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Introduction
The purpose of this descriptive study was to describe students’ motivation for acquiring a post-secondary education and the students’ perceived value toward their education. Distinguishing a student’s motivating factors to gain a college education between one of fulfilling a requirement and the desire to be educated could help educators better understand why students disengage from classroom activities.  “Student engagement appears to be foundational to academic achievement.  It underlies accepted principles of good practice in college teaching and is an important component of a positive campus culture” (Johnson, Wardlow, & Graham, 2009).  Researchers suggest student disengagement and motivation are linked to one another (Skinner & Belmont, 1993, AL-Bataineh, David, Hamann, & Wiegel, 2000), and further connect that disengaged students are not motivated to achieve.  
Kuh (2003) defines student engagement as: “time and energy students devote to educationally sound activities inside and outside the classroom (p.25).”  Students have differing goals, expectations, values toward, affects associated to learning, needs to be met.  Buckmaster & Carroll (2009) discussed that student’s sources of motivation impact their approach to educationally purposeful activities.  Contextually, a student who is more extrinsically motivated for career attainment (Schab, 2011) and other factors may appear or could actually be less engaged in their academic experience (Mankin, Boone, Flores, & Willyard, 2004).  Agricultural education needs a better understanding of the role motivation plays in student engagement and learning experiences (Doerfert, 2011).  Thus, how do student’s motivation and values toward their college education play a role in disengagement?  Objectives for this study were: 1) Describe student’s personal motivation toward schooling, and 2) Describe student’s personal value toward their education.  

Theoretical/Conceptual Framework
Schunk’s (2012) Model of Motivated Learning was used as the primary framework for this study.  The Model of Motivated Learning, as described by Schunk (2012) provides a practical conceptualization of learning in a motivated environment by outlining the inputs of all parties before, during, and after learning tasks are initiated.  The pre-task learner qualities of the model provided the focus for the present study.  Whereby, the learner brings their own goals, expectations, and values related to the course or subject matter into the learning environment.  Consequently the learner’s motivation relative to the specific learning environment is shaped by their qualities.  Motivation in this study focused on the components of goals and expectations within the pretask section of the model.  Value toward education attempted to evaluate the values component of the pretask characteristics in the model.  While mostly internal factors have been outlined, external motivational attributes including degree completion and desire for future employment are believed to impact college students’ decision of course engagement.

Methodology
The quantitative design of this study is descriptive in nature and consisted of a purposive sample of undergraduate students enrolled in a 2000-level leadership course taught at large Mid-western university during the spring 2012 semester.  Enrollment in the course included 170 students of which 129 responded.  Non-response error was not accounted for nor measured for this study. Respondents represented 22 majors across the university.  Mean and standard deviations were used to describe perceptions measured by a six point Likert-type agree/disagree scale.  The researchers developed a paper questionnaire inductively based upon relevant literature (Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan, & Towler, 2005; Kuh, 2003).  The instrument was evaluated for face and content validity by a panel of experts consisting of faculty and graduate students in a department of agricultural education.  A pilot test of the instrument was conducted on a similar group of undergraduate students (n = 30) and produced Cronbach reliability coefficients of .86 and .77, respectively for each of the instruments’ constructs.  

Findings/Conclusions
Means and standard deviations for the sample and each class standing for both constructs are displayed in Table 1.  Motivation in this study was measured by self-perceived student values toward educational activities and engagement in college courses as evaluated by the instrument items.  The freshmen (M = 4.85, .53) and seniors’ (M = 4.40, .60) mean scores deviated more from the overall mean (M = 4.59, .59) than sophomores (M = 4.59, .57) or juniors (M = 4.61, .53).  The sample ultimately agreed (M = 4.59, .59) they were motivated toward their post-secondary education.  However, motivation toward schooling decreased from the freshmen year onward.  Many factors may have played a role in the discrepancies between senior students and freshmen for instance; senior students were one week from graduation, which could have attributed to lower relative motivation.   Relative to this specific course, engaging material and purposeful activities need to be implemented.  Cognitively engaging and relatable learning activities for students at each ranking and in each course are essential for students to learn at their best (Ewing & Whittington, 2009).

	Table 1
Student motivation and value toward schooling (N = 129)

	Total (N = 129)
	Class Mean Scores

	Construct
	Mean (SD)
	Freshmen M (SD)
(n = 17)
	Sophomore M (SD)
(n = 38)
	Junior 
M (SD)
(n = 44)
	Senior
M (SD)
(n = 30)

	Motivation Toward Schooling
	4.59 (.59)
	4.85 (.53)
	4.59 (.57)
	4.61 (.53)
	4.40 (.60)

	Student Value Toward Their Education
	4.58 (.67)
	4.93 (.46)
	4.54 (.63)
	4.63 (.61)
	4.36 (.78)

	Note. Six point Likert-type Agree/Disagree Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = slightly agree, 5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree.



Senior respondents also described decreased value toward their education compared to freshmen.  Value toward education was related to attendance, participation, attention, and personal assessment.  Freshmen (M = 4.93, .46) and seniors’ (M = 4.36, .78) mean scores differed the most from the construct mean (M = 4.58, .67), compared to sophomores (M = 4.54, .63) and juniors (M = 4.63, .61).  Again, relative to this course upperclassmen need to have demonstrated the valuable outcomes of their coursework regardless of the course level.  Motivation and value need to be communicated across all courses to curb disengagement in the classroom.   Further description of student’s orientation to college and understanding their values toward education could help instructional design in addition to student recruitment activities in higher education. 
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