilized two comparison methods to analyze 

non-response error among the respondents. The first method used was the Comparison of 

Early to Late Respondents. Seeking the minimum of 30 respondents for this comparison,  

the researcher identified participants who completed the questionnaire after the first reminder 

email on November 8. These respondents were coded as “Late” responders (n = 34), while 

the remaining were coded as “Early” responders (n = 85). The researcher calculated and 

reported results of an independent samples t-test for 12 variables. The variables in this 

analysis included demographic characteristics, the sources and types of social support, career 

commitment, and the perceived levels of teacher self-efficacy (See Appendix K). Assessing 

results from Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, no significant differences were 

found between the two groups of respondents for 10 out of the 12 variables; however, the 
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results from Levene’s test indicated statistically significant unequal variances between early 

and late groups of respondents (p < .05) for two variables. The two variables of concern were 

future career plans, F(1,117) = 5.09, p < .05, and non-school sources of support,  

F(1,117) = 6.37, p < .05. These results prompted the investigator to use a second method to 

evaluate non-response error, “Days to Respond” as a Regression Variable. The investigator 

calculated the difference between each respondent’s completion date and requested 

completion date (November 11, 2016) to create the Days to Respond continuous variable. 

The Days to Respond variable was included in a linear regression equation as the 

independent variable, while the dependent variables for two separate forced entry regressions 

were future career plans and non-school sources of support. Results of the regression 

revealed that (a) 4.10% of the variance in respondents’ future career plans was explained by 

the number of days to respond, while (b) 1.50% of the variance in respondents’ perceived 

support from non-school sources was explained by the number of days available to respond. 

The results of the regression prompted the researcher to (a) use some degree of caution in 

evaluation of the future career plans variable, and (b) accept the null hypothesis for the non-

school sources of support covariate; thus, considering this as a valid measurement, 

generalizable to the target population. 
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Research Objective One  

Determine the degree of support novice agricultural education teachers perceive  

as available from non-school sources (e.g., spouse or partner, family, friends)  

and school sources (e.g., administrators, teachers at school, teachers in FFA section 

or district, students, parents, community) of support. 

 

Summary of Findings 

The intent of research objective one was to determine the degree of support novice 

agricultural education teachers perceived as available from non-school sources of support 

(e.g., spouse or partner, family, friends) and school sources of support (e.g., administrators, 

teachers at school, teachers in FFA section or district, students, parents, community). 

Research objective one was analyzed from the perspective of the novice agricultural 

education teacher. Participants were asked to estimate their level of perceived support from 

three non-school sources and six school sources of support. The scale used to rate perceived 

support had alternating anchor points which ranged from 1 = never to 9 = always. Novice 

teachers of agriculture perceived support as sometimes available from non-school sources of 

support (M = 5.83, SD = 1.55) and school sources of support (M = 5.39, SD = 1.24).  

Conclusions  

 Based on the findings, novice teachers of agriculture perceived more support  

from non-school (i.e., personal) sources of support than school sources of support. 

Individual assessment of non-school sources of support revealed that teachers perceived the 

greatest degree of support from family (M = 6.69, SD = 1.40) and the least degree of support 

from a spouse or partner (M = 4.97, SD = 1.58). When individually evaluating the six 
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school sources of support, teachers indicated the greatest degree of support from teachers 

in their FFA section or district (M = 5.94, SD = 1.66) and the least degree of support from 

parents of students (M = 4.86, SD = 1.54).  

Implications 

Non-school Sources of Support. The psychological perception of support is 

influenced by type, quality, and frequency of social interactions in relationships or  

social networks (Brouwers et al., 2001; Deangelis et al., 2013; Fantilli & McDougall, 

2009; Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Wethington & Kessler, 1986). Furthermore, knowledge  

of the characteristics of supportive relationships and social networks leads to the 

presumption that novice teachers would attain the essence of a quality relationship  

(i.e., feelings of companionship, value, love, and belonging) (Chou, 2015; Cobb, 1976) 

from personal relationships with a spouse or partner, family, or friends (i.e., non-school 

sources of support). This postulation was reinforced by teachers’ indications of family 

providing the greatest degree of support, described as often, when compared with the 

mean for all nine measured sources of support, described as sometimes.  

Whereas novice teachers felt the greatest degree of support from family, their 

perceptions of support from friends outside of work and spouse or partner were perceived 

as sometimes available. This impression of support from friends outside of work may be a 

consequence of geographic isolation for novice teachers who start their career in a new 

community (Buchanan et al., 2013; House, 2001). Additionally, novice teachers in this 

study indicated the least degree of support from a spouse or partner. However, it must 

also be acknowledged that respondents who selected N/A for the ten survey items which 

assessed the degree of support from a spouse or partner were coded 0 = N/A in the 



97 
 

descriptive statistics analysis. With nearly half of the respondents (46.2%) indicating they 

were divorced, never married, or preferred not to respond, the low mean for this non-school 

source of support accurately reflects the absence of support from a spouse or partner in this 

sample population. 

School Sources of Support. Novice teachers in this sample population perceived 

the greatest degree of school support from teachers in their FFA section or district. 

Novice teachers’ perceptions of support from teachers in their FFA section or district 

may be attributed to (a) the appropriateness of a match between the support needed and 

the type of support provided; (b) the influence of mutual respect and social comparison 

on perceived support; or (c) the value of type, quality, and frequency of social 

interactions on perceptions of available support (Beard et al., 2010; Brouwers et al., 

2001; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Cohen, 2004; Collie et al., 2012; Cornu, 2013; Darling-

Hammond, 2003; Deangelis et al., 2013; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Heaney & Israel, 

2008; Kitchel et al., 2012; Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Nurullah, 2012; Wethington & Kessler, 

1986; Wong, 2015). With respect to these essential characteristics of support, it is 

justifiable that novice teachers might perceive the greatest degree of support from 

teachers in their FFA section or district.  

Novice Teachers in Other Disciplines. When evaluating the results from 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2002, 2007) research on novice teachers’ 

perceptions of support and the influence of support on teacher self-efficacy, novice 

teachers of agriculture in this study expressed a similar degree of support from parents  

of students. When assessing the results for the school sources of support evaluated in 

each study (e.g., administrators, teachers, parents, community), novice teachers in both 
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groups indicated the least degree of support from parents of students. The results from 

psychological research confirm that type, quality, and frequency of interactions impact 

individuals’ perceptions of support. Consequently, the perceived lack of support from 

parents of students may be a reflection of teachers’ infrequent and predominantly 

negative interactions with parents of students. 

Aside from the similar results for novice teachers’ perceptions of support from 

parents of students, novice teachers in this study differed from novice teachers in other 

disciplines in all other measured variables. The most notable discrepancies were 

discovered in novice teachers’ perceptions of support from the community, colleagues 

(i.e., teachers at your school), and administrator(s) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Novice agricultural education teachers 

in this study perceived more support from the community as compared to novice teachers 

in other disciplines. Novice agricultural education teachers’ elevated ratings of perceived 

support from the community may be attributed to the increased expectations of 

community involvement for teachers with extracurricular responsibilities (Terry & Briers, 

2010). Contrasting results also emerged between the two groups of novice teachers in the 

support they perceived from administrator(s) and colleagues (i.e., teachers at your 

school). Novice teachers of agriculture in this study indicated less support from 

administrator(s) and colleagues (i.e., teachers at your school) when likened to a peer 

group of novice teachers from other disciplines (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Due to the nature of many agricultural 

education programs, novice teachers of agriculture may be expressing consequences of 

physical and professional isolation (Buchanan et al., 2013). The physical location of 
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agricultural education classrooms is often separated from other classrooms, sometimes  

in a completely different building away from the remainder of the school. This physical 

distance from the rest of the school population may result in infrequent interactions with 

administrators and colleagues, thus decreasing the degree of perceived support from these 

sources. To help combat negative effects of isolation, administrators and other teachers  

in the school should actively seek opportunities to engage with novice teachers in a  

non-judgmental, supportive context. This form of engagement may occur during informal 

interactions outside the classroom. 

 

Research Objective Two  

Determine the types of social support (e.g., emotional/appraisal, informational, 

instrumental) which novice agricultural education teachers perceive as available. 

 

Summary of Findings 

 The author used research objective two to clarify the types of social support  

which novice agricultural education teachers perceived as available. Research objective 

two was evaluated from the perspective of the novice agricultural education teacher.  

The participants’ responses to ten survey items were aligned with three social support 

constructs (e.g., emotional/appraisal support, informational support, instrumental support). 

Participants were asked to indicate their perceptions of support from three non-school 

sources and six school sources on a scale with alternating anchor points ranging from  

1 = never to 9 = always. Novice teachers of agriculture indicated support as sometimes 
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available in the form of emotional/appraisal support (M = 5.84, SD = 1.22), informational 

support (M = 5.60, SD = 1.16) and instrumental support (M = 5.61, SD = 1.19). 

Conclusions  

In his research on the influence of social support and its relationship to stress  

and negative health outcomes, House (1981) determined emotional support was the  

most prevalent and beneficial type of support in the workplace, followed by instrumental 

support; novice teachers’ assessment of emotional/appraisal support is consistent with 

these findings. No distinguishable differences were found between informational and 

instrumental support constructs for this group of novice agricultural education teachers. 

Implications 

Novice agricultural education teachers concluded emotional/appraisal support 

was the most available type of support. Social science researchers have determined 

emotional and appraisal support is primarily acquired through intimate, personal 

relationships. Even though nearly half of the novice teachers of agriculture in this study 

indicated they were not currently in a relationship with a spouse or partner, their 

estimation of emotional/appraisal support in relation to the other types of support was 

consistent with previous research findings (Heaney & Israel, 2008; House, 1981). 

Conversely, researchers have determined informational and instrumental support are 

most frequently expressed through professional relationships. Similar mean and standard 

deviation results among the three social support constructs evaluated in this study suggest 

novice teachers were challenged to discern the specific type of social support they 

perceived as available from the three non-school sources of support and six school 

sources of support.  
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Although the individual types of social support were not significant, the 

significance of the overall model affirms the need for support. Regardless of the type of 

support received or perceived as available, the psychological perception of support helps 

individuals cope with professional and personal life stressors. To further enhance the 

impact of support, researchers have determined the most beneficial support is provided 

within the context of a relationship founded on mutual trust and respect (Brouwers et al., 

2001; Cohen, 2004; DeAngelis et al., 2013; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Lakey & 

Cohen, 2000; Nurullah, 2012; Uchino, 2009). As a result, novice teachers must develop 

quality relationships with individuals whom they trust and respect to mitigate a multitude 

of psychological challenges. The perceived availability of support in quality relationships 

may potentially reduce the likelihood of teacher attrition.  

 

Research Objective Three  

Describe the perceived level of teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural 

education teachers. 

 

Summary of Findings 

 The purpose of research objective three was to describe the perceived level of 

teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. Research objective three 

was evaluated from the perspective of the novice agricultural education teacher. Novice 

teachers reported their perceptions of teacher self-efficacy using a 9-point Likert-type 

response scale with alternating anchor points ranging from 1 = nothing to 9 = a great deal. 

In addition to overall teacher self-efficacy, the author also sought to determine the perceived 
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level of teacher self-efficacy within the three constructs of Efficacy in Student Engagement, 

Efficacy in Instructional Practices, and Efficacy in Classroom Management. Novice 

agricultural education teachers in this study indicated the greatest level of teacher  

self-efficacy in the area of instructional practices (M = 6.84, SD = 1.12), followed by 

classroom management (M = 6.75, SD = 1.17). The least degree of teacher self-efficacy 

was perceived by novice agricultural education teachers in the area of student 

engagement (M = 6.13, SD = 1.10). On average, novice teachers in this study believed 

they had quite a bit of influence (M = 6.57, SD = 0.96) to bring about desired outcomes 

of student engagement and learning, regardless of how difficult or unmotivated the 

student may be (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  

Conclusions  

Novice teachers of agriculture in this study expressed lower efficacious beliefs in 

each construct of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale than novice educators in similar 

research (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2007). The only notable similarity between the two groups of novice teachers was 

in their efficacious beliefs regarding student engagement; novice teachers in each study 

perceived the least efficacy for student engagement. Overall, teachers’ low efficacious 

beliefs in instructional practices, classroom management, and student engagement imply 

novice teachers of agriculture lack a belief in their own ability to be an effective educator 

who can bring about desired outcomes of student learning.   

Implications 

 Literature confirms low teacher self-efficacy is a primary reason teachers  

choose to leave the profession (Brown et al., 2014; Knobloch & Whittington, 2007; 
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McKim & Velez, 2015; Swam et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). 

Moreover, low perceptions of teacher self-efficacy negatively impact student 

achievement (Hancock & Scherff, 2010; Kelly & Northrop, 2015; Sorenson & McKim, 

2014; Struyven & Vanthournout, 2014). The most influential source of teacher self-

efficacy is mastery experiences, but novice teachers have limited mastery experiences  

to draw upon (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Furthermore, even though 

mastery experiences are the most influential source of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977),  

the effectiveness of a mastery experience and one’s determination of a successful 

performance is influenced by verbal or social persuasion (Bandura, 1982). As a result, 

novice teachers, who are in the most critical and formative stages of their development, 

should be provided more opportunities to develop their teacher self-efficacy beliefs  

by way of vicarious experiences, physiological and emotional arousal, and verbal or  

social persuasion.  

In an effort to increase student achievement, improve job satisfaction, and 

enhance career commitment for novice teachers, school administrators should devote 

more time and resources to the development of teacher self-efficacy. Novice teachers 

should be provided opportunities to create mastery experiences; moreover, to enhance  

the likelihood novice teachers will deem the experience worthy of mastery achievement, 

school sources of support should provide timely, constructive feedback in the form of 

verbal or social persuasion.  

Another strategy which can be used by administrators to potentially help develop 

novice teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs is to offer a formalized mentoring or induction 

program. Successful mentoring or induction programs should allocate designated times 
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for novice teachers to collaborate with mentors about instructional strategies, reflect  

on experiences, and observe teachers in their classroom environment (i.e., vicarious 

experiences) (Kram & Ragins, 2007; National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, Carroll, 2005). The cumulative effects of mastery and vicarious experiences, 

supported with verbal or social persuasion, will nurture physiological and emotional 

stimulation; thus, potentially enhancing efficacious beliefs.  

 

Research Objective Four  

Describe the contribution of perceived support from non-school sources and 

school sources towards teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural education 

teachers. 

 

Summary of Findings 

The intent of research objective four was to describe the contribution of  

perceived support from non-school sources and school sources toward teacher self-

efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers. To test the null hypothesis for this 

objective, the author performed hierarchical forced entry multiple regression. The 

outcome variable for the regression was the overall mean of teacher self-efficacy.  

Five covariates were included in the first step of the regression to describe the change  

in teacher self-efficacy described by demographic characteristics and future career plans. 

Three covariates were added in the second step of the regression to describe the 

proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy explained by perceived support from  

non-school sources of support.  Finally, six covariates were added in the third step of  
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the regression to evaluate the contribution of school sources of support on novice  

teacher self-efficacy.  

Null Hypothesis. The Null Hypothesis for research objective four stated the 

differences in perceived support from non-school sources and school sources did not 

explain a significant (p < .05) proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy for novice  

agricultural education teachers. The researcher determined Model 3 was significant,  

F = 3.85(6,104, p < .05). Furthermore, three covariates included in the model were 

statistically significant (p < .05) predictors of teacher self-efficacy. Of the three 

statistically significant variables, one variable was demographic (total years of  

teaching), while the other two variables were school sources of support (students  

and community). Consequently, the investigator rejected the Null Hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 1: Non-school Sources of Support. Model 2 of the regression 

analysis included (a) four demographic characteristic variables and one variable for 

future career plans, and (b) the three non-school sources of support. One non-school 

source of support variable, friends outside of work, was statistically significant; however, 

the overall model for Step 2 of the regression was not significant (p < .05). The result of 

this analysis implied the differences in non-school sources of support did not explain a 

significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher self-efficacy in novice 

agricultural education teachers; therefore, the researcher rejected Hypothesis 1 of 

research objective four. 

Hypothesis 2: School Sources of Support. Model 3 of the regression included 

(a) four demographic characteristic variables and one variable for future career plans;  

(b) three variables for non-school sources of support; and (c) six variables for school 
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sources of support. From this analysis, the researcher determined the overall model was 

statistically significant, F = 3.85(6,104, p < .05). When controlling for all other variables, 

demographic characteristics and future career plans contributed 7.0% (adjusted R2 = .07) 

of the variance for teacher self-efficacy, while school sources of support contributed 

25.3% (adjusted R2 = .25) of the variance for teacher self-efficacy. From this 

investigation, the researcher determined differences in perceived support from school 

sources explained a significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in teacher 

self-efficacy in novice agricultural education teachers; therefore, the researcher accepted 

Hypothesis 2 for research objective four.  

Furthermore, individual assessment of Model 3 revealed three statistically 

significant (p < .05) covariates for teacher self-efficacy. The demographic characteristic 

for total years of teaching maintained significance (p = .01), while the support teachers 

perceived as available from students (p = .00) and community (p = .02) were also 

statistically significant predictors of teacher self-efficacy. As shown in Figure 5.1,  

the findings from this study reveal that novice teachers’ perceptions of support from 

students (β = 0.43) is four times more predictive of teacher self-efficacy than future  

plans to teach (β = 0.07), and twice as predictive as total years of teaching (β = 0.27). 

Similarly, perceived support from community (β = 0.34) was three times more predictive 

than future plans to teach (β = 0.07), and nearly twice as predictive as total years of 

teaching (β = 0.27).  
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Figure 5.1 Standardized Beta (β) coefficients and significance levels (p) for covariates of 
school sources of support and years of teaching experience on the outcome variable of 
teacher self-efficacy.  
 

 

Conclusions  

Non-school Sources of Support. Based on the results from this study, 

conclusions can be made regarding the influence of non-school sources of support on  

the development of teacher self-efficacy in novice teachers of agriculture. As shown  

in Model 2 of the regression, the cumulative effects of non-school sources of support 

were not statistically significant (p < .05) predictors of teacher self-efficacy. Controlling 

for demographic characteristics, total years of teaching experience, and future plans to 

teach, novice teachers indicated the support they perceived from non-school sources  

only accounted for 10.8% of the variance in novice teacher self-efficacy. Thus, the 

variance in teacher self-efficacy explained by non-school sources of support was not 

statistically significant.   
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Among the non-school sources of support (e.g., spouse or partner, family, and 

friends outside of work), only one source of support was statistically significant in the 

regression (Model 2). Support from friends outside of work, in addition to covariates  

for years of teaching experience and future plans to teach, accounted for a majority of  

the variance in teacher self-efficacy experienced by novice teachers of agriculture.  

Although these results initially imply a lack of support from non-school sources, the 

author recognizes the unique circumstances surrounding the spouse or partner covariate 

in the regression. With nearly half (43.2%) of the respondents reporting they were not 

currently in a relationship, the spouse or partner variable included in each of the ten 

survey items was coded 0 = N/A. The result of this coding decision may have  

contributed to the non-significant outcome of the variance in teacher self-efficacy 

explained by non-school sources of support. However, the findings from the regression 

led the researcher to conclude the support novice teachers of agriculture perceived from 

non-school sources of support did not explain a significant proportion of variance in 

teacher self-efficacy. 

School Sources of Support. The results from this study provide strong  

evidence that novice teachers’ perceptions of available support from school sources 

contribute a significant and unique proportion of the variance in teacher self-efficacy  

for novice teachers of agriculture. More than 25% of the variance in teacher self-efficacy  

was explained by novice teachers’ perceptions of support from school sources. More 

specifically, novice teachers’ estimations of perceived support from students and 

community were significant predictors of teacher self-efficacy.  
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Whereas the covariate for total years of teaching implies acquisition of mastery 

experiences and mastery experiences are widely recognized as the primary source of 

teacher self-efficacy, the results from this study imply the support novice agricultural 

education teachers perceive from students and community in the form of verbal or social 

persuasion has greater predictive influence on teacher self-efficacy than mastery 

experiences. These findings contradict research from Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk 

Hoy (2002, 2007) who concluded the contribution of interpersonal support was not a 

significant predictor of teacher self-efficacy in novice teachers. However, the author 

acknowledges Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2002, 2007) did not include support 

from students as a covariate in their analyses.  

Implications 

Although the psychological construct of support is complex, researchers  

confirm the perception of support (a) is influenced by the quality and frequency of social 

interactions; (b) is of greater value when perceived as available compared to support 

which is received; (c) instills a sense of belonging within a community or support 

network; and (d) aids in fulfillment of basic human needs to feel valued, cared for, and 

loved (Chan, 2002; Chou, 2015; Cohen, 2004; Heaney & Israel, 2008; Lakey & Cohen, 

2000; Maslow, 1943; Maslow, 1954; Nurullah, 2012; Uchino, 2009). Furthermore, the 

characteristics of support are demonstrated within the context of relationships with 

others, which subsequently contributes to an individual’s physiological, psychological, 

and emotional well-being. With respect to previous research on teacher development 

(Fuller, 1969), the sources of teacher self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2001), and known malleability of teacher self-efficacy in the early stages of a career 
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(Bandura, 1997) justify the need for novice teachers to develop quality relationships with 

school sources of support – particularly students and community. Novice teachers must 

perceive support from students and community to improve the likelihood of teacher 

retention.   

The findings from this study advocate the importance for novice teachers of 

agriculture to develop quality relationships with students and community. Relationship  

is defined as “an association between two interacting partners,” wherein trust, loyalty, 

and mutual commitment are developed over time (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005, p. 883). 

Moreover, quality relationships demonstrate reciprocity, are founded in mutual trust and 

respect, and are characterized by frequent interactions which result in emotional familiarity 

and mutually beneficial outcomes (Heaney & Israel, 2008).  

In his research on Social Exchange Theory, Blau (1964) identified six types of 

social rewards which provide positive reinforcement for quality relationships. Intrinsic 

and extrinsic rewards resulting from exchanges in a relationship include (a) personal 

attraction; (b) social acceptance; (c) social approval; (d) instrumental services;  

(e) respect or prestige; and (f) compliance or power. Although intended for assessment  

of organizational behaviors associated with quality relationships in the workplace 

environment, these same rewards can also be applied to novice teachers’ relationships 

with students and community. In addition to their needs to feel valued, cared for, and 

supported in their work, quality relationships with those whom teachers spend the 

majority of time with can provide (a) an enhanced psychological awareness of trust;  

(b) a desire to demonstrate reciprocity as a result of mutual obligation; (c) decreased 

feelings of risk; and (d) an amplified sense of cooperation (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; 
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Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). The perceived support (i.e., verbal and social persuasion) novice 

teachers attain or perceive as available in relationships with students and community is  

a significant source of teacher self-efficacy, particularly in the early stages of their 

development as a teacher (Fuller, 1969). 

As novice teachers strive to develop relationships with students and community 

who they can rely on to provide social support when faced with personal or professional 

life stressors (Cohen & Wills, 1985), the psychological state of trust grows from within 

the dynamics of a quality relationship. Trust involves (a) the reciprocity to care for and 

demonstrate consideration of another person; (b) feelings of mutual obligation, honesty, 

and vulnerability; and (c) an expectation that the emotional investment expressed within 

the relationship will result in positive intentions or behaviors (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Evans & Revelle, 2008; Rotter, 1971). Support and trust  

are the foundations of a quality relationship; this relationship leads to a connection 

whereby the novice teacher feels valued, possesses a sense of freedom to give and  

receive without judgement, and develops a strength and sustenance to mediate any 

challenge (Brown, 2010). Over time, positive day-to-day exchanges with students and 

community can deepen the level of trust and support in relationships, lead to interpersonal 

attachment, and help affirm novice teachers’ beliefs that others support and trust their 

abilities as a teacher.  
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Research Objective Five  

Describe the contribution of the types of social support (e.g., emotional, appraisal, 

informational, instrumental) toward teacher self-efficacy in novice agricultural 

education teachers. 

 

Summary of Findings 

Research objective five was used to determine the contribution of the types of 

social support on novice teacher self-efficacy in agricultural education teachers. To test 

the Null Hypothesis for this objective, the author used hierarchical forced entry multiple 

regression. The outcome variable for the regression analysis was the overall mean of 

teacher self-efficacy. Five covariates were included in the first step of the regression to 

describe the change in teacher self-efficacy described by demographic characteristics  

and future career plans. Three covariates for emotional/appraisal support, informational 

support, and instrumental support were used as predictor variables in Step 2 of the 

regression.  

Null Hypothesis and Hypothesis 1. Model 2 of the regression was used by  

the author to test the Null Hypothesis and Hypothesis 1 for research objective five.  

Even though the overall model was significant, F = 4.38(3,110, p < .05), the only 

statistically significant (p < .05) covariate in Model 2 was total years of teaching  

(p = .00). Thus, the three social support constructs of emotional/appraisal support, 

informational support, and instrumental support were not statistically significant  

(p < .05) predictors of novice teacher self-efficacy.  
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When controlling for other variables, demographic characteristics and future 

career plans explained 7.0% (adjusted R2 = .07) of the variance in teacher self-efficacy, 

while the addition of the three types of social support in Model 2 explained 14.7% 

(adjusted R2 = .15) of the variance in teacher self-efficacy. After analyzing the results 

from Model 2, the researcher concluded the differences among the social support 

constructs did not explain a significant (p < .05) and unique proportion of variance in 

teacher self-efficacy for novice teachers of agriculture. Consequently, the researcher 

accepted the Null Hypothesis and rejected Hypothesis 1 for research objective five. 

Conclusions  

 By adding the three covariates of emotional/appraisal support, informational 

support, and instrumental support to the regression, the percentage of variance in teacher 

self-efficacy explained by the three social support constructs increased from 7.0% in 

Model 1 to 14.7% in Model 2. Regardless of the specific type of social support provided 

or perceived as available, the statistically significant (p < .05) increase between Model 1 

and Model 2 substantiates the psychological need for support to enhance teacher self-

efficacy in novice teachers of agriculture (Bandura, 1982; Burke et al., 2015; Knobloch & 

Whittington, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2007).  

Whereas the collective influence of social support was significant (p = .01), the 

individualized social support constructs of emotional/appraisal support, informational 

support, and instrumental support were not statistically significant (p < .05). Moreover, 

evaluation of the variance inflation factor (VIF) in assessment of collinearity revealed 

values higher than 3.00 for each social support construct. Although still within the 
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tolerance threshold of .20 and the maximum acceptance value of 10.0 to meet the 

multicollinearity assumption of regression (Field, 2013), the similarities of the VIF 

results insinuate a strong linear relationship among the three social support constructs. 

Therefore, the ten survey items which were intended to measure three distinct  

constructs of social support may have been measuring the same overall construct  

of psychological support. 

Implications 

 The results of this study affirm the need for the psychological perception of 

available support, regardless of the specific type of support received (Brouwers et al., 

2001; Cohen, 2004; DeAngelis et al., 2013; Fantilli & McDougall, 2009; Lakey & 

Cohen, 2000; Nurullah, 2012; Uchino, 2009). In spite of the negative effects of reality 

shock, culture shock, and isolation, novice teachers must feel valued and supported to 

reduce attrition (Burke et al., 2015; Hancock & Scherff, 2010). Moreover, the support 

novice teachers of agriculture perceive as available impacts their perceptions of control 

and subsequent behavioral responses, along with their discernment of coping efficacy, 

risk, and vulnerability to trust others in a relationship (Bandura, 1997). Ultimately,  

novice teachers who perceive the availability of support can overcome the unexpected 

challenges of the profession, resist the lure of wealth in another career, and regardless  

of where they are ‘planted’ have the capability to grow into the teacher they have the 

potential to become. The psychological construct of support will be most effective at 

increasing teacher self-efficacy and improving career commitment when novice  

teachers of agriculture develop the awareness to recognize support, the emotional 
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capacity to feel worthy of support, and demonstrate a willingness to seek out and  

accept support when offered.  

 

Recommendations for Practice 

 School Administrators. The first and second recommendations for practice are 

directed toward school administrators. Formalized induction programs should be provided 

for novice teachers which focus on developing a network of collegial support (i.e., collective 

efficacy) in the school environment (Carroll, 2005). To ensure implementation of a mutually 

beneficial induction program, mentor teachers should receive training and appropriate 

resources to help novice teachers develop teacher self-efficacy, and be provided with 

incentives or recognition for successful completion of the program (Kram & Ragins, 2007). 

A successful induction program should include designated times for mentor teachers and 

novice teachers to (a) collaborate on classroom management techniques, student engagement 

strategies, and instructional practices; (b) engage in vicarious learning experiences through 

classroom observations; and (c) exchange feedback (i.e., verbal or social persuasion) related 

to mastery and vicarious experiences. Induction programs which more closely mirror 

onboarding programs in business and industry will enhance teacher self-efficacy, whereby 

potentially reducing teacher attrition.      

 The second recommendation for school administrators is to offer professional 

development for novice teachers specifically focused on relationship building strategies with 

students (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Novice teachers should be informed of 

the many psychological benefits of quality relationships, particularly as they relate to student-

teacher interactions, collective efficacy in the school environment, teacher self-efficacy, and 
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retention. Professional development workshops should include strategies which novice 

teachers can immediately implement to establish or enhance rapport with students. 

  

University Teacher Educators. The third and fourth recommendations for practice 

are directed toward university teacher educators. Teacher educators should increase 

awareness of the psychological benefits associated with novice teachers’ perceptions of 

support and subsequent influence on teacher retention. Research which justifies the value of 

social support must be communicated to school administrators, in addition to pre-service and 

novice teachers. Through a collective effort between school administrators and university 

teacher educators, mentors can be identified early in the transition from pre-service status to 

full-time employment for novice teachers. Early identification of mentors, along with a 

formalized induction program which provides specific opportunities for novice teachers to 

reflect on mastery and vicarious experiences, may reduce the negative consequences of 

isolation, improve student achievement, and increase teacher self-efficacy (Hancock & 

Scherff, 2010; Kelly & Northrop, 2015; Sorenson & McKim, 2014; Struyven & 

Vanthournout, 2014). 

The fourth recommendation for practice is directed toward university teacher 

educators. The results from this study affirm novice teachers feel supported by agricultural 

education teachers in their FFA section or district, but more support is needed. University 

teacher educators in agricultural education have a unique opportunity to interact with teachers 

of all experience levels and provide professional development workshops for educators.  As a 

result, teacher educators should (a) communicate the value of support (i.e., verbal and social 

persuasion) toward the development of novice teacher self-efficacy and career commitment, 
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and (b) provide experienced teachers of agriculture with specific, practical application 

strategies to use with novice teachers in the agricultural education community.   

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Researchers in the medical community confirm the vast array of psychological 

and physiological benefits of support. Additionally, research conducted on employee 

engagement and organizational behaviors advocate the need for support from supervisors 

and colleagues to enhance career commitment and self-efficacy. Unfortunately, limited 

research has been completed in education to evaluate the ways in which social support 

enhances teacher self-efficacy, wherein potentially reducing teacher attrition.  

 The first recommendation for future research is to investigate the relationship 

between perceptions of support and trust in novice teachers. The recommended survey 

instruments to use for this assessment include the social support scale from this study,  

in addition to the Comprehensive Teacher Trust Scale developed by Tschannen-Moran & 

Hoy (2003). This instrument includes statements which prompt teachers to estimate their 

perceptions of trust from school sources of support (e.g., principal, colleagues, students, 

parents). Whereas the psychological state of trust is an essential characteristic of quality 

relationships, and the perceived quality of a relationship between receiver and provider 

influences the psychological benefits of support, this analysis will help determine 

connections between the two psychological constructs of trust and support. Particularly 

in novice teachers, whose efficacious beliefs for teaching are malleable in the early years 

of their career, an enhanced understanding of the connections between trust, support, and 

self-efficacy relative to school sources of support may reduce teacher attrition.    
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The second recommendation for future research is to examine the relative  

impact of the four sources of teacher self-efficacy on instructional practices, classroom 

management, and student engagement (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Enhanced understanding of the influence  

of mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal or social persuasion, and 

physiological and emotional arousal on the three constructs of teacher self-efficacy  

may improve the methods university teacher educators and administrators use to  

prepare novice teachers for the profession.  

 The third recommendation for future research is to compare perceptions of  

social support among five groups of agricultural education teachers – (a) preservice 

teachers; (b) novice teachers (i.e., teachers with five or fewer years of experience) who 

are currently teaching; (c) mid-career teachers (i.e., teachers with more than five, but  

less than ten years of experience); (d) teachers who left the profession of agricultural 

education with five or fewer years of experience; and (e) veteran teachers (i.e., teachers 

with more than ten years of experience) who have remained in the profession. The 

purpose of this investigation is to describe the perceptions of support and career 

commitment across different stages of a career, and explore possible relationships 

between teachers’ stages of development, years of experience, and attrition. A mixed 

methods approach, utilizing quantitative and qualitative research methods, is 

recommended for this investigation. 

  The fourth recommendation for future research is to utilize the social support 

survey instrument in this study along with the Maslach’s Burnout Inventory (MBI) to 

determine potential relationships between perceived support, the three dimensions of 
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psychological burnout (e.g., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, personal 

accomplishment), and career commitment (Bataineh, 2009; Brouwers et al., 2001;  

Burke et al., 1996; Guglielmi, 1998; Kitchel et al., 2012). Whereas school sources  

of support significantly influence teacher self-efficacy beliefs, more research is needed  

to investigate possible relationships between the specific stages of psychological burnout, 

support, and career commitment.  

 More investigation is necessary to determine the psychological and physiological 

benefits of support and its impact on teacher self-efficacy. Researchers, administrators, 

and university teacher educators must find specific ways to help novice teachers 

recognize the availability of support from school sources of support and seek out 

resources to overcome the challenges of the profession. An enhanced understanding  

of the connections among perceived support, teacher self-efficacy, and career 

commitment will improve novice teachers’ sustainability and longevity in the profession. 

. 
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Appendix A 

Participant Consent for Online Questionnaire 
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Sources of Support for Agricultural Education Teachers      

Consent to Participate in an Online Survey   
Please read the consent statement carefully before you decide to participate in this study. 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information about the support you receive 
as an agricultural education teacher from a variety of sources. The results from this 
questionnaire will be used, in part, to develop or enhance sources of support for novice 
agriculture education teachers. The data collected from the study will be analyzed by 
researchers from the University of Illinois Agricultural Education Program. This research 
presents no more than a minimal risk of harm to subjects. Your decision to participate or 
decline participation in this study is completely voluntary and you have the right to 
terminate your participation at any time without penalty. Only those 18 and older are 
invited to participate. If you do not wish to complete this survey or are under 18 years 
old, please close the webpage. In the interest of privacy, please do not name any specific 
individuals in the open-ended questions. Possible outlets of dissemination of the results 
of this study may be publication in a journal and presentation at a conference. If you have 
questions about the questionnaire, please contact Debra Korte at dskorte@illinois.edu or 
by phone at (217) 244-8086.       

 

When this research is discussed or published, no one will know that you were in the 
study.  However, laws and university rules might require us to disclose information about 
you.  For example, if required by laws or University Policy, study information which 
identifies you may be seen or copied by the following people or groups:  a) The 
university committee and office that reviews and approves research studies, the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for Protection of Research Subjects, and b) 
University and state auditors, and Departments of the university responsible for oversight 
of research.      

 

This survey should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. Please complete the 
survey on or before November 11th.        

 

The University of Illinois Counseling Center provides a wide range of counseling 
services for psychological, education, social, and developmental needs. More information 
about their services can be found on their website (http://counselingcenter.illinois.edu). If 
you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or if you 
have any questions about your rights as a research subject, including questions, concerns, 
complaints, or to offer input, you may call the Office for the Protection of Research 
Subjects (OPRS) at 217-333-2670 or e-mail OPRS at irb@illinois.edu. Please print a 
copy of this consent form for your records.     
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Consent to Participate in an Online Survey    

Your decision to participate, decline, or withdraw from participation will have no effect 
on your current status or future relations with the University of Illinois.  

 

 I have read the procedure described above and am 18 years or older. I voluntarily 
agree to participate in this survey. 

 

 I do not wish to participate in this survey. 
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Appendix B 

Social Support Survey Instrument – Pilot Test:  

Social Support Constructs, Anchors, Scales, Sources, and Review Panel 
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Emotional/Appraisal 

1. How often do you receive positive feedback about your work as an agricultural 
education teacher from the following people? (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983) 
 

2. How often do you feel valued as a teacher by the following people?   
(Russell & Cutruna, 1984; Zimet et al., 1988) 
 

3. How often do the following people go out of their way to praise your work as an 
agricultural education teacher? (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; House & Wells, 1978) 
 

4. How often do the following people show empathy (i.e., shared understanding) for 
your needs? (Russell & Cutruna, 1984; Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991; Zimet et al., 
1988) 
 

Instrumental 

5. As an agricultural education teacher, how often are these people helpful to you in 
getting your job done? (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; House & Wells, 1978; Russell & 
Cutruna, 1984) 
 

6. How often can these people be relied upon to provide resources (e.g., money, time, 
equipment) which help you succeed as an agricultural education teacher?  
(Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; Russell & Cutruna, 1984; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2002; Zimet et al., 1988) 
 

7. How often do the following people demonstrate care and concern for your well-
being through tangible acts of kindness (e.g., time, resources, gifts)?  
(Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991; Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2002) 
 

Informational 

8. How often can these people be relied on to give practical advice related to your 
profession as an agricultural education teacher? (Russell & Cutruna, 1984; 
Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991) 
 

9. How often do the following people provide helpful suggestions related to your 
profession as an agricultural education teacher? (Russell & Cutruna, 1984) 
 

10. How often do you seek advice from the following people regarding situations related 
to your profession as an agricultural education teacher? (Sherbourne & Stewart, 1991) 
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Scale and Anchors 

 9-point Likert scale  
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) 

 Anchors expanded from House & Wells (1978)  
 

Sources of Support – School  

 Building Administrator 
(House & Wells, 1978; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Tickle et al., 2010;  
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) 

 District Administrator 
(House & Wells, 1978; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Tickle et al., 2010;  
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) 

 School Board 
(House & Wells, 1978) 

 Teachers at your school 
(House & Wells, 1978; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) 

 Teachers in your FFA section or district 
(House & Wells, 1978; Knobloch & Whittington, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) 

 Students in your agriculture classes 
(Beard et al., 2010; Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Emmer & Hickman, 1991; Fantilli & 
McDougall, 2005; Hancock & Scherff, 2010; Klassen & Chiu, 2010;  
Smith et al., 2013; Veenman, 1984) 

 Students in FFA 
(Beard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2010; Caspersen & Raaen, 2013; Emmer & Hickman, 1991; Fantilli 
& McDougall, 2005; Hancock & Scherff, 2010; Klassen & Chiu, 2010;  
Smith et al., 2013; Veenman, 1984) 

 Parents of your students 
(Beard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2010; Buchanan et al., 2013; Fantilli & McDougall, 2015; Struyven 
& Vanthrounout, 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Veenman, 1984) 

 Community where you teach 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) 
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Sources of Support – Non-School  

 Spouse or partner 
(Bataineh, 2009; Cohen & Wills, 1985; House & Wells, 1978; Wethington & Kessler, 
1986; Zimet et al., 1988) 

 Family  
(Bataineh, 2009; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Cornu, 2013; Dignam & West, 1988; Fantilli & 
McDougall, 2009; Zimet et al., 1988) 

 Friends outside of work 
(Bataineh, 2009; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Cornu, 2013; Dignam & West, 1988; Fantilli & 
McDougall, 2009; House & Wells, 1978; Zimet et al., 1988) 

 

 

Pilot Test Review Panel 

 Dr. Jon Simonsen 
University of Missouri 
Department of Agricultural Education and Leadership 

 
 Dr. Tracy Kitchel 

The Ohio State University 
Department of Agricultural Communication, Education, and Leadership 

 
 Dr. David M. Rosch 

University of Illinois 
Agricultural Education Program 
 

 Dr. Kari H. Keating 
University of Illinois 
Agricultural Education Program 
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Appendix C 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form) and Permission Letter 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing and elusive 
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783-805. 

Teacher Beliefs Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding 
of the kinds of things that create difficulties for teachers in their school activities. Please indicate 
your opinion about each of the statements below. Your answers are confidential. 

 How much can you do? 

 

N
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How much can you do to control 
disruptive behavior in the classroom?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to motivate 
students who show low interest in 
school work? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to get 
students to believe they can do well 
in school work?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to help your 
students value learning?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To what extent can you craft good 
questions for your students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to get 
children to follow classroom rules?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to calm a 
student who is disruptive or noisy? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How well can you establish a 
classroom management system with 
each group of students?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you use a variety of 
assessment strategies?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To what extent can you provide an 
alternative explanation or example 
when students are confused?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you assist families in 
helping their children do well in 
school?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How well can you implement 
alternative [teaching] strategies in 
your classroom?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Appendix D 

Introduction Email 
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(Subject) Survey Announcement: Sources of Support for Agricultural Education 
Teachers 

The Agricultural Education Program at the University of Illinois, along with the 
Department of Agricultural Education and Leadership at the University of Missouri, are 
conducting a research study to describe the influence of social support on novice teacher 
self-efficacy. All novice agricultural education teachers in Illinois and Indiana have been 
invited to participate in this study.    
 
Next Tuesday, November 1st, you will receive an email with a link to an electronic 
survey. Your participation is crucial to the success of this study. The survey should take 
approximately 15 minutes to complete. Please complete the survey on or before 
November 11th. 

 

Please be assured your responses will remain anonymous. This study is completely 
voluntary and you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
In the interest of privacy, please do not name any specific individuals in the open-ended 
questions. Possible outlets of dissemination of the results of this study may be publication 
in a journal and presentation at a conference. This research presents no more than a 
minimal risk of harm to subjects. No identifying information will be used in any 
publications or presentations which result from this research.  
 
If you have any questions about this study, you can contact:  

 
Debra Korte  
University of Illinois   
905 South Goodwin Avenue 
174C Bevier Hall  
Urbana, IL 61801  
(217) 244-8086  
dskorte@illinois.edu 

 
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, including questions, 
concerns, complaints, or to offer input, you may call the Office for the Protection of 
Research Subjects (OPRS) at 217-333-2670 or e-mail OPRS at irb@illinois.edu. 

 

  

mailto:dskorte@illinois.edu
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Appendix E 

Recruitment Email 
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(Subject) Survey: Sources of Support for Agricultural Education Teachers 

In an effort to improve teacher retention, researchers at the University of Illinois and 
University of Missouri are seeking your input on the quality and perceived value of 
support you receive from a variety of school non-school related sources. 
  
Participation in this questionnaire is completely voluntary. The responses you provide 
will remain confidential to anyone outside of the research team. You have the right to 
terminate your participation at any time without penalty. The information you provide is 
extremely valuable, and may impact future changes in the teacher preparation curriculum 
and retention efforts in agricultural education. 
  
The questionnaire should only take about 15 minutes to complete. For ease of viewing, 
please complete the questionnaire on a computer or tablet. 
  
If possible, please complete the survey on or before November 11, 2016.  
  
If you have questions about the research, please contact Debra Korte 
at dskorte@illinois.edu. If you have any questions about your rights in this study or any 
concerns, please contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 217-333-
2670 or via email at irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this important project! 

Follow this link to the Survey: 
Take the survey 

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
https://illinoisaces.co1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=5dbpau9N8uAPAuV_25jBsFN99LlAM
vz_MLRP_bmGZObbfcGl1W8l&Q_CHL=email 

Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 
Click here to unsubscribe 

 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:dskorte@illinois.edu
mailto:irb@illinois.edu
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__illinoisaces.co1.qualtrics.com_SE-3FQ-5FDL-3D5dbpau9N8uAPAuV-5F25jBsFN99LlAMvz-5FMLRP-5FbmGZObbfcGl1W8l-26Q-5FCHL-3Demail&d=CwMFaQ&c=8hUWFZcy2Z-Za5rBPlktOQ&r=gxG97Mo1xUmk9CXdzmPIdYfQOjHvIhurpC-4H4sAqPE&m=-6mHdvlcttiXZpZabm6KHTG_d--s1_lsjG1GpnM60KE&s=gO_IiRsm6_F6byPtp1tVYaBgC9AOCz2RseNpnZoesB4&e=
https://illinoisaces.co1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=5dbpau9N8uAPAuV_25jBsFN99LlAMvz_MLRP_bmGZObbfcGl1W8l&Q_CHL=email
https://illinoisaces.co1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=5dbpau9N8uAPAuV_25jBsFN99LlAMvz_MLRP_bmGZObbfcGl1W8l&Q_CHL=email
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__illinoisaces.co1.qualtrics.com_CP_Register.php-3FOptOut-3Dtrue-26RID-3DMLRP-5FbmGZObbfcGl1W8l-26LID-3DUR-5F0Jsjrmnolnrpevz-26BT-3DaWxsaW5vaXNhY2Vz-26-5F-3D1&d=CwMFaQ&c=8hUWFZcy2Z-Za5rBPlktOQ&r=gxG97Mo1xUmk9CXdzmPIdYfQOjHvIhurpC-4H4sAqPE&m=-6mHdvlcttiXZpZabm6KHTG_d--s1_lsjG1GpnM60KE&s=K9Jm6vIe2epaDp4H2p1rK2Jxiza-CVzlyURhwGe460M&e=
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Appendix F 

First Reminder Email 
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(Subject) Reminder: Support for Agricultural Education Teachers Survey 

Last week, you received an email request to complete a questionnaire for agricultural 
education teachers. The questionnaire should only take about 15 minutes to 
complete. For ease of viewing, you may want to complete the questionnaire on a 
computer or tablet. Please complete the survey on or before this Friday, November 11, 
2016. 

 
Follow this link to the Survey: 
Take the survey 

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
https://illinoisaces.co1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=0kw1RFODySPyp6Z_dd2hUBjYmj0att
H_MLRP_1BIXJUaqDr8m9tr&Q_CHL=email 
 
 
If you have questions about the research, please contact Debra Korte 
at dskorte@illinois.edu. If you have any questions about your rights in this study or any 
concerns, please contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 217-333-
2670 or via email at irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Participation in this questionnaire is completely voluntary. The responses you provide 
will remain confidential to anyone outside of the research team. You have the right to 
terminate your participation at any time without penalty. The information you provide is 
extremely valuable, and may impact future changes in the teacher preparation curriculum 
and retention efforts in agricultural education. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this important project! 
 
  

Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 
Click here to unsubscribe 
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Appendix G 

Second Reminder Email 
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(Subject) Reminder: Support Survey 

Last week, you received an email request to complete a questionnaire for agricultural 
education teachers. The questionnaire should only take about 15 minutes to 
complete. For ease of viewing, you may want to complete the questionnaire on a 
computer or tablet. Please complete the survey on or before the end of the day 
tomorrow, Friday, November 11, 2016. 

 
Follow this link to the Survey: 
Take the survey 

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
https://illinoisaces.co1.qualtrics.com/SE?Q_DL=0kw1RFODySPyp6Z_dd2hUBjYmj0att
H_MLRP_1BIXJUaqDr8m9tr&Q_CHL=email 
 
 
If you have questions about the research, please contact Debra Korte 
at dskorte@illinois.edu. If you have any questions about your rights in this study or any 
concerns, please contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board at 217-333-
2670 or via email at irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Participation in this questionnaire is completely voluntary. The responses you provide 
will remain confidential to anyone outside of the research team. You have the right to 
terminate your participation at any time without penalty. The information you provide is 
extremely valuable, and may impact future changes in the teacher preparation curriculum 
and retention efforts in agricultural education. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this important project! 
 
  

Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 
Click here to unsubscribe 
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Appendix H 

Thank You Email 
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(Subject) Thank you 

Thank you for completing the sources of support survey! Your opinions on this topic are 
important. 
 
Best wishes for a successful school year!  

Follow the link to opt out of future emails: 
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe} 
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Appendix I 

Survey Instrument for Illinois Novice Agricultural Education Teachers 
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Sources of Support   

The first section of the survey is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the 
support you receive as an agricultural education teacher. Your answers are confidential. 

 

Directions: Please respond to each of the following questions by reflecting on your role 
as an agricultural education teacher. Please indicate your opinion about the support you 
receive from each potential source of support listed on the left side. You may mark any 
one of the nine responses in the columns on the right side, ranging from (1) "Never" to 
(9) "Always" as each represents a degree on the continuum.  
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As an agricultural education teacher, how often are these people helpful to you in getting your job done?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section            

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 

 

142 
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How often can these people be relied on to give practical advice related to your profession as an agricultural education 
teacher?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 

 

143 
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How often do you receive positive feedback about your work as an agricultural education teacher from the following people?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 

 

144 

 



145 
 

How often do the following people provide helpful suggestions related to your profession as an agricultural education teacher?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often can these people be relied upon to provide resources (e.g., money, time, equipment) which help you succeed as an 
agricultural education teacher?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do you feel valued as a teacher by the following people?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments:  

 

  

147 
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How often do the following people go out of their way to praise your work as an agricultural education teacher?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do you seek advice from the following people regarding situations related to your profession as an agricultural 
education teacher?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments:  
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How often do the following people show empathy (i.e., shared understanding) for your needs?   
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do the following people demonstrate care and concern for your well-being through tangible acts of kindness (e.g., 
time, resources, gifts)?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA section           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments:  
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Teacher Beliefs   

The next section of the survey is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the 
kinds of things that create challenges for teachers. Your answers are confidential.     

 

Directions: Please indicate your opinion about each of the questions below by marking 
any one of the nine responses in the columns on the right side, ranging from (1) "None at 
all" to (9) "A Great Deal" as each represents a degree on the continuum.    Please respond 
to each of the questions by considering the combination of your current ability, resources, 
and opportunity to do each of the following in your present position. 
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Teacher Beliefs 

 How much can you do? 
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How much can you do to  
control disruptive behavior in  
the classroom?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to motivate 
students who show  
low interest in school work? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to get 
students to believe they can do well 
in school work?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to help your 
students value learning?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To what extent can you craft good 
questions for your students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to get 
children to follow classroom rules?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to calm  
a student who is disruptive or noisy? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How well can you establish a 
classroom management system with 
each group of students?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you use a variety of 
assessment strategies?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To what extent can you provide an 
alternative explanation or example 
when students are confused?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you assist families in 
helping their children do well in 
school?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How well can you implement 
alternative [teaching] strategies  
in your classroom?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Demographics and Future Plans   

The final section of the survey is designed to help us learn more about you and your 
future career plans. Your answers are confidential.     

 

Directions: Please provide a response for each prompt which most accurately describes 
you and/or your future plans. 
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Please enter the number of years you have completed teaching in a full-time position at 
your current school.  

 Less than 1 year 
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 5 years 
 More than 5 years 

 

Please enter the total number of years you have completed teaching (include current 
school and other full-time teaching experience). 

 Less than 1 year 
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 5 years 
 More than 5 years 

 

Thinking about your future career plans, to what extent do you agree or disagree with 
the following statement:      

I plan to continue teaching agriculture in a high school classroom for the next 5 
years. 

 Strongly agree 
 Agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 Prefer not to respond 

 

Additional Comments: 
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Please select your gender. 

 Male 
 Female 
 Prefer not to respond 

 

Choose the option below which best describes your relationship status. 

 Married 
 Widowed 
 Divorced 
 Separated 
 Never married 
 Prefer not to respond 

 

Please indicate the type of licensure and/or certification in which you are employed. 

 Fully state licensed according to State Board of Education minimum requirements 
 Provisionally licensed, working toward full licensure 
 Provisionally licensed 
 Other ____________________ 

 

Please select the grade level of students you are responsible for teaching. (Select all that 
apply.) 

 12 - Seniors 
 11 - Juniors 
 10 - Sophomores 
 9 - Freshmen 
 8 - Junior High 
 Adult Education 
 Other ____________________ 

 

Now that you’ve completed your first year(s) of teaching, are there any differences 
between what you expected it to be like and your actual experience?  

 

 

 

 



157 
 

Appendix J 

Survey Instrument for Indiana Novice Agricultural Education Teachers 
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Sources of Support   

The first section of the survey is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the 
support you receive as an agricultural education teacher. Your answers are confidential. 

 

Directions: Please respond to each of the following questions by reflecting on your role 
as an agricultural education teacher. Please indicate your opinion about the support you 
receive from each potential source of support listed on the left side. You may mark any 
one of the nine responses in the columns on the right side, ranging from (1) "Never" to 
(9) "Always" as each represents a degree on the continuum.  
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As an agricultural education teacher, how often are these people helpful to you in getting your job done?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often can these people be relied on to give practical advice related to your profession as an agricultural education 
teacher?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do you receive positive feedback about your work as an agricultural education teacher from the following people?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do the following people provide helpful suggestions related to your profession as an agricultural education teacher?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often can these people be relied upon to provide resources (e.g., money, time, equipment) which help you succeed as an 
agricultural education teacher?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments:  
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How often do you feel valued as a teacher by the following people?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do the following people go out of their way to praise your work as an agricultural education teacher?  
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do you seek advice from the following people regarding situations related to your profession as an agricultural 
education teacher?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do the following people show empathy (i.e., shared understanding) for your needs?   
(1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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How often do the following people demonstrate care and concern for your well-being through tangible acts of kindness (e.g., 
time, resources, gifts)?  (1=Never through 9=Always) 

 

 Never 
(1) (2) 

Rarely 
(3) (4) 

Sometimes 
(5) (6) 

Often 
(7) (8) 

Always 
(9) N/A 

Administrator(s)           

Teachers at your school           

Teachers in your  
FFA district           

Students           

Parents of your students           

Community where you teach           

Spouse or Partner           

Family           

Friends Outside of Work           

 

Additional Comments: 
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Teacher Beliefs   

The next section of the survey is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the 
kinds of things that create challenges for teachers. Your answers are confidential.     

 

Directions: Please indicate your opinion about each of the questions below by marking 
any one of the nine responses in the columns on the right side, ranging from (1) "None at 
all" to (9) "A Great Deal" as each represents a degree on the continuum.    Please respond 
to each of the questions by considering the combination of your current ability, resources, 
and opportunity to do each of the following in your present position. 
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Teacher Beliefs 

 How much can you do? 
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How much can you do to  
control disruptive behavior in  
the classroom?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to motivate 
students who show  
low interest in school work? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to get 
students to believe they can do well 
in school work?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to help your 
students value learning?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To what extent can you craft good 
questions for your students? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to get 
children to follow classroom rules?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you do to calm  
a student who is disruptive or noisy? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How well can you establish a 
classroom management system with 
each group of students?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you use a variety of 
assessment strategies?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To what extent can you provide an 
alternative explanation or example 
when students are confused?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How much can you assist families in 
helping their children do well in 
school?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How well can you implement 
alternative [teaching] strategies  
in your classroom?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Demographics and Future Plans   

The final section of the survey is designed to help us learn more about you and your 
future career plans. Your answers are confidential.     

 

Directions: Please provide a response for each prompt which most accurately describes 
you and/or your future plans. 

 

  



172 
 
 

Please enter the number of years you have completed teaching in a full-time position at 
your current school.  

 Less than 1 year 
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 5 years 
 More than 5 years 

 

Please enter the total number of years you have completed teaching (include current 
school and other full-time teaching experience). 

 Less than 1 year 
 1 year 
 2 years 
 3 years 
 4 years 
 5 years 
 More than 5 years 

 

Thinking about your future career plans, to what extent do you agree or disagree with 
the following statement:      

I plan to continue teaching agriculture in a high school classroom for the next 5 
years. 

 Strongly agree 
 Agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 Prefer not to respond 

 

Additional Comments: 
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Please select your gender. 

 Male 
 Female 
 Prefer not to respond 

 

Choose the option below which best describes your relationship status. 

 Married 
 Widowed 
 Divorced 
 Separated 
 Never married 
 Prefer not to respond 

 

Please indicate the type of licensure and/or certification in which you are employed. 

 Fully state licensed according to State Board of Education minimum requirements 
 Provisionally licensed, working toward full licensure 
 Provisionally licensed 
 Other ____________________ 

 

Please select the grade level of students you are responsible for teaching. (Select all that 
apply.) 

 12 - Seniors 
 11 - Juniors 
 10 - Sophomores 
 9 - Freshmen 
 8 - Junior High 
 Adult Education 
 Other ____________________ 

 

Now that you’ve completed your first year(s) of teaching, are there any differences 
between what you expected it to be like and your actual experience?  
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Appendix K 

SPSS Output 
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