ABSTRACT

RAMSEY SPENCE ALYSSA ROSELiving in the Borderland: A Mixed Methods Study of Dual
Agriculture Teacher Couples in NC. Under the direction of Dr. Travis D. Park.

American pop culture has coined theterm i wo-h bk s b a n d 0 -vifedtoftlescribela
co-worker relationship that mimics spousal support. This study finds a growing number of
agriculture teachers whose work-spouse istheir life partner. Experts have determined that
20.45% of agriculture teachers in NC share an occupation with a family member, such as their
parent, sibling, or spouse. A dual-agriculture -teacher couple consists of work-lin ked spouses or
a married couple in which both spousesteach agriculture. This study included married couples
with experience teaching agriculture simultaneously while at the same or different schoolsin
NC. Mixed methods examine the lived experiences ofdual-agriculture -teacher couplesin NC.
The explanatory-sequential research designincluded three samples. a random sample of all NC
agriculture teachers (n=100), a censussample of NC agriculture teachers with a work-linked
spouse (1=29), and a nested sample of NC agriculture teacherswith a work -linked spouse
(n=18). A survey questionnaire finds little difference in work and family roles yet identifies a
needto explore further dual-agriculture -teacher-couple resources,barriers, and challengesto
work and family satisfaction. Interview and photo analysis find that couples share highly valued
spousal support, opportunities for family togetherness, a positive school-family environment,

and challenges with borderland duality .

Keywords: borderlands, dual-agriculture -teacher-couple, work-family conflict, work -family

enrichment, work-family resources, work-family equilibrium
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Living in the Borderland: A Mixed Methods Study of Dual Agriculture Teacher Couples in NC
CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1 has five main objectives. The first objective is to introduce my relevant
experiences that provide context to the study. Th
purpose and the problem the research aims to address. The third objective isto identify research
guestions guiding the study. The fourth objective is to describe the significance of the study. The
fifth objective is to describe the study's key assumptions, limitations, and operational terms. A
discussion of salient and relevant literature will follow this introduction to the research.

As a pre-service agriculture teacher, | began dating my spouse shortly before entering the
classroom full-time. My husband had just finished his first year as a third -generation agriculture
teacher. During our engagement and first few years of full-time employment and marriage, we
experienced relocating, accepting new teaching positions, beginning teacher program
requirements, and starting graduate programs. In addition to the demands of our work doma in,
we were planning a wedding, forming our household, caring for loved ones battling terminal
illnesses, and then grieving the loss of a close parent and grandparent at the end of those battles.
Frequently, | was pulled away from one domain to meet needsin the other. Each time | was
pulled away from work to care for my family, | would be grateful for several factors related to my
teaching experience. First, my principal was supportive and understanding of family
responsibilities. Second, my teaching partner and other co-workers were also emotionally
supportive and willing to offer practical help (e.g., covering my lunch duty or teaching classes
when no substitute teacher was available). Lastly, my family was able to provide personal and
professional support. In addition to emotional support, they could also provide work -related
resources. For example, quality learning activities were readily available for my use. | either
pulled materials from my mother -in-l awdés | esson plan | ibr @asffomor borr
my husband. Supportive professional and familial relationships were integral to my experience

managing work and family roles during times of high stress in one or both domains.



Decades of research reinforce my experience that managerial, ceworker, and familial
support are important resources for helping teachers and other professionals find a dynamic and
sustainable complement between work and family domains. Maintaining a manageable work-life
complement as an agriculture teacher in an American public school is often cited as a difficult
task; failure to do so is linked to empty classrooms or unhappy homes(Crutchfield et al., 2013;
Miryala & Chiluka, 2012; Murray et al., 2011; Sorensen & McKim, 2014). A study on Georgia
agriculture teachersreveal ed t hat nearly 40% of teachers found
manage responsibilities related to their work and family domains, placing stress on their work -
family interface. This stress, referred to in the literature as work -family conflict, is r elated to
lower job and family satisfaction among agriculture teachers (Murray et al., 2011). Managerial,
co-worker, and spousal support have been identified as major resources for relieving work-family
conflict (Ferguson et al., 2016; Halbesleben et al.,2010, 2011; Murray, 2011). My experience as a
work-linked spouse, or someone who has shared the same occupation as my spouse, left me
guestioni ng, ffahdlynterface impacted asrwkrk and family relationships
intertwine?o0

Purpose

The United Stat es Bur eau of Labor Statistics article,
jobs of dual-earner households,d describesthe reported frequency of work-linked couples based
on 2000 census data (Hyatt, H, 2019). The report provides baseline data on the frequency of
opposite-sex married and cohabiting couples in the United Stateswho share an occupation,
industry, work location, or employer. The study estimates that 21%-26% of dual-earner couples
worked in the same industry, and about 13% worked in the same ocupation. Many couples who
shared an industry in 2000 worked in educational services, healthcare and social assistance, and
retail trade. Within educational services, 18.5% of couples worked in the same workplace, which
was higher than chance would predict. Additional data on employment and residency indicate

that coworking couples are much more likely to have chosen the same employer than to have met



at work. The concepts of choosing an employer as a couple or meeting your spouse at work
exemplify the complex interactions encompassed by the workfamily interface that has profound
impacts on work and family satisfaction.

This study aims to explore dual-agriculture -teacher-c o upl es 6 e x plewérke nces wi
family interface. The study follows an explanatory-sequential mixed method design. In the
guantitative phase, the study describes NC agricu
family satisfaction, then compares the differences in phenomena between NC agriculture
teachers without a work-linked spouse and NC agriculture teachers with a worklinked spouse. In
the qualitative component, the study explores the work-family interface of Dual -agriculture -
teacher couples to explore further the survey results and their perceptions of work-family conflict
and enrichment. This research promotes the nation
dynamics in human and | ife scienced and 6fosterin
agriculture teachers' work and family dynamics to benefit their soci al and emotional well-being.

Problem Statement

Little research has been conducted to document work-linked families teaching agriculture
in North Carolina (NC) or to explore their lived experiences (Proffitt, W, n.d.; Proffitt -Waddell, J,
personal communication, 2021). During preliminary research, | discovered the only known
record of work-linked family members teaching agriculture in NC (Proffitt -Waddell, personal
communication, 2021). | looked through an old, handmade, and well -preserved Teacher-of-the-
Yearscrapbook created for Robert Grady in 1976. Rob
an agriculture teacher for over 30 years. |In 1976
Duplin High School. A scrapbook was made to commemorate his experiences. Inside this
scrapbook, | found a chart. Figure 1-3 are photos of the pages found in the scrapbook. The
photos in the scrapbook are black and white and yellow with age. Based on a description in the
document,t he pages were distributed at a meeting of t

(NCATA)atas ummer conference in the early 198006s. Afte



Michele Spence featured in the document and photo of her in North Lenoir High School

Yearbook (19838 4) , it is concluded that 1984 is. a |likely
Discovering this document and seeing the faces of worklinked family members included

in its record reinforced my interest in work -linked families teaching agriculture in NC. It was

upon further inspection of this document that | noticed (1) the time that haselapsed since the

document 6 s(2) bow eckativelydew women compared to men were pictured, and (3) none

of the familial relationships described were worked -linked as spouses. After these discoveries, |

focused on the experiences of the sefar undocumented Dual-Agriculture -Teacher-Couples in

NC.
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After further analysis, | found that the inserted document was created as an NC
Agriculture Teacher sd Ass oasthald80spagricdtyrad educatibbn pr oj ect
had been a family business in NC. However, little additional research has been conducted to
document instances of work-linked families in agricultural education since that time (Waddell -

Proffitt, J., personal communication, 2020) or to explore the impact of work -linked families on
agriculture teacherso6é decisions to enter or remai
experience of agriculture teachers with work-linked family members bridge to questions

surrounding the retention and recruitment of all couples dually employed in educational services,

including couples in public schools and higher education (Hyatt, 2019; Culpepper, 2022).

To continue Proffittés record, f arcSciénteg expert s
Department of NC State have been working to identify other instances of work-linked family
members occurring since the 1980s. As of October 2023, expert reviewers determined that
20.45% (n = 118) of agriculture teachers currently teaching in NC selfidentify as having a
familial relationship with another agriculture teacher in the state. Of all the teachers recorded on
this list, 30% of the individuals are agriculture teachers who have a work-linked spouse.

With nearly a third of the agriculture teachers with work -linked family members,
including spouses, it is important to introduce and consider factors that may have implications
for the occurrence of work-linked spouses, such as the recrutment and retention of agriculture
teachers, the presence of womerin agricultural education, agriculture teachers as parents or
caregivers, work and family stress related to teaching agriculture, and the impact of work
arrangements on agriculture teachers6 wor k and family domains. These
foundation for understanding the phenomenon of dual -agriculture -teacher couples and its
potential impacts on the profession.

Agriculture Teacher Recruitment and Retention
Teaching agriculture is described as work that interferes with family (Sorenson et al .,

2017). Agriculture teachers also identifyiffami | y reasonsod as their motivat



profession (Murray, 2011; Sorenson, 2015).While | am a person with friends and family who

understand, support, and even share my passion for teaching agriculture, family reasons can also

be cited as my reason for |l eaving the profession.

for family reasonsd does not mean Hbligatonsiprevgntet h e

my ability to meet my work expectations. Rather, | perceived my work expectations as preventing
my ability to meet family expectations. These underlying experiences and perceptions shape my
views of the recruitment and retention of oth er agriculture teachers. Recruitment and retention
strategies that do not address previously unresolvable work-family conflict will not be enough to
retain teachers facing similar work -family conflict in the future. If family is identified as a reason
for leaving the profession, strategies that do not address family needs will not prevent agriculture

teacher attrition related to family reasons.

National Agricultural Education Supply and Demand Study

According to the 2021 Executive Summary of the National Agricultural Education Supply
and Demand Study, 29 states reported a loss of programs or positions, totaling 30 programs
closed and 60 positions lost (Smith et al., 2022). Additionally, 84 full -time positions remained
unfilled at the time of reporting. The study reports 8,367 school-based agricultural education
programs employing 13,349 teachers in the 2020-21 school year. Of these educators, 674
reported their plan to leave the agriculture classroom. Retirement and death accounted for 30.7%
of the known reasons for leaving.

The 2022 Agriculture Teacher Supply and Demand Overview (NAAE) reflects growth in
agriculture teacher demand. The 2022 overview reports 8,987 agriculture programs employing
14,516 agriculture teachers nationwide. Despite this growth, 975 positions were lost, and 839
agriculture teachers decided to leave. Retirements accounted for 21.33%. At the time of
reporting, 142 unfilled full -time positions were left nationwide. Despite a high 94% retention
rate of agriculture teachers nationwide, 80 agriculture teachers left the classroom in NC, the

highest amount reported in the country (Foster et al., 2023).

ol

a
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National Teach Ag Campaign

The National Teach Ag Campaign is a strategic effort to raise awareness of the need to
recruit and retain high -quality and diverse agriculture teachers and encourage others to consider
a career teaching agriculture. The 2018 report indicates that individuals majoring in agricultural
education is increasing even as other education content areas are experiencing de@ases. Recent
retention efforts related to the National Teach A
to address the struggle to balance teaching, community events, advising the organization, and
family obligations. Workshops and health screenings were offered at state FFA conventions and
conferences for teachers in participating states. Guffrey and Young (2020) identified professional
development designed to promote work-life balance and mentoring programs as key initiatives to
promote retention in s tates that participated in the STAR Program. However, the National Teach
Ag Campaign has not released an annual report following this study or the COVID-19 Pandemic.

There is a gap in our understanding of how family reasons relate to teacher motivation to
transition out of the classroom. Even if family reasons are not the main reason for leaving, they
may be a signification factor. For example, the 2021 Executive Summary reported that 69.3% of
teachers who left the profession did so for reasons outside réirement. Of the remaining portion,
4.9% specifically reported leaving to stay home as a caregiver, clearly indicating family reasons as
a key factor in their attrition. However, it is unclear if family reasons were a factor for the other
64.4% of agriculture teachers who also left. For example, 10.6% of the former agriculture
teachers reported transitioning to another content area. It is possible other content areas may not
include an extended contract with the expectation of overnight, weekend, and summer work.
Transitioning to a different content area could allow a former agriculture teacher to reallocate
that extended contract time to their family. Additionally, 17.8% of the teachers left for industr y
positions. These jobscould include more confined working hours (e.g., 9 am-5 pm, Mon- Fri),
which could align with other family member schedules more easily than an agriculture teacher

who often works late, weekend, or other extended hours. A link cannat be established without
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knowing if the O6desire for time with familyd mot.i
determination of the confounding reasons for attrition, further exploration in research
surrounding recruitment and retention is necessary to im prove those efforts.
Women as Agriculture Teachers
In recent decades, more women have entered the salaried US workforce than ever before.
In the same era, work-linked spouses have become more prevalent across the board, especially in
education, medicine, and the military (Halbesleben & Zellars, 2006; Janning, 2006; Marshack,
1994, Moen & Sweet, 2002) waskatlresl astobef odyatuveght er , Mi ¢
women in Proffittds ori gi nalwomeaagdculretedthetswhooday, s
share their occupation with family . Michele and her women colleagues corroborate this shift in
the evolution of work -linked spouses extending to agricultural education in NC.
Women and the Challenges of Work -Family Conflict
Research shows that womenare more likely to experience work-family conflict and leave
the teaching profession due to Afamily reasonso (
an inability to overcome the family -related barriers generated by their occupation (e.g., difficulty
taking time off to care for sick family members, meeting family togetherness expectations, and
maintaining household responsibilities). With many new agricultural education graduates being
predominantly female (National Association of Agricultural Educ ators, 2020), issues related to
motherhood, and other women -specific family expectations, may also increase It is unknown
what impacts having a work-linked spouse may have on female or male agriculture teachers
endeavoring to manage salaried work and houshold responsibilities.
Parents as Agriculture Teachers
A small study on community and school-based agricultural and extension educators with
work-l i nked spouses found that fAhaving children bottfh
experience in work and family domains (Spence& Park, 2022). Spence (2022)found that while

the participants shared a passion for agriculture or farming with their spouses, the experience of
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being a co-parent was identified as the most significant shared experience among the
participants. In this small group of participants, most had experi ence with work-family conflict
that they perceived as a difficult challenge to their work -family balance. These participants chose
to seek a different occupation to lessen stress from workfamily conflict and improve work -family
balance.

S o r e n gabiam & study survey (2015) identified five significant factors of agriculture
teacher attrition: 1) for a more desirable job opportunity, 2) for an opportunity to move up in
their career, 3) because of family reasons, 4) due to a lack of compensation for the wrk done,
and 5) because of excessive workload. Females were more likely than males to leave teaching for
"parenthood responsibilities/rearing children" and "because it is incompatible with raising a
family." In a later study , Sorenson et al. 017) analyzd factors that could be used to predict
work interference with family and family interference with work among agriculture teachers.
Perceived family-supportive work culture, number of agriculture teachers per school, work
salience, and actual work hours per work week were significant factors in predicting work
interference with family. In contrast, family salience was the only significant factor in predicting
family interference with work among agriculture teachers. The study also found that the age of
children, work hours per work week, perceived family -supportive work culture, and work
interference with family were significant predictors of turnover intentions of agriculture teachers.
The study found that work -family conflict does influence agriculture te achers' turnover
intentions, and the conflict is more often generated from the work domain and not the family
domain.
School -Based Agricultural  Education Work and Family  -Related Stress

Job-related stress is not new to agriculture teachers.A study focused on job-related stress
of agriculture teachers i n -rMilsastoeudr ij cabn dt aNsCk sf 0o uwedr €
stress among both teacher samples, with fAexcessiyv

stressor (Torres et al., 2009). E d w a rstdy £2003) discovered an alarming trend among
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teachers in eastern Tennessee: most felt more stressed in the later years of their teaching career
than in the beginning. The researcher found this was primarily attributed to increased workload
in and out of the classroom as these individuals got older and their responsibilities increased.

Ongoing or unchecked teacher stress may contribute to teacher burnout, ultimately
resulting in teacher attrition. Maslach and Jackson (1981) defined burnout as a condition
characterized by emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and loss of a sense of personal
accompl i shment. Croomdébs study (2003) suggested that
result of the stress of unrealistic public and administrative expectations. The study found that the
sample experienced moderate levels of emotional exhaustion, low levelsof depersonalization in
relationships with students, colleagues, and others, and a high degree of personal
accomplishment in their work. The agriculture teacher's age and years of teaching experience are
related to depersonalization scores but not to emotional exhaustion and personal
accomplishment scores on the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Croom, 2003).

Changing Work Arrangements of School -Based Agricultural Education

Generally, teaching in aschool-based agricultural education (SBAE) program has
centered on the rigid work arrangements created by the public-school system in the U.S. (e.qg.,
bell schedule, in-person instruction, pre -scheduled annual leave). However, the COVID-19
pandemic forced nearly all public -school systems to reevaluate when, where, and low instruction
wascompleted. School s across the nation adopted dAafl exi bl
2018) when schools started utilizing virtual methods of instruction that created some latitude in
when, where, and how work was being completed conpared to in-person instruction on a rigid,
bell schedule. While virtual instruction allowed teachers additional flexible work arrangements, it
also required teachers to adapt their teaching methods quickly and drastically, resulting in mixed
post-pandemic implications.

Eck (2021) found that following the 2020 school year, SBAE teachers in Suth Carolina

felt more prepared to deliver virtual instruction than ever. However, the same sample felt less
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prepared to deliver relevant classroom and laboratory instr uction, oversee supervised
agricultural experiences, and supervise FFArelated activities following the COVID -19 pandemic
ascompared to before. Eckds research concluded the
self-efficacy of SBAE teachers, impacting oth their job and family satisfaction.

The National Education Association (2022) reported 55% of educators consider leaving
the profession earlier than planned, citing job -related stress as a significant factor in their
decision-making process. The NEArgport ed a signi ficant -rekedistrese of al
may be linked to the COVID-19 pandemic. However, some research suggests the experience
during the COVID -19 pandemicwas not entirely negative for SBAE teachers. McKim and
Sor ens on 6 syolSBAEQeachérsusdught to understand how the transitions from faceto-
face instruction to remote learning brought about by COVID -19 impacted teachers' work and
non-work domains. They noted,

Teachers were tasked with completely changing their work roleswhile simultaneously

adapting to completely restructured |life roles

teachers experienced in their work and life roles due to COVID-19 through an evaluation

of work and life interference, role salience, and role saisfaction.
The study highlighted three key takeaways: (1) The work domain decline, or the shrinking of the
wor k domai nés r e satistagtionsl ismpz,e ;t (e2 )d eJoolbi ne i n partici
working as SBAE teachers; and (3) Resourceseconsidered, how the COVID-19 Pandemic forced
teachers to reevaluate and reallocate their resources. These takeaways will be discussed in more
depth later in Chapter 2.

Research Objectives

This study aims to explore dual-agriculture -teacher couples' experience with the work-
family interface. An explanatory sequential mixed methods design will involve collecting
guantitative data first, then using in -depth qualitative data to explain the quantitative results

further. In the first quantitative phase of the study, an online survey will be administered via
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Qualtrics using Murrayos ( 20 ltde)workfandly bbrdeetdeory nst r u me
(Clark, 2000). The closed-ended survey will collect data from agriculture teachers with a work -
linked spouse and assess whether occupational similarity and work-family integration relate to
job satisfaction. The second qualitative phase will be conducted as a followup to the quantitative
results. The qualitative phase will use a phenomenological approach to understand the essence of
dual-agriculture-t eacher coupl esd experiences |living in fAbo
family domains) (Clark, 2000; Moustakas, 1994). In this exploratory follow -up, the plan is to
examine in what ways the dualagriculture -teacher couple work-family interface is unique and
explore any relationship between work-family integration and work -family conflict or
enrichment.

By incorporating mixed methods throughout the study design, the researcher aims to
accomplish the three main objectives: (1) minimize the gap in our understanding of the work -
family interface as it relates to the work-family integration/segmentation continuum, (2) provide
a voice to a previously unheard sibpopulation of agriculture teachers, and (3) develop workplace
and organizational strategies to optimize agriculture teacher work-family borderlands.

Significance of the Study

The ratio of NC agriculture teachers with work -linked family members to those without is
1:5. If the presence of worklinked families persists in NC Agricultural Education, we must
understand the i mpact of these relationships on e
responsibilities inside and outside the classroom. Suppose we do notunderstand dual-
agriculture -teacher couples or other work-linked couples in education, specific experiences and
unique needs. In that case, the profession may lose one workiinked spouse or the whole work -
linked couple. Refining the concept of integrated work and family roles may provide insight that
can be used to develop strategies to help all agricultural educators cope withwork or family
satisfaction barriers. Furthermore, the study will provide knowledge to help fill the gap identified

within work -family research and the work-family integration/segregation continuum. Study
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findings are intended to help Agricultural Educator Preparation Programs (Ag EPP) and other
related organizations identify strategies that can be implemented in the workplace to prevent or
resolve work-family conflict for agricultural educators so that quality educators may be recruited
and retained more readily. A key factor for retention is the satisfaction of educators personally
and professionally (Crutchfield, 2009). Educators m ust feel successful in both their role as an
instructor and their role as devoted parents, spouses, sons/daughters, etc. If satisfaction cannot
be maintained in both domains, educators can choose between their families and careers,
resulting in empty classrooms or unhappy homes (Crutchfield et al., 2009; Sorenson, 2017).
Assumptions

The following assumptions were made regarding the agriculture teachers who
participated in the study. First, the agriculture teachers who participated in the survey accurately
described their work expectations and truthfully expressed their beliefs about barriers to their
work and family satisfaction. Second, they truthfully describe their experiences sharing an
occupation with their spouse and managing their work -family interfa ce. Third, agriculture
teachers want to feel successful in work and family domains.

Limitations

While mixing methods increases trustworthiness and rigor, the overall reliability is linked
to the methods used, and the validity of the data is based on the acuracy of the participant
responses.

Limitation 1: This study depends on the partic
Data collected from the survey and interviews dep

Limitation 2: 1 acknowledge that responsibilities associated with work and family roles
fluctuate throughout the year; the stress associated with these roles is also fluid. Additionally,
responses are based on teachers6 estiesudtstissi ons. The
directly related to the accuracy of participant responses. To account for these fluctuations, the

study adopts two strategies to mitigate the limitation. First, each interview will occur at a
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different time during the school year. The interviewer will ask the participant to describe current
work and family -related events and their stress level at each interview so this information can be
considered part of the analysis. Second, the survey instrument measures variables in terms of
average units toaccount for changes throughout the school and calendar year.

Limitation 3: The survey instrument is a modified version of the instrument used in
Murrayés (2011) study, so the c owlldoaus entMuw @ agyrmal y s i
study of agriculture teachers in Georgia. Work expectations of agricultural teachers vary from
state to state and evolve. These independent variables are beyond the control of the study design.

Definitions of Operational Terms
Agriculture Teacher: a current, former, or retired school -based teacher employed to facilitate the
three-circle agricultural education model.
Blending: the process by which domain-specific roles, relationships, responsibilities, or other
tasks permeate another domain (Clark, 2000).
Border: physical, temporal, physiological, or other points of distinction separate life spaces or
6domains. 6 Borders vary in terms of strength, dep
Border-crossing: the process by which domain participants (i.e., border-crossers) move between
domains (e.g., work and family) (Clark, 2000).
Border-keeping: the process by which domain participants (i.e., border-keepers) maintain
borders between separate domains (Clark, 2000).
Borderlands: life spaces in which multipl e domains overlap or blend together, integrating the
roles, relationships, and responsibilities in the blended domains (Clark, 2000).
Central Participant: domain participant possessing power and influence within the domain
(Clark, 2000).
Domain: a segmented life space that engages participants in unique roles, relationships, and
responsibilities (e.g., work domain or family domain) (Clark, 2000; Lewin, 1936).

Dual-Agriculture -Teacher-Couples. marital relationship in which both spouses are employed as
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agriculture teachers.

Dual-Career Couple: a marital relationship in which both spouses are engaged in full-time, paid
work (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1969; Hall & Hall, 1979).

Dual-Earner Couple: marital relationship in which both spouses engage in paid work, full or
part-time.

Flexibility: the degree a border may contract or expand (Hall & Richter, 1988).

Permeability : the degree of interaction between domains (Hall & Richter, 1988).

Permeation: a role, relationship, responsibility, or other domain -specific interactions that cross
into a domain different from its origin.

Work -Family Conflict: i nt erdomain conflict between work
relationships, and responsibilities (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).

Work -Family Interface : the process by which multi-domain participants integrate or separate
domain roles, relationships, and responsibilities (Crouter, 1984; Nippert -Eng, 1996).

Work -linked Spouses: marital relationships in which spouses share an occupation, workplace, or
organization (Halbesleben & Zellars, 2006; Janning, 2006; Marshack, 1994; Moen & Sweet,
2002).

Summary

In Chapter 1, | explain how the persisting shortage of agriculture teachers aeates an
urgent need to recruit and retain agriculture teachers. | discuss the presence of worklinked
families in NC sharing an occupation as SBAE and how the presence of duahgriculture -teacher
couples has grown in recent decades. With more dualagriculture -teacher couples and women
who are parents in the agriculture classroom, understanding stress related to managing work
roles and factors related to work-family conflict is a critical research need. Exploring the work -
family interface of dual -agricultu re-teacher couple could identify strategies to positively integrate

work -family domains, helping to improve recruitment and retention efforts nationwide.

and
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A mixed methods approach uses an explanatorysequential designto answer the research
questions. First, a survey instrument measures the differences in perceived work and family roles
between agriculture teachers with a work-linked spouse and agriculture teachers with one. The
survey also measures the differences inperceptions of barriers and resources to managing work
and family roles, which informs the protocol used to explore the experiences through one-on-one
interviews and content analysis of dual-agriculture -teacher couple photos. The qualitative
exploration explains further the survey results by providing additional insight into the differences

or similarities found between the groups.
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CHAPTER TWO - LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter 2 has four main objectives. The first objective is to describe the systematic
literature methodology. The second objective is to outline the theoretical underpinnings of the
predominant theories in work -family research and outline the critical points of Work/Family
Border theory as it serves as the theoretical framework for this study. The third objective is to
describe the studyodés conceptual framework. The fo
literature to identify the gap in understanding work -linked couples. This objective directs the
focus of t his st uduglagricukure ptdacher acugleavark-faniily iritenface and
shapes the methodology described in Chapter 3.

Systematic Literature Review Methodology

In my efforts to learn more about occupation sharing among spousesor work -linked
couples, the research began with a purposeful, threetiered, top-down approach to the literature
review. A systematic review synthesized existing findings and identified gaps in the literature
(Gran & Booth, 2009). Articles were found by [1] searching general terms in Google Scholar, [2]
searching in a social science database, and then [3] repeating the previous step in thdournal of
Agricultural E d u ¢ a tonlinencétalog.

The search for salient I|iterature began by ent
the Google Scholar search engine, generating nearly 6.5 million results. The top three articles
shared nearly 20,000 citations, including the articles by Clark (2000), Greenhaus and Beutell
(1985), and Greenhaus and Powell (2006). The NCSU website, lib.ncsuedu, contains digital
copies of the journal articles. By skimming the a
identified, including Hall (1972), Kanter (1977), Katz and Khan (1978), Khan (1964), Nippert -Eng
(1996), Repetti (1987), and Staines (1980).Skimming the reference lists of these articles, the
studies by Hall and Hall (1979), Holahan and Gilbert (1979), Marshack (1994), and Voyandoff
and Donnelly (1990) identified them as articles related to couples or spouses. After reviewing the

articles, RefWorks cataloged the references. Thi s process identified CIl ar k¢
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foundation for the studyds theoretical framewor k.

In the next phase, the Education Resources Information Center (ERIC) database searched
the titles of articles for content -specific terms and variations of synonymous terms (e.g., work-
link couple, same-career couple, spouses share occupation). The search terms duatareer couple
(158 results), samecareer couple (26 results), work-linked couple (16 results), work-linked
spouse(8 results), and spouses share occupation (1 result) generated 209 duplicated articles.
RefWorks catalogs the articles after skimming abstracts for relevance and reviewing relevant
articles.

The website, www.jae-online.org, was used to search theJournal of Agricultural
Education for terms such as attrition (26 results), retention (45 results), job satisfaction (42
results), spouse (9 results), leaving (12 results), family (14), couples (0), worklinked (0),
generating 148 duplicated articles. RefWorks catalogs the articles after skimming abstracts for
relevance and reviewing relevant articles.

Theoretical Framework

Throughout the salient literature and across disciplines, we see the concepts of
domains, borders, and roles as central themes within work-family research. Fundamentally, we
identify two major dwoak n& , Widtwhohir k 6e aad dommai n, a |
personds role(s) defines their responsibilities a
(Merton, 1957). Researchersuse this common language to explore the phenomena of work
family interface, work -family conflict, work -family enrichment, and the impact
integrating/separating (or segregating) domains have on these experiences. Work/family border
theory and several otherpertinent theories were generated through this work. First, the theories
will be described, synthesized to discuss concepts related to this research study, and summarized

in the final section of the review (Bui, 2009; Machi & McEvoy, 2009).



22

Work/Family Border Theory

Kurt Lewinés (1936) o6life spaced is the philos
border theory (2000). 6 Li fe spaced describes the psychol ogica
individual experiences and interacts with the world a round them (Ryclack, 1981). According to
Lewin, individual s segmermtactehseicral dleidf ei deypn@aa en 0i nte
work domains). Figure 4 is a visual representation describing the interactions between
commonly segmented life spacs or t he work and family domains (C
describes the interactions between these life spaces using the concepts of domains, domain

participants, borders, border strength, permeability, flexibility, blending, and borderlands.



Figur e 4

Diagram of Work/family border theory
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Clark and Framer (1998) found that within each domain, a culture exists. The domain
culture defines appropriate behaviors da&mter mi ned
means. Individuals may have contrasting work and family cultures because valued ends and
means do not align. For example, a salesmands wor
cheerful to help with sales despite how an employee feels.The employee & willing to perform the
behavior because their job is a means to an end (e.g., income, retirement, insurance, and other
benefits). This same personés family culture may
Domain members provide emotional supp ort to each other to this end. The differences in the
domain cultures change acceptable behaviors for the domain participants.

Domain participants identify as central or peripheral (Lave & Wegner, 1991). Central
participants possess the power withinthedo mai n and deter mine the domain
values, responsibilities, and inter-and intra-d omai n connecti ons. Central p e

competence makes them influential within the domain (Clark, 2000; Repetti, 1987). Peripheral

domain participants ar e involved in the domain culture but
theory builds on this concept by-crdssefsjbarden g domai n
keeper s, and other domain members. 0

Border-crossers and borderkeepersare central participants, while other domain
members are considered peripheral by Lave and Wegner (1991). Bordefcrossers make frequent
transitions between domains (e.g., a person who is a fulltime employee and an involved parent).
At the same time, border-keepersare expected to maintain rigid borders between domains (e.qg.,
spouse or manager). Other domain members have little power within the domain (e.g., co-
workers or children). The commitment of border -keepers and other domain members to the
border-crosserandtherawar eness of the ot her domaticnrsods sceurldtsur e
ability to make transitions between domains. (Clark, 2000).
The borders of each domain define where, when, and how domainrspecific behaviors are

engaged. Resear chemossidregf rd  eh ddw oirrdceirvi dual s navi ¢
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traveling in and out of domains (Hall & Richter, 1988). Borders may be temporal, physical, or
psychological (Clark, 2000) (e.g., professional time versus personal time; communal space versus
personal space work responsibilities versus family responsibilities). Individuals who experience
domains with similar cultures can cross borders with relative ease. Conversely,domain cultures
that are dissimilar often have more robust, making it more difficult for the border crosser to
transition between domains (Clark & Framer, 1998).

Border strength is measured in terms of permeability, flexibility, and
blending. Permeability refers to the degree of interaction between domains (Hall & Richter,
1988). Permeations are the occurrences of domainspecific elements entering a different domain
(e.g., family members visiting at work; co-workers invited to dinner at home; family photos on a

persondéds work desk; taking a wor k eyaHologica,ft er

hour

temporal, or physical; they may be perceived as interruptions or reminders of aborder-c r o s ser 6 s

importance in an adjacent domain.

Flexibility is the extent to which a border may contract or expand (Hall & Richter, 1988),
depending on the demands of multiple domains (e.qg., rigid work arrangements versus flexible
work arrangements). Again, borders can be temporal, physical, or psychological. The temporal
work/family border is flexible if work hours are fluid. The physical work/family border is  flexible
if work may happen remotely. The psychological work/family border is flexible , if spouses speak
freely about work at home or co-workers freely discuss their family at work. Blending occurs
when there are large amounts of permeability and flexibility, which means the border is no longer
lessdefined between domains (e.g., a solid wall barn stall, impermeable and rigid border;
portable livestock panels, permeable and flexibl e border).

Clark (2000) refers to areas with a high
that cannot be exclusively called either domain. Within borderlands, domain -related identities,
behaviors, and responsibilities overlap. Work-linked couples, or couples that experience

occupational similarity between spouses (i.e., spouses who share their occupation, workplace, or

degr e
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organization), spend significant time in the borderland that encompasses their work and family
domains. Within the borderland, work and family domains overlap temporally, physically, and
psychologically.

After reviewing various substantive content theories related to work -family research,
work/family border theory (Clark, 2000) presents the most utility in a pplication to work -linked
spouses.Work/family b order theory was created in response to dissatisfaction with existing
work -family theories. Being created as a solution to a deficiency in the salient literature, the
t heoryoés for mat i on algnwith agagratist woddpign Tihis @hnecton to
my perspective as a researcher, combined with the strength of amixed methods approach,
provides significant utility to the research study and its goals.

Work/family b order theory incorporates the ideas of permeability, flexibility, blending,
and borderlands to describe how border-crossers and borderkeepers interact within domains
and borderlands. According to border theory, borderlands are areas that cannot exclusively be
called either domain (e.g., work or family) because such a high degree of blending occurs in this
area of life. The borderland is where work-linked families seem to exist, integrating work and
family roles into their professional and personal domains. Table 1 summarizes the eight
propositions of the work/family border theory.

I will highlight the differences between the dual -agriculture -teacher couple work/family
borders and those outlined in work/family border theory, including (1) the subdomains that exist
within the work and family domains, (2) the work -linked spouse as central participants in both
domains, rather than the family domain only; (3) the dual -agriculture -teacher couple children as
frequent border -crossers. These differences will be further explained in the description of the
dual-agriculture -teacher couple borderlands found in Chapter 4. In this section, | will also relate
the work/family border theory propositions to the context of agriculture teacher couples with

similar work and family cultures and weak work -family borders (ta ble 1).
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Work/family border theory propositions

Proposition la:
Proposition |b:

Proposition 2:

Proposition 3:

Proposition 4:

Proposition 5:

Proposition 6:

Proposition 7:

Proposition 8:

When domains are similar, weak borders will facilitate work/family balance.
When domains are different, strong borders will facilitate work/family
balance.

When the border is strong to protect one domain but is weak for the other

domain, individuals will have:

a) greater work/family balance when they primarily identify with the strongly
bordered domain; and

b) lesser work/family balance when they primarily identify with the weakly
bordered domain.

Border-crossers who are central participants in a domain (i.e. who have
identification and influence) will have more control over the borders of that
domain than those who are peripheral participants.

Border-crossers who are central participants (i.e. who have identification and
influence) in both domains will have greater work/family balance than border-
crossers who are not central participants in both domains.

Border-crossers whose domain members have high other-domain awareness
will have higher work/family balance than border-crossers whose domain
members have low other-domain awareness.

Border-crossers whose domain members show high commitment to them
will have higher work/family balance than border-crossers whose domain
members have shown low commitment to them.

When work and family domains are very different, border-crossers will
engage in less across-the-border communication than will border-crossers
with similar domains.

Frequent supportive communication between border-keepers and border-
crossers about other-domain activities will moderate the ill-effects of
situations that would otherwise lead to imbalance.

(Clark, 2000)
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Role Theory
As previously mentioned, Clark (2000) created the work/family border theory in

response to dissatisfaction with existing work-family theories. This theory evolved from role
theory and is closely related to the more commonly referenced boundary theory. Merton (1957)
uses role theory to describe social positions held by individuals (e.qg., agriculture teacher,
agricultural exte nsion agent, county extension director) and the behaviors correlated with those
positions. Roles change over time Rotolo, 2000), and individuals may experience multiple roles
simultaneously (Elizabeth & Elizabeth, 1994). Examples of changing roles include an only child
becoming a sibling, a single person becoming a spouse, a parent becoming a grandparent, or an
employee becoming a supervisor. A person may also experience a combination of these roles
throughout their lifetime. For example, an individual ma vy identify as a daughter, sister, spouse,
parent, and professionali all at the same time. The boundaries between roles can be a source of
strain when multiple roles conflict (Katz & Kahn, 1964). This concept inspired the subsequent
creation of boundary theory (Nippert -Eng, 1996; Ashforth et al., 2000) and work/family border
theory (Clark, 2000).
Boundary Theory

Some do not considerborder and boundary theories as distinct theories but rather as
articulations of the work evolving from Nippert -Eng (1996) and Hall & Richter (1988). Most
|l iterature has adopted the term Aboundarydo over
cognitive-sociological perspective, boundary theory describes the processes and social
implications created from distinct ions made by people in their attempt to make sense of life.
People struggle to understand the world as a whole, so we organize life into bounded categories
(Zerubavel, 1991). Nippert-Eng (1996) uses this theory to describe assigning work and family
roles, while others use the theory to describe how people navigate between the domains
(Ashforth, 2000). As applied to the work -family literature, boundary theory concerns the

cognitive, physical, and behavioral bouradsar i es
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that define the two entities as distinct from one another (Ashforth et al., 2000; Hall & Richter,
1988; Nippert-Eng, 1996). Boundaries range from thick to thin or strong to weak. Boundary
strength allows for different degrees of permeation between domains. Thick or strong boundaries
allow less permeation between domains, while thin or weak boundaries allow more permeation.
These interactions have been described in the theories discussing the conservation of resources,
spillover, crossover, and compensdion.

Conservation of Resources Theory

In addition to the role, boundary, and work/family border theories, Hobfoll (1989)
authored the conservation of resources theory (CoRT). Multiple studies focusing on work-linked
spouses use CoRT (Ferguson et al., 2@, Halbesleben et al., 2011; Halbesleben et al., 2010;
Huffman & Olson, 2017; Janning & Neelym, 2006). As a stress theory,CoRT states an individual
has a certain number of resourcesthe individual constantly tries to preserve and expand. Work -
linked spouses may apply CoRT as a twebirds, one-stone approach. Work-linked spouses
provide emotional and informational support in both domains (Janning, 2006), allowing them to
expand and preserve resources by pooling them together. One example would be an individal
securi ngto-fai Mdh@rkusi ness chenontactwith tlem dorkslinked spausg
despite their unwillingness to share it with another colleague. The work -linked spouses then
collectively use this contact information to accomplish a commo n professional goal (e.g., securing
sponsorship, facilities, and volunteers for an event they are working together to host) (Spence &
Park, 2022).
Spillover Theory

Some researchers use the concepts of carryover and spillover to describe the permeations
that impact the interface between work and family. Spillover theory (Wilensky, 1960) aims to
describe how emotions and behaviors in one domain can have implications in another domain.
Wil ensky initially uses the fiSpi laihtbhevoeerflodobworkur e Hy

stress to the leisure (non-work) domain (e.g., a person who has a bad day at work is more likely
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to bring negative emotions home). Kanter (1977) considers spillover a reciprocal effect between
work and family, finding i f a peenotienal glilnate at work could affect their relationship at
home. Reciprocally,th e emoti onal <cl|l i mat e agdersonat&drls Créuteme
(1984) expanded the theory by identifying spillover could be positive and negative. While not all
studies identify a reciprocal effect, work -family studies utilizing spillover theory suggest a
relationship between the domains. Table 2 summarizes the types of spillover between family and
work identified in the salient literature.

Table 2

Types of spillover between family and work domains

Overall Effect Direction Example

A ¢ omp any égeossing sglésmas tvins a family

Positive Work -to-Family
vacation.

A supervisor does not allow employees to misswork to

Negative Work -to-Family
attend special events (e.g.

A supportive spouse volunt

Positive Family-to-Work
event.

Negative Family-to-Work Parenthood limits work availability.

Other pertinent theories have also stemmed from role theory. Crossover (Bakker et al., 2008)
and compensation (Staines & Pleck, 1980) theories have emerged from workfamily research to

explain other inter and intra -domain relationships. These theories extend the discussion of the

work and family domainsd interconnectedness.

al

SO



31

Crossover & Compensation Theories

Compensation theory suggests an inverse relationship between work and family
domains. The theory suggestsindividuals compensate for shortcomings of one domain by
obtaining the missing component in the opposite domain. For example, an individual
experiencing divorce or a failed family relationship may look to excel in their work relationships
(Staines, 1980). Spillover and compensation theories exclusively describe effects that occur
across domains. Crossover is slightly different from both theories. Crossovertheory claims
interactions may occur across domains or within the same domain. Examples of these
interactions include transferring work stress to a spouse or coworker, respectively (Amstad &
Semmer, 2011). These theories are primarily used to describe workto-family conflict rather than
the reverse. This limited usage may result from the conflict perspective that dominated the
literature until th e 21st century.

Conceptual Framework

In the last 300 years, industrialization has changed how many individuals in Western
cultures conceptualize work and family domains. Before the Industrial Revolution, many families
worked to produce what they needed tosurvive (Googins, 1991). As industrialization grew, more
work began outside the home, creating a physical and temporal distinction between these
domains. Work and family activities occur in distinctly different environments following the
Industrial Revolu tion. Work and family experiences happen at different times with different
people in different places with different cultural norms (Morf, 1989). Before industrialization,
many families were nuclear in structure with a single income. Over time, the locatio n where work
and family interactions occur, who is responsible for those demands, and how we complete
domain-specific tasks have also changed (Clark, 2000).

In the US, society has moved away from recognizing a single, dominant household
structure to a wide diversity of structures (e.g., single-parent, unmarried co -parents, homosexual

parents, blended families, and multigenerational households). Different household structures
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may correlate with emergent household income categories, such as families with nhcome (e.g.,
single-earner or single-career couples) and duatcareer couples. In a singleearner household,
only one family member engages in paid work outside the home (e.g., a single parent works full
or part-time). Single-career couples encompass houseblds where only one spouse engages in
full -time work. Meanwhile, the other spouse pursues educational goals, cares for children or an
aging parent, does other unpaid activities, or cannot work. In dual-career couples, spouses may
work full -time, part-time, or a combination of part -time and full -time work. Each of these
structures experiences tradeoffs that impact work and family responsibilities.

Research attributes the emergence of diversified household stru¢ures to many
influencing factors, including but not limited to increased divorce rates, increased mobility, and
increased opportunities for part -time work (Brief & Nord, 1990; Clark, 2000). The tradition of
married men assuming the role of breadwinner while married women assume the role of
homemaker is becoming less common. With more women working outside the home, we see a
shift in how some work and family roles are valued. For example, the research describes an
i ncreased val ue o finsidétlee hdme thdt may dosrelaitewithlamiecrease in
working mothers (Brief & Nord, 1990; Fullerton, 1995). As society evolves, the borders between
work and family evolve, too (Clark, 2000). The lenses used to explore work and family have also
changed due to interrelated factors (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Dual -Career Couples

Studies have considered the links between work and family for nearly fifty years. In 1969,
Rapoport and Rapoport coined the term fAdual
spouses engage in paid work. Ten years later, Hall and Hall expanded the seminal research by
igniting discussion about dual-career couples for decades (1979). An influx of women into the
American workforce may correlate with the emergence of dual-career couples, which has become
a common model in many modern societies (Gilbert, 1993). As this trend of dual-career couples

grew, research to understand the interactions between work and family also grew and continues

car ee
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to evolve.

As dual-income households emergal, researchers began to compare these groups with
single-career couples. Researchers foundspousal support was among the most significant for
promoting work -life balance and decreasing workfamily conflicts for single -career and dual-
career couples. Howeve, Elloy and Smith (2003) identify spousal support as a greater need for
dual-career couples when compared tosingle-career couples. Generally,dual-career couples
experience more significant work-family conflict than single-career couples. Thus, they maylean
harder into their spousal support systems to manage work-family conflict. Studies find dual-
careercoupl es generally provide adequate spousal sup
found dual-career couples mutually encouraged one anotheratlto me and wor k but kept
first. o Baskirnfl(exG®m4) irteygparntded he ability of both
independence and interdependencdudl-canearsouplehe fAhal |l ma
(Neault & Pickerell, 2005) . Dual-career couples also show less emotional exhaustion than
unmarried counterparts, which may lower feelings of burnout (Elloy & Anderson, 1990). As
research began to understand the experiences otlual-career couples, an interest in a unique
subset of these couples also emeged.
Work -Linked Couples

Work-linked (work -linked) couples are dual-career couples whose spouses share the same
occupation, workplace, or organization. No research has focused on married couples that share
an occupation within agricultural education . However, there is researchon work-linked spouses
in other fields. These studies indicated that work-linked spouses tend to develop the support
system needed to cope with factors influencing agriculture teacher attrition ( Lee et al., 2004).
are an example ofa work-linked couple variation. Other variations of work -linked couples also
existin the literature. Ter ms such as fdAmarri ed c¢ oworkingeouges (Janni
(Moen & Sweet,c206@), codaphes (Hal bes| edpreneurs& Zel | a

( Mar shack, 1994), 0 ar e al s-linked®eplds. Much likeghe overalbe t ype
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trend of dual-career couples, the frequency of work-linked couples has also increased in recent
decades (Halbesleben et al., 2006; Wheeler & Rossi2012). work-linked couples also tend to have
greater integration of work and family life, being deeply involved in their work organization and
community, which has demonstrated a positive relationship with employee retention (Lee,
Mitchell, Sablynski, Burt on, & Holtom, 2004). Being deeply invested in multiple roles impacts
domains' interconnectedness, creating reciprocal effects (e.g., positiveor negative spillover).

Dual -Agriculture -Teacher -Couples

A dual-agriculture -teacher couple is a worklinked couple in which both spouses are
employed as teachers in SBAE. Dualagriculture -teacher couples share an occupation, but
necessarily an organization or workplace (Lee et al., 2004). Because of this distinction,they have
varying degrees of occupation similarity. As shown in Figure 5, the dual-agriculture -teacher
couple with the lowest degree of occupational similarity are those who share the occupation but
work in different school systems (i.e., organization) and at different schools (i.e., location). Dual -
agriculture -teacher coupleswith moderate occupational similarity share their occupation and
school system. Finally, the dualagriculture -teacher couples with the highest degree of
occupational similarity are couples who share an occupation, work in the same school system,
and work at the same school. The concentric circles inFigure 5 compares the varying levels of
shared experience of families with income, dual-career couples, work-linked couples, dual-
agriculture -teacher couples, dualagriculture -teacher couples in the same school system, and
dual-agriculture -teacher couples at the same school. The outside circle encompasses the
experiences of individuals in the subsequent ones while the innermost circle indicates couples

with the highest degree of similarity.


https://onlinelibrary-wiley-com.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/doi/full/10.1002/job.771#job771-bib-0060
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Figure 5

Conceptual framework of occupational similarity among dual-agriculture -teacher

couples
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Synthesis of Salient Literature

Work -Family Interface

A

Crouterds study (1984) focused on employees in

described the work-family i nt er f ace as fAa dynamiNipped-&Erd (189€)ci pr oc al

described the work-family interface as a process for dealing with the similarities and differences
between the domains in this system. This process exists as a continuum in which individuals
separate/integrate domains. The continuum encompasses the extremes of complete workfamily
separation and complete work-family integration or the complete overlap of work and family
domains. Separating, or segmenting, domains is the process by which @mains function
separately, and interaction is limited. Integrating domains allows interaction between domains
and overlapping domain culture (e.g., behaviors, tasks, language) (Clark, 2000). Along this
continuum, the single -earner family whose breadwinner works away from home (e.g., a traveling
salesperson) would fall near the separation extreme. In contrast, a family-owned and operated
business (e.g., multigenerational farm) would fall near the integration extreme. As previously
mentioned, border strength influences the interaction between domains. Strong borders create
segmentation and restrict interaction between domains, while weak borders allow integration
and promote interaction between domains.

Early studies generally viewed work and family as semrate, unrelated entities, so they
were often studied as independent systems (Clark, 2000). This approach began to change in the
1970s when studies started to reflect an open systems approach in which researchers
acknowledged a reciprocal link between work and family domains (Katz & Khan, 1978; Marks,
1977; Sieber, 1974; Staines, 1980). Opesystems theories include spillover Theory and
compensationtheory (Stainesé 1980). These theories
interdependent. However, some researchers are critical of generating these theories because the
studies only examine the emotional linkages between domains. Research in the 1980s and 1990s

aimed to remedy this gap by considering other factors that enriched and complicated the

de mo |
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interconn ectedness of work and family.
Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) defined interrole conflict between work and family roles as
work-family conflict (work -family conflict). Work -family conflict describes the stress placed on
an individual to satisfy the demandsofmul t i pl e domains or an individua
multiple roles (Nippert -Eng, 1996). Rapoport and Rapoport (1971) identified five sources of

stress emphasized bydual-career couples with families. Researchers describe these stressors as

five separate dilemmas. [ 1] The o6role overload dil emmadé or too
6identify dilemmad or the inability to transition
cycling conflicts dil emma or r ododasngtwgkdilemmaot i es ch

limited time to socialize; and [5] the normative dilemma or upholding domain -related rules or
policies.

A more recent perspective of work-family enrichment has emerged. This perspective
claims multiple roles benefit one another, enriching all domains involved (Greenhaus & Powell,
2006). Generally, boundary theory aligns with the conflict perspective, while work/family border
theory aligns with the enrichment perspective. Historically, the conflict perspective dominated
studies in work-family research (Barnett, 1998; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999; Haas,

1999). However, a critical lens found pursuing multiple roles may outweigh the disadvantages
(Marks, 1977, Sieber, 1974). Some even clainactive participation in both domains enric hes one
another (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). This change in perspective helps showcase the evolution of
the research and brings the concept of worklife balance into the conversation.

Work -Life Balance

Various research |l enses consider the O0bal ancebd
and family (Beutell & Greenhaus, 1986; Greenhaus et al., 2003; Greenhaus et al., 2006,Vaziri et
al., 2022). Within the field of agricultural and extension education, a recent pilot study (Spence &
Park, 2022) focused on defining and then describing the perceived work-life balance of work-

linked spouses within the field. The qualitative analysis revealed the participants considered
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family as the weight tipping the scaleb et ween t he work and | ife domai n.
as the participantos primary value, explicitly ci

asked to descri-lbief & hbealteermrare ,0vope&kr t i ci pants did not
commitme nts outside work or family roles, revealing these domains as dominant and perhaps

integral.

Participants' view of their work -life balance was generally negative Based on stories and
examples provided by partici panatesmthatimpliewsas c¢cl ear n
equality, o was an appropriate way to describe the
domains. Si nce Obal anced did not fit their situation,
in meeting the expectations of their work and family roles, implying guilt. Feelings of guilt and
failure suggested a negative impact on their perceived WLB for all but one study participant.

Researchersfoundf i ve values significantly impacted the
perception of work-life balance. Values included work, family, time, spousal support, and
harmony. The study generated three main implications. [1] Agricultural work is a source of
connection for the work -linked spouses. [2] work-linked spouses'’ family-first priorities will
motivat e them to change their jobs rather than endure work-family conflict. [3] The experience of
raising children both enriches and complicates the spouses' work-family interface. The study
concludesfamily in both domains balances the scale between work and family domains for these
participants; a separate and equal balance is not practical for their lifestyle. The study suggests
some language currently in use to describe the workfamily interface (e.g., work-life balance)
may negatively i mpptoostandexpectations for hevdthep shoult manage work
and family. This study also supports other research identifying an empathetic and committed
spouse as the most critical resource fordual-career couples balancing work and family roles

(Lawver, 2007).
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Flexible Work Arrangements
Another resource used to overcome barriers to work-life balance includes flexible work
arrangements (flexible work arrangements). Some professions are moving from rigid work
arrangements to flexible ones (Beigi et al.,2018). Researchers have found evidencehat work
arrangements allowing professionals to define their boundaries encompassing work and family
domains can benefit the employee, their families, and their role within their organization (Beigi
etal,2018). The umbrella term Aflexible work arrangement
permit flexibilityo regarding where and when worKk
work arrangements include strategies like telework, flexible hours, and part -time work
arrangements. Flexible work arrangements have been a tool many companies have granted
employees to lessentheirworkf ami | y confl i ct experiences. Empl oy
circumstances determine the use of flexible work arrangements and their benefits (Beigi et al.,
2018).
Generally, teaching in public high schools has been a field in which flexible work
arrangements have been more difficult to utilize, given these teachers have rigid schedules and
other work arrangements. However, the COVID-19 pandemic forced nearly all public-school
systems to utilize some version of flexible work arrangements, perhaps introducing the
possibility of similar work options in the future that redefine the borders between work and
family domains. Educators with work -link ed spouses, however, may already incorporate some
flexible work arrangements. Their unique situation allows them to integrate their work and
family domains through their spousebds presence in
focused on any specificlinks between flexible work arrangements and work -linked families,
studies about work-linked spouses have foundthese couples sometimes integrate work and
family life to resolve conflict ( Lee et al.,2004). The 2020 study measuring work and family
impacts COVID-19 had on SBAE teachers (McKim and Sorenson) foundntegrating these

domains during the pandemic generated three powerful takeaways they coined (1) Work Domain
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Decline, (2) Job Satisfaction Slump and (3) resources reconsidered.

The first key takeaway, Work Domain Decline, measures three characteristics: work
hours, work interference with family, and work salience. A statistically significant decline was
observed in each characteristic when comparing perceptions from before COVID-19 to during
COVID-19. The study suggests COVIB19 shifted SBAE teachers' time and emotional attention
from the work role into the family/life domain

The second key takeaway, the Job Satisfaction Slump, refers to the 23.13% decline in job
satisfaction during COVID -19 that the study found. This decrease in job satisfaction is especially
concerning in that job satisfaction has been previously linked with teacher retention (Croom,
2003; Sorenson et al., 2015, 2017). The 2020 study analyzed perceptions prior to the changes
resulting from the COVID -19 pandemic and the perceptions during the pandemic. In 2023, we
can only now measure the direction the trend has taken following the COVID-19 Pandemic.

The study's third key takeaway, Resources
in role conflict theories, specifically conservation of resources theory (CoRT). CoRT is a common
theory used in studies related to work-family conflict that states individuals have access to only a
finite number of resources (e.g., hours in a day, financial capital, etc.) they may use to accomplish
goals. Hence, combining resources (i.e., hitting two birds with one stone) is one approach that
may help generate more significant benefits from a single resource. The COVID19 Pandemic
provided a unique opportunity to test CoRT as work and family domains were integrated in a way
novel to many modern societies. The study foundas work and life roles were combined, work
interference with family and family interference with work decreased for SBAE teachers overall.
Recruitment and Retention Strategies Addressing Work -Family Conflict Factors

The shortage of agriculture teachers was dentified as early as the 1970s and has been a
major challenge in the following decades (Camp, 2002). As mentioned in Chapter 1, the National
Teach Ag Campaign is a strategic approach to recruiting and retaining agriculture teachers

nationwide. Programs under the National Teach Ag Campaign include the State Teach Ag Results

Reco
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(STAR) Program, Future Agriscience Teacher Symposiums, National Teach Ag Day, and National
Teach Ag Ambassadors Program. These are examples of this collaborative effort taking shape.
The STAR Program is a multifaceted recruitment and retention effort centered in Kentucky,
Ohio, and South Carolina. Guffrey and Young (2020) report the program included allocating
resources for the following recruitment and retention activities:
Recruitment  Strategies
9 Providing student teachers or teacher candi dat
of Agricultural Educators Conference
1 Promotional materials for high school and college classrooms
T Signing event pull-ups
1 Booth space at the FFA convenion
1 Pre-service teaching workshops
T Signing-day events
1 Mc Ge e 0 s-Pait Menwmmship Program (2019)
{ Paid advertisements on social media during the National Teach Ag week, National FFA
week, and National FFA Convention, highlighting the signing events.
Retention Strategies
1 Workshops on balancing teaching, community events, advising FFA, and family
{1 Health screenings
f Stress tests
1 Yoga and deep breathing sessions at teacher conferences
1 Calendars with FFA-related due dates, event dates, deadlines, andnspirational quotes
1 Professional development for teachers with 5-15 years of experience focusing on Work
Life Balance
These strategies were designed to encompass Crutc

t o fAbal anc e o-warkodonkain eespdnsibilities. The STAR Program initiatives identify
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Crut chf i eHatdidbsa | paonicnetd i s t he key tAsmdlbtyafsshoent i on o
and extension-based educators foundt he ter m bal ance may negatively i
perception of their ability to manage work and family (Spence, 2021). One participant said,
We should not call it Obalancedé because when t
equal ... we shoulld free anlalrynoma |6l bietc aduvser Hig i s nc
how they work togetheréMany 4 adc¢teobldoveverdaye . 6nt o
do think that teachers ultimately are in control, and they just need that perspective
because | think oftentimes, they are the people who set the expectation for what must be
done, and maybe they are a little misguided.
Other studies agreehigh real or perceived expectations contribute to teacher attrition (Lemons et
al., 2015).
The STAR Program study (2020) concluded satisfactorily managing activity associated
with work and non -work domains will continue to be a struggle for professionals across the
board. The STAR program activities focused on promoting WLB were imperative to the
recruitment strategy. Providing resources, professional development, and support networks have
been proven successful in other professions and should be further explored as he challenge
evolves. Work-linked spouses may share the same resources that other teachers experience, but
how can they integrate the resources to service work and family rolesand offer potential benefits
to other teachers managing the same roles?
Agricul ture Teacher Job and Family Satisfaction
Extensive research analyzes factors influencing teacher job satisfaction (Crutchfield et al.,
2013; Goodpaster et al., 2012; Boyd et al., 2008; Buchanan et al., 2013; Edwards, 2003). Several
studies specifically cite long work hours, extracurricular engagement (e.g., FFA events, CDE
practices, or contests), and other work tasks that require time away from family as reasons
agriculture teachers choose to leave the classroom (Birkenholz, 1986; Cole, 1984; Dillon, 1978;

Knight & Bender, 1978; Mattox, 1974; Moore & Camp, 1979, Torres, Lawver, Lambert, 2009).



43
Lawver (2007) found job expectations and family obligations may deter individuals from
teaching agriculture as a career.

Other studies consider the unique impactteachi ng agr i cul ture has
marriages and other areas of their work and family domains. (Crutchfield et al., 2013; Murray et
al., 2011; Sorensen & McKim, 2014). Age, major life events (e.g., getting married/divorced,
becoming a new parent, or prolonged health issues), and investment within the profession are
factors to consider when discussing the work-family interface, as these factors often change with
one another. Lawver found agriculture teachers identify with three significant roles: agricu lture
teacher, parent, and spouse. Other studies also support these three dominant roles and their
interconnectedness across domains. However, conflicting findings exist comparing the
relationships between spouse and parent roles to work role(s). Odell (1990) found a negative
relationship between having children and job satisfaction but a positive correlation between
marriage and job satisfaction. Closely examining the interconnectedness of roles across domains
may explain these divergent findings.

Od e Istudy €1990) focused on secondary agriculture teachers in the National Vocational
Agriculture Teachers Association (NVATA) in the thirteen states comprising the Northeast
Region of the United States and found a positive relationship between marriage and job
satisfaction, which confirms Lawver's findings that having a supportive spouse is beneficial to the
work domain. However, this relationship may be negative if the demands of the work domain
place unresolvable stress on family roles. Another study found increased work activities
eventually result in lowered marital satisfaction as perceived by the spouse Hopkins et al.,
2020). These studies utilize work-to-family spillover to explain domain interconnectedness, but
other studies have indicated family -to-work spillover is also crucial for some individuals within
the profession (Crouter, 1984; Sorenson, 2012).

Murrayds study (tRaOdver gne-thirl of sewondaty egdiculture teachers
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research determinedthati f ami 'y reasonso were among the top th
considering a career change out of education. Previous research investigates negative spillover
between work and family domains, or impacts stemming from one domain extending to the
other, causing a negative experience (e.g., the teacher is required to attend evening community
events, so their spouse is upset they are not present in the home after school hours have
concluded). This researd does not indicate that family -to-work spillover significantly influences
mal e t eac her Ldalveeexagh, d9389)dHowe\ers seeral studies identify negative
family -to-work spillover for female teachers (Crouter, 1984; Foster, 2001a/b; Sorenson, 2012;
Murray et al., 2011).Cr out er 6 s st udy ( 1908wbrk domancspillowverd Thasn f ami | y
study found that negative spillover occurred predominantly with married individuals with
children and was identified more frequently by females than males. Sorenson found female
teachers are |likelier to |l eave the profession bec
suggestnegative work-to-family spillover may be a barrier for many female teachersi who decide
to marry and have children, perceiving an inability to overcome familial barriers while in the
classroom.
Household structures may also influence the work-family interface, encompassing work-
family conflict or enrichment. Household structures may include single -earner households,
single-career couples, anddual-career couples. Work-linked couples (e.g., dualagriculture -
teacher couples)are a subgroup ofdual-career couples that have become more prevalent in
recent decades. Stress between work and family domains does not seem to impact professionals
who are young, single, and without children (Crouter, 1984). However, the work-family interface
of individuals who do decide to marry or have children seems to significantly influence their
decision to enter or remain in the classroom. Negative work-to-family spillover may
disproportionately impact women, which is critical considering 75% of new agricultural
education graduates are female (NAAE, 2021).

Some studies imply these couples may have an advantage in overcoming barriers to job
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and family satisfaction (Lee et al., 2004). Lawver (p.11) identified five significant strategies
agriculture teachers use to balance workand family. These were #fA(1) planning a
(2) family and personal time, (3) communication and expectations, (4) personal beliefs and
values, and (5) character. o Based on Spenthey and P
may utiliz e these strategies more effectively due to their integrated roles. For example, (1) work
linked spouses share a single work and family calendar; (2) they spend time together at home
and work; (3) they share the same supervisor expectations. Additionally, both spouses are
agriculture teachers and, therefore, likely to share (4) the belief FFA is a worthy use of their time.
At the same time, a high degree of occupational similarity may also suggest they possess [5]
similar character traits. Further research is needed to determine the accuracy of these
speculations.

Literature Gap

With such little documentation of work -linked family members teaching agriculture and
exploration of this phenomenon, there is a gap in understanding how work -linked families
experience teaching agriculture. There is also a gap between our understanding of worklinked
spouses with a low degree of occupational similarity (i.e., one overlap researching element of
occupational similarity such as workplace, occupation, or organization) and those with a high
degree of occupational similarity (i.e., spouses whose workfamily roles are almost completely
integrated, e.g., family owned and operated business). Dualagriculture -teacher couples have
higher occupational similarity than most work -linked couples who may share an occupation,
workplace, OR organization. Dual-agriculture -teacher couples are known to share all three
(occupation, workplace, AND organization). At the same time, this level of overlap is not as high
as to completely permeatework/family borders as may be experienced with family businesses or
family farms in which the workplace is also the homesite. To fully understand the work -linked
spouse phenomenon, further examination is needed to understand the experience of worklinked

couples who fall between moderate to moderately high occupational similarity. Examining dual -
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agriculture-t e ac her c o-fanily interface explords a gap within this work -life
integration/segregation spectrum.

Summary

In Chapter 2, | explain work/family border theory as the theoretical frame for this study,
which will deepen our understanding of #Aborderl an
on work-linked couples and factors related to agriculture teacher job and family satisfaction.
These studies were synthesized and foundob-related barriers to family satisfaction as a
significant reason individuals choose to leave or not enter the classroom. Work-family research is
a large body of literature encompassing complicated topics such & domains, roles, borders,
borderlands, and work-family interface. However, a gap was identified in our understanding of
how these concepts translate to agriculture teachers with significant borderlands, such as duat
agriculture -teacher couples, and what mtential differences may impact perceived job and family
barriers.
Keywords: dual-agriculture teacher couples, work-linked couples, work-family interface, work -

life balance
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CHAPTER 3 T METHODOLOGY

Chapter 3 has three main objectives. Objective 1 is to provide a rationale for themixed
methods approach. Objective 2 is to outline the objectives of the study. Objective 3 is to describe
the procedures used to answer the research questions. More precisel, the chapter justifies using
mixed methodology, identifies my worldview, and provides a subjectivity statement that helps
define the researcher 6s | e n explandtdry ssquentialagsigreimr r i chl y
terms of population, sampling, inst rumentation, data collection, and data analysis procedures.
The quantitative methods aimed to answer RQ1 and RQ2. The independent variable (1V) of the
guantitative phase was the presence of a worklinked spouse or not. The dependent variables
(DV) of the guantitative phase were work responsibilities, family responsibilities, work barriers,
family barriers, perceived stress levels, and challenges to the workfamily interface. The control
variable (CV) experienced teaching in an NC public schoob the qualitati ve phase aimed to
answer RQ3 and further explore variables identified in the quantitative. The final phase of the
study aimed to integrate the quantitative and qualitative results and answer RQ4.

Mixed Methods  Rationale

The world is experienced viamixed methods; we use our senses to hear, see, feel, and
otherwise experience the social world (Greene, 20
seeingod (Greene, 2007) allows us to choose compl e
truth that out lines the phenomenon and individual experiences that provide color to the details
of these experiences. This integrated methodology brings life and application to a universal truth
experienced by diverse individuals (Creswell & Clark, 2017).Mixed methods research adds depth
to the breadth offered by any single research method. A mixedmethod approach (Figure6) is
necessary to determine if agriculture teachers with work-linked spouses differ from other
agriculture teachers regarding perceived work and family responsibilities and perceived barriers
to managing those responsibilities satisfactorily. Differences and contractive findings are

explored qualitatively to exp lain those findings further.
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The descriptive statistics generated by this s
allow us to compare the results of NC agrialture teachers with a work -linked spouse to NC
agriculture teachers without a work -linked spouse. The NC and GA samplesvere surveyed
nearly a decade apart in pre and post-COVID-19 Pandemic environments. A mixed methods
approach was necessary toaccurately explain results. If differences are present, a qualitative
follow -up identifies and explains the potential influencing factors. If differences are not present,
a qualitative follow -up identifies and explains the common variables with the strongest
relationship(s) to work and family satisfaction. Qualitative exploration is used to identify further
resources thathelp or could help dual-agriculture -teacher couples and other agriculture teachers
manage stress related to the workfamily interface.

Inquiry Worldview

Pragmatism grounds my approach to research, education, and diffusion of innovation.
From this perspective, knowledge without useful, real-world applicat ion is incomplete (Dewey,
1938). As a change agent| use research-based information, best teaching practices, and
collaboration with others to engineer practical solutions to everyday problems. Pragmatic
research generates knowledge that catalyzes the dffision of innovation (Rogers, 1963) and
i mproves individual s6 experiences and the common

single phenomenon.

A pragmatist worldview extends beyond the ideathat there is a single, universal truth
researchers need to uncover and assertshat mixed methods are essential in that exploration.
Pragmatism assumesthe world consists of problems that must be fixed, so practical questions
and methodology should guide research (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003a). Pragmatism may be
useful in seeking solutions to challenges experienced by research participants, but it may also
cloud my research lens if left unchecked. In this study, purposeful methods prevent bias from

coloring my research lens with subjective shades of gray that distort an objective reality with
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many colors to be perceived. Understanding this worldview, acknowledging subjectivity, and
using a methodology designed to limit potential biases enrich my experience as a researcher and

produce valid, reliable, rigorous, and trustworthy results.

Subijectivity Statement

| am a Christian, heterosexual, white female, and work-linked spouse employed in

Agricultural and Extension Education. | previously worked as a high school agriculture teacher
for five years, followed by four years as an Extension agent in NC. | now serve the safety and
health interests of the NC agriculture industry as the Associate Director of the NC Agromedicine
Institute. My experience as a high school agriculture teachemverlappedwithmy husbandés
experience as a classroom agriculture teacher. | left the traditional high school classroom to
resolve work-family conflict after the birth of my first child; my spouse continued to work as a
classroom agriculture teacher until the fall of 202 3. Fall 2023 was also my final semester as a
doctoral candidate. My general research interests include providing evidence-based strategies
that can be used to control barriers to agriculture teachers perceiving themselves as successful
spouses, parents, aml professionalsi simultaneously. | have a personal or professional
relationship with many individuals in the study samples.

As an agriculture teacher with several work-linked family members, | entered my doctoral
program intending to explore the impact of work-linked family members with shared experience
as agriculture teachers. Shortly after my enrollment began, | attempted my first look into the
topic by loosely exploring a relevant case study of my own and another family with significant
shared experienes t eaching agriculture together. My fami/l
other instancesofwork-l i nked families teaching agriculture ir
overlaps with another multigenerational family of agriculture teachers. These two fam ilies have
multiple generations of occupational inheritance and shared teaching partners. Figure 7

summarizes information found in high school yearbooks and online NC teacher directory
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resources. Figure 7 displays the overlapping relationships identified between two
multigenerational, work -linked families teaching agriculture in the same schools.

Figure 7
Description the intergenerational relationships of Grady -Spence& Jenkins as

multigenerational work -linked families teaching agriculture at the same schools
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My husband, Ray Scott, is a third-generation agriculture teacher. His grandfather, Robert,
and his mother, Michele, preceded him into the agriculture classroom. The Grady-Spence work
linked family is substantially tied to another work -linked family teaching agriculture, the Jenkins
family. The Jenkins family also has three generations with experience related to schootbased
agricultural education (SBAE). In addition to three overlapping generations, these fa milies have
shared experiences at three different schools: East Duplin High School, North Lenoir High
School, and Wayne Preparatory School.

Ray Scottds grandfather, Robert, taught agricu
years. One of his teaching @rtners was Carlton Jenkins. While teaching at East Duplin together,
Robert taught his daughter s, Mi chel e and Sabrina.
children were active agriculture students and FFA members. Michele preceded her sister by five
years, so they were not enrolled in high school simultaneously, but Reggie and Sabrina were
classmates. They all graduated from East Duplin and attended North Carolina State University
(NC State). Reggie and Michele decided to become agriculture teachers. Boert retired from East
Duplin. In 1973, Carlton transferred to the neighboring county of Lenoir. He continued to teach
agriculture at North Lenoir High School until 1985. He transferred to South Lenoir High, where
he retired as an agriculture teacher.

Mic hele entered the agriculture classroom in 1984. She taught at North Lenoir High
School for 31 years, retiring from public education in 2015. During her time in the high school
classroom, she experienced working with multiple teaching partners. Of these teaching partners,
Michele shared one teaching partner with her father (e.g., Carlton), and Michele shared two
teaching partners with her son (e.g., Reggie and Erin).

When she entered the classroom, her teaching partners were Jesse Artis, Roy Eubanks,
David Moori ng, and Carlton Jenkins (i.e., her fathe
from the classroom, Erin Berg and Reggie Jenkins

partners. Reggie and Michele taught each other's children during their shared time at North
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Lenoir High School. Reggiebs children, Zack and G
high school simultaneously. They were also cl ose
and Katherine, whose time at North Lenoir also overlapped with Zack and Georgianna. Zack,
Georgianna, Elizabeth, and Katherine were all active agriculture students and FFA members at
North Lenoir High School. Ray Scott was eight years older than his sisters and attended high
school in the county where his family resided. Ray Scott was an active agriculture student and
FFA member at Greene Central High School. He was not taught by Reggie, Carlton, or his
mother, but he did attend FFA camp and other FFA events with the North Lenoir FFA Chapter.

For several years, my Ray Scott had the wunique
classroomit he same room she had occupied for decades.
2017, Ray Scott also inherited two of her former teaching partners, Reggieand Erin.1 While at
North Lenoir High School , Ray Scott taught Reggi e
from North Lenoir High School in the Spring of 2022. The same year, Ray Scott left North
Lenoir at the end of the Fall semester to transfer to Northeastern Carolina Preparatory School?.

Elizabeth Spence accepted a 10nonth position teaching at a growing charter school,

Wayne Preparatory, for the 2021-22 school year. After her first year, the school decided to
expand the agriculture program by rehiring Elizabeth as a 12month agriculture teacher and
hiring a second teacher part-time. In the Fall of 2022, Reggie returned to the classroom as a
part-time agriculture teacher at Wayne Preparatory. Elizabeth and Reggie taught together at
Wayne Preparatory for a brief period before Elizabeth decided to pursue other career options.

Reggie became the fulttime agriculture teacher, and David Mooring was hired as the part-time

lErin was both Micheleb6s and Reggieds teaching partner
main families in the case study, so she isimciuided in Figure 7 above.
2] taught at Northeast Carolina Prep School during the 281School year.
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teacher. David passed away i n Apr hirkdagtBeXs@bstituie eaclger e 6 s s ¢
for Davidodés agriculture c23achwlgear. until the end of

The Grady-Spence and Jenkins families have many overlapping connections and points
of intersection. These familial, teaching partner, student -teacher, and classmate relationships are
summarized in Figure 7. While | am not included in the figure, | have observed these
relationships in proximity for many years. While the chart does not include the nuance of these
relationships, the level of overlap and shared experience between these families demonstrates
how families can become intertwined in teaching agriculture. Being a part of the Grady-Spence
family and my experiences as a worklinked spouse shape my personal bias They are recorded to
provide context to my experience and to document the scope of some worklinked families
teaching agriculture in NC.

My family farmed, but | was not interested in agric ulture until the spring semester of my
freshman year of high school. | quickly embraced
fondness. .. for which | ¢ ann OMearidgeablyegacketbecameat i | | (T
central part of my identity. M r. Michel and Mr. Franklin became father figures in my life. Being a
part of the FFA remained central to my identity as | transitioned to college, serving as a state FFA
officer and studying as a pre-service agriculture teacher. In 2014, | entered the classroom and got
married, where my FFA jacket was present on both monumental days. When | entered the
classroom, but | was unaware of the sacrifices it would take. When | realized what the sacrifices
of teaching agriculture would look like in my situation, | was unwilling to make them. Moreover,

| was ashamed| decided to leave the professionl loved after only five years.

3 David Mooring also taught at North Lenoir High School with Michele and Reggie. He remained active in the Lenoir
County community after retiremenHe remained so active at North Lenoir High School; Ray Scott claimed him as a
O6bonusd teaching partner unti/l his death in 2023.
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In my own experience in becoming a parent, at the end of the school year prior to the
birth of my first child, | decided to transition fr om teaching agriculture to teaching science. As
new parents, my husband and | prioritized being accessible to our daughter when she was
born. My husband was teaching at a school with only a five minute commute, while | was
teaching at a school with nearly an hour commute. We were not interested in relocating, so we
decided | would seek a non-agriculture teaching position. There were no other available
agriculture teacher positions in proximity. | anticipated having fewer commitments and
expectations to activities exceeding the regular school daysothatl coul d be the fidef al
or the parent most readily availabl e #fup/dopdoct or 6s
off, and other tasks related to the parent role. However, after six months of parenthood and only
one semester in the science classroom, | was still trying to manage overwhelming job
expectations. | decided to transition completely from teaching to working as an extension agent
to resolve work-family conflict and meet my primary go al of being an accessible parentMy
decision reflects my personal bias.

As a person who has now navigated the transitions both into and out of the classroom, |
have struggled with detaching from my former identity as an agriculture teacher. At the time of
this research, my spousewas an agriculture teacher, my extended family memberswere
agriculture teachers, and many of our friends were agriculture teachers. However, | am no longer
fully integrated into this community. The transition has been difficult to navigate awayfrom a
network | have been building since the age of 14 years old. Looking back, my relationships with
my high school agriculture teachers recruited me to the field. The relationships with the other
agriculture teachers and students retained me in the field. Now, it is those relationships | miss
most about teaching agriculture. However, | would not trade those relationships for the
relationships | have been able to cultivate with my children by being readily available, easily

accessible, am present in the early years of their lives. These experiences shaped my biases.

To limit my biases, | will include some of my relevant experiences in the text and
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discussion. Including these experiences creates transparencyin my interpretation of the
research. | also use a reflexivity journal to capture my reasonings and decision-making processes.
| have practiced the research skills necessary for this study by conducting a pilot study examining
how a similar population, extension agents with work-linked spouses, define work-life balance

and perceive their success with the concept (Spence & Park, 2022).

In my dissertation research, the phenomenon | have chosen to describe is the workfamily
interface of dual-agriculture -teacher-couples (couples, not individual spouses). To achieve this,
data analysis will include a step that transfor ms
into the coupleds shared experience. This methodo
trustworthiness and rigor while aiding my ability t o bracket my personal experience as a work
linked spouse (Creswell & CIl ar k, 2017, p. 38; Mo u
experience acknowledgeg(1) one spouse is only half of a couple, (2) spouses may have

contradictory experiences, and (3) multiple realities can co-exist to (4) create a collective truth.

Bracketing is essential to the methodology proposed for this study. Acknowledging my
experiences and potential preconceptions related to the phenomenon in question is the first step
in distancing myself from the data sol may become a more accurate research instrument
(Moustakas, 1994). This practice increases the st
authenticity of the data through my research lens (Creswell, 2017; Lincoln & Guba, 1985;

Moustakas, 1994).
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Research Questions
The studyods research questions relate directly to
1. Minimize the gap in understanding the work -family interface related to the work -
family integration/segmentation continuum
2. Provide a voice to a previously unheard subpopulation of schoolbased
agricultural education.
3. Develop workplace and organizational strategiesto support autonomy in
agriculture teachersdo borderl ands
Using a qualitative-dominant mixed methods approach, the study compares the perceptions
of work and family -related satisfaction and stress of NC agriculture teachers without a work-
linked spouse to those of NC agriculture teachers with a work-linked spouse. After these samples
are compared, differences and similarities are examined by exploring the lived experiences of
dual-agriculture -teacher couples with the work-family interface. The following research
guestions guided the study:
1. What are the work and family role differences between NC agriculture teachers with a
work-linked spouse and NC agriculture teachers without a work-linked spouse? (Quan)
2. What are the differences in perceptions toward work and family -related challenges,
barriers, and resources between NC agriculture teachers witha work-linked spouse and
NC agriculture teachers without a work -linked spouse? (Quan)
3. How do Dual-agriculture -teacher-couples in NC experience the workfamily interface?
(Qual)
4. In what ways do Dual-agriculture-teacher-c oupl es d® exper i efamhes wi t h t
interface explain the reported job and family -related barriers, challenges, and resources?

(MM)
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Participants

The study included three samples. Two samples are used in the quantitative plase and
one in the qualitative phase. All participants must have relevant experience teaching agriculture
in NC. Participants for each sample are identified using the NC Agriculture Teachers Directory.
Dual-agriculture -teacher couples are identified by askng knowledgeable NC State Agricultural
and Human Science Department faculty or by self-identifying as an individual with experience
teaching agriculture in NC while married to another person with experience teaching agriculture
in NC.

The quantitative phase included a random sample of NC agriculture teachers without a
work-linked spouse (N=236) and a census sample of NC agriculture teachers with a worklinked
spouse with recent experience in schootbased agricultural education (N=36). These samples
were invited to participate in the quantitative data collection phase using an online Qualtrics
guestionnaire. The invitation to participate is distributed directly to the school emails provided
by the NC State Agricultural and Human Science Department. Follow-up emails were sent to
unfinished respondents at alternative morning and evening times at 2, 7, 9, 10, and 15 days after
the initial invitation to participate was sent. From the sample of agriculture teachers with a work -
linked spouse, those who met the addtional inclusion criteria outlined below were invited to
participate in the qualitative phase.

In the qualitative phase, purposive sampling was used to select study participants
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2015. p. 96). Participants for the qualitative phase were prioritized based on
years of teaching experience, geographic location, and presence of children in their homes. Only
couples in which both spouses could fully participate in the interview process were included.

Both spouses participated in two separate,one-on-one interviews. Participants were
emailed directly using school or retired agriculture teachers' emails. They were provided a study
description and an informed consent form. They were encouraged to ask questions. If willing to

participate, they were invited to provide their availability. An initial invitation to participate was
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emailed to the census sample of agriculture teachers with a worklinked spouse. Follow-up
emails were sent weekly to the dualagriculture -teacher couples who met the inclusion criteria.
Participants were recruited until saturation was established in the data. The study included nine
couples, including 18 individual participants, and a total of 36 one -on-one interviews. Table 3
describes the interview data regarding minute length and the total word count for each
participant.

Table 3

Summary of interview data in minutes and total word count by participant

Interview 1 Interview 2 Total Interview Total Word
(Minutes) (Minutes) Minutes Count
Anthony 35 63 98 16908
Kate 43 74 117 16913
Benedict 50 79 129 27064
Sophie 36 53 89 15510
Collin 43 44 87 14691
Penelope 69 117 186 31892
Daphne 104 * 104 18122
Simon 154 * 154 30859
Elouise 30 39 69 12187
Phillip 43 51 94 16730
Francesca 53 79 132 25377
Michael 48 57 105 16691
Gareth 37 108 145 20406
Hyacinth 30 67 97 16841
Gregory 50 63 113 21151
Lucy 59 61 120 23299
Edmund 28 62 90 13917
Violet 44 60 104 20865
Total 956 1077 2033 359423

* Participants were retirees only willing to participate in an in -person interview.
Pilot Study
Pilot Study Sampling

I completed a research study in 2021 that served as a pilot study for subsequent of my
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dissertation research. The initial 2021 research study was reported atthe American Association
of Agricultural Educators-Southern Region Annual Conference and Research Symposium in
February 2022. The pilot study uses purposive sampling (n=7) (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015. p. 96)
of agricultural educators with a work -linked spouse. Qualifying work -linked spouses share an
occupation, employer, or service area (Halbesleben et al., 2010). Participants seHidentified as
agricultural educators married to another agricultural educator in NC. The study defined
AAgri cul t ur adsecendaryooappsbsecdndarysschootbased agriculture teacher or an
extension educator. While not defined as inclusion criteria, the participants had been married for
at least five years with at least one child.
Pilot Study Data Collection

Structured int erviews used experiential and behavioral questions (Patton, 2015) to
explore howwork-l i nked spouses in agricultural-lifand extens
bal anced and p elifedaance.€ooin tvas used tovaoméct with participants and
explore their lived experiences. Zoom produced an audio and visual recording of each interview
while the researcher gathered traditional field notes. Zoom generated an interview transcript,
which was verified and corrected to accurately reflect the participant's comments.
Pilot Study Data Analysis

Codes and themes were generated from field notes and participant transcripts (Schreier,
2015). The interview field notes generated the initial code frame (Schreier, 2015, p. 14). Lineby-
line, trial-codi ng revealed data closely related to part.
integrated into the code frame. Subcodes described the attitudes and beliefs expressed by
participants. After coding concrete phrases, the phrases were defined (Schreier,2015),
segmented, and organized under the code frame's categories. Data present in the context of the
stories and examples were analyzed and coded. The data were checked for mutual exclusiveness,
and the code frame was adjusted again (Schreier, 2015). Thdinal code frame generated 201

mutually exclusive data segments organized under five main codes and 32 subcodes. Findings
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were compared to salient literature and repeatedly reviewed to decide how to refine the coding
system further to produce the most accurate results. (Merriam et al., 2015, p. 196-216). Drafted
results were shared with participants for member -checking (Maxwell, 2013; Merriam et al., 2015,
p. 246-247), and the researcher wrote a journal to reflect on the methodology and internal audits
of the research process (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Pilot Study Results

The pilot study found the participants defined work -life balance as spending equal time
managing work and family obligations. The only roles, relationships, and responsibilities they
considered in their definition of work -life balance were exclusively related to work and family.
6Familyd was defined as individuals outside their
extended family and church member sltimedmployménd was a
and other work links shared with their spouse, such as a family farm or secondary business
ventures operated by the couple. Overall, participant-d e f i ned i&worbkal ancedé negat
impacted participant perceptions of their work -family i nt er f ace. 6Bal anced was
and equal work and family domain participation. B
systems for managing work and family roles, responsibilities, and relationships. Because of this
lack of alignment in thei r definition and personal strategies for work -life balance, the participants
did not feel they could satisfactorily manage work and family.
Pilot Study Recommendations

With such a small sample, the results were not generalizable. Further exploration is
needed. More robust research exploring work-linked spouses and other work-linked family
members with varying degrees of occupational similarity is needed to understand the work-
family interface of work -linked family teaching agriculture. Findings from the pilot study shaped
my dissertation studyés interview protocols and |

term 6bal anced on the survey instrument and in th
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Mixed Methods Design

Using a (quanY QUAL) mixed methods approach, the study employed the descriptive
explanatory-sequential design shown in Figure 6 (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The mixed
methodology included a close-ended survey and a descriptive examination of duatagriculture -
t eacher ¢ oup kthrsugh semi-ptracturee intervéiews and photo analysis. Before
conducting any portion of data collection, an application was submitted to the North Carolina
State University Institutional Review Board (IRB). This application included the quantitative and
gualitative methods and was sent for IRB approval in August 2022. IRB approval was granted in
September 2022 (see Appendix A). IRB approval was valid for one year. The quantitative data
collection phase began in November 2022 and concluded in November 2022 The quantitative
data analysis followed the quantitative data collection phase concludes in January 2023. The
guantitative analysis informed the qualitative data collection methods, which began in April
2023. The first round of interviews is conducted in April i May 2023. The second round of
interviews and collection of personal photos were conducted simultaneously in June i July 2023.
Qualitative data analysis followed by the cumulative analysis concludes in August 2023. Table 4

summarizes the timeline to complete data collection and analysis.
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Timeline to complete mixed methods design: data collection and analysis
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Method

Sept

Oct

Nov Dec | Jan | Feb

Mar | Apr | May

June

July

Aug

IRB Approval

X

An invitation to
participate in the

survey is sent.

Quantitative data is
collected.

Quantitative data is
analyzed (RQ1 & RQ2).

The qualitative method
design is finalized.

An invitation to
participate in

interviews is sent.

Conduct the first round

of interviews.

Analyze datafrom the
first round of

interviews.

Conduct a second

round of interviews.

Collect personal photos

Analyze data from the
second round of

interviews.

Analyze photos

Cumulative analysis of

all qualitative data

(RQ3)

Integrate data analysis

(RQ4)

Quantitative Data

Collection

Quantitative Phase

In the quantitative phase of this study, data collection began with an online survey using

Murray©és

(2011)

m Appéndix Be d

nstrument

(
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Survey instrument for the study ) to measure dependent variables and compare
independent variables. The modified instrument©os
related responsibilities and barriers, challenges and resources to navigating the work-family
interface, and perceived dress levels and attitudes related to the work-family interface. These are
measured to compare groups created by the independent variable, agriculture teachers with a
work-linked spouse and agriculture teachers without a work-linked spouse.

The survey wassent in the fall semester before the interview's target date range of April
2023-July 2023. The invitation to participate in the survey was sent electronically via school
emails found in the NC Agriculture Teacher Directory that was maintained by the Agri culture and
Human Sciences Department at NC State. The survey was sent anonymously to the random
sample of NC agriculture teachers without a work-linked spouse (N=236) and the census of NC
agriculture teachers with a work -linked spouse (N=36). Teachers were invited to share their first
and last names but were not required. Reminders to complete the survey were sent to unfinished
respondents on days 3, 5, 7, 9, and 14 following the initial invitation. The target response rate was
50% for each group.

Instrume ntation

The survey used a modified instrument originally developed by Murray (2011). The
original instrument comprised Likert -type scales, multiple choice, short response, and
demographic questions. The Likert-type scales were used to rank work and familyrelated
barriers on a scale of 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest). The multiple-choice questions and shortresponse
guestions asked participants to specify their allotment of time devoted to various aspects of the
total agricultural education program (e.g., time dedicated to classroom and lab preparation,
instruction, FFA activities, SAE project visits, single and multi -day livestock shows, performance
of facilities maintenance, and summertime work assignments). These questions also captured
participants' allotmen t of household and family responsibilities, specifying the number of hours a

week they devoted to family responsibilities and their percentage of responsibility for various
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family tasks. The multiple -choice and short-answer questions also asked participants to specify
the number and seasonality of vacations and the number of hours their spouse works outside the
household per week. The demographic questions asked participants to describe their gender, age,
years of teaching experience, and current marital status.

The instrument used in this study used the same or similar questions. There were a few
minor differences in the way questions were presented. Instead of using short answers to identify
work-family challenges and resources, this study uses ranking @tions based on the findings of
Murrayés study (2011). The substantive content is
responsibilities. Instead of short answers, the participants moved a marker on a 0-100 scale to
describe their percentage of respasibility.
Validity and Reliability

Murray et al. (2011) established face validity and reliability for the instrument by using a
panel of experts to review the instrument and the test-retest methods, respectively (Gall, 2007).
The populations in these studies are similar, and no significant changes were made to the original
instrument. Therefore, validity and reliability are implied for the instrument used in this research
study.
Quantitative Data Analysis

Raw data collected with the online instrument via Qualtrics was downloaded into an Excel
spreadsheet. The data was cleaned by removing unu
some bl anks appropriately, or entteeranalgsissofiwaie7 06 i n b
should ignore. The Excel doaxment was imported into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS), version 26.0.

SPSS was used to analyze the descriptive parameters of the data. Frequencies,
percentages, and measures of central tendency and variability were computed. To identif the
influence of having a work-linked spouse on the agricultural teachers' work-family interface, data

was observed separately by the worklinked spouse identifier. The descriptive statistics were
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compared between the two samples of NC agricultures withand without a work -linked spouse.
The analysis of the quantitative phase informed the qualitative data collection phases.

Qualitative Phase

Qualitative Data Collection

The gualitative data collection phase in this mixed methods study was informed by the
guantitative findings in an explanatory -sequential design (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The survey
findings are integrated into the protocol for two separate, one -on-one interviews and the prompts
used in the collection of participant photos .
First Round of Interviews

The interviews take place over six months with consideration to the work and family role
changes that may occur throughout the school year and the calendar year (e.g., NC FFA calendar,
school calendar, family calendar including vacations, holidays, school breaks, other times when
children are not in school or daycare).

Prior to each interview, participant names, contact information, and informed consent
forms were collected. The research team constructed a record of worklinked family members fo r
each participant. Personal identifiers were stripped away from interview transcript data.
However, they were retained to update the record of work-linked families teaching agriculture in
NC, member-checking, and the potential of an audit.

The interviews generated audio recordings, transcripts, written observations, field notes

A

(Maxwell, J., 2013), and participantsdéd photos.

(Appendix C) used experiential and behavioral questions (Patton, 2015). The participants shared
their experiences individually in an online, semi -structured interview (Merriam et al., 2015, p.
109, 115). The interviews were conducted virtually using Zoom's online videcconferencing
platform, except for two participants , to accommodate participants' needs, availability, and
location. Daphne and Simon did not want to participate in virtual interviews but agreed to

complete an in-person interview. The participants were retirees, so it was determined the

Fo
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fluctuations in FFA, school, and family calend ars would have limited impact on their
recollections as a dualagriculture -teacher couple. With this in mind, the two separate, one-on-
one interviews were combined into one to accommodate their needs best Zoom was still used to
record their interview alon g with a handheld voice recorder to create as much consistency in
methodology as possible. Zoom produced an audio recording of each interview while | gathered
traditional field notes. Zoom will also generate a transcript of the interview, which is later ve rified
and corrected as needed to accurately reflect eac
destroyed after this phase of memberchecking.

Participants were interviewed twice, once in the spring semester and again during the
summer. The interviews followed the survey administered in the fall semester in the two weeks
leading up to Thanksgiving and the week of the break. The first interview occurred at the end of
the spring semester, a time of year with many work-related expectations (e.g., stateawards
application deadline, state and regional competitions, banquets, final exams, graduation, and
other end-of-year events). The photos are submitted between the first and second interview,
which takes pdeaaxxonn dfhet MedcNeCcalangar, ordhe timtefamesin t e
the summer months when teachers are not teaching classes while simultaneously managing the
other circles of school-based agricultural education. This is when most NC agriculture teachers
generally have the greatest flexbility in their day -to-day schedules as they are not attached to
their schoolsdé bell schedules and calendars.

Each interview had an underlying theme: (1) the couple and their work and (2) the couple
and their family. The interview protocol is included in Appendix C. For each interview, | asked a
series of questions to establish a baseline for the level of stress the participants were experiencing
at that moment to limit the impact stress may have on their responses. These questions included:

1. Describe the season of life you are in at work and with your family.
2. Describetiaokebdi gvents coming up on your <calen

3. Describe your stress level at this moment.
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Following these iterative questions, | invited the participants to respond to the g uestions related

to their work -family interface. The questions discussed in the first interview included:

1.

2.

Tell me about meeting your spouse and the events leading up to your marriage.

Talk to me about how you and your spouse interact. (Prompt: What is your role within the

spousal relationship?)

Describe your experience as an agriculture teacher. (Prompt: What factors influenced

your decision to become an agriculture teacher? Do you plan to remain in the profession

long-term? Pre/post-covid?)

Tell me about sharing an occupation with your spouse. (Prompt: Describe the

circumstances that led to their shared occupation. Describe how your jobs overlap?)

After exploring these questions, | invited participants to share anything else they thought was

important for me to know. | also provided instructions for the next steps, such as member

checking or submitting photos on Qualtrics. Once the first interview concluded, the next

interview took place approximately eight weeks later.

Participant Photos

Between the first and second rounds of interviews, participants were invited to share

photos depicting their relevant experiences as a dualagriculture -teacher couple (see Appendix

D). These photos were collected via Qualtrics. Participants upload a photo(s) in response ¢ the

following prompts:

1.

2.

Upload a recent photo of you and your spouse together.

Upload a photo of you or your spouse as an agelated club member in high school
or college.

Upload a photo of you or your spouse as an agelated club member in high school
or college.

Upload a photo of a meaningful experience you and your spouse share or have

shared.
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5. Upload a photo of your children or extended family at a work -related function.

6. Upload a photo of you AND your spouse TOGETHER at a workrelated event.

7. Upload a photo or photo(s) of you and your spouse or other family members at

work.
Submitting personal photos is not required for participation in the interviews.

Participants may submit photos individually or as a couple. Participants may choose to upload or
not upload photos for any of the prompts; a response is not required for any prompt.
Participants may upload none or multiple photos for each prompt. Participants can also provide
details about their chosen photo(s) for each prompt. Participants are encouraged to upload their
photos before the second interview so follow-up questions can be asked to clarify the content of

the photos at that time.

Second Round of I nterviews

Following a preliminary analysis of the data collected in the first round of interviews and
the participant's photos, the protocol is adjusted before the second interview. The questions we
discuss in the second interview include:

1. How do you define boundaries between the work and family domains? (Prompt: What do
you consider the work domain vs. the family domain? Describe how having similar jobs as
your family impacts your family calendar. How do you decide which FFA events to
participate in? How do you decide on summer program activities?)

2. Tell me about your work-life interface. (Prompt: What is your experience integrating
work-life and family life? What is your experience separating work-life and family life?)

3. What is your experience with work-family conflict? (Prompt: Describe any instances
when work has been a barrier with family obligations, or vice versa. What was your
experience as a child? What is your experience as an adult? Pre/postovid?)

4. What resources do/would help you manage work-family conflict? (Prompt: How does

having a work-linked spouse impact your stress relatedto work -life balance? How does
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your spouse support your roles in work and family domains? If you had a magic wand,
what would you create/destroy to resolve work-family conflict?)

5. Tell me something you find meaningful about sharing an occupation with your f amily
(Prompt: Of all the experiences you have shared with your spouse, what has been the
most significant? Why is that experience so important to you?).

Following the last work -family interface question, | ask any follow -up questions | have for the
photos submitted by the participant if they submitted any. | invite the participant to share any
additional information about the photos. Finally, I invite the participants to share any final
thoughts, thank them for sharing experiences, and provide any next steps for member-checking.
Qualitative Data Analysis

Interview Analysis

Dedoose software is used to analyze the interview data. During each round of data
analysis, the first steps were designed to avoid cognitive overload and focus on the data directly
related to the research questions. The data were reduced, and the remaining data from the
transcripts and photos were reviewed using qualitative content analysis (Schreier, 2015).

After the data were collected for the spouse in each dualagriculture -teacher couple, the
data were analyzed in juxtaposition of the spouse. This step helps bracket my biases while
identifying the essence of the couple's shared experience (Moustakas, 1994). In the preliminary
coding phase, | used the field notes generated by the indvidual interviews to begin developing
the code frame (Schreier, 2015, p. 14). Field notes included a summary of participant responses,
potential emergent themes, and examples provided by the participant. These data also
highlighted potential quotes for in vivo coding or reporting (Mayring, 2010: section
5.5.2). Lastly, in this phase of comparing spouseto-spouse data, photos collected from
participants were analyzed using the qualitative content analysis approach. This process creates

the initial code fram e for each couple that is used to compare the experiences of all the couples.

After synthesizing the coupleds data, the

pr el
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second review to be further modified. | review the data line-by-line in trial coding. O nce concrete
phrases are coded, they are defined and organized under the code frame's categories. Next, this
code frame is expanded by using open andn-vivo codes that can be extracted from the
transcript data. These standalone phrases are identified, andyzed, and organized into thematic
groupings according to the code frame (Schreier, 2015, p. 13).

My third review of the code frame revisits the transcripts to interpret the data in the
context of the stories and examples shared by the participants. Thesdindings are also analyzed,
coded, and checked for mutual exclusiveness.Similarities among gender groups emerged early
in the analysis, so comparing the experiences of the women and men was also completed
following the same procedures and used to refinecodes. The modified codes were compared to
the salient literature and refined to produce the most accurate results (Merriam et al., 2015, pp.

196-216). This process was repeated until no further modifications strengthened the code frame.

Photo Analysis

To supplement the transcript findings, content analysis was used to explore the
experiences in the photos further. The photo submissions were used to triangulate the survey and
interview findings. Collected photos are de-identified as a mosaic-like digital drawing for use in
reporting.

Photos were collected via Qualtrics, which allowed participants to upload digital images.

The i mages were cataloged and described by the im
participant captions (if provided). Appendix H includes all submitte d photos.

Photos were edited using the O0BeFunkyd photo e
were first edited for exposure and color to creat
filters. The artsy filters were selected to blur the image while preserving the photo's essence. At
least one artsy filter was applied. Most photos were bestdei dent i fi ed using a O6car
6poly arté filter in tandem. Edited photos were s

used to generate artbased research, which is used to create an art sample representative of the
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findings.
Trustworthiness and Rigor

Creswell and Clark (n.d., pp. 253) find that each mixed methods design faces specific
threats to validity. They describe three specific threats to the explanatory sequential design. (1)
Failing to identify key quantitative findings to explain with qualitative data (1); failing to connect
the quantitative findings with qualitative follow -up (2); and failing to explain unexpected or
contradictory quantitat ive findings with qualitative data (3). To overcome these threats to
validity, the study methods employ qualitative data collection questions to probe into the
surprising (1); consider significant and nonsignificant predictors for explanation of results (2);
guide purposive sampling by using the quantitative results to identify participants who can
provide the best explanations (3). Other methods also promote further trustworthiness and rigor

(Maxwell, 2013; Merriam & Tisdell, 2015/2016).

Member -checking

Multiple member checks were used throughout the analysis. After each interview,
participants were invite d to check interview transcriptions and preliminary interpretations of
their experience. Participants were provided a link to a Google Document that required the
reviewer to sign in using credentials provided for each participant. Participants were reminde d to
member-check their transcripts each time communications were sent out. Member-checking also
took place during the second interview. Participants were asked to clarify statements from their
first interview, and | asked exhaustive clarifying questions i n the second interview to ensure
statement clarity and transcript accuracy. Access to transcripts was provided throughout the
study.
Reflexivity

A reflexivity journal tracked choices in methodology and was used to audit the steps in
the research process.The reflexivity journal is a living Google Document. | reflected on the

literature, my reasoning for choices made in methodology, and evolving interpretations and
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conclusions. Entries were made whenever pivots in the research were considered. The journal
was also used in bracketing my experiences. The experiences captured in the journal are also
reported in the subjectivity statement found in Chapter 3.

Triangulation

The data collected from the survey, interviews, and shared images are compared to
identify differences, similarities, and potential needs for further research. The findings related to
the structure of the work -family borderland and the work -family interface of dual agriculture
teacher couples, specifically work-family challenges, barriers, resources, or benefits, are
triangulated to confirm findings and strengthen conclusions. Triangulation is represented using
an art-based research method that uses photos to illustrate the quantitative and qualitative
findings.

Summary

Chapter 3 outlinedthepr ocedur es i n t hi ssegadntialdmyxédsneteorsp | anat o
design. These procedures included using a descriptive survey instrument developed by Murray
(2011), semistructured interviews, and content analysis of participant photos. This mixed -
method approach enhances trustworthiness and rigor, elevates data triangulation, and generates

more comprehensive results.
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CHAPTER 4 1 FINDINGS

Chapter 4 presents the study findings, organized by research question. The first section
reports the findings from th e survey questionnaire of NC agriculture teachers without a work-
linked spouse and NC agriculture teachers with a work-linked spouse (RQ1, work and family
roles; RQ2, work and family-related challenges, barriers, and resources). The second section
reports the findings of the qualitative exploration of the dual -agriculture -teacher couples' lived
experiences. Data from the interviews of the work-linked spouses in the dual-agriculture -teacher
couples and content analysis of participant photos are utilized to examine the dual-agriculture -
t eacher c o-fampily isterface (RQ3I) &nd further explain the work and family -related
challenges, barriers, and resources reported by the NC agriculture teachers (RQ4).

In review, the following questions guided this stud y:
1. What are the work and family roles differences between NC agriculture teachers with a

work-linked spouse and NC agriculture teachers without a work-linked spouse? (Quan)
2. What are the differences in perceptions toward work and family -related challenges,

barriers, and resources between NC agriculture teachers with a worklinked spouse and

NC agriculture teachers without a work -linked spouse? (Quan)

3. How do dual-agriculture -teacher couples in NC experience the workfamily interface ?
(Qual)
4, How do the dual-agriculture-t eacher coupl es 6 wlandlwterfacd out t hei

explain the reported work and family -related barriers and resources? (MM)

Work/family border theory was chosen as the theoretical frame for this study to
conceptualize how dual-agriculture -teacher couples experience the workfamily interface,
specifically their roles, relationships, and responsibilities, in domains structured with weak
borders and high degrees of permeability and flexibility (i.e., borderlands). Th e borderland
interactions of work and family are predicated on positive and negative spillover, respectively

described as work-family enrichment and conflict. Work -family conflict includes the work -family
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interface in which work is a barrier to the family experience or family is a barrier to the work
experience. Work-family enrichment encompasses a work-family interface in which work
improves the family experience, or family improves the work experience.

Quantitative Findings

An online questionnaire (App endix B) was offered to NC agriculture teachers without a
work-linked spouse (non-work-linked spouse group; n=100) and NC agriculture teachers with a
work-linked spouse (work-linked spouse group; n=29). The same questionnaire was distributed
to the samplesseparately and at the same time intervals. Responses were collected using a single
Quialtrics survey. Responses for each sample were distinguished by a screening question that
identified the non -work-linked spouse group from the work-linked spouse group. Measures of
central tendency were generated to determine any differences between the groups. Due to the
small sample size of NC agriculture teachers with a worklinked spouse, statistical significance
was not feasible. Instead, the sample differences are decribed as impactful or not to each sample
respectively. The differences are summarized with descriptive statistics.

RQ1: Work and Family Roles
Gender and Marital Status Demographics

First, the summary of demographic characteristics is presented (Table 5), including status
as a work-linked spouse, gender, age, years of teaching experience, program type (e.g., high
school, middle school, combination, other), number of teachers in the agricultu re department,
and marital status (e.g., single, engaged, married, divorced, remarried). There are notable
differences in gender and marital status.

The differences in gender and marital status are related to the nature of the samples. The
census sample ofteachers included all NC agriculture teachers who selfidentified as a work-
linked spouse or married to another agriculture teacher. These individuals also self-identified as
male or female; all self-identified as heterosexual. For the work-linked spouses, N= 36 with 50%

men and 50% women; n= 29 with 51.7% male and 48.3%. The gender of the norwork-linked
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spouse sample was reported as 38.3% male, 59.6% female, 1.1% ndmnary, and 1.1% prefer not
to say (n=100). Furthermore, 100% of the work-linked spouse group sample identifies as
married, which is unsurprising based on inclusion criteria. However, the statistic eliminates the
potential that the work -linked sample could have included remarried individuals. The percentage
of the work-linked sample who is married is higher than the non -work-linked spouse group, with

75% identifying as married, including respondents who are married (71%) or remarried (4%).
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Frequenciesand percentages of demographic characteristics of NC agriculture teachers with

a work -link ed spouseand without a work -linked spouse

Work-Linked
No Work-Linked Spouse Spouse Total
n f % n f % n f %

Work-Linked Status 100 77.52 29 22.48 129 100.00
Gender 94 29 123

Male 36 38.30 15 51.72 51 39.53

Female 56 59.57 14 48.28 70 54.26

Non-Binary 1 1.06 0 0.00 1 0.78

Prefer Not to Say 1 1.06 0 0.00 1 0.78
Age 100 29 129

21-30 33 33.00 11 37.93 44 3411

31-40 28 28.00 15 51.72 43 33.33

41-50 20 20.00 3 10.34 23 17.83

51-60 13 13.00 0 0.00 13 10.08

61+ 6 6.00 0 0.00 6 4.65
No. Years Teaching 100 29 129

0-5 39 39.00 11 37.93 50 38.76

6-10 22 22.00 7 2414 29 2248

1215 14 14.00 6 20.69 20 15.50

16-20 10 10.00 5 17.24 15 11.63

21+ 15 15.00 0 0.00 15 11.63
Program Type 94 29 123

Middle School 15 15.96 2 6.90 17 13.82

High School 77 8191 25 86.21 102 82.93

Combination 0 0.00 1 345 1 0.81

Other 2 2.13 1 3.45 3 2.44
No. Teachers in
Department 93 28 121

1 29 31.18 4 14.29 33 27.27

2 41  44.09 18 64.29 59 48.76

3 12 12.90 3 10.71 15 12.40

4 8 8.60 1 357 9 7.44

5 3 3.23 2 714 5 4.13
Marital Status 49 28 77

Single 5 10.20 0 0.00 5 6.49

Engaged 5 10.20 0 0.00 5 6.49

Married 35 71.43 28 100.00 63 81.82

Divorced 2 4.08 0 0.00 2 2.60

Remarried 2 4.08 0 0.00 2 2.60
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Work and Family Responsibilities
The work-linked spouses spent more weekly work hours onFFA activities, SAE, routine
maintenance, and other activities (Table 6). The non-work-linked spouses spent more hours on
classroom/lab instruction and classroom lab p reparation. These differences are interpreted as
not making an impactful difference to weekly work hours, with non -work-linked spouses

reporting only 0.94 more total weekly work hours.

Table 6
Mean number of weekly work hours of NC agriculture teachers with a work -link ed

spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No Work-Linked Spouse  Work-Linked Spouse

o o

n u u n vl u
Classroom/Lab Instruction 98 26.33 9.08 27  22.83 6.53
Classroom/Lab Preparation 98 9.54 6.04 27 8.78 3.80
FFA Activities 98 6.05 4.68 27 7.78 3.70
SAE 98 243 2.49 27  3.33 2.45
Routine maintenance 98 3.14 3.70 27 3.70 2.05
Other Weekly Work Hours 98 1.60 1.74 27 174 3.21
Weekly Hours Total 98 49.10 15.90 27  48.16 11.87

In comparing the summer workdays ( Table 7), the work-linked spouse sample spent more
summer days at the state FFA conventian, hosting summer camps, participating in professional
development, preparing for CDEs, working with officer teams, attending livestock shows, and
attending Washington Leadership Conference than non-work-linked spouses. The worklinked
spouse sample spentess time attending FFA camp, State Leadership Conference, SAE visits, and
performing facilities maintenance than non -work-linked spouses. The data do not indicate any
impactful differences between the summer workdays and status as a worklinked spouse.
However, this finding prompts more exploration to determine if there is any significance in how

the work-linked spouses spend their summer days.
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Mean number of days worked in the summer of NC agriculture teacherswith a work -link ed

spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No Work-Linked Spouse

Work-Linked Spouse

n u v} n u G
FFA Camp 90 4.53 1256 28 4.04 2.82
State FFA Convention 90 3.67 7.45 28 5.14 8.81
State Leadership Conference 90 2.30 7.68 28 2.00 2.04
Hosting summer camps 90 2.30 3.21 28 3.36 9.53
Teacher In-service/Professional Development 90 7.32 5.38 28 7.46 6.90
SAE visits 90 6.47 7.01 28 55 3.50
Officer/leadership training/retreats 90 4.44 5.37 28 4.68 3.41
Career Development EventPreparation 89 7.84 9.95 28 8.00 5.23
Livestock shows 90 2.32 5.42 28 3.07 5.19
Washington Leadership Conference 90 0.38 1.36 28 0.64 1.89
Facilities Maintenance 90 16.57 16.79 28 1296 9.85
Other Summer Days 90 1.13 5.29 28 4.75 15.58
Summer Days Total 90 59.19 4887 28 61.61 37.65

The work-linked spouse sample reported their spouse working 4.61 more hours outside

the home (Table 8). This finding supports previous research identifying long work hours for

agriculture teachers (Birkenholz, 1986; Cole, 1984; Dillon, 1978; Knight & Bender, 1978; Mattox,

1974; Moore & Camp,1979; Torres et al., 2009. The average percentage of household

responsibility was similar, but individual household tasks differed between the samples. The

work-linked spouse sample held at least 5% less responsibility for grocery shopping, meal

preparation, house cleaning, and laundry. The worklinked spouse sample spent 13.4% more

time on farm work and 9% more time on home maintenance than non-work-linked spouses.



Table 8

Mean percentage of household responsibilities of NC agriculture teacherswith a work -link ed

spouseand without a work -linked spouse
No Work-Linked Spouse

Work-Linked Spouse
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n U G n u G

Total Hours Worked Weekly 98 49.10 1590 27 48.17 11.87
Spouse Outside Hours 74 4453 16.31 29 49.14 16.57
Average Family Hours 72 31.33 2143 24 30.88 17.25
*Individual Household Responsibilities

Grocery Shopping 100 61.97 39.34 29 5541 31.01
Meal preparation 100 57.63 36.13 29 52.10 27.13
House Cleaning 100 59.70 3420 29 5441  28.96
Yard work 100 48,55 3987 29 5217 3253
Child Care 100 39.39 3742 29 4190 32.87
Farm work 100 26.99 36.88 29 40.38 34.29
Home Maintenance 100 47.04 4044 29 56.03 29.38
Child Transportation 100 37.27 39.27 29 37.21 36.12
Helping with Homework 100 27.31 3855 29 2541 34.33
Laundry 100 61.41 36.53 29 53.00 28.88
Average Household Responsibility 100 46.73 22.86 29 46.80 11.21

*Based on a 0-100 scale

The samples reflected similar percentages of children under the age of 5 or children

younger than the eligible school age in NC who would need care during the workday {Table 9).

Twenty-seven percent of the nonwork-linked spouse sample reported having children under the

age of five, while 33% of the work-linked spouse sample reported the same. This finding is

surprising as the work-linked spouse sample and their spouses wok outside the home full-time,

implying a need for full -time daycare for children under age 5. These contradictive findings

required further investigation, which was addressed by modifying the interview protocol.
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Frequencies and percentages of children and daycare usage of NC agriculture teacherswith a

work -link spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No work-linked  Work-linked
spouse spouse Total
n f % n f % n f %
No. of children 99 29 128
0 37 37.37 8 27.59 45 35.16
1 19 19.19 10 34.48 29 22.66
2 25 25.25 8 27.59 33 25.78
3 11 1111 1 345 12 9.38
4 5 5.05 2 6.90 7 5.47
5 2 2.02 0 0.00 2 1.56
No. Children under age 5 94 27 121
Yes 26 27.66 9 3333 35 28.93
No 68 72.34 18 66.67 86 71.07
60 21 81
Use of daycare Full -time 24  40.00 4 19.05 28 34.57
Part-time 3 5.00 4 19.05 7 8.64
Sometimes 3 5.00 3 14.29 6 741
Never 30 50.00 10 47.62 40 49.38

In answering RQ1, little difference is found in work roles between non-work-linked

spouse teachers and worklinked spouse teachers. However, there were differences found in the

summer workdays and some contradictions between the household responsbilities and daycare

usage that required more qualitative exploration to clarify the findings. Further explanation of

RQ1 findings is discussed in the qualitative findings.

RQ2: Challenges, Barriers, and Resources

Work -Family Challenges

The challenge statements describe workf a mi | vy

conf | i

ct

previously

study (2011). Participants were asked to rank these statements from 1 to 6, 1 being most



82
impactful and six being least impactful ( Table 10). The samples ranked the top three challenge
statements the same. However, the nonrwork-linked spouses identified a greater number of
impactful challenges. Thework-l i nked s pous e stchodsehbetwieen sperdlingdime mu s
at work or with my familyd as an i mpactful chall e
time spent away from family.d This finding modifi

distinction between these statements for the work -linked spouses.

Table 10
Mean scoresof ranked statements of challengesto balancing work and family of NC

agriculture teacherswith a work -linked spouseor without a work -linked spouse

No work-linked spouse  Work-link ed spouse

n V! G n VI G
| must choose between spending time at
work or with my family. 92 *3.72 1.66 27 *3.78 1.40
CDEs and FFA events require more time
spent away from family. 92 *3.62 1.53 27 411 1.25
There is not enough time in the day to
satisfy both my work and family
responsibilities. 92 *2.62 1.68 27 *2.19 1.64
Excessive work responsibilities make it
harder to meet my family's needs. 92 *3.39 1.39 27 *3.44 1.50
Exhaustion/fatigue makes it difficult to
fulfill my work and family roles . 92 *3.10 1.82 27 *3.26 1.91

Other community involvement (e.qg.,

church, coaching, civic groups, etc.)

places additional stress on balancing

multiple work and family roles. 92 455 1.54 27 4.22 1.78

*u < 4 are considered impactful challenges in the study.

Work -Family Barriers

Barriers were rated on a 1 to 10 scale; 1 indicated no barrier, while 10 indicated an
impossible barrier. Any barrier with g > 5 was considered impactful ( Table 11and Table 12).
Neither sample perceived the listed family responsibilities as impactful barriers to their work.
However, work barrier scores differed between the samples. The nonwork-linked spouse

sample's average work barrier score was slightly higher than the worklinked spouse sample at
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400and 387, respecti vely. Both samples perceived extende
togetherness as one of the top three work barriers, but the other work barriers varied among the
samples.

Table 11
Mean scoresof family responsibilities perceived as barriers to fulfilling work responsibilities

of NC agriculture teacherswith a work -link ed spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No Work-Linked Work -Linked

Spouse Spouse

n u v n u v
Spousedesire for family time 95 423 271 29 397 1.99
Sick children/doctor appointments for children 95 391 281 26 419 243
Children's extracurricular activities 95 325 271 26 354 240
Responsibility for meal preparation 98 387 231 29 421 1.88
Poor health of a family member (child, parent,
spouse, etc.) 9% 4.1 291 27 322 2.68
Extended family desire for family togetherness 98 446 261 29 417 251
Other job barrier(s) 100 0.82 232 29 0.69 217
Average job barrier score 98 401 193 29 3.88 1.28

*u > 5 are considered impactful barriers in this study. **"Other work barriers" are not included
in the Average Job Barrier Score

The work-linked spouses reported a slightly higher average family barrier score than the
non-work-linked spouses. The worklinked spouses perceive the top three workto-family
barriers as (#1) fatigue (7.21), (#2) inability to leave during the school day (7.17), and (#3)
excessive work responsibilities (6.93). The non-work-linked spouse sampleperceives the top
three work-to-family barriers as (#1) fatigue (7.01), (#2) long workday (6.61), and (#3) inability
to leave during the day (6.50). Further qualitative exploration was needed to clarify these

findings.
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Table 12
Mean scoresof work responsibilities perceived as barriers to fulfilling family responsibilities

of NC agriculture teacherswith a work -link ed spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No work-linked spouse Work-linked spouse

n u v n u G
Long workday 98 *6.61 237 29 *6.59 1.84
Night meetings/activities/CDE competitions 97 *6.12 240 29 *6.41 241
Weekends away for FFA 9% *5.64 282 29 *6.21 2.09
Inability to leave during the school day 98 *6.50 2.80 29 *7.17 2.32
Excessive workresponsibilities 98 *6.44 260 29 *6.93 2.80
Fatigue from meeting work responsibilities 98 *7.01 238 29 *7.21 2.27
Taking home schoolwork to complete 98 *5.02 3.08 29 *.41 2.90
Other family barrier(s) 100 0.41 164 29 045 174
Average family barrier score 98 *6.19 2.02 29 *6.56 1.91

*u > 5 are considered impactful barriers in this study. **"Other family barrier(s)" are not
included in the Average Job Barrier Score

Work -Family Resources

Previous research (Murray, 2011) indicated five common resources for balancing work
and family, so participants were asked to rank these resources fromone to five. Onebeing the
most impactful and five being the least impactful. Resources with pu < 2 areconsidered impactful
(Table 13. Teaching partners were perceived asan impactful resource to the non-work-linked
spouses. Teaching partners were ranked as the second most impactful resource for the work
linked spouses, but the resource was not identified as significantly impactful. Upon reflection, a
limitation in the survey may have impacted the results. During the time of reporting, it was
impossible to determine how work -linked spouses who teach at the same school distinguished

between spouse and teaching partner and if their interpretation significantly impacted reporting.



Table 13

85

Mean Scoresof Ranked Resourcesfor Balancing Work and Family of NC Agriculture

Teacherswith a Work -Link ed Spouseand Without a Work -Linked Spouse

No Work-Linked Spouse Work-Linked Spouse

o

n u v} n u G
Supportive Spouse 87 *1.79 1.23 29 *1.21 0.491
Teaching Partners 87 *2.70 1.26 29 321 1.29
Extended Family 87 3.51 1.11 29 3.24 1.15
Supportive Administration 87 341 1.22 29 3.38 1.05
Religion/Church 87 3.59 1.40 29 3.97 1.21

*u < 3 are considered impactful

Table 14 expandsTable 13results by reporting frequencies. While both samples identify a

supportive spouse as an impactful resaurce, significantly more work -linked spouses identify a

supportive spouse as their number one resource.The tables show 83%of the work-linked

spouses identified a supportive spouse as the most impactful resource listed. In comparison, 59%

of the non-work-linked spouses agreeda supportive spouse significantly impacts their

experience.



Table 14
Frequenciesand percentages of ranked resourcesfor balancing work and family of NC

agriculture teacherswith a work -link ed spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No work-linked spouse Work-linked spouse
Rank n f % n f %
Supportive spouse 87 29
1 51 58.62 24 82.76
2 20 22.99 4 13.79
3 7 8.05 1 3.45
4 1 115 0 0.00
5 8 9.20 0 0.00
Teaching partner 87 29
1 15 17.24 2 6.90
2 30 34.48 7 24.14
3 18 20.69 11 37.93
4 14 16.09 1 3.45
5 10 11.49 8 27.59
Extended family 87 29
1 3 345 1 3.45
2 13 1494 9 31.03
3 28 32.18 5 17.24
4 23 26.44 10 34.48
5 20 22.99 4 13.79
Supportive administration 87 29
1 6 6.90 1 3.45
2 16 18.39 5 17.24
3 20 22.99 9 31.03
4 26 29.89 10 34.48
5 19 21.84 4 13.79
Religion/church 87 29
1 12 13.79 1 3.45
2 8 9.20 4 13.79
3 14 16.09 3 10.34
4 23 26.44 8 27.59
5 30 34.48 13 44.83
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In comparing the samples' perceived work-family stress (Table 15), 7.11% more work

linked spouses reported experiencing significant difficulty balancing work and family. When

as ked

about

their

spouseds

perception of

t hei

work-linked spouses reported their spouse believed it was always difficult to impossible for them

to balance work and family.

Table 15

Frequenciesand percentages of perceptions of s p o u abditp o balance work and family of

NC agriculture teacherswith a work -link ed spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No work-linked spouse  Work-linked spouse

n f % n f %
Participant's perceived
ability to balance work
and family 95 29
Can almost always balance 14 1474 72.63 3 10.34 65.52
Can usually balance, but
difficult at times 55 57.89 16 55.17
Always difficult to balance 23 2421 27.37 9 31.03 34.48
Impossible to balance 3 3.16 1 3.45
Spouse's perception of
participant's ability to
balance work and family 80 29
Can almost always balance 11 13.75 70.00 1 345 58.62
Can usually balance, but
difficult at times 45 56.25 16 55.17
Always difficult to balance 20 25.00 30.00 9 31.03 41.38
Impossible to balance 4 5.00 3 10.34

More work -linked spouses experience stress balancing work and family at monthly and

weekly intervals, but fewer experience stress daily (Table 16). In comparing the samples, 5.19%

more work-linked spouses experience monthly stress and 14.23% more work-linked spouses

experience weekly stress. However, of all the teachers who experience worfamily stress daily,

there are 6.7% fewer worklinked spouses.

r

abi
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Table 16
Frequenciesand percentages of perceived stressrelated to balancing work and family of NC

agriculture teacherswith a work -link ed spouseand without a work -linked spouse

No work-linked spouse Work-linked spouse

n f % n f %
Participant's perceived
stress related to balancing
work and family 95 29
No stress 2 2.11 45.27 0O 0.00 31.03
Occasional 23 2421 2 6.90
Monthly 18 18.95 7 24.14
Weekly 26 27.37 54.74 14 48.28 68.97
Daily 26 27.37 6 20.69

In answering RQ2, there are differences in the work and family challenges, barriers, and
resources between norrwork-linked spouse teachers and worklinked spouse teachers. While the
findings suggestwork-to-family barriers are significant among both samples, they are less
impactful overall to work -linked spouses. The worklinked spouse also identified fewer impactful
challenges. The nonwork-linked spouses reported more impactful resources, though survey
limitations prevent the conclusiveness of this finding. More work -linked spouses perceive
balancing work and family as difficul t to impossible. More work -linked spouses experience
weekly and monthly stress, but fewer work -linked spousesexperiencedaily stress. Further
gualitative exploration was needed to explain these findings and determine how work-linked
spouses whose spouse is also their teaching partned interpreted the question and how their
spouseds multiple roles i mpa cadoeotiwas nodifiedtocladfym ki ng s .
these findings.

Quantitative Findings Summary

In answering RQ1 and RQ2, it was foundthat dual-agriculture -teacher couples and other

teachers in NC experience little difference in their work and family roles (RQ1). The differ ences

in household responsibilities and daycare usage require more qualitative exploration to clarify
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how work-linked spouses with children under five reported less daycare usage than norwork-
linked spouses with children under five. There were also differences in work and family barriers,
challenges, and resources. These findings suggeghat work-linked spouse teachers' work-family
interface is complex and needs further exploration through qualitative methods to accurately
describe the challenges, barriers, and resources of dualagriculture -teacher couples. To clarify the
data, the quantitative findings heavily influenced the interview protocol to explore dual -

agriculture-t eacher coupl es 6 efamiyconilict and veosk -familyt enrichment. k

Qualitative Findings
The interview data and photo data are integrated with the qualitative findings. Most
photos were submitted as digital i mages uploaded

are digital photos taken of hard copy photos. With one exception, file names were not changed as

they were not a threat to anonymity. The singul ar
name from the file name. Many photos are digital
Facebook Account. Thesearedenbed wi th an i mage filename beginni
number or AFacebooko at the end of the file name.

collected on their behalf with permission. The digital images are taken of hard copy photos.

These photos weke captured during their in -person interview. They are denoted*.
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Table 17

Cross Reference Table of Photos with Themes and Codes

Theme 1: Borderkeeping, spouses dating
Theme 2: Shared teacher experience
Theme 3: Dual benefit, familiarity ,
togetherness

Figure 9

Theme 2: Shared formative experience

Figure 11* Theme 1: Borderkeeping, family time

Figure 12 Theme 1:Border-keeping, family time



Figure 13

Figure 14

-84 Theme 2: Shared formative experience
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Figure 15

Theme 2: Shared formative experience

Figure 16

Theme 1: Border-keeping, family time

Theme 1: Border-crossing
Theme 4: Work-to-family benefit, other
agriculture teachers are extended family
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\ [ Theme 1: Bordercrossing, child/student -
“4 parent/teacher

Figure 17 and Simon)

Theme 2: Formative experience (Beredict)
Theme 4: Dual benefit, Togetherness
Chil drends opportuni

Theme 1: Bordercrossing

Theme 2: Parent experience, teacher
experience

Theme 3: Work-to-family barrier,
Dragging children

Theme 4: Work-to-family benefit, Family -
friendly, family togetherness, flexibility
Theme 5: Double duty

Figure 18

Figure 19 Theme 2: Formative experience

Figure 20 Theme 2: Shared formative experience
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Figure 21 Theme 2: Formative experience
Figure 22 Theme 2: Shared formative experience
Figure 23 Theme 2: Shared formative experience

Figure 24

Theme 2: Shared formative experience
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Figure 25 Theme 2: Shared formative experience
, Theme 2: Personsof faith experience and
Figure 26 .
parent experience
Figure 27 Theme 2: Personsof faith experience and

Figure 28

parent experience

Theme 1: Bordercrossing



Figure 29* Theme 2: Teacher experience

By S Teaching

iz,
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IR \-ﬂ'_;;'
i

ﬂ:\’ Theme 2: Teacher experience

Figure 30* » . Theme 4: Dual benefit, work-to-family,
;;.f togetherness; family-to-work, empathy
!
Theme 2: Teacher experience
Figure 31 Theme 4: Dual benefit: Family -to-work
Figure 31 benefit, familiarity; work -to-family,
bonding
Theme 2: Teacher experience
Figure 32 Theme 4: Dual benefit, familiarity,

togetherness




Figure 33

Tr|n|ty I|ke Identlty Dlagram

Figure 34

Figure 35

Figure 36*
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Figure 37

Theme 2: Teacher experience
Theme 4: Dual benefit, family -to-work,
familiarity; work -to-family, bonding

Theme 2: Teacher experience

Theme 4: Dual benefit, family -to-work,
familiarity; work -to-family; bonding,

£ _' professional growth, togetherness

Theme 2: Teacher experience
Theme 4: Dual benefit: Family -to-work
benefit, empathy; work -to-family, bonding

=i Theme 1: border-crossing

Theme 2: Teacher experience, parent
experience

1 Theme 3: work-to-family barrier, weekend

care of facilities

Theme 4: Work -to-family benefits,

chil dr en 6 s,aandgogatherbeasn i
Theme 5: Double duty, Consuming
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Theme 1: Border-crossing

Theme 2: Parent experience, teacher
experience

Theme 3: work-to-family barrier, dragging
children; family -to-work barrier,
entertaining children

Theme 4: work-to-family benefit,
Childrenbés opportuni
family -to-work benefit, positive family
interactions

Theme 5: Double duty

Theme 2: Shared teacher experience
Theme 4: Dual benefit; work-to-family
benefit, discounted couple travel; family -
to-work benefit, male/female chaperone
who share a single hotel room and car

Figure 38
Figure 39
N~
A
Figure 40 = 1N 2>

Theme 1: Border-crossing

Theme 2: Shared parentand teacher
experiences

Theme 3: work-to-family barrier, dragging
children; family -to-work barrier,

entertaining chil dse
Theme 4: work-to-family benefit,
Chil drends opportuni

family -to-work benefit, positive family
interactions
Theme 5: Double duty
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Figure 42
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Theme 2: Shared formative and teacher
experience

Theme 4: work-to-family benefit, empathy,
professional growth, family -to-work
benefit, supportive spouse

Figure 43

Theme 2: Teacherexperience

Theme 4: work-to-family benefit, empathy,
professional growth, family -to-work
benefit, supportive spouse

Figure 44

Theme 1: Border-crossing

Theme 2: Parent experience, teacher
experience

Theme 3: work-to-family barrier, dragging
children; family -to-work barrier,
entertaining children,

Theme 4: work-to-family benefit,
Childrenbés opportuni
extended school family; family -to-work
benefit, positive family interactions
Theme 5: Double duty

Theme 2: Shared teacher experience
Theme 3: dual benefit, work-to-family,
bonding and togetherness; family-to-work,
male/female chaperone
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RQ3: Navigating the work -family interface
Description of Participants

Nine couples from NC with experience teaching agriculture in public secondary schools at
the same as their spouse participated in the stud
selected to represent the duatagriculture -teacher couples across NC. The couples are diverse in
age, school location, department size, and experience. Twa@ouples in this sample recently retired
in 2020-21. These couples did not participate in the quantitative phase but were included in the
gualitative phase to add diversity and richness to the study. Two one-on-one, semistructured
interviews explored borderland experiences with work-family conflict and work -family
enrichment. The protocol further explores the challenges, barriers, and resources of dual
agriculture -teacher couples that surfaced in the quantitative phase. To protect the anonymity of
the small pool of participants, participants have been assigned pseudonyms; some characteristics
will be described in ranges rather than specific terms, and other personal identifiers have been
removed for reporting.

The work-linked spouses in the dual-agricultu re-teacher couples ranged from early 20s to
early 60s. The participantsd years of teaching ra
experience from being in a single-teacher agriculture program, a two-teacher program, a three-
teacher program, and a four-teacher agriculture program. Teachers had experience teaching
middle and high school students in special education, general science education, biotechnology,
natural resources, animal sciences, horticulture, and agricultural mechanics. All but one couple
had at least one child and experience teaching at the same school as their spouse. Couples are in
geographically diverse locations, including six of NC's eight agricultural education regions. The
regions include the Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, East Central, South Central, and Southeast

regions (SeeFigure 8).
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Figure 8

Map of Agricultural Education Regionsin North Carolina
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Description of the Couples
Couple A

Anthony and Kate were active high school FFA members in the SouthCentral Region.
They were both agricultural education majors at a public university in NC. However, Anthony
and Kate never met until they attended a college football game and an outing with mutual
friends. Upon their meeting, Anthony was already in the classroom as a 12month high school
agriculture teacher while Kate was preparing for her student teaching placement. At this meeting,
Anthony and Kate realizedKk at e had been placed at Anthonyés sch
experience. Shortly after Kate completed student teaching and graduated, the couple began

dating. After their marriage, Kate entered the classroom as a 18month middle s chool agriculture
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teacher in a neighboring school system to Anthony
a 12month high school agriculture teacher position in a two -teacher department. This school
was in the same school system as Anthony. Ne t |, Kate transferred to Ant hog
they taught together in a four-teacher program. Kate transitioned to her current countywide
CTE-support role. Anthony remains in the classroom with over 15 years of experience. The couple
is in the South-Central region and has one preschootaged child. (This couple did not submit
photos.)

Couple B

Benedict and Sophie (Figure 9) met online and connected asNC Teaching Fellows
Program graduates. Sophie was raised in a farming family, but her high school did not offer
agriculture classes; Benedict was an active FFA member in a program where his parents were
agriculture teachers. Sophie and Benedict attended diferent public universities in NC. Sophie
entered the classroom as an English teacher, while Benedict took the traditional route of an
agriculture teacher. Shortly after the couple be
school, where she continuedto teach English, and he taught agriculture and coached tennis.
Sophie became significantly involved in the agriculture program and FFA chapter. When
Benedictdés parents, Daphne and Simon, retired as
moved to a different school district and began teaching in the same high school agriculture
programas12mont h agricul ture teachers. To satisfy NCC
requirements, Sophie earned a masterds diewgk-ee i n
linked spouse has over 15 years of teaching experience. Benedict continues to coach tennis. The

couple is in the Northeast Regional and has one schoolaged child.



102

Figure 9

Couple B: Benedict and Sophie

Couple C

Collin and Penelope Figure 10) were actively involved high school FFA members in the
Southcentral and Southeast regions, respectively. They attended the same public university in
NC, where they earned degrees in Agricultual Education. The couple met through a bible study
group hosted by mutual friends who were also agricultural and extension education department
students. The couple also interacted through the agricultural fraternity Alpha Zeta. The couple
was married shortly after graduating. Penelope taught middle school science, while Collin

entered the classroom as an agriculture teacher. Penelope transitioned to private industry using

her certification as a veterinary tchildwasbomi an.

The baby was born with special needs, so Penelope decided to leave private industry to stay to
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care for their child. The couplebs second child w
coupl eds children unt iteachindgrattheccamegchaml. Qoliineands i t i oned t
Penelope are also employed in youth ministry and farms in addition to their current roles as 12-
month high school agriculture teachers. The couple is in the South-Central region and has two
school-aged children.
Figure 10

Couple C: Collin and Penelope

| 4

Couple D
Daphne and Simon (Figure 1) are retired agriculture teachers. The couple metduring the
graduate school experience at a public university in a different state. Simon was the graduate
assistant in a class Daphne was enrolled in. Before entering the classroom, the couple worked in
private industry, operating a horticulture business together. After years in the industry and the
births of the coupleds first -decwmdarncedicdtiahtoen, Daphne
complete a student teaching experience and fulfill professional education licensure requirements.

The coupl eléds wahsi rbdorcnhishortly after Daphneds stude
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gradually relocated to NC, where Daphne entered the classroom then was later joined by Simon.
After working apart for a |limited time,ch&aphne gr
lateral entry, Simon joined Daphne at the school, where they taught together as 12month high
school agriculture teachers for 20 years. The couple retired a month apart shortly after returning
to school after COVID-1 9. The coup/!l &s$épsuse;Benetiat and Sophietrdpladed
them. The couple now operates a private horticulture business. The couple is in the Northeast
Region and has three adult children. (Photos were collected for this couple.)
Figure 11

Couple D: Daphne and Simon
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Couple E

Elouise and Phillip (Figure 12) were active high school FFA members in the West Central
and Southeast regions, respectiely. They met at a private university in NC, where they were
enrolled in different programs in the same department. The couple met through Collegiate FFA
activities and mutual friends. The friendship grew into a romantic relationship shortly before
Elouise graduated a year ahead of Phillip. Elouise was not an agricultural education major but
accepted a teaching position after graduating with her undergraduate degree. Phillip graduated
from the school s agricul tural e glpogitiantinttesame r o gr am
region but different school system than Elouise. The couple bought a house and were married.
Elouise remains at her original school, while Phillip has transferred to another school also in a
different school system than Elouise. Thecouple is in the Southeast Region and has no children.
Figure 12

Couple E: Elouise and Phillip
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Couple F
Francesca and Michael Figure 13) were active high school FFA members in the

Northwest and Southwest regions, respectively. They attended the same public university as
agricultural education majors. They were both actively involved in Agricultural and Extension
Education department -related activities and shared many mutual friends. The couple did not
connect romantically wuntil they both graduated, r
During the period of dating an d engagement, Francesca taught in the West Region while Michael
taught in the Southeast Region. After the coupl e
family in the Northwest Region. The couple taught at different schools in different school system s
for several years. Shortly after COVID-1 9, Francesca transitioned to Mi
is also involved in their familydéds Christmas tree
has one preschootaged child.

Figure 13

Couple F: Francesca and Michael
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Couple G

Gregory and Lucy are retired agriculture teachers. Lucy was actively in FFA in high school
and college. Both Lucy and Gregory were raised in farming families. Lucy and Gregory attended
the same public university in NC, where they met in a poultry science class and later participated
on college livestock evaluation teams together. Lucy and Gregory eloped with close family at
witnesses prior to Lucy finishing her undergraduate degree in Agricultural Educatio n. Upon
graduation, Lucy entered the classroom as a 12month high school agriculture teacher in a two -
teacher department. First, Gregory returned to hi
inspector for the United States Department of Agriculture. Gregory entered the classroom as a
later entry teacher when a 12month agriculture teacher position opened at a different school in
the same school system as Lucy. It was a twdeacher department. After teaching separately for a
few years, Lucy joined Gregory a his school, where they taught together for nearly 30 years. The
couple decided to retire shortly after returning to school after COVID -19. They submitted their
retirement paperwork on their wedding anniversary. Throughout their careers, the couple also
farmed and continue to do so. The couple is in the East Central Region and have two adult

children. (This couple did not submit photos.)

Couple H
Hyacinth was raised in a farming family. She and Gareth were active high school and FFA
members in the Southwest and Southeast regions. They remained involved in FFA in college.
They met when Gareth was a state FFA officer, and Hyacinth was a high school FFA member.
They attended the same public university in NC, where they both earned undergraduate degrees
in agricultural education. Throughout college, the couple continued participating in FFA and
AEE-related activities together; they developed a close friendship that eventually transformed
into a romantic relationship. They married and desired to live in the area where Gareth was
rai sed. Gareth accepted an Exceptional <bnthh dr ends

agriculture position to open. The next year, a position opened in a two-teacher program, and
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Gareth transferred. Hyacinth entered the classroom in a middle school science position, and the
next year, she moved to a 10month middle school agriculture teacher position. Hyacinth was
actively involved in Garethoéds agriculture program
opened. Hyacinthtrans f erred t o Ga r-mdnth gsiculre teachket, reraamingafor 1 0
over ten years before being granted a 12month position at the same school. During COVID-19,
Hyacinth transitioned to her current role as a Career Development Coordinator at a di fferent
high school in the same school system. The couple is in the Southwest region and has two schoel

aged children. (This couple did not submit photos.)

Couple V

Violet and Edmund ( Figure 14) attended the same public university in NC, where they
earned undergraduate degrees in agricultural education. Edmund was raised in a farm family and
was active in FFA. The couple met in college but did not form an attachment until reconnecting
at a new-teacher conference following college graduation. Edmund entered the classroom as a 12
month high school agriculture teacher in a single-teacher program. Violet entered the classroom
as a 12month high school agricul ture teacher in a two-teacher program. Edmund and Violet
6i nstant messagedd for several mont hs before beco
common faith as Christians. Edmund returned to his home high school as a 12month agriculture
teacherinatwo-t eacher progr am. After a figquick engagemen
position as a 12month agriculture teacherinasingle-t eacher program at a schooct
hometown where the couple lived; the school was in a different school system. Whenthe second
position opened at Edmunddés school, Violet transi
and then Violet returned to her previous school. The couple is in the South-Central region and

has two schoolaged children.
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Figure 14

Couple V: Violet and Edmund

Reflexive Experience
As an exercise in reflexivity, | will also briefly describe my dual-agriculture -teacher couple
experience. Prior to enrollment at the same public university in NC, my spouse and | knew each
other for many years as FFA members. My first memory of my spouse is at FFA camp. He had
started a prayer circle for another who had suffered a seizure and left in an ambulance a few
moments earlier. We had several college classes together but never dated. We reconnecteat the
state FFA convention in June 2013, hisfirst -year teaching and my last year in college. A few
mont hs | ater, my husbawsdder ppesdd aon FFFhe calmpdga S
May 2014, | graduated. By December 2014, we moved, started Bw jobs, and were married. (See

biography also.)
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Qualitative Themes

Prior to analyzing the transcripts, an a priori code frame was generated from the field
notes. This code frame was expanded with the initial review of the interview transcripts using
open coding. After the initial review, the emergent in -vivo codes were used to adjust the level 1
codes in the code frame. The code frame was checked for mutual exclusiveness and adjusted
again. The revised code frame was used for a second review using lin®@y-line coding. The code
frame was expanded with emergent Level 2 codes. The codes were checked for mutual
exclusiveness, compared to the literature, and adjusted to improve the clarity of findings. The
themes were named and defined. Themes and codes wereaviewed and modified to generate a
clear, rich, and accurate representation of dual-agriculture -teacher couple experiences related to
RQ3 and RQ4.The code frame generated 147 total codes, incluthg level 1subcodes,level 1
codes level 2 codes and thematic codes. These codes were used to describe 1,950 transcript
excerpts. The data generated a total of 5,378 code applications, including the multilevel code
and cross-code applications. Table 18 summarizes the codes and defines the emergent themes.

The complete code frame is attached as Appendix G.
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Defined qualitative themesand axial codes

Themes

Axial Codes

Theme 1: The structure of the
borderland impacts dual -agriculture -
t eacher ¢ o ukedpiagsaid
border-crossing.

Border-crossing: The dual-agriculture -teacher couple,
their children, and their students frequently cross work
and family domains borders.*

Border-keeping: Borders between work and family are
weak, being significantly flexible and permeable;
subdomains have stronger borders, protecting the
coupl eds separate cl

Theme 2: Shared lived experences
are the same or similar experiences
shared by the work-linked spouses
that shape their relationship and
form their blended identity as a dual -
agriculture -teacher couple.

Formative Experiences: prior experiences related to
t he partici pulbrihgng educatiore and s
other foundational experiences.*

Faith Experience: experiences as persons of faith*

Teaching Experience: experiences relating to being a
professional educator*

Parent Experience: experiences bringing children
home and raising them.*

Theme 3: Work-Family Interface
includes positive and negative
interactions between work and
family domains.

Work -family conflict: borderland experiences of work
being a barrier to family or vice versa (e.g., work-to-
family barriers; family -to-work barriers).*

work -family enrichment: Borderland experiences that
are beneficial to dual-agriculture -teacher couple or
their children (e.g., work-to-family benefits; family -to-
work benefits).*

Theme 4: Work-family resources are
relationships, tools, or strategies that
help participants manage work and
family responsibilities.

Spousal support, support from others, family -friendly
spaces and flexibility are helpful work -family
resources.*

Theme 5: Dual-agriculture -teacher
couple challenges are

borderland experiences that make
navigating the work-family interface
difficult.

Integration threshold: Weak borders between family
and work may result in an over-integrated borderland
that allows one domain to consume the other.*

Double-edged sword: Borderland experiences are
paradoxical, trying to border -keep and border-cross
simultaneously.*

Gender-specific challenges: challenges that
disproportionately impact men or women

* Denotesthemes and codes supported by participant photos

assro
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Theme 1: Navigating the borderland
Theme 1 datainclude 235 excer pt s ¢ o dogedel 2p The dataalsodneludé a n d
33excer pt s c od-erossimg®s abébakcerptecoded asd b o rkdeeer p (lemefjlécodes)

These datareveal the work -family borderland of dual -agriculture -teacher couplesas anexpansive

life space, blending a sizable portion of thework-l i nked spousesd work and f an
responsibilities, and relationships.i Ever yt hi ng we did was so intertwi
| miss that (point of connection) because it was a part of wus that wa
(Hyacinth). AwWhen we | ook back at all these diff
didittoget her . You know, you cannot identify. o6Oh, th
thing.6 It was our thingd (Lucy). @fAWe are al ways

work -family borderland impacts how the dual -agriculture -teacher couple border-crosses and

border-keeps work and family domains and subdomains.

Border -Crossing

Border-crossing is the process by which worklinked spouses move between the work
domain, the work -family borderland, and the family domain. The beginning and end of the
workday border-crossing process often involve the commute to and from work. While most
couples share this daily border-crossing process, somecommute separately.

Separate Commute s. Some couples commute together, while others drive separately

either because they go to different schools or for childcare purposes (Couples C, E, V). Not all

couples commute with their spouse. fAl thought we
We do not ride together. Everybody assumes that,
we go at different timesd for [childcare reasons]

seems helpful in the border-crossing process.
Shared Commu te. The commute is the vehicle by which the border-crossers travel.
Spouses working at the same school s offewdtimesri de t o

when | would come home without him, or he come home without me; we usually go to the same



113

vehicle. [our presence together] was always a cons

otherwise, it does make it, you know, hard because the gas bill is not cheap by any means
(Francesca) bucy el aborates on Fr anc e sefitaf@asharpdocommute.o n
Lucy said:
Most of the time, we were able to ride together, so we were putting mileage on one vehicle
instead of two. There were a handful of times when he needed to drive the truck, and |
needed to have the car. There were a f&@ times where we would drive separately or, oh,
you know, one of us needed to leave early to take care of something that would be like a
situation usually. Probably 85% of the time, we were driving together.
Cost of fueland vehicle upkeep were practical reasons many couplegeaching together decide to
commute together. However, spouses who do not teach at the same school may also ride together
for similar reasons.
My husband and | rode togetherd even though we never taught at the same school. His
school was farther away from our home than mine, so he would drop me off first and then
continue to his school. The total commute was just over an hour. While carpooling was
sometimes hard to coordinate, the financial incentive was significant for two early -career

teachers making ~$40k. Because of the difficulty securing positions at the same or nearby

t

he

schools, duatagriculture-t eacher couples often experience |l ong

aggravation to drive that far. Someomiatys it f el

experienced was 1.5 hours oneway (Phillip), while the shortest was only a few minutes after the

couple purposefully moved closer to their shared school (Couple HY. No matter the distance,

spouses who shared a commute valued that time togetheri We have focused ti me

4Based on the other commute times, Couple H shared a moderate of 20 minutes for nearly 20 years preceding an
intentional moveo be closer to the school of which they were both employed, and their children attended.

t

.
[
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not interrupted by everything elseo (Lucy).

Long Commute s. Phillip, the participant with the longest drive and does not commute
with his spouse, reflects on how the commute to his first job impacted his daily border-crossing
experience. Phillip said:

My first job was on the coast, so | drove an hour and a half to work one way. And so that

was a big stressor. | remember leaving the house at 5:00 a.m. and returning at 8, 9, or

10:00 p.m., depending on what was happening. In 2019, we decided to move closer... | left

that job, and we bought a new house. Now, | drive an hour, and she drives 30 minutes.

Phillip spends two hours each day making the transition between home and work. Phillip
may have the longestcommute, but other participants report similar experiences. Francesca also
discussed how a long commute impacts the bordercrossing process. Francesca said:

We have a 45minute commute. So, it is not like when we are done, and you are home just

like that. It is well, we are done at four. We are not going to get home until close to five.

So, it is still like another hour. So then, if we are done at five, it is 6:00 that we are getting

home. Once we get her picked up and stuff and get to the house. | do not kow if it would

be as bad if we taught in the county that we lived in... Just because it could be a quiclive

are home. 06

Commute -to-Work. Commuting to school is a time often dedicated to planning and
ment al preparation f or t resribdsahishtervahes a lbgica pracess. i t i e s .
iwe would do a | ot of planning back and forth to
driving an hour each way you, (using that ti me wi
Gregory, agreed that taking advantage of that opportunity to plan was a daily help. Gregory said,
AfThe biggest thing that we benefited from our dri
day. You know, what we had goingonoGr egory conti nued, fAWwdcouddes mor e
preparing the way to school, get our heads together. And then on the. In the evenings it would be

alitttede-st r ess or wh a tTaevcenmmute to &d ogr eahagol) ar border-crossing
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family -to-work and work -to-family, differ in transi tional processes. Gregory and other
participants share that the commute to work was a time for preparation, while the commute
home was a timefor reflection.
Commute -to-Home. In comparing the commute to work and the commute home,
Gregory described thereturntripasa ref | exi ve experliwvasabrefingddd egory s
debriefing of wh@arethwsperg mamaypgoseommatigg with his wife and
children. Even with other people in the car, his experience supported that the drive home helped
to transition away from work stress. Gareth said,
kind of decompress. o0 This decompression period he
prepare for family roles and responsibilities. However, border -crossing from work into the family
domain seems more difficult for dual -agriculture -teacher couples.
Border -crossing weak borders . Weak borders or ill -defined borders make it difficult
to determine when, where, or with who domains exist. Because of this weak borders present
challenges to border-crossing. Without purposefully self -created borders, border-crossing is

more difficult to navigate. Lucy outlines the challenge of border -crossing weak borders. Lucy

said:
We had to have a lot of conversationsabaat 61 et wus | eave work at wor
car or home, we left school at school (and stopped spending energy on schoetelated
tasks). And Il et us not spend our time around t
going on at school, which wasstill a challenge because, you know, you never leave one or
the other.
For the couples carpooling, the commute also builds in time for the dual-agriculture -

teacher couple families to spend time together. f

every day. There were many timesl woul d not have seen hero (Gregor
and down the mountain, 45 minutes there and back. We have plenty of time to discuss many

thingso (Michael ). The eagricuttuwet-teacherlcaupletosspendotimes t he du
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with their children. Gareth reflected warmly on when his wife and kids rode with him to school
and work. Gareth said:
When my kids were little and we (Gareth and Hyacinth) rode to school together, we all
(Hyacinth, Gareth, and their children) rode together. We took [child 2] to daycare and
[child 1] to kindergarten, and then Hyacinth a
together was enjoyable.
For Gareth, his children have grown into their separate schedules. Hyacinth left the classroom to
become a Career Development Coordinator at a diff
commute together. Gareth misses the time he was once able to spend with this family. Similar
desires to spend time with family influence the process of border-keeping.
Border -Keeping

Borders between work and family are weak, but subdomains with stronger borders exist

within the borderl and. #Alt was definitely a O0your
A strong border i s klasprbomaithio thewwbrk iomain. Sipilarly, e 6 s ¢
strong border is kept around the Afamily tableo i

borders are key to the duatlagriculture-t eacher coupl ebleeparbi | ity as bord
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Figure 15

Violet and Edmund spendtime together
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Classroom Border -keeping. Teaching together or separately,the couplesestablish a
subdomain around their classroom that establish amore rigid border compared to other areas of
the work-family borderland. Classoom proximity, content area, and factors related to pedagogy
and classroom management seem to influence the construction of the subdomain Relative
proximity of classroomscreates physical layer to the border,while teaching styles incorporates a
psychological layer in the border.

Proximity and  Classroom Borders . Couples teaching at separate schoolfave a clear
physical border between their classroom spaces. However, evercouples who work at the same
school report being seldom together during the school day (Kate, Anthony, Benedict, Sophie,
Lucy, Gregory). Participants describe parting ways once arriving at school, then only seeing each
other briefly, if at all, during the schadl day b
other that much at school once tehceh osecdh ofonlt hdoanyy 6sst a
statement. Lucy said:

Once we got to school, we were not talking to each other that much Once we get on

campus, | am running my classroom, and he (Gregory) is running his [classroom], and we

are doing all our duties. We did not have much direct conversation on campus.
While couples report some level of team teaching through shared field trips or other teaching
duties, all had an entirely separate space from theirspousefor instruction. In addition to
proximity of separateclassrooms, classroom border-keeping was also influenced byteaching
styles.

Teaching Styles and Classroom Borders. While spousesoften shared a passion for

teaching or similar e xpectations, their teaching styleswere different. Gar et hés comment s

reinforced this notion, i We each came at teaching
experienced something similar and statedd, i We h a d
are very different people, very differ &evéralt eacher

spouses sharethey struggled to develop their teaching approach in the first few years of their
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career, predominantly because they tried to emulate another agriculture teacher, sometimes their

spouse (Simon, Gregory). Daphne remembers the first year Simon was in the classroom. She

said:
The first year he tried to teach like me, he was miserable. He literally had his resignation
letter on the computer.1 sai d, O&éHoney, just do it your way.
something else. 6 He started doing his way, and
kids who had both of us. They realized we both had a different style, but they would learn,
and we (Simon and Daphne) had [similar] expectations for them.

Si mon and Daphne 6did it their wayé for nearly th

retirees, shared a similar experience.
Lucy entered the classroomfollowing a traditional route . Lucy served as a state FFA
officer. She was enrolled in an AGEPP and entered the classroomafter a student teaching
experience andcollege graduation. Conversely, Gegory never planned to be a teacher, much less
teach for thirty years. Gregory said:
I never planned on going to college. All that got changed around a lttle bit. | took on a
teaching role to advance myself to where | could move up in the USDA. Once | started
working as a teacher, it boiled down to my wife working at another school in the county.
She was able to come and teach with me. That changed everftng. My plans of only being
a teacher for a very short time did not last.
While Gregory may not have planned to be a career educator, he adjusted to the role. He became
confident in his skills as an instructor, which were very different from his wife, Lu cy. Lucy
acknowledgedt heir di fferences and Gregorybés confidence
Because we do not have the same kinds of personality styles, | cannot hand him a lesson
plan and say, OHere, do this. Oisnice.lamadairigd | ook a
my way. 6 He would not verbalize that, but you

could teach the material, but we did it in different ways.
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Lucy and Daphne were helpful in developing their spousesiteaching styles. Although, their
spousess 6 teaching styles were ultimately different f

Benefits of Classroom Border -Keeping . Generally, the dual-agriculture -teacher-
couples found their different teaching styles to be a strength. Lucy described this strength when
she said, il woul d meet the needs of some student
students. Because we were dealing with different
These differences strengthen the bordersepaat i ng t he spouseds classroom
wor k domai n. This border also creates an el ement
go in his classroom and tell him how to teach. And he (Gregory) did not come into my classroom
andtellme howt o t e a ¢ hSpouges felta pense of freedom in being able to emplog

unique teaching style distinct from their spouse and other familiar agriculture teachers.

Family -Table Border -keeping . The couplesoften allow work to permeate the family
domain by discussing work at home, grading student work or completing other work -related
tasksathome( Dap hne, Mi chael, Penel ope, Simon, Sophi e,
could just go home at the end of the day and not worry about grading papers orprinting the test
for the next daggcalturé-teacber aouples fourldla atdlong border necessary to
protect strictly family time and activities. A common physical symbol of the work -family border
was represented by the duatagriculture -teacher-c oupl eds front door of the
family dinnertable. The i n vi vo c od dsusedtb efledt these experiencesbhe e 6
family table subdomain encompasses the family-only activities safeguarded by the couple.
Generally, the only participants in this subdomain are the couple and their children.
Family Borders  Evolve . When describing her first few years of teaching, Kate stated,
ilt (teaching agriculture) was new,; it was fresh.
excit i ng, it was engaging. o Over the year s, Kat eds

desire to allocate time to family. Kate said:
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Now, | have my own child, and we are further into our marriage, and life is just flying by.

Looking back [at when Kate started teaching and worked excessive hours], | probably

would have spoken up and said, this is too much.
Kate recalls frequently working until 7 p.m. on weeknights and spending many Saturdays caring
for the greenhouse at school. At that time, Kate andAnthony did not have a child.
Retrospectively, Kate believes that would have changed how she spent her time during her first
few years as a teacher. Kate said, #fAlt would have
child [when starting acareerasan agr i cul ture teacher] . o

Following her years as a classroom teacher, Kate has created strong borders to protect
family time in the interest of heifithatdonsinedmyA[ At ho

life a couple of years ago, and | learned qui&ly when [child] was born that (working after hours

at home) is not the best thing for my familyd (Ka
family time as a best practice for familywell-bei ng. Al have al ways been mor
familytme and t hat family aspecto (Hyacinth). These co

participants suggest the strength of this border increases over time and after children enter the
family domain.
Children and Family Borders. Michael identifies the difference in having a child
placed on his work-family border -keeping. Michael said:
For the most part, especially as a singleteacher program without a kid at home, | would
say | am going to shotgun blast[the opportunities available to FFA members] . We will do
everysi ngl e competition if s obemmiogdhparenWet s t o do |
definitely do not stay as late as we used to.
Gareth suppor t s thadchiddreaimpaét borderekeepingrby creating a new need for
parents to care for childreninthefa mi 'y domain. AChil dren were a rea
care for] you have got to |l eave school at a certa

commercial daycare facility, so Gareth or Hyacinth were timebound to pick them up by a certain
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time each day. Borderk e epi ng i s necessary to provide for <chi
hours. Other participants shared similar experiences that outline the progression of border
strength over time following the expansion of the dual -agriculture -teacher couple family.
Gareth describes how he and Hyacinth did not initially set any intentional border between
work and family but later found it necessary after having children.
We probably should have worked harder to turn it off at home and create boundaries,
which we did not initially do. Over time, we (Hyacinth and Gareth) created more of those
boundaries. Hyacinth knew when she needed to leave me alone [about work]. | knew
when | needed to leave her (Hyacinth) alone [about work]. We created some of those
boundari es. 6Hey, | et Uus not tal k about school
(establishing a stronger work-family border) than | did.
Garethds statement reinforces Hyacinthpsotactieeo
over the family tab-brdytimer the coupleds family
Michael and Francesca are relatively new parents. The couple has one small child, and
they are beginning to identify a need for a stronger work-family border and navigate how to
border-keep with more intention. Francesca said:
| want to spend more time with [child]. | think Michael feels the same way. Another part
of my mentality, at least with the CTSO stuff (advising career and technical student
organizations), is that | should not be spending more time with other people's children
than my own (child).
Francesca and Michaelf identify how children in the home establish a stronger border around
their family -table subdomain. Francescafurther reflects that her experience as a student who was
close friends with an agriculture teacherés child

A

my agriculture teacherodds ol dest chil dé He is the

spend all your time withever yone el seb6s kids and not your own. O

reflected on a significant desire to spend time with their child that has impacted their border -
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keeping process.

Psychological Family Border. Whil e t he 06f alomahseenstoleiste 5 sub
wi t hi n e a evbrk-fandlybordesladnd , the borders varied in terms of being psychological,
temporal, or physical for the couples individually. For Penelope, the border is psychological.
Penelope said:

Collin and | will get to that point wherewe ar e | i ke, 6You know what ? W

enough time doing this thing (working together as agriculture teachers) at work. While we

are at home, let us do this thing (be a couple and a family) together at home.
Collin and Penelope shift their mindset from b eing a couple at work to being a couple at home
that is focused on family goals and domestic tasks.

Temporal Family Border. For Kate, the border is temporal
at 4: 00, and it is on me i f Indidatasthat border-keepiogk on. 6 H
may be a repeated process that takes multiple forms. Penelope also shares an example of a
tempor al and psychol ogi cal border. She said, i We
time when the kids tendto be alitte mor e vul nerabl e with us. o During
enters a reflective state when they talk with each other, pray together, and focus their attention
on shared faith and learning from scripture.
Physical Family Border. As previously discussed, thecommute is an essential component of
the border-crossing process. For many participants, a certain point in their commute may also
engage the borderkeeping process as the border relates to a physical marker between work and
their family. This physical mar ker may be a point in the road, a landmark, or an object
representing the couplebés innermost famil-y circle
keeping began at the front door. Daphne said, i Wh
that point .Fi@ancesca and Michael employ a similar physical border. AiWe do try t o make
effort not to talk about school once we get to a

Mi chael reinforced his wifebds statement when he s
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Wetrytocutitoffatsome point in time on the way home tc
[child]. Let us focus on chores around the house. Let us focus on things we need to care
for [at home].

In addition to identify these borders, Sophie discusses how borderkeeping is an ongoing process

rather than the flipping of a switch.
Border -Keepingis an On-Going Process . When to describe experiences with work-

family conflict, Sophie discussed how it can be difficult for her multigeneration work -linked

family to forgo talking about work -related topics. Border-keeping is a daily challenge for her and

Benedict. Sophie said:
Much of the stressors we discuss are workrelated. [Discussion of work-related stress]
does bleed into our outside [of work] time. We have done better in the last two months in
t hat when we | eave (school), we say, 06Okay, is
talk about the things, and then that is it. And then sometimes it (the work -related issue)
will come back up. We (Sophie and Benedict) will be sitting there (at the table) or cooking
dinner, thinking about the day, and | will be
wi || come in and say, O6We agreed; we are not t
(school) at school.

The recollection reveals that border-keeping is not a push-button action. The couples must

consistently maintain border strength. Otherwise, work permeations will interrupt family -only

time and activities. Couples F and G shared similar conversations which indicate that the

couples must also be intentional in not allowing work permeations into the protected subdomain.
The couples agreethat the work-family borderland can become so heavily blendedthat

the domains become hard to distinguish. More often, work consumes family, which is discussed

further in Theme 5. However, Gregory and Lucy share how border-keeping helps control that

challenge. The couple mirrors their statements. Gregory stated:

School really was 24/7 there at one time. It was day in and day out. At the dinner table, |
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got to the point when | would say, OHey, schoo
the next workday).
Lucy seemed to agree with Gregoryb6s statement whe
We would end up having many discussions about school stuff at home, so much sdhat he
would even say, look, when we get out of that car, school is staying in that car. We cannot
keep having those discussions here at the dinner table.
The Afamily tabled was the place where the cou
apart from work roles, relationships, and responsibilities. This time and space were significantly
meaningful to the couples, generating the in vivo inspired label for this family sub -domain.
Border-keeping and border-crossing were similar experiences for thedual-agriculture -
teacher-couples. The ongoing processes impact the construction of the borders that ultimately
shape the borderland and allow the dual-agriculture -teacher-couple to navigate the blended
space. The construction of the borderland begins before the dual-agriculture -teacher-couple
becomesaworkl i nked family. The coupleds shared experie

foundation for the borderland, even before their careers or marriages begin.
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Figure 16

Elouise and Phillip at P h i | teacipng p a r t rnweddidgs
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Figure 17

Daphne and Si moahifren are wearing their high School FFA jackets
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Figure 18

Francescaand Mi c¢ h ackiltl €pending time at thec o u p dctod s
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Theme 2: Shared Lived Experiences

Theme 2datainclude the following level 2codes.4 0 excer pt s expedemadd ,as O0f a
97 excerpts coded asb6 20 feoxrcneartpitvse ceoxdpeedr i|aswmhl@epda,r e nt e
excerpts coded asd t e aeaxperenced The data reveal that work-linked spouses in dual-
agriculture -teacher couples have many commonalities and similarities with their respective
spousest hat stem from their similar wupbringings and i
backgrounds( Sophie). o6 I tés from these similarities and
emerges. Based on the level 1 codes generated by the datahése experiencesare group into four
categories: formative, faith, teacher, and parent experiences (Table 19).

Table 19

Similar lived experiencesamong work -linked spousesin dual-agriculture -teacher couples

Theme Level 2 Axial Codes  Level 1 Codes
Formative Family farm, production agriculture, FFA/4 -H, college
Experiences* attendance, collegiate involvement

Identify as Christian, protest denominations;
churchgoers, church leadership, personal relationship
with God, youth ministry, foundation for
life/relationship

Similar Same and different school as spouse; spouses are ag
Lived teachers that marry or one spouse recruitsthe other
Experiences spouse asa lateral entry teacher; share
dissatisfactions/satisfactions; similar expectations,
challenges with different/same schools; professional
organizations, agricultural education regions, family -
friendliness within the profession

Children are a blessing; family-first priorities; challenges
with childcare

Faith Experiences*

Teacher
Experiences*

Parent Experiences*

The participants have similar formative experiences in agriculture, a gricultural
education, the FFA, or 4-H. All participants also identify as a person of Christian faith. These
similarities help shape the events that | ead to e
for their relationships. These interests inspire their post-secondary pursuits in the field of

agriculture or agricultural education. They attend the same college, where they often form the
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initial attachment to their spouse. Within the first few years following college graduation, they

enter the classoom and marry. Table 20 summarizes some relevant participant similarities that

serve as building blocks to their borderland.

Table 20

Similarities among work -linked spousesin dual-agriculture -teacher couples

. S ©

Experience Els g’gg$cg§ 89| o | @
P HEEEEEEEE PR EEEEEE
I REREIEIEE R EEEEEEE
<ofo[o|lujwfu|[O|lO|T|d[IalZS|ala|ln|[rn]|l>
Family farm experiencel X [X [X |X X X X |X X [X X [X |X
FFA/4H experience X [X |X XX XX [ X [X XXX [ X [ X | X X
Same College XXX XX XX XXX XXX X XXX
Ag Ed Major XXX BAX [4 [ XX )4 [ XXX XXX [ ¢ X
Ag Ed-related club? X X XXX (XX X X [ X |X X
Believe teaching is aprofessional calling X [X [X XX XXX XXX IX XXX
Teach/taught at same school X [X XX |5 [X XX XXX [X[X]? |X[X[X
Person of faith XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX
Identify family as a top priority XXX XXX [X XXX [ XXX XX [ X[ XX
Ilodneonr':lg positive student impact as high yrarararararararararararerererarer

1Family farm or other agricultural enterprise
2| ncludes social groups predominantly populated by students enrolled in agricultural education (e.qg.,

a bible study group)

3 Returned to finish licensure requirement after graduation

4Not agricultural education major but same department, another agriculture or education major

(e.g., Extension Education, Poultry Science, or Language Arts)

5Taught with teacher spouse for one school yearthen returned to their previous school, citing school

culture as reason for leaving.
In addition to their similar foundational experiences, their experiences as teachers,

parents, and persons of faith are among the most meaningful to their bond as life partners and
teaching partners. Participants share an example of each experienceimpacthng t hei r o601 ove s

or the initial events that led to their marriage.

Collin and Penelope are one of two couples (Couples C and V) whose love story centers

around mutual faith. Collin said:
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I got involved with a group that would do a Bible study on Thu rsday nights. We would go
over to [another pre-serviceagr i cul ture teacher] 6s apartment,
Penelope started coming to that, and that is where we met.
Penelope added to thisexperience when she said:
His best friend and one of my good friends dated, and we were going to Bible study
together at [another] good friend's house. | (Penelope) met my friend and her boyfriend,
who had brought Collin al on[thécouple gottskmawedclh r o u g h
other on apersonal level].
Gareth and Hyacinth also established their relationships as friends before becoming
romantically involved. They became close friends during college through agricultural education -
related activities. While working a s FFA camp counselors, their relationship came to a boiling
point. They would decide to édmake itd as a coupl e
their experience:
Gareth and | had been working at FFA camp together, and we were in that makeit-or-
break-it phase where it was like we were either going to be together or not. If we decided
to be together, that was it; it was a make-it-or-break-it. We have wedding anniversaries
and things I|like that, but for me, it i s more a
those days that wecan go back to in our lives and pinpoint pivotal moments. That pivotal
moment for us was when we decided we could do this thing [build a family and work-life]
together. We were meant to be.
Gareth and Hyacinth's choice to commit to each other in college provided a foundation for their
family and careers.
Gregory and Lucy also began their relationship as friends and teammates.The couple had
class togetherand competed on a colleggudging team together. The couples shared experience
living and working on a family farm becamea significant circumstance leading up to their

marriage. Gregory recalled:
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| [Gregory] was driving down to see her (Lucy) while she worked at FFA camp that
summer. | would meet her on weekends to see her. It would have been my senior yea
when we started back [to college in the fall]
married?6 We dated until the next sUNChEA. She
camp. | was waiting to graduate and doing a lot of stuff on the farm. The funny thing is
she showed up at the house on Friday so we could marry on Saturday. (The couple had
pl anned to elope with a few family members). I
hay. 6 | cut hay on Sat ur délfecoupleexperieritednr ocessed
conflict with this change of plans). [The next day]wegotmar ri edé [ The foll owi
Wednesday evening, | was baling hay
Gregory recalls never planning to marry but finding a person with many similarities changed his
stance on marriage. Gregory said:
I never planned on getting married. | just wanted to do my thing, be on the farm. After
meeting her, we just hit it off. She was from a farm family, and | was from a farm family.
Going out with somebody who understood [the time -sensitive demands offarming] was
much easier.
Lucy and Gregorydés similar foundational experienc
each other in ways Gregory did not expect. Over thirty years later, the couple is still married and
farming.
Other spouses who were initially friends in college are Francesca and Michael. Francesca
shared how her relationship with Michael progressed from platonic for many years to romantic
relatively quickly after reuniting at a summer teacher conference. Francesca said:
Michael and | knew each other in college. We were friends, but we never dated or
anything. So, | graduated in 2012 and started teaching. Michael took a victory lap and
graduated in 2013. | had finished a year of teaching when he started teaching in 2014. Our

paths crossed at a summer conference (forNC agri cul ture teachers). |
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thought about dating vy ou -dstaned relatianship ackedsthé é | t
state. (Francesca taught at a school in the west region, while Michael taught in the
southeast region). He is from the central part of the state, so fortunately, we could go to
his mom and dad's home to meet halfwayé We
July, and married in October. [Experiencing several transitions simultaneously] was
pretty crazy: switching jobs, getting married, and moving in.
In less than a year, the couple became engaged, relocated, changed jobs, and were married. In a
small window of time, the couple made meaningful commitments that continue to impact their
trajectory as a married couple and teacheas, determining where they would live and where they
could teach in proximity to each other.

Figure 19

Edmund as a high school FFA member

wa

got



134

Figure 20

Elouise and Phillip as collegiate FFA officers

Figure 21

Benedict as a high school FFA member
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Figure 22

Francesca as a high school FFA member

Figure 23

Michael and his friend as high school FFA members
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Figure 24

Collin and Penelopeas fAg. Ed.0 Club members

Figure 25

Elouise as a high school FFA member
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Faith as a Shared Experience
While differing in denominations, everyone revealed their faith identifies as Christian, which is
not uncommon in NC agrarian culture (Marcom, 2018
(Edmund) 6 and bonded through this past and ongoin
relationship with Christis important(V i ol et ) . 6 Edmund, a participant w
answers, reflects on the importance of faith as an experience that transcends all other areas of
life:

It is the basis for a for a happy life. | do not care if you are the poorest of the poor or the

richest of the rich; you wil!/| have some of the s

conflicts, and there are going to be problems. Faith is constant. It will stand when all

those other things are gone. There will be a time when we are not teaching agriculture

teachers anymore. There will be a time when there are no conflicts with kids because they

are grown up and doing their own thing. There will come a time when there is no AET

tracker, thank God, and state [FFA] convention and SLC. All those things are going to be

going to be gone. | was happy as could be last week gettinthird place [in parliamentary

procedure at the state FFA convention]. That is not going to mean anything to me when |

am dying. I owi || not say, O0Gos fhatislnotgoingth we wou

cross my mind. Faith in how | have lived and where | am going. That is going to be the

basis for my existence. Always.
Others echo the importance of faith in their lives and dual -agriculture -teacher couple
rel ati ons hi prsGod amdourrelidf & havimgfa purpose has been probably the biggest
thingo (Hyacinth). A[Following the] Bible and, yo
outside of work and school o (Michael). ficlve bot h t
ot her 0 ( Dap hn e dhowtBear taiphlsparked anhirétial eonnection.

Faith and Dating. | previously described Penelope and C

Bible study, which ultimately led to their marriage and shared work as youth pastors. Faith is
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also an initial and central point of connection for other couples. When describing meeting his

wife Daphne and getting to know her family, Simon said:

[Learning about wifebs childhood] I remember t
Many ComMherse, 8he said, 60One is only poor, only
chose not to beé She had a wonderful childhood
family. She was a good, solid Christian gir/l

Simon was impressed at how Daphne and her family overcame challenges related to their socie
economic status by valuing their blessings, which reflected their faith.
For Edmund, faith was also a major influence on choosing a spouse. Edmund compares
his upbringing and hi s experience dating someone other than his wife impacted his decision
making process. Edmund said:
I grew up in a Christian home. [ Church] was an
when | was in the dating room, | dated one girl for four or five y ears. She would attend
church with me, but church was not important to her. When | met Violet, | found out she
went to [a |l ocal Methodist church] é | would s
experience) we have shared is our faith. It is the most important thing for me in our
relationship. | think she would say the same thing. When it comes down to it, that is the
reason | married her.
After dating a person who did not share his faith, Edmund quick recognized the importance of his
and Vi ol e tith. Bothsspoasesadintiffy this connection as the most important component
of their relationship.
Faith as a Common Thread. Other participants describe drastically different
childhood experiences than their spouses (BenedictSophie and Elouise-Phillip) , but that a
common thread in their upbringing were experiences with faith . il have friends in relationships
who find faith is a barrier for them (the couple). [Faith] is not [a barrier] for us. Even though our

situations were very different growing up, faith was a big part of us growing up(Phillip) . This
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point of connection helps ignite and sustain the

Faith and Community Connections . Their faith -based experiences are not only past,
formative experiences, but faith experiences continue to be regular events in the duat
agriculture-t eacher couplebdbs lives together. Penel ope s
an additional work link with her husband, Collin. Penelope said:

He had a strong pull toward youth minis try; | had done youth ministry with my church

growing up for a few summers and loved it...We both had so many things in common and

realized we were going to follow the same care

alongside you with the youth ministry , 6 ¢ and so we got Aiyeat er est ed
later, he started doing youth ministry there. | was pretty much a sidekick and loved it as

much as he did.

Other participants served as deacons, Bible schoolteachers, guest preachers, and in other forms
of church leadership. At the time of her second interview, Hyacinth and Gareth had just returned
from the state [FFA] convention and were preparing to leave for [FFA] camp while also in charge
of cooking a large meal for their church. Hyacinth reflected:

Gareth has been a deacon. [Now] he serves as head of the brotherhood at church. We do a

lot of the cooking for events. We are on different committees. | am on the Finance

Committee. Il will meet with them this week to

in our church community.

Actively participating in community of faith forms connections that intersect with their other
teacher and community roles.

Faith and Student Connections . Because of their connection as spouses and their
multiple faith -based roles in their community, aspects of
permeate their workplace. Penelope commented:

When they get to know us, they realizewe are going to talk about God; we are going to

talk about spiritual things. It will just come up because when they spend life with us.
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[Spirituality] may not be (politically correct) to come up . However, it is just going to
(because Penelope, Collin, and their children are personsof faith who actively practice
their faith, e.g., praying before consuming a meal).
While not deliberate, dual-agriculture-t eacher coupl esdé faith also spil
and FFA settings because it is a foundational piece of their identity, impacting how they act or
speak.
Hyacinth and Garethodés example as persons of fa
Francesca, who had the opportunity to student teach with the dual-agriculture -teacher couple.
Her student teaching experience would also later become an experience of faith. She describes
the experience of shadowing a duatagriculture -teacher couple before knowing she would become
part of a dual-agriculture-t eacher couple as a AGod thing. o6 Franc
| student taught with Hyacinth and Garet h. Never in a million years would | have thought
I would marry an agriculture teacher or anything like that. However, it just is very, as my
grandmother would say, it was a God thing, that | saw how they did things and, you know,
good, bad, whatever. | reflect on that a lot, that it was just, it was an interesting
experience that | was there, student teaching with two married teachers, and | would
become married to an agriculture teacher and t
it is just like a God thing that it happened that | experienced that firsthand. And then
now, | am experiencing it firsthand in another way in a different role.
The interconnectedness of Francescab6s relationshi
one day, her work-lin ked spouse demonstrates how borderlands form and expand over time.
Faith and Teacher Connections . Dual-agriculture-t eacher coupl esd6 faith
over into their classroom and FFA settings. Penelope commented:
When they get to know us, they realizewe are going to talk about God; we are going to
talk about spiritual things. It will just come up because when they spend life with us.

[Spirituality] may not be (politically correct) to come up . However, it is just going to
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(because Penelope, Collin, and heir children are persons of faith who actively practice

their faith ).

As persons of faith, Penelope and Collin practice their faith not only as individuals, but also as a
couple. They practice their shared faith in a way that is noticed by students and garks
conversations (e.g., pausing to pray before consuming a meal).

Kate shares an example of how her worklink with her spouse and other couples
influences her faith. When asked about work-family enrichment, Kate shares that sharing faith
experiences wih other teachers increases the meaningfulness of those experiencesKate reflects
on how her faith and teaching communities sometimes overlap and strengthen one another. Kate
said:

One of the couples who are [at the churchKate attends with Anthony], one [spouse] is an

agriculture teacher and [the other spouse] is a school counselor, so that is a common

experience. [Another couple] works in human resources, and one works at a private
school that we are looking into, so it is like a shared spiritual support because they
understand what it is |ike to be an educator.

A X

We say, 6Pl ease do. We need it! 60

The couples are empathetic to each otherés work

reflexive to their shared understanding and emotional and spiritual needs.
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Figure 26

Francesca, Michael, and their child at church




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































