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Teacher Candidates Intentions to Enter School-Based Agricultural Education
Introduction
A shortage of secondary agricultural education teachers is not a new phenomenon (Camp, 2002; Kantrovich, 2010).  In addition to an overall shortage, there is evidence that of those who complete certification, only approximately 70% will accept a teaching position (Kantrovich, 2010; Foster, Smith & Lawver, 2015).  The intent to teach of agricultural education preservice teachers has been investigated in relation to student teachers characteristics, agriculture background, and participation in FFA and school-based agricultural education (Edwards & Briers, 2001; Kasperbauer & Roberts, 2007b; Kennedy, Ricketts, & Duncan, 2011; Roberts et al., 2009).  Rozelle and Wilson (2012) described the importance of the capstone student teaching experience for every U.S. teacher education program.  An emphasis on the availability and quality of agricultural education instructors is present in the Agricultural Education National Research Agenda’s, the fourth priority is directly addressed in this study, which encourages research efforts that “examine the role of motivation across all agricultural education contexts,” (Doerfert, 2011, p. 9).  
Theoretical/Conceptual Framework
The theoretical framework for this study was the Expectancy-Value Theory, which focuses on the motivations that influence behaviors and intentions (Atkinson, 1957).  The Expectancy-Value Theory states that behavior is a function of the expectancies of an individual and the value of the goal one is working toward.  The Factors Influencing Teaching Choice (FIT-Choice®) (Richardson & Watt, 2006; Watt & Richardson, 2007) framework and Lawver’s (2009) research informed the creation of the instrument.  The Fit-Choice® framework focuses on why people choose to teach.  The attitude, beliefs, and intent to teach are components of the framework.

Methods
The purpose of this study was to investigate teacher candidates’ intent to enter school-based agricultural education before and after the student teaching experience. The research questions that guided the study were:

1. What is the intent to teach of agricultural education teacher candidates before the student teaching experience?
2. What is the intent to teach of agricultural education teacher candidates after the student teaching experience?

The population of the study involved students at The Pennsylvania State University entering the semester of their student teaching internships.  Penn State supervises student teaching once a year in the spring semester.  The 2015 cohort had 18 participants.  A researcher-developed instrument was used to measure teacher candidates’ intent to teach.  The instrument for this study was developed by Hock, Brashers, Burris, and Fraze (2014) in an effort to measure the influence of the student teaching experience on a student teacher’s intent to teach.  The final instrument yielded 12 questions to measure a student’s intent to teach agriculture.  The instrument was evidenced as valid through utilization in a similar study with a similar population by Hock et.al (2014).  Reliability was confirmed with a reported Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .95.  Prior to data collection, approval for the use of human subjects was obtained from the Penn State Institutional Review Board.  Data was collected twice in a pre-/post-test format. All instruments were administered in paper form and with a 100% response rate.  The results of this study are not generalizable due to the small number, but “agricultural education majors are very similar from one teacher education institution to another,” (Kennedy, Ricketts, & Duncan, 2011, 15); therefore, readers should feel confident in reflecting on these results in relation to other groups of agricultural teacher candidates. 
Findings
During the spring 2015 semester, there were 16 females and 2 males with fifteen of the candidates having participated in secondary school-based agricultural education as a high school student.  Research question one sought to identify the students’ intent to teach prior to the student teaching internship.  The intent to teach instrument administered before the teacher candidates left campus to student teach yielded a mean score of 4.12 (SD = .54) for the twelve items.  The items were on a Likert-type scale with 1 = definitely disagree, 2 = disagree, 3= not sure, 4 = agree, 5 = definitely agree.  Research question two was to identify the students’ intentions to teach after the student teaching internship.  Teacher candidates responded to the same twelve items after they completed their student teaching experience.  The post-test yielded a mean score of 4.07 (SD = .62) for the twelve items targeted to measure their intent to teach.

Conclusions and Discussion
The research questions for this study sought to determine the intent to teach of student teachers before and after the student teaching experience.  The intent to teach instrument reported a slight decrease in the actual intent to teach from before (M = 4.12, SD = .54) to after (M = 4.07, SD = .62) the teaching internship.  As indicated by the scores, intent to teach of these student teachers was set before they left campus for the student teaching experience.  A similar result was reported by Hock, et al. (2014), but the teacher candidates in that study had a slight increase in their intent to teach.  Teacher candidates maintaining their level of intent to teach from beginning to after the student teaching semester was also found by Roberts et al. (2009).  Although “student teaching… occurs during the time in which the decision to enter teaching is made” (Kasperbauer & Roberts 2007a, p. 9), the student teachers in this study started the experience with high intent to teach scores and had a very small decrease in their intent during the student teaching experience.  This lack of change may indicate that the intent to teach has already been set prior to the experience.

Recommendations and Implications for Research
There are several recommendations to improve further investigation of this line of inquiry.  First, the instrument should continue to be utilized and refined to improve its ability to determine teaching intentions of agricultural education teacher candidates. Additionally, increased collaboration across institutions and regions of the nation in an effort to conduct comparison studies of purposeful capstone experiences by candidates could potentially add new knowledge to assist in retention.  In line with previous recommendations by Hock et al. (2014), determining where in the preservice training process the intent to teach solidifies could be crucial.  If there is a critical time in which students are finalizing their intent to teach, purposeful activities could correspond to help them decide to enter the teaching profession.  Qualitative studies should be conducted to deepen the richness of understanding on agricultural preservice candidates decision making processes in regards to entering the profession.  The use of naturalistic inquiries will help teacher educators better understand the influences of key educational practices (field experience, job shadow, student organizations, and teaching internship) on the intent to teach of teacher candidates.
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