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Research

Teacher Self-Efficacy (TSE) is a powerful predictor of teacher success and satisfaction. As
novice teachers gain experience, the more efficacious they are in teaching and likely they are to
overcome adversity. As School-Based Agricultural Education (SBAE) continues to face a
teacher shortage (Smith, Lawver, & Foster, 2018), there is a need for research that examines
TSE, specifically in novice teacher candidates. To support “efficient and effective [SBAE]
programs” (AAAE research priority five; Roberts, Harder, & Brashears, 2016), our objectives in
this study were to (1) describe the effects of an SBAE teaching methods course that emphasized
student engagement and the contextual conditions of learning on TSE and (2) qualitatively
analyze the TSE of SBAE teacher candidates, particularly student engagement efficacy.

Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of TSE (self-efficacy theory; Bandura, 1977) has been
comprehensively explored in literature linking it to teacher-based outcomes on instructional
effectiveness, management of student behavior, and teacher retention, and student-based
outcomes on achievement and quality of relationships (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Knobloch &
Whittington, 2003; McKim, & Velez, 2016; Zee, & Koomen, 2016). While much is known about
TSE, there are still notable gaps in the literature related to fostering TSE in preservice teacher
candidates. Stripling, Ricketts, Roberts, and Harlin (2008) found that while overall TSE on the
Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) increased
as a result of a methods course, teacher candidates were least efficacious in the area of student
engagement compared to the other two constructs. Stripling et al. (2008) recommended future
research examine the benefits of peer-teaching (i.e., microteaching) in preservice coursework.
Additionally, in Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy’s (1998) review of TSE literature,
they determined “qualitative studies of [TSE] are overwhelmingly neglected” (p. 242) and
advised researchers consider how “observational data can provide a thick, rich description of the
growth of [TSE]” (p. 242). Student engagement TSE becomes particularly important in a
methods course where candidates are adopting challenging instructional methods during a highly
malleable and influential period of development. Though varying in approach, numerous
teaching resources encourage student engagement including context-state-result, mastery
teaching (Hunter, 1982), quantum teaching (DePorter, Reardon, & Singer-Nourie, 1999), and
SBAE methods texts (Newcomb, McCracken, Warmbrod, & Whittington, 2004; Phipps,
Osborne, Dyer, & Ball, 2008).

Methodology
In this convergent mixed methods, nested design study we used the TSES to measure TSE in a
SBAE methods course, while concurrently collecting qualitative open-ended surveys after each
teaching experience. The reason for a convergent nested design was to better understand this
research problem by converging both primary quantitative data with rich, supporting qualitative
narratives. Of the 21 students enrolled in the course, 20 completed both pre- and post-course
TSES assessment. We analyzed the quantitative data (n = 20) using paired sample t-tests in
SPSS. We analyzed and open coded the qualitative data (n = 21) using deductive content analysis
based on the three constructs of TSES: instructional strategies, student engagement, and
classroom management. The methods course included six microteaching experiences in the
following order: interest approach, lecture-discussion, demonstration, project-based, open-
inquiry, and free-choice. Instructors emphasized student engagement using the context-state-
result theory and required interest approaches to be at a felt-need level (Newcomb et al., 2004).
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Findings
The first objective was to describe the effects of a methods course that emphasized engagement
and the contextual conditions of learning on TSE. The results of a paired-samples #-test indicated
that scores were significantly higher for TSES following a methods course than pre-course. Each
of the three constructs of TSES were also statistically significant (see Table 1).

Table 1
Paired Sample Statistics for Teaching Self-Efficacy Scores
Pre Post
Construct M SD M SD r t p 95% CI d
Overall TSE 6.74 0.85 747 1.02 .64 4.01 .001 0.351.11 0.80

Instructional strategies ~ 6.64 0.98 7.57 1.00 .56 4.46 <.001 0.49,1.37 0.82
Student engagement 6.71 0.87 744 1.10 .63 3.73 .001 0.32,1.14 0.80
Classroom management  6.86  0.89 7.39 1.17 .65 2.62 .017 0.11,0.94 0.57

The second objective was to qualitatively analyze the TSE of SBAE teacher candidates,
particularly student engagement efficacy. Quantitative results in the study were supported
qualitatively as participants most frequently reflected on themes of (1) instructional planning, (2)
struggling with challenging teaching methods, and (3) the importance of student interest and
engagement. It is logical that students most frequently discussed instructional planning in a
teaching methods course. The richest discussion centered on student engagement. Participant 20
reflected they previously did not value interest approaches and viewed them as a “cheap way to
gain attention.” Participant 14 shared “I now fully understand the need for an interest approach
that establishes a felt-need and connects that need to the project being assigned. Without the
connection, students lack the engagement and desire to learn that I strive for in my teaching.” A
second theme was students’ initial feelings of fear and low TSE at the beginning of the course,
and gradual build of confidence to the end, which supported the TSES quantitative data. One
participant, who initially was very nervous and fearful of microteaching, reflected:

I have always struggled with confidence... I am really proud of myself and how far I

have come. If you would have told me that I would feel this comfortable 3 months ago, I

would have laughed... I can’t wait to apply my skills [in student teaching]. (Part. 16)
Management was discussed by students least frequently and had the lowest TSE change.
Participants primarily focused on the artificial and simulated environment of microteaching.

Conclusions, Recommendations, and Implications
Our study provides evidence that preservice teaching experiences embedded within a methods
course significantly shape efficacy. When instructors emphasize student engagement, it is
possible to develop student engagement efficacy to a similar, or even greater degree, as both
instructional strategies and classroom management efficacy under the same conditions, which
may reduce teacher burn out and improve teacher satisfaction. Researchers should further
examine TSE to best prepare novice teacher candidates for student teaching and their first years
of instruction when TSE is most malleable. We recommend future research, specifically
longitudinal studies that follow teachers from a methods course through student teaching and
their teaching career, examine the impact of early, rigorous experiences on the cyclical nature of
TSE. Finally, teacher educators should evaluate current SBAE teaching methods courses to
ensure they support TSE development and encourage student engagement teaching approaches.
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