ABSTRACT

CURRY JR., KEVIN WYLIE. Motivations of FFA Career Development Event Competitors
and Coaches. (Under the direction of Travis Park).

This study examined the role of motivation on the performance of competitors at
National-level FFA Career Development Events (CDEs). In a mixed methods approach, a
census of all competitors (N = 1,306) and their coaches (N = 340) in nine events representing
team-based content and skills, team-based leadership, and individual leadership events was
conducted, with an explanatory qualitative investigation of five exemplary CDE coaches in
North Carolina. Competitors and coaches were surveyed on the motivational constructs of
goal orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest, and control beliefs. Survey data from both
audiences were connected to individual performance in the event (gold/silver/bronze
emblem). A regression analysis comprised of motivational and demographic factors
accounted for 22 % of the variation in student performance. The strongest positive predictors
of student performance were student grade point average and coaches’ performance-approach
goal orientation. Further analysis revealed differences between the genres of CDE
competition. Competitors in individual leadership events were more mastery approach
driven, grittier, and more self-efficacious, even though there was no difference in GPA
between the groups. Five themes emerged from the qualitative analysis of coaches’ interview
transcripts and observations of their practice behaviors. It was found that coaches: 1) recruit
students from diverse backgrounds in unique ways, 2) engage competitors with a variety of
motivational strategies, 3) establish a culture of winning, 4) set high expectations of
themselves and students, and 5) differentiate methods of coaching to optimize student
success. Recommendations for coaches include exploring ways to build the self-efficacy and

competitive drive of their students and set performance goals at the beginning of the season.



Recommendations for future research include investigating the underpinnings of why
students in individual FFA leadership events are more motivated to compete than their team-
based counterparts and examining the structural components of FFA CDE for the inclusion

of skills which attract and reward mastery-driven competitors and coaches.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

The present study is a marriage of school-based agricultural education and
educational psychology. Although the core objective of this research is to inform the practice
of agricultural education, it will do so by using validated measures of motivation in general
educational psychology.

The hallmarks of a successful agricultural education program at the local level are
effective classroom/laboratory instruction, a quality Supervised Agriculture Experience
Program (SAE), and a student-led FFA chapter. These three components are conceptualized
in Figure 1. A significant piece of the FFA chapter leadership component is the various forms
of competitions where students engage with agricultural content in a real world and problem-

solving context.

CLASSROOM
INSTRUCTION

FFA
LEADERSHIP

Figure 1. Schml Based Agricultural Education Model



Career Development Events (CDESs) are competitive educational events that develop
agricultural content area skills for FFA members in both team and individual environments.
A subset of CDEs, Leadership Development Events (LDEs) focus on developing personal
skills that are needed in the workforce and transfer across several career areas. These diverse
competitions allow students to hone skills in a variety of content and leadership areas.

CDEs have long been an important part of the National FFA Organization. Even
before the establishment of the Future Farmers of America in 1928, vocational high school
students were invited to participate in the National Livestock Judging Contest at the
American Royal Livestock Show in Kansas City, Missouri (Tenney, 1977). From these
humble beginnings a comprehensive offering of 24 different CDEs and one activity have
emerged, ranging from agricultural communications to veterinary science (National FFA
Organization, 2017a). At the National FFA Convention in 2014, there were 4,189
competitors representing their respective states for national competition (National FFA,
2015). It is important to recognize this number represents those who, in many cases, won
their federation, regional, and state competition. In other words, over 4,000 competitors
competed on the national stage, but many of the 24 CDEs had thousands of participants each
at the state and local levels.

Talbert and Balschweid (2006) recognized the degree of CDE participation by FFA
members, reporting seven in ten FFA members participated in a CDE at some level and 60%
were involved in a CDE focusing on leadership skills. Transferring this percentage to the
649,355 FFA members on the national roster in 2016 (National FFA, 2017b), one could

estimate over 450,000 FFA members are competing in CDESs each year across the country.



Further, in an investigation of enrollment factors, Reis and Kahler (1997) found students
were most satisfied with the competition aspects of the FFA program.

Their popularity aside, CDE participation can provide FFA members with valuable
life skills such as goal setting, dedication to the completion of tasks, and a desire for
excellence (Vaughn, Keith, & Lockaby, 1999). As well, Marx, Simonsen, and Kitchel (2014)
provide evidence that CDE participation is positively correlated with career decision self-
efficacy, the premise that participation in a CDE increases the confidence students have in
making career decisions.

With the potential impact for competitors and the large numbers of participants
nationwide, it seems logical FFA members are highly motivated to compete; but how so?
What is the deep-seated, underlying motivation to compete in CDEs? Competitors in these
events showcase their talents in everything from public speaking and tool identification to
meat evaluation and conducting a chapter meeting. Given the wide diversity of CDEs, are we
to assume students are motivated in the same manner regardless of the event?

On the surface, there are obvious differences in the knowledge and content-based
skills required of students in a nursery landscape CDE compared to a livestock judging CDE,
for example. However, there are also fundamental differences in the types of skills asked of
students in leadership-based events versus content-based events. Whereas parliamentary
procedure competitors work to conduct a nuanced business meeting and showcase skills in
parliamentary law and public speaking, competitors in the poultry evaluation CDE are
engaged in more objective skills like grading eggs and ready-to-cook chicken carcasses.

Further, most CDEs involve four or more individuals who collaboratively compete alongside



teammates from their chapter, while there are others which are exclusive to one individual
(i.e. Creed speaking). In short, there are many layers and dimensions to the structure of FFA
competitions which are rich for investigation into how students are motivated to compete.

Learning more about how students are motivated to engage in FFA competitions
would benefit coaches and stakeholders. When linked to performance outcomes, coaches
could make strategic decisions about how they teach and motivate students by better
understanding which motivational factors drive student success. Further, understanding
which motivational factors offer the greatest outcome for students allows coaches to be more
time efficient. After all, experienced agriculture teachers spend up to 10% of their time
training CDE teams (Torres, Ulmer, & Aschenbrener, 2008) and in the busy schedules of an
agriculture teacher, too much focus on CDE development can have consequences. King,
Rucker, and Duncan (2013) identified “preparing CDE teams” as one the primary stressors of
agriculture teachers. In light of current teacher shortage (Smith, Lawver, & Foster, 2017) the
fact that CDE preparation, an expectation of agriculture teachers, was deemed a stressor of
teachers instead of a source of rejuvenation is an alarming finding. Understanding more
efficient and effective ways to motivate students can likely help ease this stress.

An analysis by Harris (2008) concluded Kansas FFA CDE coaches are less likely to
engage in competitions where they have little interest in the content area and thus seek
professional development opportunities in those CDESs. This investigation takes a step in
determining coaches’ motivation to coach, but to date, there are no national studies that
undergo a comprehensive quantitative examination of how/why CDE coaches are motivated

to coach. The results of such a study could develop recommendations for professional



development opportunities that surpass building familiarity with content, but also content-
specific motivational tools that tap into the criteria that drive agriculture teachers to coach.
Participation in a CDE allows students to develop and refine skills needed in the
workplace and generates student interest in agricultural careers. Potentially, motivational
factors for skill development in CDEs could be transferred to other youth development
programming. Ultimately, skill development, prior experience, and career interest will
benefit the agricultural industry by providing a pipeline of qualified and motivated
employees. Finally, in order to operate as a model for other content areas in Career and
Technical Education (CTE), it would be prudent to fully understand why CDEs are

successful. Understanding why students wish to pursue them is an important first step.
Problem Statement

Coaches and competitors of CDEs come from a variety of agricultural backgrounds,
yet few studies have investigated the motivations behind participants to pursue the endeavor.
The limited number of studies present in the CDE literature seldom utilize validated
measures of motivation offered by educational psychology to explain the value of CDEs in a
broad theoretical frame. By incorporating motivational constructs not yet researched by the
agricultural education profession, this study aimed to capture the motivational drivers of
participants and coaches in CDEs and illuminate specific strategies used by coaches to
motivate competitors.

The intent of this study was to investigate what motivates competitors and coaches at

national level FFA CDEs. An explanatory mixed methods approach was employed with an



initial collection of quantitative motivational measures (QUAN), followed by qualitative
analysis of coaches (qual) to further unpack the quantitative results. In the initial phase, CDE
competitors and coaches at the national level were surveyed to determine relationships
between achievement goals, self-efficacy, grit, interest, control beliefs, and performance in
the event. The second phase consisted of observations of CDE coaches as well as semi-
structured interviews containing focused questions from the data gathered from the
motivational survey.

Results will shed light on what differences exists among the competitors of a diverse
array of CDEs offered by the National FFA Organization, and what motivational patterns
exist among those that are successful in competition. Additionally, results can inform
preservice and in-service teacher education with promising practices and training approaches

that increase student performance.
Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between motivation and
performance in FFA CDEs and the ways in which coaches go about motivating their
students. The study followed a mixed methods design. In the quantitative component, the
study described the relationship between a competitor’s motivation (goal orientation, grit,
interest, self-efficacy, and control beliefs) and that of their coach (goal orientation, grit,
interest, and self-efficacy) with performance in the event. In the qualitative component, the
study described the perceptions of state-winning agriculture teachers and their actual practice

behaviors which motivate students to engage in CDE completion. This research aligns with



research priority 5 of the AAAE research agenda: Efficient and Effective Agricultural

Education Programs (Roberts, Harder, & Brashears, 2016).
Research Questions

Following, are the research questions which guided the present study. The first two
research question pertained to the quantitative components of the study. Questions 3 and 4

addressed the qualitative components of the study.

1. What are the goal orientations of competitors and coaches of Individual Leadership,

Team-Based Leadership, and Team-Based Content CDES?

a. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and their

competitors?

b. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of competitors and

performance in CDES?

c. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and

competitor performance in CDES?

d. Isthere a difference between the goal orientations of students and coaches in

different genres of CDE competition?

2. What combination of student motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest,
control beliefs), coaches’ motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest),
and demographic variables (gender, age, ethnicity, GPA) best predicts performance in

FFA CDEs?



a. Isthere a difference between the other motivational factors of students and

coaches in different genres of CDE competition?

3. What observable strategies do successful CDE coaches employ in their practice
routines to motivate their students?

4. How do coaches characterize their motivation to coach in FFA CDE competition?

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made regarding the competitors and coaches who
participated in this research. First, coaches honestly expressed their beliefs about their
coaching strategies and genuinely engaged in typical practice behaviors when observed by
the researcher. Second, students and coaches who completed the quantitative survey supplied

answers honestly, and in ways that accurately portray their associated constructs.
Limitations

It is important to ground the study with a few limitations. First, the sample of national
FFA competitors and coaches is a highly selective group, often the winners or local, regional,
and state-level qualifying events. In this regard, the individuals sampled do not represent the
“average” CDE competitor and coach; they are the top performers in these areas. Second, all
of the quantitative measures are the result of self-reported measures which are subject to
error of individuals in gauging their true nature as opposed to direct observation. Of
particular importance, self-reported GPA, not actual GPA, was measured in this study. Third,

following up with students to complete the questionnaire if they did not attend the banquet



during National FFA Convention was not an option. Therefore, students who left the

convention early after the competition was over were not captured in the dataset.
Definition of Terms

Career Development Event (CDE)

A collection of 24 competitive contests administered by the National FFA
Organization ranging in content and tasks, but generally require students to demonstrate
skills and knowledge needed in particular agricultural industries.

Leadership Development Event (LDE)

A specific subset of CDEs which almost exclusively require the exercise of leadership
based skills (i.e. public speaking) as opposed to strictly content-based skills (judging
animals).

Individual Emblem

The gold, silver, or bronze designation awarded by the National FFA Organization
staff to denote the performance-based achievement of an individual in a specific CDE.
Generally speaking, the gold emblem is awarded to the top performing students, followed by
the silver and bronze emblems. Each is approximately one-third of the CDE participants.
Team Emblem

The gold, silver, or bronze designation awarded by the National FFA Organization to
denote the performance-based achievement of the collective effort of students from the same

team in a specific CDE.



School-based agricultural education (SBAE)

A term used to describe agricultural education operated in formal school-based
environments at the secondary level. Typically these programs implement the traditional
three circle model of agricultural education (FFA, SAE, and classroom/laboratory
instruction).

Goal Orientation

Comprised of a 2x2 framework, goal orientation characterizes the ways in which
individuals are motivated in a specific context. The four goal orientations are mastery-
approach, mastery-avoidance, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance. Mastery
orientations focus on learning, while performance orientations focus on competition.
Mastery-approach (MAp)

A specific goal orientation for an individual who is focused on learning and
motivated to know as much as possible in the task. For example, a poultry evaluation
competitor who is motivated to learn CDE in order to pursue a career as a USDA grader.
Mastery-avoidance (MAvV)

A specific goal orientation for an individual who is focused on avoiding
misunderstanding and motivated by the fear of not knowing all there is to know in a task. For
example, a poultry evaluation competitor who is motivated by the fear of not learning the
skills involved in CDE competition that are necessary to have a career as a USDA grader.
Performance-approach (PAp)

A specific goal orientation for an individual who is focused on outperforming others

and motivated to compete and win in a task. For example, a poultry evaluation competitor
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who is motivated to engage in CDE content because they want to beat their peers from other
states.
Performance-avoidance (PAv)

A specific goal orientation for an individual who is focused on avoiding the
appearance of incompetence and motivated by the fear of not performing up to par. For
example, a poultry evaluation competitor who is motivated to engage in CDE content
because they are afraid they may lose to peers from other states.

Grit

A global (non-task specific) construct of motivation which describes the persistence
of individuals and their consistency of interest. In other words, their ability to do whatever it
takes to accomplish goals.

Self-efficacy

A motivational construct which is defined by the cognitive processes individuals
engage in to determine their ability to perform a specific task; their belief in their ability and
confidence to perform.

Interest

Operationally defined as the psychological state of engaging in a task. Interest
describes the excitement and intrigue and of being motivated in a specific task.
Control-beliefs

A motivational construct which describes the level to which an individual believes

their performance in a task is the result of their efforts and influence.

11



Hometown Classification

Classification used by the National FFA Organization to describe the size of the
hometown members and advisors call home. Categories are: Rural, Town, Suburban, City.
The questionnaire item did not include quantitative denotation of approximate population
size; it was up to the respondent to determine the category in which they reside.
Gender

Classification used by the National FFA Organization to describe the dichotomous
sex of an individual as either “Male” or “Female”.
Ethnicity

Classification used by the National FFA Organization to describe the race/ethnic
background of members and advisors. Categories are: “White/Caucasian,” “African-
American,” “Asian,” “Hispanic/Latino of any race,” “American Indian or Alaskan Native,”
“Two or more races,” “Other,” and “None disclosed.”
Unweighted GPA

Operationally defined as the grade point average of secondary students on a 4.0 scale

with no weighted GPA points included (i.e. AP/Honors bonuses).

Summary

The independent variables of the study were: achievement goals (MAv, MAp, PAv,
PAp), grit, self-efficacy, interest, and control beliefs. The dependent variable of the study
was competitor performance (Gold/Silver/Bronze emblem). The control variables of the

study were self-reported GPA, gender, ethnicity, grade-level, and hometown. In chapter 1,

12



the researcher reviewed the literature and discussed the landscape of school-based
agricultural education to provide sufficient background for the present study. The problem
was outlined and the research questions identified. In addition, the researcher listed
assumptions to be made, limitations to be considered, and operationally defined terms used

throughout the work.
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CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Chapter 2 has three main objectives. The first objective is to sufficiently describe the
broad theoretical underpinnings of motivational theory and outline the facets of self-
determination theory which was used as the specific theoretical framework for this
investigation. The second objective is to outline a conceptual framework connecting the
theoretical principles of self-determination theory to the variables of interest in the present
study. Finally, the third objective is to review the scientific literature pertaining to CDEs and

measures of student and coaches’ motivation.
Theoretical Framework

The word motivation comes from the Latin verb movere(to move) and is defined as
the process whereby goal-directed activities are instigated and sustained (Schunk, Meece, &
Pintrich, 2014). This definition involves four specific components. First, motivation involves
goals. Goals provide the reason and heading for how individuals engage. Second, motivation
requires an activity, which is the context with which the goal is made. Activities could be
physical in nature, such as riding a bike or a mental task like solving a complex math
problem. Third, motivation is instigated or initiated, with some degree of mental effort.
Setting a goal requires that an individual set a course and make preliminary steps to see it
through. Finally, motivated activities are sustained over a period of time. To continue down
the line of achieving a goal, an individual must have the motivation to continue its pursuit.

In the early 20™" Century, behaviorists such as John Watson stressed that psychology

be concerned with the scientific principles of observations in much the same way as a bench
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scientist would. Theoretical goals of behaviorists were to predict and control human behavior
(Watson, 1913) in the same way a biologist would describe a natural phenomenon.
Behaviorists provide classical views on motivation and include behavior theories such as
Pavlov’s (1928) classical conditioning theory, Skinner’s (1953) operant condition theory, and
Thorndike’s (1913) connectionism theory. Each of these behavior theories interpret
motivation as a response to environmental stimuli.

In classical conditioning, for example, Pavlov (1928) demonstrated the ability to elicit
a conditioned response (salivating dog) through a simple process of letting the dog associate
meat powder with a metronome. The behaviorist view of motivation is that to acquire the
salivating dog (response), you need only to condition the dog to associate sound with food
(stimuli).

Thorndike’s (1913) theory of connectionism professes that learning can be a trial-
and-error type approach. Individuals approach a situation, make a goal, and respond to the
rewards and/or consequences of their actions. Further, this process can be measured and
predicted based on the Law of Effect, which describes how responses that produce a
satisfying effect in a particular context bolster motivation and when the opposite is true the
strength of the connection, or motivation, is decreased. The problem with behavior theories
of motivation is they fail to account for the complexities of human behavior and individuals’
thought processes involved, which have feedback on how motivated they are toward a task.

Most contemporary theories of motivation are broadly categorized as cognitive
motivational theories. Cognitive motivation theories differ from classical behavior theories,

in that they implicate the importance of cognitions (mental processes) as having a causal
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relationship on motivation. Whereas behavior theories deduce that complex behaviors can be
reduced to a series of simple behaviors (Schunk, et al., 2014), cognitive theories recognize
motivation toward a behavior reflects an individual’s beliefs and goals. Examples of
cognitive theories of motivation include: expectancy-value theory, social cognitive theory,
achievement goal theory, and self-determination theory.

Expectancy-value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992, 2002) is comprised of two main
components: expectancies, which reflect individuals’ beliefs regarding whether they can
successfully complete a task; and values, which are beliefs about the reasons one may choose
to engage in a task (Figure 2). Expectancies and values are viewed as independent but
related. Value related beliefs are separated into four main constructs: utility value, attainment
value, cost, and intrinsic value (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999). Utility value represents an
individual’s view of the usefulness of a task for their future goals (i.e. their career), while
attainment value relates to an individual’s perspective on the importance of the mastery of
the task. Cost is the valuation of the worthwhileness of time and effort required for engaging

in the task, and intrinsic value refers to the level of enjoyment or interest in the task.
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Figure 2. Expectancyvalue Theory Model

As depicted in the model in Figure 2, expectancy-value theory asserts that expectancy
beliefs and components of subjective task value influence the choices individuals make and
their associated performance. Put simply, a person’s degree of motivation for a task is
predicated on how well they believe they can perform the task and how valuable the task is in
the broader sense. Although an appropriate model to describe the motivations of individuals,
expectancy-value theory was not chosen as a framework for this study because it focuses on
the degreeto which an individual is motivated, as opposed to the waysin which they are
motivated. The latter is important for this investigation in order to describe the drivers of
competitors who engage in diverse content areas, with many external factors (i.e. coaches
influence, goal orientations).

Another cognitive theory that is popular in describing the behavior of individuals in a
variety of environments is social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997). Bandura describes human

behavior in a triadic model with reciprocal relationships between environmental factors (i.e.
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societal norms), personal factors (i.e. cognitions), and behavior (see Figure 3). The reciprocal
interaction is crucial in understanding the applications of the theory. Bandura (1986) uses the
term “triadic reciprocity” in which the three factors operate as interacting determinants of
each other.

Self-efficacy (personal factor), for example, has demonstrated impacts on
achievement-related behaviors like persistence and effort. (Schunk, et al., 2014). However,
behavior has a feedback loop on self-efficacy. As an individual engages in a behavior, they
moderate their goals, which then impacts their confidence and beliefs. Social cognitive
theory has been used by behavioral scientists to create interventions that influence underlying

cognitive variables thereby inducing behavioral change (Baranowksi, Perry, & Parcel, 2002)

Environmetnal Personal
Factors Factors

Figure 3. Social Cognitive Theory
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Self-determination theory (SDT) is a broad cognitive motivation theory that was
ultimately used to ground the many facets of motivation used in the present study. SDT
indicates the motivations of individuals is predicated on three basic needs (see Figure 4) of
competence, autonomy, and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). These are innate psychological
needs, based on empirical research, which are essential for social growth and personal well-
being (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Competencés the need to seek control of outcomes and to
experience mastery of a concept (White, 1959). Autonomyentails the urge of an individual to
be a causal agent in their life decisions or the “locus of causality” in one’s behavior (Ryan &
Connell, 1989). Finally, relatednesss the notion that individuals seek contact, support, and
community with other people (Ryan & Powelson, 1991). Gagné and Deci (2005) distinguish
the psychological needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness as they relate to SDT
succinctly:

SDT research focuses not on the consequences of the strengthof those needs for

different individuals, but rather on the consequences of the extent to which

individuals are able to satisfythe needs within social environments (p. 337).
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Figure 4. SelfDetermination Theory

There are some important terms to define in regard to SDT in order to understand the
driving forces of intrinsic motivation in the theory. The first of these terms is will. Deci
(1980) defines will as the capacity of humans to choose how to satisfy their needs. The other
is selfdeterminationwhich Deci (1980) explains is the process of utilizing one’s will. Thus,
self-determination is the process of an individual making decisions based on their abilities
and environmental factors in order to satisfy their needs. It is the need for intrinsic motivation
that energizes will, which is then used to satisfy needs. In other words, intrinsic motivation is
satisfied when an individual acts willfully (Schunk et al., 2014)

In the specific context of how SDT manifests into patterns of behavior, Ryan and
Deci (2000) differentiate SDT into three “regulatory styles” (ways to be motivated):

amotivation, extrinsic motivation, and intrinsic motivation. In this model (see Figure 5) they
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describe a continuum of motivation. To the far left are those who are unmotivated. To the far
right are individuals who are entirely intrinsically motivated (internal personal reasons). The
categories in between, range from those who are extrinsically motivated (external rewards),

or in the case of integration, both extrinsically and intrinsically motivated.
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Figure 5. The Sekdetermination Continuum (Ryan, & Deci, 2000)



In this model, the drivers for why different students compete in FFA CDEs begin to
surface. Although rare at national level competition, amotivated competitors, located on the
left-hand side of the model, are those students who lack control of their regulatory process
and do not value the outcomes of competition. Intrinsically motivated students, on the far-
right of the model, are likely individuals who see their own ability and effort as contributors
to their success and get great enjoyment out of competing. It is likely, however, most
students engage in extracurricular CDE involvement because of a complex set of intrinsic
and extrinsic rewards in the center of the model. The intent of utilizing the specific
motivational measures included in this study is to unpack these layers of rewards in order to
more fully understand why students make the commitment to be part of CDE teams.

Among the cognitive theories discussed, SDT fits best when trying to describe the
motivations of CDE participants because it not only captures the internal cognitions specific
to the student (interest, value, self-efficacy, control, etc.), but it also situates the “external”
regulatory processes of potential awards and recognition, as well as the influence of coaching

which the competitive nature of the CDEs impose.
Conceptual Framework

The variables of interest in the study as they relate to performance are depicted in a
conceptual framework (see Figure 6). Per self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000),
those who are extrinsically and intrinsically motivated are regulated by a continuum of
factors ranging from external regulation and external locus of control (driven by

punishments, rewards, and compliance) to internal regulation and internal locus of control
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(driven by interest, enjoyment, and satisfaction). The conceptual framework ascribes these
factors to the context of a CDE environment.

In the conceptual model (see Figure 6) external regulators (i.e. coaching, program
culture etc.) impact internal regulators (student cognition, ability, knowledge, etc.) which in
turn influences performance. Theoretically, student motivation is contributory to
performance but is mediated by a coaches’ motivation because of the potential to impact the
regulatory processes of competitors. For example, a coach who has a high performance
orientation may influence the goal orientation of their students, which would then impact

student outcomes in the event.

» Coaches' motivation
»Goal Orientations

*Grit
External « Self-efficacy
Regulators « Interest

« Compeitor ability (GPA)
« Competior motivation
+Goal Orientations

Internal orit
Regulators :
g «Self-efficacy
« Interest

« Control-beliefs

Competitor
Performance

Figure 6. Conceptal Framework for Study Variables
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Literature Review

CDE Motivation

Prior investigations have sought to articulate the motivational drivers of agricultural
competition. Arnold, Meinhold, Skubinna, and Ashton (2007) investigated factors motivating
4-H members to participate in the county fair and concluded that the opportunity to have fun
was the biggest motivator. Additionally, participants identified achieving goals, spending
time with friends, and teamwork as encouraging factors. Factors not serving as motivators
included fair premiums, qualifying for the state fair, and making a presentation.

With an interest in why youth elect to participate in CDEs, Knobloch, Brady, Orvis,
and Carroll (2016) initiated an effort to develop and validate a survey instrument to more
reliably assess students’ motivations to participate in competitive events. The researchers
identified Eccles and Wigfield’s (2002) expectancy-value theory as an appropriate theoretical
framework to inform the development of the instrument which measured intrinsic task value,
attainment, cost and utility value, task value, and self-efficacy. The research concluded self-
efficacy explains 39% of the variance of youth motivation and thus is an important
consideration for coaches when determining strategies to engage competitors (Knobloch, et
al., 2016). This research takes an important step in creating a questionnaire for use in CDE-
specific contexts undergirded by cognitive motivational theory.

Croom, Moore, and Armbruster (2009) conducted a nationwide study of FFA CDEs,
surveying coaches and competitors. They concluded there was disagreement between

coaches and competitors on the most important reason for participation. Students identified
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relatedness to career goals as the most important factor for participation, while coaches
identified competition as the primary motivator. The researchers also reported a significant
difference between male and female students with regard to motivation. Females rated career
choice higher than males, while males identified leadership development and scholarship
awards higher than their female counterparts. The authors explain that perhaps students are
interested in CDEs for the potential career growth, while coaches stay interested because of
the competition. This is a plausible hypothesis that achievement goal theory can help unpack.
Specifically, an interest in career growth would be indicative of a MAp goal orientation,
while being interested in competing is associated with PAp.

Lancaster, Knobloch, Jones, and Brady (2013) examined the motivational constructs
of self-efficacy, task value, and career interest among participants of several livestock-based
CDEs in Indiana. The study found competitors in the events displayed high intrinsic and
extrinsic task value. Aligned with self-determination theory, this suggests the competitors in
these events are motivated to compete for external awards as well as inherent cognitive
processes/goals. Although they confirmed part of the findings from Croom, et al., (2009)
pertaining to students being interested in CDE for career aspirations, the authors encourage
future research to connect motivational constructs with performance in the event, an
objective of the present study.

Russell, Robinson, and Kelsey (2009) conducted a qualitative investigation of CDE
coaches to determine their strategies to motivate competitors. The researchers revealed six
themes that included: drawing upon the traditions and successes of the chapter, providing

opportunities for students to compete, promising students that they would gain life skills,
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enabling students to have fun, actively recruiting members who showed potential for doing
well with CDEs, and making CDEs an integral part of the classroom curriculum. These
findings suggest coaches used both performance oriented (i.e. using the prior success of the
chapter) and mastery-oriented (i.e. life skill focus) strategies to motivate competitors.
Aligned with the achievement goal literature, the current study aims to replicate the Russell
et al. (2009) findings and determine motivational strategies of coaches from a different state.

In a similar study of various animal science CDE coaches, Voigt, Talbert, McKinley,
and Brady (2013) utilized phone interviews and focus groups to identify eight central
tendencies and 24 promising coaching practices. The coaching tendencies outlined included
1) expectations, 2) effective coach, 3) experience, 4) goals, 5) support, 6) foundational
knowledge, 7) positive environment, and 8) youth development. The investigation employed
the use of expert and previously successful Indiana coaches which lends credibility to the
practices which were reported. Seeing a need from the coaches in the sample, the researchers
recommended making available coaching resources to newly trained teachers.

The most recent qualitative examination of CDE coaching behaviors was a mixed
methods investigation by Ball, Bowling, and Sharpless (2016). The objective of the study
was to find patterns in the general strategies of successful CDE coaches. After coaches
completed a questionnaire, researchers conducted observations of successful coaches’
practice sessions and followed up with interviews. The integration of data yielded three
distinct themes of the coaching landscape: practice design and mechanics, expert knowledge,
and goal setting. The authors report coaches spend the majority of their time building

knowledge and engaging in practice mechanics, with a lesser degree of time spent on
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leadership/motivation strategies. Moreover, they support findings that coaching in any setting
is parallel to effective teaching and instruction (Becker & Wrisberg, 2008), and conclude
coaching CDE teams is a combination of coaching (motivating students), and teaching
knowledge and skills.

CDE Outcomes

In addition to understanding motivational drivers, researchers have investigated the
outcomes of competitive agricultural events. A study by Radhakrishna, Everhart, and Sinasky
(2006) concluded 4-H members had positive attitudes towards 4-H competitions.
Furthermore, participants credited the competitive events with encouraging them to learn
new things, engage in goal setting, acquire important life skills, and set high expectations for
personal achievement (Radhakrishna et al., 2006). Davis, Keith, Williams, and Fraze (2000)
conducted interviews and observations with 4-H members, 4-H parents, 4-H advisors, and
livestock show officials over the course of a livestock show season. The themes that emerged
as benefits to participation in competitive livestock exhibition included the development of
social relations, character and family relations, exposure to competition, opportunity to
experience new cultures and environments, and financial support for future educational
endeavors.

Sapp and Thoron (2014) conducted an investigation of the effects of training modules
on Florida agricultural sales CDE participants. Regardless of treatment, the researchers found
students increased their content knowledge and argumentation skills as a result of training for
the CDEs and they called for more experimental studies to determine the specific skills that

students develop in CDEs. The present study aims to probe at the skill development of CDE
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competitors indirectly through the study of their motivation to compete. If certain contests
draw students largely from a performance goal orientation rather than a mastery goal
orientation, perhaps it speaks to the level of skills required in that event. Events which lure
high mastery approach oriented individuals likely have the range and quality of skills and
knowledge sought by those who wish to truly become more skilled and knowledgeable in
that particular field.

CDE performance is related to the unique habits and traits of competitors as well as
their coaches. In an analysis of learning styles on competitor performance, Poskey, 1go, and
Waliczek (2003) reported those who abstractly perceive learning outperformed other learning
styles in a nursery landscape CDE. Interested on the influence of coaches, Falk, Masser,
Palmer, and Foster (2014) examined the relationship between coaching behaviors and
performance at the National FFA parliamentary procedure LDE. Results revealed several
factors to have moderate positive correlations to student performance. Among them were
coaching behavior constructs of social support and training, instruction, and the number of
hours spent practicing. By measuring coaches’ motivation, one of the goals of the present
research is to determine the influence of a coaches’ motivation as it compares to student
motivation in a predictive model. In other words, does motivation to coach have a stronger
influence on student outcomes than student motivation?

In an analysis of the training practices of the National FFA Livestock Judging CDE,
Rayfield, Fraze, Brashears, and Lawver (2009) found “competitiveness” had the highest
correlation (r = .342) of any other trait to performance. These were traits students identified

as characteristics that led to them being selected as a member of the team. When used in a
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linear regression to predict performance in the event, only two recruitment factors
(“competitiveness” and “good study skills”) yielded statistically significant results. This
finding suggests students who identify their competitive nature tend to outperform those who
do not; a notion that will be tested by measuring achievement goals in the present study.

Training practices and strategies are the result of careful consideration and planning
by CDE coaches. Ball, Bowling, and Bird (2016) conceptualize coaching strategies in a
continuum model of motivation and performance strategies. In their qualitative investigation
of CDE competitors, the researchers sought to explain the case of a student gearing up for a
CDE. Through the eyes of the students, it was concluded that coaches utilize external
motivators at the beginning of the season (i.e. scholarships, peer influences) compared to
internal motivators at season end just before the contest (i.e. developing friendships,
becoming an expert). Most importantly, they recognize the importance of changing extrinsic
and intrinsic motivational tactics based on student needs rather than a one size fits all type
approach.

The CDE motivation research listed in this review is limited, however. First, most of
the quantitative studies lack validated measures of motivation to describe student
involvement. Second, to date, there are no studies which have captured the impact of a
coach’s motivation to engage with youth and the subsequent impact on competitor
motivation and performance. Finally, of the qualitative investigations of CDE coaches, few
have triangulated the perceptions of coaches with observations of actual coaching behaviors.

The present study aims to contribute to the literature in these three ways.
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Achievement Goals

Achievement goal theory provides a conceptual understanding of motivational
profiles to better understand what drives FFA CDE competitors to compete. Elliot and
McGregor (2001) describe achievement goals in a 2x2 framework (see Figure 7). Central to
achievement goal theory is the notion of competence, which they divide into two dimensions:
definition and valence. On the definition side of the framework, goals are either mastery
(absolute/intrapersonal) or performance (normative); while on the valence side, goals are
either approach (positive) or avoidance (negative). The combined framework provides four
achievement goal profiles that help to better understand the ways in which individuals are
motivated in specific contexts: mastery-approach (MAp), performance-approach (PAp),

mastery-avoidance (MAv), and performance-avoidance (PAV).
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Figure 7. The 2x2 achievement goal framework (Elliot & McGregor, 2001)

Those who are mastery driven, tend to be motivated by aspects of being an expert,
and knowing all there is to know about the task. Contrastingly, individuals who are
performance driven, are motivated to compete and achieve higher than their peers. These
four achievement goals are not mutually exclusive, however, as individuals are able to have
high (or low) degrees of any of the four orientations.

In the context of a CDE competitor, you would conceptualize a MAp driven student
as one who is motivated to learn all of the content and skills in the contest. A MAv

competitor is one is driven by the fear that they may not learn all of the skills in the CDE; it
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is that fear pushing them to study. PAp competitors are driven to beat their peers. A PAp-
oriented Texas livestock judging competitor, for example, is driven to prepare for the contest
because they want to beat the team from Kansas. Contrastingly, a PAv-oriented Texas
livestock judging competitors would be motivated by the fear of losing. They would be
driven to study based on a fear of losing to the team from Kansas.

Prior research suggests mastery-approach (Elliot, McGregor, & Gable, 1999) and
performance-approach goal orientations (Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002;
Lopez, 1999) are positive predictors of performance in classroom settings. In contrast,
avoidance goals are negative predictors of performance (Harackiewicz et al., 2002;
Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Soenes, Matos, & Lacante, 2004; Wolters, 2004). These results
are intuitive; approach-oriented individuals are those motivated because they wish to learn all
there is to know about the topic (mastery-approach), or they strive to outperform others
(performance-approach). However, performance-avoidance individuals are motivated by the
fear of not achieving their full potential. It is logical then, those who are mastery avoidance
driven, or those who have a fear of losing (performance-avoidance) would be hindered by
their anxieties, and thus underperform in relation to those with a positive valence.

The research demonstrates PAp and MAp orientations can be both unrelated and
positively correlated (Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, & Thrash, 2002). This speaks to
a larger point, which is the four goal orientations are not mutually exclusive. Students can
and do have different motivations for a task which sometimes intermix between
performance-based and mastery-based orientations. Although performance-approach goals

can carry somewhat of a negative connotation, Midgley, Kaplan, and Middleton (2001)
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contend it is important to consider what context the PAp orientation is made. The present
study aims to describe the relationships between the four achievement goals among and
between coaches and competitors. Connecting goal orientations to competitor performance
and qualitative observation of coaching behaviors (the manifestation of coaches’ goal
orientation) will help understand the context of whether PAp orientations are positive aspects
of CDE competitors and coaches.

As the cornerstone motivational construct of this study, goal orientation helps broadly
define why competitors engage in competition, and why their coaches are driven to teach
their students. With thoughtful comparison of the goal orientations of competitors and
coaches from different genres of CDE/LDE competition, a critical analysis of the structural
components of CDEs can be conducted. Put simply, what skills are put to the test in CDES
which draw more mastery-oriented individuals? Could the requirements of those CDEs be
transferred to other competitions in the hopes of attracting and rewarding students with a
desire to master the content and skills in that space?

Grit

In an attempt to classify a motivational construct more “global” and long-term than
self-control, Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, and Kelly (2007) proposed the term grit to the
literature. They define grit as “the perseverance and passion for long-term goals” careful to
disassociate it with the cognitive abilities of individuals. Duckworth et al. (2007) argued
talent alone does not achieve difficult goals, but that goal attainment requires sustained and

focused application of talent over time. Grit is a personality trait which helps researchers
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describe the tendency of individuals to enthusiastically pursue long-term goals in a variety of
contexts.

Grit is characterized by two component facets: perseverance of effort and consistency
of interest (\Von Culin, Tsukayama, & Duckworth, 2014). The effort component of grit is
straightforward. Effort describes the lengths with which an individual will go to accomplish a
task. It entails their work ethic and the degree to which they are willing to complete the task.
Sample items on the self-reported measure include phrases like “I am a hard worker” and
“Setbacks don’t discourage me.”

The interest component of grit is a bit more nuanced and not as readily seen in a
positive light. The consistency of interest describes the ability of an individual to focus and
sustain effort on a specific task. It involves an individual’s ability to prioritize and remain
committed to a task despite other opportunities. Items on the survey reflecting the
consistency of interest component are “I have difficulty keeping my focus on projects that
take more than a few months to complete” or “I often set a goal but later choose to follow a
different one.”

Studies have linked grit to performance in spelling bees (Duckworth, Kirby,
Tsukayama, Berstein, & Ericsson, 2011), performance and retention of novice teachers
(Robertson-Kraft & Duckworth, 2014), and performance and graduation rates of United
States Military Academy Cadets (Maddi, Matthews, Kelly, Villarreal, & White, 2012).
Although spelling bees are not agriculturally related, the preparation and competitive
environment are similar to CDEs. In their investigation, Duckworth et al., (2011) discovered

grit to be mediated by deliberate practice sessions as a predictor of spelling bee performance.
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Although grit had a non-significant, direct correlation to the final round participants reached
(r =.09), a mediation analysis accounting for the fact that grittier students engaged in more
deliberate practice, found grit to be a significant predictor of performance (r =.17). The
current study intends to confirm the posited relationship between competitor grit and
performance in CDE contexts by controlling for other factors of motivation, a regression
model. In addition, the study intends to expand these results by including the added
dimension of a coach’s grit as a potential predictor of student performance.

In the broader scope, grit provided this study with a motivational construct distinctly
separate from talent and academic ability that may prove a predictor of performance in the
event. Theoretically, grit is a valuable construct to measure in the context of CDESs since it
involves competition with varying amount of content-specific knowledge as well as
demonstration of real-world skills, two tasks which are not entirely intellectual but require
sustained practice and focus of study for extended periods of time to become proficient. For
example, although the basic tenants of livestock evaluation (judging breeding and market
animals) are fairly simple, the nuances of evaluating four animals in a pen where no two
animals are the same, and defending those decisions in an oral format require years of
experience to master. It would seem logical then, due to the time required to be elite, those
who are gritty and willing to do what it takes to become experienced will outperform those

who easily break focus from the goal of becoming a better livestock judge.

Interest
Interest, in a motivation context, is the psychological state of engaging in a task (Hidi

& Renninger, 2006) with implications not just on first exposure, but in also re-engaging later.
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Researchers characterize personal interest as a stable and enduring disposition (Schiefele,
2009). While personal interest can be directed to a specific idea or topic, situational interest
is the psychological state of being interested in a task (Renninger, Hidi, & Krapp, 1992) and
takes into account the interestingness of the task in a contextual way. Certainly, both personal
interest and situational interest play a role in motivating competitors to select and persist in
CDE competition. A livestock judging competitor, for example, is likely interested in the
general topics of genetics, and animal science (personal interest), while being particularly
intrigued with the idea of evaluating breeding swine for their fit in a farrowing house
(situational interest). In the current study, situational interest was measured to gauge the level
of motivation students have pertaining to the content and context when competing in a

specific CDE.

Self-Efficacy

Bandura (1997) describes self-efficacy as the cognitive process of an individual
assessing their ability to perform a domain specific task. Having a high degree of self-
efficacy means a person is confident they have what it takes to be successful in an
appropriate context. A component of his social cognitive theory, Bandura (2001) asserts self-
efficacy affects actions such as behavioral choice, performance, strategy selection, goal
choice and commitment, and effort. Indeed, self-efficacy has demonstrated positive impacts
on many outcome variables, including physical endurance (Lerner & Locke, 1995), golf
performance (Beauchamp, Bray, & Albinson, 2002), competition anxiety (Hong, Hwang,
Tai, & Lin, 2015), and enrollment decisions to enter a career (Bashir, Wee, Memon, & Guo,

2017).
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Meta-analyses concerning self-efficacy consistently show efficacy beliefs contribute
significantly to both motivation and performance (Bandura & Locke, 2003). In short, self-
efficacy is a predictor of other measures of motivation and performance in a wide variety of
contexts, stretching not just disciplines of agriculture and education, but daily life as well.

Conceptually, coaching an FFA CDE team/individual involves teaching content-
specific knowledge and skills, but preparing students for competition also involves aspects of
developing their confidence to successfully engage in skills and knowledge through practice
and crafted advising. Measuring the self-efficacy of competitors is important to this study
because it provides information about a student's choice (to compete in a specific contest),
effort, and persistence within the task (Schunk & Pajares, 2009). Additionally, by measuring
the self-efficacy of coaches the study aimed to gauge how the degree to which coaches are
confident in the CDE content impacts the success of their students.

Control Beliefs

Control beliefs characterize a student's expectation of their efforts to culminate into
positive outcomes (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991). Control beliefs specifically
refer to beliefs that performance outcomes are predicated on the effort of the individual. A
competitor with high control beliefs, for example, feels they can exert control on their
placing among their peers in competition with efforts to study and prepare appropriately
(Pintrich, et al., 1991). Control beliefs are a vital measure in the present study because it
extends the measures of self-efficacy (confidence in the task) and grit (effort) to include the
locus of control for both aspects. In other words, the measure allows the present study to

investigate the beliefs of a competitor separate from the influence of their coach. Items on the
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control beliefs construct such as, “It is my own fault if | don't learn the material in this CDE,”
delineate the influence of the competitor on their own performance and not external factors,

such as their coach.

Growth Mindset

Carol Dweck is credited with the characterization of human mindsets. Mindsets are
the culmination of decades of related psychological research and describe the general
tendencies of humans in how they approach life situations (Dweck, 2016). Those in the
growthmindset tend to see setbacks and challenges in life as learning opportunities and a
chance to grow. However, with a fixedmindset, an unfortunate setback is viewed as an
evaluation of the individual worth, as a failure. While people in the growth mindset seek out
ways to challenge themselves and stretch their understanding, those in the fixed mindset seek
ways to prove their worth and existing knowledge. Although not directly measured in the
present study, mindsets provide rich conceptual underpinnings by which to understand and
interpret the other motivational measures inventoried. Describing a competitor’s goal
orientations (mastery/performance and approach/avoidance) ties closely to the foundational
studies of mindset research, which demonstrate individuals with a growth mindset orient
toward learning or mastery goals, and those with a fixed mindset orient towards validating
their intelligence (Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, &
Wan, 1999).

It is important to point out, mindsets are not static; individuals can transition from
fixed to growth. From the broader perspective, it is preferred students take on the growth

mindset because it enables them to see challenges (i.e. competing, failing to reach a goal,
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difficult practice sessions) as opportunities for positive development. Through understanding
the motivational profiles of students in different genres of CDE competition, the agricultural
education profession can begin to recognize which areas of CDE/LDE competition attract

growth-minded students and capitalize on the structure and skills they utilize to do so.

Summary

In Chapter 2 the researcher explained how using self-determination theory as the
theoretical frame for this study will allow the researcher to best explain the broader view
concerning how students and coaches are motivated in competitive events. Next both
foundational and current literature on CDEs and motivation was reviewed. Each of the
motivation constructs used in the questionnaires were thoroughly described for their

theoretical basis and their current impact on CDEs and/or performance were reviewed.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY

Chapter 3 will outline the objectives of the study and described the mixed methods
design and procedures utilized to answer the research questions. More precisely, it will
describe the population, sampling, instrumentation, collection procedures, and data analysis
techniques. The independent variables of the study were: achievement goals (MAv, MAp,
PAv, PAp), grit, self-efficacy, interest, and control beliefs. The dependent variable of the
study was competitor performance (gold/silver/bronze emblem). The control variables of the

study were self-reported GPA, gender, ethnicity, grade-level, and hometown.
Research Purposes and Objectives

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between motivation and
performance in FFA CDE competition and better understand how coaches go about
motivating their students. This investigation aligns with research priority 5 of the AAAE
research agenda: Efficient and Effective Agricultural Education Programs (Roberts, et al.,
2016).

The following research questions guided this scientific inquiry:
1. What are the goal orientations of competitors and coaches of Individual Leadership,

Team-Based Leadership, and Team-Based Content CDES?

a. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and their

competitors?

b. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of competitors and

performance in CDES?
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c. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and

competitor performance in CDES?

d. Isthere a difference between the goal orientations of students and coaches in

different genres of CDE competition?

2. What combination of student motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest,
control beliefs), coaches’ motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest),
and demographic variables (gender, age, ethnicity, GPA) best predicts performance in

FFA CDEs?

a. Isthere a difference between the other motivational factors of students and

coaches in different genres of CDE competition?

3. What observable strategies do successful CDE coaches employ in their practice
routines to motivate their students?

4. How do coaches characterize their motivation to coach in FFA CDE competition?

Pilot Studies

A pilot of the survey questionnaire was implemented at two separate events. The first
was conducted at the 2015 North Carolina State FFA Convention with 1,572 students, and
250 coaches from eight CDEs. The second pilot gathered data from the livestock, nursery
landscape, and prepared public speaking CDEs held at the 2015 National FFA Convention (n
= 372 competitors, n = 118 coaches). These data were critical to finalize the constructs of the

quantitative survey instrument and informed logistical considerations for survey collection.
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Based on the findings of the two pilot investigations, several constructs were removed
(primary motivation, task value, coaches’ control beliefs).
NC Meats Evaluation Pilot
From the eight separate CDEs measured at the 2015 NC FFA Convention, usable data
from the Meats Evaluation CDE was analyzed. Included below is the abstract presented at
the 2016 National American Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE) Conference in
Kansas City, Missouri. Selected findings from this report can be found in Appendix A NC
Pilot- Selected Findings.
The intent of this exploratory study was to inventory the motivations of North
Carolina FFA Meats Evaluation CDE competitors and investigate the relationship
motivation has on performance. Participants (n= 93) completed a battery of
motivational measures (achievement goals, grit, interest, self-efficacy, task value, and
control beliefs) during the CDE that was then connected to their individual score in
the contest. Students show high mastery-approach and performance-approach goal
orientations, and rate “competition” as the primary motivator for participation in the
CDE. Achievement goals, interest, self-efficacy, and control beliefs were all
positively correlated to performance (p <.05). Females outperformed males and were
more likely to be motivated by “competition.” Results indicate the need for future
studies to compare different CDEs, and include the predictive power of motivational

measures on performance (Curry, Warner, & Park, 2016a).
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National Pilot
After the NC CDE data collection, permission was sought from National FFA staff to
collect preliminary data from National CDE participants in October 2015 before the larger,
representative sample to be collected in October 2016. Three events were solicited for data
collection: nursery landscape, livestock evaluation, and extemporaneous public speaking.
Included below is the abstract presented at the 2016 National Association for Career &
Technical Education Research Conference (ACTER) in Las Vegas, Nevada. Selected
findings from this report can be found in Appendix B National Pilot- Selected Findings.
The intent of this study was to investigate the predictive relationship between
motivation and performance in FFA Career Development Events. Competitors of
three CDEs at the 2015 National FFA Convention completed a motivation survey.
Motivation measures were analyzed in a regression model to predict performance
(gold, silver, bronze emblem) in the event. Controlling for demographic variables and
all other factors of motivation, self-efficacy was the strongest predictor of
performance in the event, and students with a performance goal orientation scored on
average .38 of an emblem higher than mastery oriented competitors. Additionally, grit
was a negative predictor of performance, and competitors of the Prepared Public
Speaking CDE displayed significantly higher measures of motivation that those in a

team-based event (Curry, Warner, & Park, 2016b).

44



Setting and Sample

In order to obtain a representative sample of all National FFA CDE participants, the
study employed a cluster sample design using the “genres” of CDEs as clusters. All CDES

were assigned to one of three clusters (see

Tablel): team-based content (i.e. livestock evaluation), team-based leadership (i.e.
agricultural issues forum), or individual leadership (i.e. prepared public speaking).
Proportional to the number of CDEs in each cluster, five events from the team-based content
cluster and two events each from the team-based leadership and individual leadership clusters
were chosen at random. A census of all students in each of the nine randomly chosen events
was then conducted (see Figure 8). Clustering the different CDEs by content and randomly
selecting nine of the 24 events, resulted in a sample representative of National FFA CDE

competitors and coaches.

45



Table 1

Assignment of CDESs/LDEs to Genre Cluster

Genre N CDEs
Team-based 15 Agricultural mechanics, Agronomy, Dairy cattle evaluation,
content Environmental & natural resources, Floriculture, Forestry, Horse
evaluation, Farm business management, Food science &
technology, Livestock evaluation, Nursery/landscape, Meats
evaluation, Milk quality & products, Poultry evaluation, Veterinary
science
Team-based 5 Agricultural communications, Agricultural issues forum,
leadership Agricultural sales, Marketing plan, Parliamentary procedure
Individual 4 Creed speaking, Extemporaneous public speaking, Job interview,
Leadership Prepared public speaking

Note.Clusters were designed to reflect the core principles students engage in (content vs

leadership) and the presence/absence of the team dynamic (team-based vs individual)
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Figure 8. Cluster Sample Degn for Quantitative Surveys

Although each of the 50 states and the territories of the Virgin Islands and Puerto
Rico are eligible to compete in all of the nine CDESs surveyed, total state participation varies
by event. The individual CDEs (Creed and extemporaneous public speaking) are comprised
of only one competitor representing each state. The team-based events, however, have a
maximum of four competitors per state, with the exception of parliamentary procedure which
allows for up to six members per team. Competitor response rate varied from 56.5% for
extemporaneous public speaking to 97.8% for Creed speaking, with an overall response of
91.7% (see Table 2). Coaches response rates were between 69.6 % and 100% depending on

the CDE for an overall response rate of 89.5% (see Table3).

47



Table 2

Competitors Sampled

Competitors/ Completed Response Rate
CDE Participants (n)  Questionnaires (n) (%)
Team-based Content
Ag mechanics 169 162 95.3
Agronomy 152 137 90.1
Poultry 154 150 97.4
Veterinary science 163 148 90.8
Floriculture 171 149 87.1
Team-based Leadership
Ag sales 159 135 84.9
Parliamentary procedure 245 245 100.0
Individual Leadership
Creed speaking 46 45 97.8
Extemporaneous speaking 46 26 56.5
Total 1306 1197 91.7

Note.“Competitors/Participants” is the total number of competitors officially recognized
by National FFA that participated in the CDE.
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Table 3
Coaches Sapied

Completed Response Rate
CDE Coaches (n) Questionnaires (n) (%)
Team-based Content

Ag mechanics 44 44 100.0%

Agronomy 38 35 92.1%

Poultry 39 38 97.4%

Veterinary science 41 39 95.1%

Floriculture 43 39 90.7%
Team-based Leadership

Ag sales 40 37 92.5%

Parliamentary procedure 43 31 72.1%
Individual Leadership

Creed speaking 46 45 97.8%

Extemporaneous speaking 46 32 69.6%

Total 380 340 89.5%

Note.“Coaches” is the total number of coaches officially recognized by National FFA that

participated in the CDE.

Five coaches were recruited from the pilot data collection of the North Carolina level
CDEs to take part in the qualitative data collection. These agriculture teachers comprised a
purposive sample of those with a track record of prior state winning CDE teams in addition
to leading quality programs with an inclusive model of classroom, FFA, and SAE. Together,
the quantitative and qualitative data were used in an explanatory sequential mixed methods
design (see Figure 9). The explanatory sequential mixed methods approach (QUAN + qual)
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) with an initial collection of quantitative motivational

measures, followed by qualitative analysis of coaching techniques was utilized to further
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unpack the quantitative results and explore the motivation findings in ways not possible with

quantitative analysis.
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Explanatory Sequential Mixed Methods Design (QUAN + qual)
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Figure 9. Explanatory Sequentidflixed Methods Design
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Quantitative Data Collection

Prior to conducting any of the pilot measures, permission was sought and granted by
the North Carolina State University Institutional Research Board (IRB). A renewal of the
IRB, including the inclusion of the qualitative methods, was obtained in the spring of 2016
(see Appendix C IRB Approval ). An RFP was submitted to National FFA staff and approved
in the spring of 2016 (see Appendix D National FFA RFP). Afterward, each of the nine CDE
event superintendents were contacted to inform them of the survey and discuss the logistics
of implementation. All coaches and competitors from the nine CDEs were asked to complete
the survey. Surveys were either completed online before the competition or completed
hardcopy before the announcement of results. Incentives were provided to all competitors
and coaches who completed the survey in full. Both audiences received a high-quality FFA
decal, tailored to their CDE.

Coaches Survey

Coaches’ emails were obtained from National FFA staff during the summer of 2016.
Guided by recommendations of Dillman (2000) coaches were sent a pre-notification letter
informing them of the coaches and competitor surveys. The pre-notification letter was
emailed two weeks prior to National FFA Convention. One day later, the first notification
including a link to the questionnaire was emailed to all coaches. Qualtrics® was used to
generate all email correspondence so that questionnaires could be tracked for completion.
Reminder emails were sent one week prior to National FFA Convention only to those that

had not completed the survey. A third and final reminder email was sent two days prior to
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convention for those still yet to respond. On the morning of data collection, the Qualitrics
survey windows were suspended and a spreadsheet was created for each competition that
detailed which states had completed the survey. Coaches were informed in the notifications
that if they did not complete the questionnaire online in Qualtrics, they would be solicited at
the appropriate time with a hardcopy questionnaire during convention. Coaches who failed to
complete the questionnaire by the morning of data collection were handed a hard copy of the
instrument during the appropriate time at convention. A summary of collection procedures is

outlined in Figure 10.

'P‘re- i Email 2 Email 3 Hard Copy
notification ; : -
Letter (Reminder) (Reminder) Delivery

*10/10/16 *10/11/16 *10/14/16 *10/18/16 *10/20/16 &
10/21/16

Figure 10. Coaches Questionnaire Collection Procedures

Competitor Survey

Due to logistical constraints of delivering the competitor survey digitally and the
inability to gather student emails for pre-contest delivery, the majority of competitor
questionnaires were administered via hardcopy. However, since the individual LDEs
involved one student per chapter and were, therefore, easier for coaches to administer, the
Creed and extemporaneous public speaking CDE questionnaires were administered digitally.
Coaches were sent two emails; one clearly identified with a link to the aforementioned

53



coaches’ questionnaire and one with a link and directions for their competitor to complete.
To ensure an adequate sample of students to compare between the two types of formats
(digital and hardcopy) the poultry evaluation competition was chosen to receive the digital
format. Similar to the individual leadership CDEs, coaches received separate emails; one for
the coaches’ questionnaire and one with clear directions to forward to their four competitors.

For all other competitions (ag mechanics, ag sales, agronomy, floriculture,
parliamentary procedure, vet science) competitor questionnaires were delivered exclusively
hardcopy. As a result of the pilot measures, it was determined the period just before the
awards banquet (after the competition was over) was the optimal time for students to
complete the survey. Where possible, data were collected during the time prior to banquet in
each competition as either the sole source of data collection or as a follow-up to those that
did not fill it out prior to the competition, online. There were two exceptions to this timing in
the competitor survey data collection. First, collecting data prior to banquet was not a
possibility for the parliamentary procedure event, so the questionnaire was delivered after the
written test portion of the event at the end of competition. Second, the researchers were
unable to attend the extemporaneous speaking CDE banquet, so there was no follow-up hard
copy delivery of the instrument.

Online competitor survey data collection was identical to the prior summarized
procedures of coaches. Concerning hard copy questionnaire administration, members of the
research team set up a station outside of the banquet hall one hour before the scheduled start
of the program. As chapters arrived, a member of the team approached the group and

checked to see if the coach had completed the online survey. If the coaches had completed
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the questionnaire, they were given the incentive. Their students were asked to complete the
competitor questionnaire and return it completed for a similar incentive. The majority of
competitors at each event completed the questionnaire as they waited for the banquet doors to
open. The research team collected completed questionnaires as students entered the room and
handed their tickets to the banquet staff. For students who arrived immediately prior or after
the banquet hall opened, the research team worked with the CDE superintendent to announce
to competitors to complete the questionnaire when they finished eating. The research team
then collected the remaining questionnaires and passed out the appropriate incentives. All
banguets began with a meal before the awards presentations, therefore, all surveys were
finished before the announcement of results. A detailed survey administration protocol was
developed to ensure consistent implementation of the questionnaire by members of the
research team at each of the events (see Appendix H Survey Protocol)
Instrumentation

The quantitative survey consisted of various constructs of motivation, performance,
and demographics. Reliability estimates listed here in Chapter 3 report the direct values in
the validation studies from which the constructs were derived. Reliabilities of the measures
for the current study are reported in Chapter 4. All constructs used in the surveys are outlined
in Appendix E Measures. Similar versions of the survey were tailored for the specific
audiences of competitors (see Appendix F Competitor Survey) and coaches (see Appendix G

Coaches’ Survey).
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Motivations

Achievement Goals

Goal orientation was measured using the Elliot and McGregor (2001) 2x2
achievement goal framework. The questionnaire involves subscales of mastery-approach (o =
.87), mastery-avoidance (o = .89), performance-approach (a =.92), and performance
avoidance (o = .83) with individuals asked to rate 12 items on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =
strongly disagreé¢o 5 = strongly agreg Items were adapted to reflect the environment of a
CDE competition rather than a “classroom.” Examples items included “I just want to avoid
doing poorly in this CDE (PAv), “My goal is to perform better than the other studénts
(PAp), “I am striving to understand the content of this CDE as thoroughly as
possibledo(MAp), and “I worry that | may not learn all thdtpossibly could in this CDE
(MAv).
Grit

As a measure of persistence, grit was measured with the short version Grit Scale (o =
.83, Duckworth & Quinn, 2009). The instrument contained eight Likert-type items (1 = not
like me at allto 5 = very much like memeasuring the two components of grit: consistency of
interest and perseverance of effort. Sample items included “l am a had worker.” and
“Setbacks dondt discourage me. I bounce back
people” Competitors in the study received the “child adapted” version of the instrument.
This version is identical to the coaches’ copy but includes definitions beside words that
minors may not fully grasp (ie.i Set backs (del ays and obstacles

bounce back from disappaments faster than most peaple
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Interest

Interest was measured with a modified version of the Initial Interest scale (o =.93,
Hulleman, Godes, Hendricks, & Harackiewicz, 2010). The scale was modified by the
researcher to reflect the context of CDE competition rather than a classroom. The measure
was comprised of five items on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly dsagreeto 7 =
strongly agregand were adapted to work in the context of a CDE competition. Sample items
includedin 1 f i nd t hi  eandnDIEh iesn jMD/EA bjluest d(meversen 6t app e
coded).
SeltEfficacy

Self-efficacy was measured with a modified version of the Educational Psychology
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (Nietfeld, Cao, & Osborne, 2006) to pertain. The measure (o =
.90) consisted of eight items on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = nothing like meo 5 = a great
deal like mgadapted to work in a CDE context. Example items were, “I can perform well in
this CDE” and “It takes me a long time to catch on to new tejaicthis CDE (reverse

coded).

Control Beliefs

To measure students’ perceived ability to exert control over their performance, the
control beliefs construct of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ,
Pintrich, et al., 1991) was utilized. This measure (o = .68) contained six items on a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 = not at all true of méo 7 = very true of mpadapted to the context of a

CDE competition. Control beliefs were measured with competitors only. “It is my own fault if
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| don't learn the mateail in this CDE” and “If | study in appropriate ways, then | will be
able to learn the material in this CDEare examples of sample items on this measure.
Demographics

Demographic variables collected on competitors included self-reported measures of:
gender, grade level, ethnicity, hometown classification, and unweighted GPA. Coaches were
asked to provide their gender, ethnicity, years of teaching and coaching experience, and
method of teacher certification. Coaching experience was measured by asking three open-
ended questions: “Including this year, how many years have you taught agriculturéfow
many years have you coached a natieqadlifying CDE team, including this yedtand
“How many years have you coached CDE teams, at any level (local, sta¢ipoal),
i ncl udi n gMehbdiofgeacherecatificatimn was measured by asking coaches to
respond to the question “How did you become certified to teach agriculfiresith four
possible options: “4-Year Degreg, “PostBaccalaureate Degré&e‘Alternatively Certified,

and “Other: .0

Performance

Performance was measured by individual emblem (when applicable) in the respective
CDE. Coaches’ performance was measured by team emblem. National FFA assigns each
individual and/or team an emblem designation of gold, silver, or bronze, which was treated

as an ordinal measure of performance.
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Quantitative Data Analysis

All hardcopy survey data were coded in a spreadsheet using Google Sheets®to allow
for simultaneous data entry from multiple members of the research team. Surveys completed
in Qualtrics were downloaded and added to the existing spreadsheet. Each CDE was kept on
an individual sheet within the document to aid in organization. After survey data entry was
complete, the performance data, obtained from National FFA, was integrated into the
document. National FFA provided the raw individual and team scores (if applicable) in
addition to the emblem designation (gold/silver/bronze). Since each contest had its own
unique scoring parameters, all individual and team scores were converted to a z-score to
allow comparison between contests and input into the regression model. This variable of
performance was not used, however since the “raw” scores for leadership events were
arbitrary cutoff numbers for each flight or round of students that advanced. As such, the
provided emblem designation was used to be able to compare all events on a similar scale.

Data were analyzed using SPSS® version 24. Descriptive statistics, including
measures of variability and central tendency, were used to report demographic information,
goal orientations, self-efficacy, control beliefs, interest, and grit. Spearman Rho rank-order
correlations were used to determine any relationship between motivational measures, and the
ordinal measure of performance (emblem in contest). T-tests were conducted to detect any
difference between the online and hardcopy delivery options of coaches and competitors, as
well as to detect any differences between competitor respondents and nonrespondents with
regard to performance. One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were utilized in order

to detect the presence of differences between the three genres of CDEs with regard to all
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motivation measures. As ANOVA’s only detect whether one group is different from the rest,
Tukey’s pairwise comparisons were conducted post hoc to describe the specific differences
between groups (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003)

Ordered logistic regression (OLR) was conducted to produce a model to predict
performance based on the motivational and demographic factors collected. OLR was chosen
as a method of analysis for two primary reasons. First, the OLR model was able to quantify
the amount of variation in performance attributable to motivation which provided a general
indication of the impact motivation plays on student achievement in a CDE context. Second,
OLR allowed the researcher to control for multiple independent variables in the analysis
(Hosmer, Lemeshow, & Sturdivant, 2013). For the present study, by reporting the beta values
of each regression coefficient in the model, each constructs relationship with performance is

considered while simultaneously controlling for all other measures of motivation.
Quialitative Data Collection

Semi-Structured Interviews

Semi-structured interviews of coaches with open-ended questions concerning their
overall approach to coaching and motivating students were conducted. According to Merriam
and Tisdell (2016), the format of semi-structured interviews allows the researcher to respond
to the situation at hand, to emerging worldviews of the respondent, and to new ideas on the
topic. Focusing questions probed at the coach’s goal orientation to further explore the impact
motivation had on coaching strategies. Interview questions were designed around three main

motivational topics (the coaching landscape (planning, recruitment), coaching strategies, and
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student motivation) that were conducted in three separate interview sessions. The questions
were developed after implementation of the quantitative portion of the study to probe for
ways coaches exemplify the types of motivation characterized in the questionnaire.

In addition to requiring coaches to have had previous state winners, the selection of
coaches was made to maximize the diversity of participants with regard to gender, years of
experience, CDE content expertise, as well as the size of the school. This range of diversity is

outlined in Chapter 4 with the qualitative findings.

Observations

In order to identify the strategies and technigques coaches used to motivate students,
non-participant descriptive observations of three practice sessions of successful CDE coaches
were conducted. Observation was selected as a method for this investigation, because
observations take place in the setting where the phenomenon of interest naturally occurs
(CDE practice sessions), and observational data represent a firsthand encounter with the
phenomenon (coaching strategies) as opposed to a second-hand recount as expressed in an
interview (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Further, a checklist for being “present” in the
observation session as recommended by Merriam and Tisdell (2016) was followed. These
factors to consider when observing were: the physical setting, the participations, activities
and interactions, conversation, subtle factors, and the researchers’ own behavior.
Document Analysis

CDE handbooks (either national or locally created) and all other written/digital
supplemental material given to students to train for competition were reviewed. The

document analysis, along with practice observations aided in triangulation about how the
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instructional approach of coaches aligned with their motivational strategies expressed in the
interview. Collectively, the document analysis, practice observations, and semi-structured
interviews provided qualitative data to isolate specific motivational strategies as they pertain

to the motivational constructs measured in the quantitative survey.

Procedures

Analysis from the quantitative survey of coaches and competitor data informed the
generation of subsequent qualitative components of this mixed methods study. Results of the
quantitative instrument advised the creation of observation rubrics and semi-structured
interview questions (see Appendix | Semi-structured Interview Scripts). Three nonparticipant
observation sessions by the researcher were conducted along with a minimum of three 20-
minute interview sessions. After agreeing to participate in the study, coaches were asked to
share their practice calendar for the upcoming CDE season. Three practice sessions, evenly
spaced throughout the season, were selected for observation, during which, observation
rubrics were completed by the researcher. In addition to completing observation rubrics, the
researcher audio-recorded the practice sessions, which varied in length depending on the
coach, and material being covered. Typically, the practice sessions lasted approximately two

hours each but varied from 25 minutes to three hours.

After each practice session, the researcher debriefed with the coach and conducted
one of the three semi-structured interviews. Each interview contained a script of questions
pertaining to one of three themes: 1) the coaching landscape (planning, recruitment), 2)

coaching strategies, and 3) student motivation. Although these themes comprised the bulk of
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the questioning during each session, the semi-structured nature of the interview allowed the
researcher to probe further when appropriate (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Each interview
session was designed to last approximately 20 minutes, but they varied in length from 15
minutes to an hour depending on the depth of responses and number of probes. The
researcher concluded the final observation/interview date by collecting any CDE preparatory

materials used by the coach for use in document analysis.

Qualitative Data Analysis

All coaches were given pseudonyms for reporting purposes to protect the identity of
research subjects. Audio-recorded interviews were transcribed and assigned level one codes
in an open coding process, followed by level two category construction called axial coding
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). All codes were given an alphanumeric identifier to match the
data to the coach and source of data (interview, observation, or document) Thematic mapping
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) was used to identify the strategies evident in CDE practice
sessions that motivate students. Interview transcripts underwent thematic content analysis
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) to discover themes among motivation and explain the

underpinnings of goal orientations.

Mixed Methods Analysis
Quantitative and qualitative data were integrated to determine coaching tips and
strategies for preservice agriculture teachers that increase student motivation with student

motivational profiles in mind.
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Reliability and Validity

A panel of experts consisting of faculty members in educational psychology (1) and
agricultural education (3) reviewed all measures of the two questionnaires to establish
content validity. Panel members reviewed all measures on the instrument to ensure they elicit
the responses they were intended to measure. Cronbach’s alphas were reported for all
measures. They indicated internal consistency, or the degree of reliability among items on the
survey.

Merriam and Tisdell (2016) definitions of credibility and consistency were used in
addressing issues of internal validity and reliability for the qualitative components of the
study. Member checks, triangulation, peer debrief, a reflexivity statement, and data saturation
were used as evidence of credibility. Member checks were conducted after the third
interview. Teachers were provided transcripts and the opportunity to clarify any statements
made during the interview sessions. Methods triangulation as described by Denzin (1978)
was accomplished through triangulating interview responses with observations and document
analysis. Peer debrief memos were sent to a qualified team, blind to the researcher, at the end
of data collection. The peer debrief team reviewed data codes and emergent themes to advise
any suggestion to the themes presented.

The final number of coaches was determined when data saturation was reached.
According to Fusch and Ness (2015), data saturation is reached when there is enough data to
replicate the research, when the ability to obtain additional new information has been
reached, and when it is no longer feasible to open-code. Coding of interviews and

observations were done immediately after collection. Only three new codes were generated
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after review of the fourth set of interview transcripts and observation notes. After the review
of interview transcripts and observations of the fifth coach in the sample, no new level one
codes were generated, and it was determined data saturation had been reached.

Traditional quantitative definitions of reliability do not apply to qualitative research.
Rather, evidence of consistency such as the audit trail and thick description ensure the data
gathered aligns with the results reported. The audit trail as described by Lincoln and Guba
(1985) details the work of the researcher throughout the entire process. A methods journal
that detailed all methodological decisions, as well as a reflection journal that chronicled the
experiences of the researcher at every site visit, formed the audit trail for this study. Merriam
and Tisdell (2016) define thick description as “the description of the findings with adequate
evidence presented in the form of quotes from participant interviews, field notes, and
documents” (p. 257). Time-stamped field notes (Burgess, 1991) were utilized to aid in the

development of thick description.

Reflexivity Statement

The topic of motivation as it pertains to CDEs is an interest and passion of mine
developed over the past 16 years. My first experiences with CDEs as a freshman in high
school was the primary reason | chose agriculture as my career choice. | was captivated with
using the skills I developed in class and during countless hours of practice in competitive
events with individuals from all over the country. | competed in poultry judging, livestock
judging, skill-a-thon, livestock showmanship, meat judging, and extemporaneous public

speaking. After winning several contests at the state level, | transitioned to helping coach
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during my junior and senior year when | was no longer eligible to compete. It was during this
time | caught the bug for teaching and started down a path to become an agriculture teacher.

After my undergraduate and graduate work, | accepted a position teaching high
school agriculture for four years in rural North Carolina. During my teaching tenure, |
coached several CDE teams each year, where | had the fortune of meeting most of the
agriculture teachers in the state, some of whom | interviewed for this study. Many of the
coaches were both professional colleagues and personal friends. This provided me a unique
position as the researcher. In one regard, because of the rapport | developed with them, they
were more apt to speak their mind on sensitive issues. However, you could also argue that
this relationship prevented them from bringing up ideas they might tell someone not known
to them.

After my time as an agriculture teacher, | came back to North Carolina State
University to pursue my doctorate, where my position as a graduate teaching and research
assistant in the major credentialing department of agricultural education in our state has
potential impacts on how the subjects in this study articulate their viewpoints. During my
time as an agriculture teacher and doctoral student, I have officiated several CDEs across the
state, which has informed my viewpoint on the mechanics of how competitions work in our

state.

Summary

In Chapter 3, the researcher explained the mixed methods design of the study.

Quantitative methods were selected to describe the motivational drivers of competitors and
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coaches with regard to FFA CDEs. Qualitative methods were then utilized to more fully
explain the strategies of coaches with regard to the ways they motivate students. The
independent variables of the study were: achievement goals (MAv, MAp, PAv, PAp), grit,
self-efficacy, interest, and control beliefs. The dependent variable of the study was
competitor performance (gold/silver/bronze emblem). The control variables of the study were
self-reported GPA, gender, ethnicity, grade-level, and hometown. In addition, the researcher
reviewed results from pilot investigations, outlined the procedural survey methods, and
justified the used of statistical analysis. Finally, issues of reliability and validity were

addressed.
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CHAPTER 4 FINDINGS

In Chapter 4 the researcher will present the findings of the investigation, organized by
research question. The first section reports the findings of the quantitative questionnaires of
FFA CDE competitors and their coaches that address two specific research questions (goal
orientation, predicting performance). The second section reports the findings of the
qualitative study of successful NC CDE coaches in themes that utilized data from the
interviews of coaches, observation of practice sessions, and document analysis of CDE
preparatory materials.

In review, the following questions guided this study:

1. What are the goal orientations of competitors and coaches of Individual Leadership,

Team-Based Leadership, and Team-Based Content CDES?

a. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and their

competitors?

b. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of competitors and

performance in CDES?

c. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and

competitor performance in CDES?

d. Isthere a difference between the goal orientations of students and coaches in

different genres of CDE competition?
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2. What combination of student motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest,
control beliefs), coaches’ motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest),
and demographic variables (gender, age, ethnicity, GPA) best predicts performance in

FFA CDEs?

a. Isthere a difference between the other motivational factors of students and

coaches in different genres of CDE competition?

3. What observable strategies do successful CDE coaches employ in their practice
routines to motivate their students?

4. How do coaches characterize their motivation to coach in FFA CDE competition?

Self-determination theory was chosen as the theoretical frame for this study. As a
cognitive-based theory, self-determination conceptualizes how we are motivated to perform a
task with varying degrees of intrinsic, extrinsic, and amotivation. Our style of motivations are
predicated on three basic needs of humans; the need for competence (to feel accomplished),
the need for relatedness (belonging to a group), and the need for autonomy (being an agent in

one's actions).
Quantitative Findings

Competitors from poultry and Creed speaking events were offered an online version
of the questionnaire prior to competition, with a hardcopy follow up during convention for
those that did not elect to complete online. T-tests were conducted to determine any

differences between the online (n = 114) and hardcopy (n = 1083) questionnaire delivery
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options. Separate tests were conducted for the poultry and Creed competitions where both
options were offered with regard to performance, GPA, and all motivation measures.

T-test results revealed no difference between delivery options with regard to MAp,
PAp, PAv, grit, control beliefs, self-efficacy, or GPA. However, poultry competitors who
completed the online version of the assessment reported higher interest measures (t = -2.10, p
=.04) and were less mastery avoidance driven (t = 2.10, p =.04) than those who completed

the questionnaire in hard copy (see
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Table 4). These differences had small effect sizes (d = .35, and d = .34, respectively).
Likewise, Creed competitors who completed the online version of the assessment reported
higher interest (t = -2.48, p = .02) with poorer performance (t = 2.23, p = .03) than hard copy

completers (see
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Table 5). These differences had medium effect sizes (d = .75 and d = .65,
respectively).

Coaches in all events were given the option to complete online, so one t-test was
conducted to determine any differences between online (n = 233) and hardcopy (n = 107)
respondents with regard to all motivation constructs. No differences were found between the
delivery options for MAv, PAv, grit, or self-efficacy. The t-test did reveal coaches who
completed the online version of the questionnaire reported higher MAp (t = -3.53, p <.01),
higher PAp (t =-2.53, p =.01), and were more interested (t = -3.32, p <.01) than coaches

who completed the questionnaire in hard copy during convention (see
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Table6). Each of these differences had small effect sizes (d = .44, d=.30,and d =
41, respectively).

It is likely these format delivery differences are more related to the timing of the
survey, rather than the format itself. Those who completed the survey online (before being
asked in person to complete) are understandably those who have more interest in the CDE.

Importantly, there were no difference among coaches or competitors in regard to self-

efficacy or control beliefs. Differences in these variables would suggest the act of competing

would alter their perceived confidence in their ability or perceived control of their outcome
Accordingly, the minor differences found were not broad enough to warrant disaggregation
of the two delivery methods and the results from both delivery options were combined for

coaches and competitors alike.
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Table 4

CompetitorQuestionnairéd=ormat Differences Poultry Evaluation CDE

Variable Delivery Method n M SD t df p d
Performance Hardcopy 85 202 .77 055 148 .59
Online 65 195 .78
MAp Hardcopy 85 430 .72 20 147 84
Online 64 428 .59
MAvV Hardcopy 85 356 .94 210 147 .04* .34
Online 64 323 .99
PAp Hardcopy 85 442 61 -65 147 51
Online 64 448 .56
PAv Hardcopy 85 410 .76 .56 147 .58
Online 64 403 .79
Grit Hardcopy 85 3.63 .53 -48 147 .63
Online 64 3.67 .57
Interest Hardcopy 85 551 104 -210 147 .04* .35
Online 64 583 .78
Self-Efficacy Hardcopy 85 397 .62 -58 147 56
Online 64 403 61
Control Beliefs Hardcopy 85 573 106 -122 147 .22
Online 64 593 .93
GPA Hardcopy 48 370 .32 -20 107 .84
Online 61 371 31
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Table 5

Competitor Questionnaire Format DifferenceSreed LDE

Variable Delivery Method n M SD t df P d
Performance Hardcopy 22 163 .79 223 43 03* .65
Online 23 122 42
MAp Hardcopy 22 455 65 -161 42 A2
Online 22 479 .28
MAvV Hardcopy 22 267 115 -41 42 .68
Online 22 282 1.30
PAp Hardcopy 22 442 67 -.23 42 .82
Online 22 447 64
PAv Hardcopy 22 394 .93 52 42 .61
Online 22 379 101
Grit Hardcopy 22 391 54 .01 42 .99
Online 22 390 48
Interest Hardcopy 22 6.03 99 -248 42 .02* .75
Online 22 6.61 48
Self-Efficacy Hardcopy 22 425 51 -125 42 22
Online 22 446 58
Control Beliefs Hardcopy 22 580 114 -44 42 .66
Online 22 593 .90
GPA Hardcopy 11 380 .22 -.61 31 .55
Online 22 386 .28
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Table 6

CoachesQuestionnaire Format DifferenceALL CDESLDEs

Variable Delivery Method n M SD t df p d
MAp Hardcopy 233 402 71 -353 334 <.01* .44
Online 103 431 .62
MAvV Hardcopy 233 338 102 -136 334 A7
Online 103 355 1.02
PAp Hardcopy 233 393 .76 -253 334 .01* .30
Online 103 415 .69
PAv Hardcopy 233 341 .90 A48 334 .63
Online 103 336 .99
Grit Hardcopy 232 3.78 .48 116 333 .25
Online 103 3.71 53
Interest Hardcopy 231 590 93 -332 333 <.01* 41
Online 104 6.24 .72
Self-Efficacy Hardcopy 231 39 .69 -1.22 333 .23
Online 104 4.05 .58

Respondents of the competitor survey (n = 1197) did however, have significantly
higher emblem performance (t = 3.572, p < .01) than non-respondents (n = 109). Non-
respondents were largely comprised of those who left convention early and were thus
unavailable to complete the survey at banquet.

Demaographics of competitors (see

Table 7) reveal a mostly upperclassman, female, white sample from a rural
background. The coaches sampled, were predominately white, male, and traditionally
certified from a four-year bachelor degree program (see Table 8).

Coaches in the sample reported an average 15.59 years of teaching experience in high school
agriculture, with nearly the same amount of experience (15.23 years) coaching CDE teams.

The average coach in the sample had 6.58 years of experience with a national qualifying
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CDE team/individual. The large standard deviations of these indicators of coaching
experience (see Table 9) indicate a wide range of early-, mid-, and late-career agriculture

teachers.

Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Variables of Competitors

Variable Frequency (n) Proportion (%)
Grade Level
Freshman (9"" grade) 15 1.3
Sophomore (10" grade) 140 12.0
Junior (11" grade) 279 23.9
Senior (12™" grade) 467 40.1
Graduate (college/workforce) 265 22.7
Total 1166 100.0
Gender
Male 470 40.2
Female 698 59.8
Total 1168 100.0
Ethnicity
White/Caucasian 1029 87.5
African American 17 14
Asian 11 0.9
Hispanic/Latino of any race 50 4.3
American Indian or Alaskan Native 17 1.0
Two or more races 40 3.4
Other 6 0.5
None disclosed 11 0.9
Total 1176 100.0
Hometown
Rural 686 58.7
Town 308 26.4
Suburban 121 10.4
City 53 4.5

Total 1168 100.0




Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Variables of Coaches

Variable Frequency (n) Proportion (%)
Gender
Male 195 59.8
Female 131 40.2
Total 326 100.0
Ethnicity
White/Caucasian 311 95.7
African American 0 0.0
Asian 0 0.0
Hispanic/Latino of any race 3 0.9
American Indian or Alaskan Native 3 0.9
Two or more races 3 0.9
Other 0 0.0
None disclosed 5 15
Total 325 100.0
Certification
4 Year Degree 236 72.8
Post- Baccalaureate Degree 48 14.8
Alternatively Certified 30 9.3
Other 10 3.1
Total 324 100.0
Table 9
Coaches Experience (n = 325)
M SD
Years taught 15.59 10.59
Years coached 15.23 10.38
Years coached (National CDE)  6.58 6.58




RQ1: Goal Orientations

Descriptive statistics of the four subscales of competitor goal orientations are
presented in Table10. MAp, MAv, PAp, all showed acceptable levels of internal
consistency, while the PAv subscale had questionable reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of
.63 compared to a reliability of the original construct (U=.83). As expected, competitors on
the national stage are both highly mastery-approach and performance-approach oriented,
reporting sample means of 4.33 and 4.37, respectively. Whereas MAp and PAp means were
well within the “agree” category on the likert-type scale, measures of central tendency for
mastery avoidance (M = 3.36) and performance avoidance (M = 3.94) were fixed between
“neutraland agre€’ on the likert-type scale, with noticeably larger variance (see Table10).

Table 10

Summary Statistics of Competitor Achievement Goal Meagure4193)

Measure U M SD
Performance Approach .76 4.37 .65
Mastery Approach 81 4.33 .64
Performance Avoidance .63 3.94 .82
Mastery Avoidance .82 3.36 .98

Note: Scale = 1 (strongly disagrep- 5 (strongly agreg

Similar descriptive statistics for coaches’ self-reported goal orientations are presented
in Table 11. All subscales demonstrated acceptable levels of internal consistency. Like their
competitors, coaches reported high MAp and PAp orientations, and weaker avoidance

orientations.
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Table 11

Summary Statistics of Coaches Achievement Goal Measue336)

Measure U M SD
Mastery Approach .80 411 .69
Performance Approach 74 4.00 74
Mastery Avoidance 87 3.43 1.02
Performance Avoidance 72 3.40 .92

Note: Scale = 1 (strongly disagrep- 5 (.strongly agreg

Pearson correlations were conducted to determine the relationship between
competitor and coaches’ goal orientation and are displayed in Table 12. The strongest
correlations between competitor and coaches’ goal orientation were displayed between a
competitor’s MAp and coach’s MAp orientation as well as a competitor’s PAp and coach’s
PAp orientation. Although statistically significant, both relationships were weak (p < .01, r =

15).
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Table 12

Pearson Correlations between Competitor &d a s Gad Orientations

Competitor’s Goal Orientation Coach’s Goal Orientation

MAp MAv PAp PAv CMAp CMAv CPAp CPAv

Competitor’s MAp 1
Goal Orientation MAvV .02 1
PAp 51" 06" 1
PAv 19° 36" 35" 1
Coach’s CMAp 15" .00 13" .08" 1
Goal Orientation CMAv -06  .06" -04  -01 117 1
CPAp 13" -.04 15" .03 64" 13" 1
CPAvV -.05 .00 -.02 .03 14" 44" 29" 1

Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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To determine the relationship between achievement goals and student performance,
Spearman’s Rho rank order correlations were analyzed between the mean values of the
subscales of goal orientations and the ordinal measure of individual student performance
(gold/silver/bronze emblem). Where unavailable, team emblem was used as a proxy for
individual emblem (i.e. parliamentary procedure). Table 13 summarizes the significant
correlations found between performance and competitor MAp (r =.18), and PAp (r = .23)
goal orientations. Outlined in Table 14, slightly stronger relationships were found between
student performance and a coaches’ MAp (r =.23) and PAp (r =.26) goal orientation.

Table 13

Correlations between Competitor Goal Orientation and Performdneel193)

Variable r p
MAp 18" < .01
MAv -.01 .86
PAp 23" < .01
PAv .02 .56

Table 14

Correlations between Coaches Goal Orientation and Performénee336)

Variable r p
MAp 26" <.01
MAv -.03 .29
PAp 29" <.01
PAv -.02 51

The last objective pertaining to goal orientations concerned the differences of
competitors and coaches with regard to the genre of CDE competition. Measures of central

tendency for competitor goal orientation, broken down by the three different genres of
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competition are outlined in Table 15. To determine the presence of a significant difference

between groups, a One-Way ANOVA was conducted. In the resulting analysis, differences

were discovered for competitor MAp (F = 8.26, p <.01) and PAp (F = 8.26, p < .01)

orientations (see Table 16).

Table 15

Competitor Goal Orientations by CD&enre(n = 1193)

MAp MAvV PAvV
CDE Genre (¢, sd (¢, sd (g, sd) (g, sd)
Team-based content 4.30 (.67) 3.41 (.96) 4.40 (.61) 3.98 (.78)
Team-based leadership 4.37 (.60) 3.36 (.96) 4.30 (.73) 3.90 (.87)
Individual leadership 4.61°(50) 2.877(1.15) 4.40 (.68) 3.79 (.94)
Note. * = significant at p <.05
Table 16
OneWay ANOV/Aof Competitor Goal Orientations by CDE Genre
Variable Source df SS MS F p
MAp Between groups 2 6.75 3.38 8.26 <.01
Within groups 1190 486.23 41
Total 1192 492.98
MAvV Between groups 2 18.58 9.29 9.87 <.01
Within groups 1190 1120.32 94
Total 1192 1138.90
PAp Between groups 2 1.94 97 2.26 A1
Within groups 333 512.14 43
Total 1190 514.08
1192
PAv Between groups 2 3.22 1.61 2.40 .09
Within groups 1190 798.10 .67
Total 1192 801.32

Tukey post hogairwise comparisons revealed individual leadership competitors to

be more mastery approach driven than team based content (d = .52) and team-based
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leadership (d = .43), as well as more performance-approach driven than team based
leadership competitors (d = .14). Further, individual based leadership competitors were less
mastery-avoidance driven than those in a team-based content (d = .51) and team-based
leadership competition (d = .46).

Table 17 displays the means and standard deviations of the goal orientations of
coaches’ organized by their competitors CDE genre cluster. A One-Way ANOVA
determined similar differences among coaches with regard to genre. Coaches in the three
genres were different with regard to their MAp (F = 4.53, p=.01) and MAv (F = 6.05, p=<
.01) goal orientations (see Table 18). A Tukey’s post hoaomparison determined leadership
coaches are less MAp driven than team based content (d = .33) and team-based leadership (d
= .46) coaches. Likewise, individual leadership coaches are less MAv driven than team based
content (d = .47) and team-based leadership (d = .49) peers.

Table 17
Coaches Goal Orientations by CDE Gerfre= 336)

MAp MAv PAp PAvV

CDE Genre (¢, sd (¢, sd (g, sd) (g, sd)
Team-based content 4.14 (.68) 3.53 (1.04) 3.98 (.76) 3.46 (.92)
Team-based leadership 4.23 (.67) 3.55 (1.04) 4.16 (.70) 3.25(.93)
Individual leadership 3.91°(72)  3.07°(.92) 3.91 (.72) 3.36 (.93)

Note. * = significant at p <.05
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Table 18
OneWayANOVA of Coaches Goal Orientations by CDE Genre

Variable Source df SS MS F p

MAp Between groups 2 4.26 2.13 4,53 .01
Within groups 333 156.67 A7
Total 335 160.93

MAvV Between groups 2 12.31 6.16 6.05 <.01
Within groups 333 338.82 1.02
Total 335 351.14

PAp Between groups 2 2.29 1.15 2.09 13
Within groups 333 182.49 .55
Total 335 184.78

PAv Between groups 2 2.34 1.17 1.36 .26
Within groups 333 285.56 .86
Total 335 287.89

RQ2: Predicting CDE Performance

Prior to regressing all measures of competitor and coaches motivation in a prediction
model, descriptive statistics of the remaining motivations measures were reported for
competitors (see Table 19) and coaches (see Table 20). Each of the motivational constructs
of grit, self-efficacy, interest, and control beliefs displayed acceptable measures of internal

consistency in this sample for both audiences.

85



Table 19

Summary Statistics of Competitor Motivational Measures

Measure U n M SD
Grit? 71 1192 3.66 .55
Self-efficacy® .83 1189 4.02 61
Interest® .84 1188 5.94 .93
Control Beliefs® 12 1183 5.77 1.00
aScale = 1 (nothing like me at all- 5 (very much like mg
® Scale = 1 (nothing like mg- 5 (a great deal likene
¢ Scale = 1 (strongly disagreg- 7 (strongly agreg
Table 20
Summary Statistics of Coaches Motivational Measures
Measure U n M SD
Grit? .70 335 3.76 .50
Self-efficacy® .88 335 3.99 .66
Interest® .84 335 6.00 .88

aScale = 1 (nothing like me at all- 5 (very much like mge
® Scale = 1 (nothing like mg- 5 (a great deal like me
¢ Scale = 1 (strongly disagreg- 7 (strongly agreg

Competitor grit, interest, self-efficacy, control beliefs, and grade point average, were

significant, but weak, correlates to performance as revealed by Spearman Rho correlation
analysis (see Table 21). For those measures taken by both competitor and coach, coaches’

motivation (see Table 22) were more strongly correlated to performance than competitor

motivation (i.e. grit, self-efficacy, interest). Not considering goal orientation, the motivation

measures (competitor or coach) with the strongest correlation to student performance were

coaches interest (r = .28) and coaches self-efficacy (r = .21).
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Table 21

Correlations between Student Factors and CDE Performance

Variable r Sig. (2-tailed) n
Grit 07" .03 1192
Self-efficacy 19" <.01 1189
Interest 16" <.01 1188
Control Beliefs 10" <.01 1183
Grade point average 20" <.01 831

Table 22

Correlationsbetween Coaches Motivation a@®E Performance

Variable r Sig. (2-tailed) n
Grit A7 <.01 335
Interest 28" <.01 335
Self-efficacy 21" <.01 335

Next, measures of competitor motivation (see Table 23) and competitor GPA (see
Table 24) were described based on the genres of CDE competition. ANOVA’s determined no
statistically significant difference between the three genres with regard to competitor GPA (f
= .38, p = .68), however, there was a difference between the groups with regard to grit (f =

4.6, p=.01), interest (f = 13.87, p < .01), and self-efficacy (f = 6.97, p < .01) (see Table 25).

Table 23

Means and Standard Deviations of Competitor Motivation by CDE Genre

Grit Self-Efficacy Interest Control Beliefs
CDE Genre (g, sd) (¢, sd (¢, sd (g, sd)
Team-based content 3.65 (.54) 3.98 (.62) 5.84 (.94) 5.70" (1.00)
Team-based leadership 3.64 (.55) 4.06 (.59) 6.09 (.90) 5.90 (.99)
Individual leadership 3.85" (.56) 4.25" (.65) 6.26" (.91) 5.87 (.97)
n 1192 1189 1188 1183

Note. * = significant at p <.05
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Table 24

Means and Standard Deviations of Competitor GPA by CDE Genre

GPA
CDE Genre (g, sd)
Team-based content 3.70 (.36)
Team-based leadership 3.71 (.33)
Individual leadership 3.74 (.39)
n 831
Table 25
OneWay ANOV/Aof Competitor Motivation by CDE Genre
Variable Source df SS MS F p
Grit Between groups 2 2.74 1.37 4.60 .01
Within groups 1189 354.43 .30
Total 1191 357.17
Self-efficacy Between groups 2 521 2.61 6.97 <.01
Within groups 1186 443.74 37
Total 1188 448.96
Interest Between groups 2 23.69 11.82 13.87 <.01
Within groups 1185 1009.73 .85
Total 1187 448.96
Cntl. Beliefs Between groups 2 10.94 5.47 5.56 <.01
Within groups 1180 1160.83 .98
Total 1182 1171.76

Tukey’s post hoanalysis of pairwise comparisons revealed individual leadership
competitors are grittier than team-based content (p = .01, d = .36) and team-based leadership
(p=.01, d = .38) participants. In addition individual leadership competitors are more self-
efficacious than team-based content (p < .01, d = .43) and team-based leadership (p=.05,d =

.31) peers. Furthermore, they are more interested in their CDE than their team-based content
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(p<.01, d=.45) counterparts. Finally, team based leadership competitors have higher

perceived control beliefs than team based content competitors (p < .01, d =.20).

The remaining motivation constructs for coaches, organized by CDE genre are

depicted in Table 26. A One-way ANOVA was conducted, and only interest (f = 11.36, p <

.01) was found to be significantly different among the three groups (see Table 27). Post hoc

comparisons showed coaches from individual leadership events are less interested than team-

based content (p = .01, d =.42) and team-based leadership (p < .01, d = .87) coaches.

Table 26

Means and Standard Deviations of Coaches Motivation by CDE Genre

Self-Efficacy Interest
CDE Genre (¢, sd (¢, sd
Team-based content 3.81 (.49) 3.98 (.71) 6.02 (.90)
Team-based leadership 3.70 (.48) 4.04 (.58) 6.33 (.65)
Individual leadership 3.70 (.52) 3.97 (.61) 5.65" (.88)
n 336 335 335
Note. * = significantat p <.05
Table 27
OneWayANOVAof Coaches Motivation by CDE Genre
Variable Source df SS MS F p
Grit Between groups 2 97 49 1.99 14
Within groups 332 81.13 24
Total 334 82.10
Self-efficacy Between groups 2 22 A1 25 .78
Within groups 332 144.78 44
Total 334 145.00
Interest Between groups 2 16.57 8.29 11.36 <.01
Within groups 332 242.15 73
Total 334 258.72
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All motivation measures for both competitors and coaches, along with student self-
reported GPA, and demographics of the student were modeled in an ordinal logistic
regression to predict performance in the event. The various measures of coaches’ motivation
were included as a student variable in the model. All factors not contributing significantly to
performance were removed from the regression. The final model (see
Table 28), G%16) = 163.64, p < .01 reported a Nagelkerke pseudo R? of .22, indicating 22% of
the variation in competitor performance was explained by the included explanatory variables.
A parallel lines test (G%16) = 21.71, p = .15) demonstrated the model meets the proportional
odds assumption at all levels of the ordinal variable of performance. That is to say, the model
accurately predicts the log odds of moving from bronze to silver and from silver to gold
emblem designation. Finally, the model reported acceptable goodness-of-fit measures (G(1406)
= 14419.76, p = .39) indicating the data fit the model well

Several positive, significant predictors of performance were found (see

Table 28), including: competitor GPA, one factor of student motivation [PAp goal
orientation (b = .43)], three factors of coaches’ motivation [PAp goal orientation (b = .67),
grit (b = .32) and interest (b = .34)] and whether a student was from a suburban hometown (b
= .58). Negative predictors of student performance included coaches PAv goal orientation (b

= -.18), and whether a student was Hispanic (b = - .77) or of two or more races (b = - .74).
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Table 28

Ordinal Logistic Regression of Motivational Factors on CDE Performance

Odds

b estimate Ratio SE Wald 2 P
Intercept B.ronze Emblem 10.05 1.23 66.70 <.01*
Silver Emblem 12.12 1.26 92.71 <.01*
Variable Competitor GPA 1.04 2.83 22 23.27 <.01*
Competitor PAp 43 1.53 A2 13.43 <.01*
Coach PAp .67 1.95 A2 32.86 <.01*
Coach PAv -.18 .84 .09 4.43 .04*
Coach Grit .32 1.38 A5 4.42 .04*
Coach Interest 34 1.40 A1 9.87 <.01*
Ethnicity
African American =17 .66 .07 .79
American Indian -.29 .85 A1 74
Asian -.99 .80 1.54 22
Hispanic/Latino =77 46 .39 3.91 .05*
Two or more races -74 .48 .38 3.70 .05*
Other race 2.27 1.35 2.84 .09
Non-disclosed race .65 .69 .88 .35
Hometown size
Town .20 A7 1.33 .25
Suburban .58 1.79 .25 5.6 .02*
City 57 37 2.44 A2

Note. * = significant at p <.05

The regression estimates represent the log odds of moving one level in the ordinal
outcome of competitor emblem. With GPA, for example, a one unit increase in competitor
GPA (i.e. going from 3.0 to 4.0), results in a 1.04 increase in the ordered log odds of being in
a higher emblem category (i.e. silver instead of bronze), assuming all of the other variables in

the model are held constant. Odds ratios for each of the significant beta estimates were
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calculated in order to provide a more practical interpretation of the findings. In the same
example, for a one unit increase in GPA, the odds of earning a gold emblem versus the
combined silver and bronze emblems are 2.83 times greater, given all other variables are held
constant in the model.

Demographic variables of ethnicity, gender, and hometown were dummy coded for
analysis by entering each category of the variable individually in SPSS with a “1” if the
competitor was of the appropriate ethnicity/hometown, and “0” otherwise. Accordingly,
“white” and “rural” are the baseline categories for the variables of ethnicity and hometown,
respectively. As such, all other beta estimates in those variables are in relation to them. Other
motivation measures (i.e. self-efficacy, control beliefs) and demographics (gender) were
removed from the regression model, as they were not statistically significant predictors of
performance. Only Hispanic and two or more races were significant predictors in the model.
Both were negative, and indicate Hispanic competitors, and competitors of two or more races
are .46 and .48 times more likely to earn a lower emblem category than white students.
Likewise, suburban students are 1.79 times more likely to achieve a higher emblem status

than competitors from a rural hometown.
Qualitative Findings
RQ3: Coaching Behaviors (Observations) & RQ4: Coaching Attitudes (Interviews)

Description of Participants
Five coaches from NC secondary agriculture programs participated in the qualitative

component of this study. The coaches were selected, in part, to represent the unique diversity
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of agriculture teachers in the state of North Carolina. The coaches reflect diversity of gender,
experience, chapter size (and location), and content/CDE expertise. Three interviews aligned
to topics of motivation were conducted with each coach, alongside three observations of the
practice sessions they lead with students.

The coaches had six, nine, ten, 16, and 19 years teaching/coaching experience,
respectively. As a prerequisite to being selected for the study, each of the coaches had
previously coached at least one state winning (national qualifying) CDE team/individual.
Three coaches were male, and two coaches were female. Three of the coaches were from
large, metropolitan/suburban high schools, surrounding a major city of the state, while two
were from smaller rural high schools more associated with “traditional” agriculture
programs. William’s expertise is established in animal science-based CDEs (meat science,
food science, dairy foods), while Henry has had several state winners in horticulture-based
CDEs (floriculture, nursery landscape, introduction to horticulture). Sally and Betty both
specialize in leadership-based CDEs (agricultural sales, Creed speaking, prepared public
speaking), while Jack has had successful state winners in livestock judging, dairy judging,
and is active in nearly all of the leadership CDEs. The background information of the five

coaches studied is summarized in Table 29.
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Table 29

Background Informationf Qualitative Coaches

Coach Years of experience School CDE Specialty
Jack 16 Suburban Animal science & Leadership
William 19 Rural Animal Science
Henry 6 Rural Horticulture
Sally 10 Suburban Leadership
Betty 9 Metropolitan Leadership

Qualitative Research Themes:

After review of all level 1 codes and emergent level 2 axial codes in observations,
interviews, and document analysis, five themes regarding coaching behaviors were
developed. Although some level 1 codes are present across multiple themes, the themes
outlined represent the synthesis of evidence that embodies not only the perceptions of
coaches but their actions with regard to how they coach CDE competitors. The five themes
are:

1. Coaches recruit students from diverse backgrounds in unique ways

2. Coaches engage competitors with a variety of motivational strategies

3. Coaches establish a culture of winning

4. Coaches set high expectations of themselves and students

5. Coaches differentiate methods of coaching to optimize student success

The level 1 codes and level 2 axial codes used to generate the five themes are

summarized in
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Table 30and Figure 11. Codes denoted with an asterisk (*) are observation only

codes to mark specific behaviors as opposed to perceptions.
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Table 30

List of Qualitative Codes and Themes

Theme

Level 2 Axial Codes

Level 1 Codes

Coaches recruit
students from diverse
backgrounds in
unique ways

Logistical Planning

Contest conflicts
Student rollover
Barriers/challenges
Scheduling tools

Team/student selection
Scheduling

Strategic
scheduling/planning

Recruiting Students

Fun
Recruitment strategy
Generates Interest*

Coaches engage
competitors with a
variety of
motivational
strategies

Strategies & Delivery

Student coaching
Coaching strategy
Fairness

Building relationships
Teaching resources
Teaching Strategy

Understanding students
Generates Interest *
Builds Self-Efficacy *
Develop Rapport*
Visualizing success*
Challenges student*

CDE Knowledge

Content
Foundation first
Active engagement*

Coaches establish a
culture of winning

Teacher Variables

Teacher motivation
Teacher challenge
Teacher competition
Teacher motivation
Growing as a coach

Teacher authority
Teacher prior experiences
Teacher apprehension
Teacher cooperation
Teacher interest

Tradition of Winning

Winning expectations
Program reputation

Establishing exclusivity

Student success
Prior success

Reference Previous Success™

Coaches set high
expectations of
themselves and
students

High Expectations

Time investment
Effort
Recordkeeping
Contest simulation
Expectations

Teacher
values/expectations
Student Performance
Rigor

Challenge expectations*
Challenge students™

Coaches differentiate
methods of coaching
to optimize student
success

Student Variables

Student responsibility
Student participation
Student expectations
Student obligations
Student performance

Student interest
Student knowledge
Student motivation
Student competition

Differentiation

Contest dependent
Level dependent

Experience differentiation

Teaching strategy

Note: * denotes observation only code
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Qualitative Research
Themes

Differentiate methods
of coaching to
optimize student
success

Recruit students from
diverse backgrounds in
unique ways

Engage competitors
with a variety of
motivational strategies

Set high expectations
of themselves and
students

Establish a culture of
winning

Logistical Planning e Strategies & Delivery Teacher Variables High Expectations Student Varibles

Differentitation

s Recruiting Students e CDE Knowledge a1 radition of Winning

Figure 11. List of Qualitative Codes and Themes
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Themel: Coaches ecruit students from diverse backgrounds in unique ways
Coaches conveyed the challenges of acquiring students for CDE competition
and outlined ways to recruit students and plan the logistics of a practice
season.

Coaches recruit students from diverse backgrounds in

unique ways

1 1
Logistical Planning Recruiting Students
Contest conflicts - Recruitment strategy
Barriers/ challenges Eg Scheduling tools Generates Interest*

- Student rollover

Team/student selection g Scheduling
Strategic scheduling
planning

Figure 12. Theme 1RecruitmenCode Map

Level 2 Codes: Logistical Planning, Recruiting Students

Logistical Planning

Level 1 Codes: Scheduling, Strategic Scheduling/Planning, Student Obligations

Contest conflictsStudent Rllover, Barriers/Challenges, Schedulg Tools,

Team/Studentefection

Due in large part to the types of questions asked during the first interview, the theme
of logistical planning encompasses several ideas the coaches raised around how they plan

their CDE practice schedule and the things that influence it. One coach spoke to the strategic
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design of practices at the beginning of the week to allow for more time to get all of the
physical materials ready before practice. “I do a certain contest (Milk Quality) on Monday
because | can more easily do the amount of preparatory work to get practices ready to go on a
Sunday.” (P.02.1). Another coach alluded to the difficulty of aligning the schedules of all
four students and himself.
[We practice] 2 to 3 times a week. But it depends on scheduling, both mine and
theirs. So usually it’s a matter of ‘whenever you can get them, get them.” We use
cougar time and after school. It is hard to get four kids together at the same time in
the same room. (P.01.1).
Betty explained the learning curve she had with determining how to space the practices
throughout the season.
The first year | [coached], we started super early and [realized] there is a fine line of
giving it to them too early. Because they peak before the contest. It's like basketball.
With every team that timeline can vary and so it is not an exact science at all.
(P.05.1).
In a similar vein, Henry learned early in his career that oftentimes the best students to recruit
for competitions come from those in a similar content area from a previous year.
Because [intro to horticulture] is really similar to training a nursery team. If they've
won a state contest, | can flip the teams and so a lot of times that keeps them coming.
We have been on a pretty good streak where we've had a team that's won either one of
those contests the past couple of years and then flip-flopped [the next year]. They

know what they are getting into, they know the practice requirements etc. (P.03.1).
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Recruiting Students

Level 1 Codes: Fun, Recruiting Strategy, Generates Interest***

In response to how they bring students to their CDE practice sessions, coaches
identified several strategies and engaged in interest-generating behavior during practices.
Elaborating on one of the ways he gets students involved, William described how he uses the
time after National FFA Convention to generate interest in his student who did not attend.

I’11 throw up a slideshow from National Convention when we get back that highlights

all of the competitions we competed in, and the experiences the students had. You

don’t know it at the time, for most students they just take it at face value, but it
simmers, and | have found it to be very effective at getting students excited to

participate (P.02.1).

In meeting Jack for the first observation, | witnessed him in the hall on the way to his
classroom while he was actively recruiting a student to compete with an informational form
that included facts and expectations of the event (P.01.1X). When asked about the form
during the interview, Jack stated,

[I'use an informational form as a] little bit of a recruitment strategy. From the

students’ perspective, it’s an honor to be asked to do it; but it’s also to see when they

have common time. Just for this year, | can see we have track students and a couple

soccer players that are both in season (P.01.1).

Due in part because of the vast amount of opportunities available to her students,

Betty described the importance of recruiting students to be part of her CDE teams.
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I think you have to have a teacher that will enjoy it and is willing to put in the time.
And is willing to let them know of the opportunities. | think there are a lot of teachers
who know what the opportunities are and choose for whatever reason to not
necessarily share those opportunities. Either because they don't have the time to train
it or they don't feel like they know enough about it. So I think that kind of getting
almost in their face about it. So that they constantly hear about what is going on.
Because if not, there is enough other stuff at this school for them to do, that if you are

not providing them with an option that they are not going to do it (P.05.3).

Further, Betty spoke about the types of students she recruits to be part of CDE competition.

She elaborated on how they are often not as performance oriented like herself.
| could fill a lot of my teams with people like me, but we probably would not be as
successful. You know you are limiting your pool so, in order to get the best kids, you
have to be willing to find the kids who are not exactly like you and who do not
respond the way you do. And | think it makes the teams better too because it is like
anything. If there were three of me on an ag communications team we would [all] butt
heads. | think a little competition amongst the team is good, but I think it can be toxic
in the leadership events where you are interdependent. On a nursery landscape [team]
you might get away with challenging who might be first and [creating] competition
that way. But | think it ultimately hurts the team dynamic. 1 think this sounds kind of

hokey but it might hurt a kid’s self-esteem (P.05.1).
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The data show coaches encounter challenges in finding students to be part of CDE
teams, and in scheduling and planning the practice season. In response, coaches have to
employ strategies to market opportunities to students in class, and strategically target
students with the background and unique personalities and skill set required to be successful

in a particular CDE/LDE area.

Theme2: Coaches rgage competitors with a variety of motivational strategies
Coaches employed a suite of tools to motivate students, including building
competitor self-efficacy, challenging their expectations, building rapport, and
fostering both extrinsic and intrinsic rewards

Coaches engage competitors with a variety of
motivational strategies
CDE Specific
Knowledge

Active Engagement

Strategies and
Delivery

Challenges studentgd Teaching Strategy

Extrinsic Rewardsgg Student coaching

Fairness, Building

Coaching strategy & relationships

Understanding

Teaching resourcegg students

Generates Interest §d Builds SelEfficacy *

Develop Rapport* & Visualizing success

Figure 13. Theme2: Strategie<Code Map

Level 2 Codes: CDE Specific Knowledge, Strategies and Delivery

CDE Specific Knowledge

Level 1 Codes: Content, Foundation First, Active Engagement***
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At the core of coaching any CDE is teaching the content specific to that particular
contest. The CDE-specific knowledge level 2 code encompasses the uniqueness of the CDE
coaches are engaging. When speaking about his overall coaching plan in milk quality,
William stated: “I start off with simple fundamentals and build a foundation [of] concepts of
why particular problems in the milk industry occur, then identify products, and then when
comfortable with both you can move on” (P.02.1). During his practice session, he showed
students pictures of health code violations, at several points clarifying the key terms found in
each (P.02.1X)

The notion of slowly building content on a solid foundation throughout the course of
the CDE practice season was echoed by other coaches as well. Henry remarked,

They know that were going to meet long hours when we start out. It’s five to six

hours a week and that really starts in January and goes that pace until June. Then... if

they are lucky to win a trip to nationals we could practice anywhere from 15 hours a

week to [around] 20-25 hours a week (P.03.1).

In reference to the theme for the ag communication event given each year, Betty
explained how she has to build on the overarching concepts first,

So the theme changes each year. This year it is on an innovative agricultural product

company or topic or trend. That has actually been the theme the past two years in a

row. But some years it's been an environmental topic. One year it was a program your

FFA chapter does. So you can't really start [coaching] until you get that (P.03.1).
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Strateqgies and Delivery

Level 1 Codes: Challenges student***, Teaching Stratedgxtrinsic Rewards
Studet coaching Coachingstrategy Fairness Building relationshipsTeaching
resourcesnderstanding students, Generates Interest Btijlds SeHEfficacy ***,
Develop Rapport*** Visualizing success***

The ‘strategies and delivery’ axial code is primarily comprised of practice
observations illuminating the specific ways in which coaches motivate and teach their
students. In the middle of a teaching activity during practice, William asked his students what
they wanted to do later in their careers. When a student responded with “ag teacher,” William
casually mentioned that “when we get to the next level” there will be an opportunity to
defend a decision in a team activity (a skill valuable for a future agriculture teacher). In doing
so, he was instilling confidence in the team, yet also showing that there was a tie to their
career interests (P.02.1X). Similarly, when a student asked Jack if they would be able to
manipulate poultry shackles at the contest, Jack talked at length about how it would be much
easier in the contest to move them around than to watch them in still shots on a video
(P.01.1X).

Students “practicing” a particular skill comprised a great deal of the time spent during
the observed session. Accordingly, coaches building the self-efficacy of their students, in
response to how they were doing with a particular skill, was common coaching behavior
observed. After her agricultural communications team practiced delivering their presentation,
Betty praised them on their presentation and delivery skills and focused attention on the parts

they did well from memory, and not on the areas they stumbled a bit. She further encouraged
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them by stating the better they knew their individual parts, the cleaner and easier the
presentation would get the next time (P.05.3X).

Henry ordered his nursery landscape team to go through a mock contest as part of one
practice session. At the conclusion of a written test and plant identification exercise, Henry
asked the students to count up how many of the 50 plant ID specimens and 25 multiple
choice questions they missed. The students then reported how many they got right. Henry did
the math based on last year’s contest and told the students they were in “second place”
according to the results of the contest they pulled the questions from (P.04.3X). In this way,
Henry was building on the success of the practice session, and instilling confidence in the
competitors. He encouraged them by stating with a bit more work, they would be ready to
compete at the state level for the opportunity to go to the national contest.

Another strategy coaches utilized was extrinsic rewards. Jack mentioned simple
things like bringing food to practice to motivate students to attend:

“A lot of times we will bring in lunch for them. Especially like this time of year

between school and state convention, | have practice after [state EOC] exams. I've

gone and got pizza and come back and fed them and then we practice. Sometimes

that's a motivation to at least get them here” (P.01.2).

Likewise, Jack told a story about how he came to realize the importance of placing the names
of students on plaques and posting them around the classroom.

“I had a kid in class that was a freshman and it was outside of class time and we were

waiting to get [class] started. It was between period change, and she was standing

there looking at the plaques on the wall. | didn't know her from anybody else because

105



it was my first week student teaching. So, | was like, “Do you have your name on a
plaque?”” And she said, “No, not yet but | will.” And I was like “Oh really?”” And she
said, “Yeah, I'm going to have my name on one of those plaques.” | said that is cool.
She pointed up and said, “Do you see "so and so™ on the wall up there?” | said,
“Yeah.” She said, “That is my mom. My mom was on the national winning team here
at [high school], and I am going to have my name on one of those plaques before |
graduate.” I was like, wow, that is scary but awesome at the same time” (P.01.2).
The impact the student teaching experience had on Jack continues today. Later in the
interview, he described a specific moment when a group of students won a contest and were
provided plaques at the federation banquet. Some of the students did not attend, however,
and Jack summed up their experience the following day when they entered the class to find
the plaques on the wall
“Even at banquet, giving them pins, plaques on the wall. The kids actually eat that up
believe it or not. When we first got the plaques, they didn’t all go to the federation
banguet to get them and when they were out [on the wall] they said, "Oooh, where is
my name, where is my name?" They were trying to pull each other out of the way to
come back and look at them. | was like "okay" thatis what they are excited about. It
helps us when we put them on the wall and they will come back and look at them”

(P.01.2).
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Theme3: Coaches stablish a culture of winning
Coaches recognize the value of competition, convey the importance of
winning to their students and create a program-wide culture that embraces an
attitude of tradition and winning.

Coaches establish a culture of winning

Tradition of Winning Teacher Variables
Prior Success ggReference Prior Succe Teacher Authority §d Teacher Cooperatio
Student Success Teacher Interest Eg
. Teacher Prior -
Program reputation Experiences Teacher motivation

Establishing exclusivitg Teacher Challengegg Teacher Competitio

Visualizing Success gh Teacher Apprehensiq

Winning expectationsg

Teacher Motivation & Growing as a Coac

Figure 14. Theme3: Winning CultureCode Map

Level 2 Codes: Tradition of Winning, Teacher Variables

Tradition of Winning

Level 1 Codes: Prior SuccessRReferencé’rior Success****, \isualizing Success,
Student Succes#/inning expectationg’rogram reputationEstablishing exclusivity
A common occurrence in both observations and interviews surround a culture and
tradition of winning. William took the time to highlight the underperformance of
expectations of one of his previous year’s competitors to tap into a well of frustration that
they did not win the state contest. (P.02.1X). When asked about the students he recruits,

William interjected with targeting students that can be successful when he stated: “I evaluate
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their progress and determine some students that could be successful given the content and my
experience with those that have done well in the past” (P.02.1). Henry was frank in his
expectations of his students leading up to a regional event where it was only necessary to
rank in the top three to move to the state level. He had a conversation with his students that
he would rather they not win on their way to the state event. In this way, their competition
would underestimate their true ability. The entire exchange had a sense of confidence that the
students would perform well at the state event (P.03.1X).

At each of the five school sites, the culture of winning and the establishment of a
program’s reputation for CDE success was apparent as soon as you walked in the door.
Henry’s ag classroom had plaques displayed on nearly every wall from state and national
winning teams dating back over 30 years (P.03.1X). William hung a banner in the rafters of
the ag shop for every state winning CDE team, customized with the names of the four
members of the team (P.02.1X). Perhaps the more illustrative example of creating a culture
of winning is a sign posted in the agriculture shop at Betty’s school. The sign reads “You just
got beat by city kids” (P.05.3X). The sign is a rallying cry of sorts and typifies the mentality
of the coach, who trains students from a very urban part of the state to compete with students
on agriculturally based CDEs. This mentality is obvious in the practices she leads and was
reflected in her interviews as well. About the specific things she does to motivate students,
Betty stated,

| think there is a lot of truth to the [saying] ‘success begets success.’ | think the more

you are winning, the more you’re on stage, the easier it is to motivate them. Because

you can point to that and say, “Hey this is what happens if you win” (P.05.2).
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Betty also recounted a story with one of her early agricultural communications teams when

she began to realize the culture of winning she was establishing at the program.
| thought they were good. | mean they came out with the best presentation we have
ever done. [BUT] they walked off that stage second overall and they were pissed. |
was like “Oooh.” | remember [state ag ed leader] was [telling them] congratulations
and their expressions on their face were like “Ewww. No, we cannot have this.”
(P.05.1).

Even so, an exchange with Betty during one of the interviews encapsulated the struggle she

has with building a programmatic culture of winning and the types of students she recruits.
There's what game do you want to play? | want to win. So a lot of times my natural
instinct is | want to win. However, in the program sense, if you really want to build a
program and you really want kids to be motivated, you got to go for the kids that want
to be there and not necessarily who is going to win. And then the challenge is now |
have got to win with those kids even if they're not ones | necessarily wanted”
(P.05.1).
Clearly, Betty is at odds with how her personal and programmatic performance goal

orientation are reconciled with developing the students that truly want to be involved, and not

just the ones that would make the best competitors.

Teacher Variables

Level 1 Codes: Teacher Authority, Teach€ooperation, Teacher Interest,
Teacher Apprehensioiigacher Prior Experiences, Teacher motivation, Teacher

Challenge, Teacher Competition, Teacher Motivation, Growing as a Coach
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The axial code of ‘teacher variables’ represent a number of coach-specific factors that
impact the way coaches approach the CDE practice season. William spoke at length about his
prior experiences with previous CDE teams and how that affected his coaching strategy. In
reference to a recent state winner he stated

We spent 15 quality hours of practice immediately after State Convention and then

took a month off... but I knew after that 15 hours they were going to be special.

What’s different is the mentality of the kids, we know there is a lot more work ahead

(P.02.1).

Using that prior experience of coaching national teams he also mentioned that his
experiences shape the focus he puts on different aspects of the contest

Thinking ahead to the national level, because | think with that in mind at the get-go.

We’ll start with the team activity. For the most part, if you learn how to do that well,

then you learn the rest of the contest (P.02.1).

When asked how he determines what CDEs he coaches, Jack mentioned his moments
as a competitor himself: “I pick what I enjoy first and [then] what the kids want to do. | love
the CDEs I did when I grew up” (P.01.1).

The motivation of the coach to train students was also evident in the interviews. Betty
talked about how she embraces the challenge of working with a group of students who may
not be of the highest caliber to succeed.

You know it’s the ones you got to work a little more. I mean [my] agricultural

communications [team] would make me happy this year [if they won] because | don't

think it has a chance in the world. You have got to find ways that you still challenge
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yourself or | think that's how you get burned out or you stop doing stuff. Or that is

how you get complacent and you just do one event (P.05.1).

Sally referenced her motivations to coach individual speaking CDEs were predicated on the

experience she had as a Creed speaker herself,
It was my first CDE that | ever did. It was the one that pushed me out of my comfort
zone enough to see what potential I might have and so it’s my way of grabbing a
young student that might not realize they have potential in a certain area - to push
them. Of course, | teach the majority of the agriculture science classes, so they have
to learn it anyhow. Might as well have somebody who is going to compete in it
(P.04.2).

Here, Sally is making a meaningful connection between her prior experiences as a competitor

and how it serves as motivation to coach. Since the drive behind pushing her Creed speaker

is based on the students’ life fulfillment and meeting their potential, this data is evidence of a

mastery-approach orientation for coaches.
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Themed: Coaches et high expectations of themselves and students
Apparent from the way they recruitment students, the way they motivate
students in practice sessions and their thoughts about why they choose to
coach, coaches set a high bar for their students and hold themselves and their
students accountable.

Coaches set high expectations of themselves and students

High Expectations

Time investment  §g Effort
Recordkeeping <+ Contest simulation
gleacher values /expectations

Expectations

Student Performance &= Rigor

Challenge expectations* [ Challenge students*

Figure 15. Theme 4ExpectationsCode Map

Level 2 Codes: High Expectations

High Expectations

Level 1 Codes: Rigor, Teacher Vales/ExpectatiorStudent Performancge

Expectations, Challenges Expectations*Time investment,ftort, Recordkeeping,

Contest simulationChallenge students***

A great deal of the language used by coaches during the interviews evoked
establishing high expectations of students. Sally, for example, elaborated on one of the ways

she recruits students to compete in individual leadership events. She said
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[Creed] is typically an event that | have specifically told a child "You would be really
good for this"... Itis this internal - ‘An adult thinks I am good at this so | should not let this
adult down and I should do it’ (P.04.3).

Although a recruiting tool, Sally uses this tactic to set a high bar for the student at the
outset of the practice season. William also had high expectations of his students and told a
story about a group he coached the prior season that summed up his expectations,

Last year, for example, [we] had two members tearing it up. Another member ...

wasn't getting it and putting it together, so the motivation | used there was to say

“You know what, you are letting the team down. You don't want to do that. All four
of you got to be the best you can, and if you got a weak link in the process the whole
team is going down.” Well after hurting a few feelings, you know she ended up being
the top person on the team at State. So she picked it up! (P.02.3).

Sally’s high expectations, similar to William’s, have determined whether or not she
pursues a CDE with a group of students. She stated,

If I have to go out of my way to find kids to make a team, | have enough [other
things] for that kid that 1 am not going to do it. Like horse judging this year, | had two
that were really into it, and I had two kind of “Ahh, I’m willing to go”, and it was just
one of those let's find something else for you to do this spring (P.05.1).

Some of the level one codes that comprise this category pertain to the overt and subtle
ways coaches demand the best of their students. In an activity where students were learning
specific aromas in the food science CDE, William implored students to take a second test to

reconcile the aromas that gave them a challenge; not later, then. To illustrate their point he
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proceeded to grab the correct bank of aromas and had students compare them to the ones they
had misconceptions about to help students clarify where they made mistakes. (P.02.1X).
Later, in an attempt to coalesce all the tasks they had performed that day, William said to his
students, “We can do this to just go through the motions, or we can go for the gusto. | would
prefer the latter” (P.02.1X). During a plant identification practice, Henry spent nearly two
hours quizzing his students repeatedly on several dozen plants. Although the entire group had
breezed through a few tables, once they started struggling and it was evident the students
were not as confident, he mentioned he would see them during their common remediation
time that week to practice more. He was clearly setting the bar that they need to be nearly

perfect in this aspect of the contest (P.03.1X).
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Themeb: Coaches ifferentiate methods of coaching to optimize student success
A primary responsibility of a CDE coach is to choose appropriate tactics for
the level and type of CDE of interest. In addition, they appropriate strategies
and throttle expectations depending on the individual competitor, and team
dynamic.

Coaches differentiate methods of coaching to optimize

student success

Differentiation
Contest dependent Level dependent
Experience :
differentiation Vel S

Student Variables

Student responsibility Ed Student participation

Student expectations gg Student obligations

Student performance gg Student interest

Student knowledge Rg Student motivation

Student competition [

Figure 16. Theme 5DifferentiationCode Map

Level 2 codes: Student Variables, Differentiation

Student Variables

Level 1 Codes: Student Knowledge, Student Motivation, Student Competition, Student
Interest Student ExpectationStudent responsibility, Student participati@tudent
obligations Student performance
The term ‘student variables’ describes a set of codes coaches identified that speak to

the uniqueness of their students and the way they impact how they coach. William remarked

about how he taps into student-specific motivation when he stated, “That is why I asked
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those questions ‘why are you in here’ during practice. It gets them thinking about how they
can find success in this CDE.” (P.02.1). He also spoke of how he engages his students in
competition to determine who will go to the contest. “I keep scores of the students and write
it on the board so everyone knows where they stand from practice to practice” (P.02.1). In
defending his decisions to schedule practices, Jack mentioned how he has to think
strategically about student interest when he stated, “I start [practices] a month out. Get a set
time. Ideally one hour and one hour and 15 minutes each practice. After that [amount of
time] they get bored.” (P.01.1).

Coaches also referenced the expectations of their students in reference to how they
are motivated to compete. Henry explained how a student’s expectations for engaging in
CDE content change over the course of the season and they begin to realize how the skills
they are learning are transferable.

They sort of realize “Hey, I’m not just learning how to tie a bow or dress a potted

plant or read a ruler, I’m learning how to be on time, how to goal set, how to handle

stress." A lot of these Kids, they are used to being the best, and so they don't know
exactly how to respond when they are knocked off their high horse. They learn how
to respond to adverse conditions. If you took a student day 1 in January versus last
day in October prior to a national contest, it is amazing to see how much they have
grown. That's when they really see full circle the career building that it [CDE’s] does

(P.03.3).
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Jack had a revealing insight into what drives his students to compete in CDEs. He
referenced the size of his rather large school, and how FFA and CDEs, in particular, afford
students an opportunity to have a place

| think it makes a difference especially in a school our size where it is so big. You

know as good as | do, we end up catching the kids and I was one of those, that are not

athletes, not in the band, didn't have this, didn't have that, and they identified with
something in the FFA. Even with [just a] name on the plaque they have something

“gosh, golly, 1 did that!”” They may have finished third in the Federation out of four

teams but at least my name is on that plaque and they feel like they have

accomplished something somewhere (P.01.2).

Henry had a similar sentiment with regard to FFA and CDEs being a space students feel

welcomed. When asked why students are interested in competing in CDEs, Henry responded
| think some kids just want a place to where they can fit in... Where they got their
thing at school. We are a small community, | got to church with a lot of these kids,
I'm family friends with a bunch of these kids, somebody's cousin twice removed or
something like that, or maybe their brother or their dad, or even their grandparents
were on a team. They've seen what FFA can do for kids, so | think that's part [of it]

(P.03.3).

Differentiation

Level 1 Codes: Experience differentiation, Contests dependent, Level dependent

Teaching Strategy
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Beneath many of the statements of coaching philosophy was the notion of
differentiation. From the level of CDE to the type of CDE, to the experience of those
involved, coaches talked about their coaching decision based on a variety of factors. Jack
discussed of throttling his expectations of students depending on the time of the year.
“Depends on the CDE and where we’re at. I’'m not as worried about regionals as I am about
state, they don’t need to be perfect. I use regionals to test what they do under pressure.”
(P.01.1). In reference to how he decides to teach content, he talked about how he changed the
level of expectations based on student experience, “If you’re brand new we will start by
explaining parts of the contest. Especially if you’re new. Start easy, let them find successes,
and then get harder for the newcomers. If they’re experienced we jump in with both feet.”
(P.01.1). When speaking about how he budgets his time to coach, William stated, “Because
we’ve had the fortune of having to train national teams that won in the spring, the national
teams simply take precedence over state level fall CDEs.” (P.02.1). Clearly, he is accounting
for the number of state CDEs he cannot do in the fall because national level CDEs have more
pressing needs and influence.

Beyond differentiation by contest and level of competition, the coaches in this
investigation spoke at length and demonstrated differentiation based on individual student
needs. In response to how he motivates students differently, Jack stated, “Some kids are more
competitive than others naturally and they want to [compete]. Some have different self-
confidence levels. I think you got to find that little piece that helps them be motivated and
that varies from kid to kid” (P.01.2). Later, Jack summarized the evolution of why he

differentiates his coaching with students as a product of what he has learned in the classroom.
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It has grown out of the classroom. I think after all these years you realize these kids
don’t have a lot of confidence or successes or moral victories coming in. You don't
want to totally discourage them like, “What were you thinking?’ | think it depends on
the kid (P.01.3).
When asked about why she questioned her Creed speaker to talk about what they did
right or wrong in practice (before the coach told her), Sally responded,
If they aren’t involved in the process... if they cannot tell me what they did wrong
then there is not growth. At the same time what | may think is their biggest problem,
isn't their biggest fear and we have to get over their biggest fear before we can fix the
problem (P.04.3).
Further, Sally spoke on the topic of differentiation as it pertains to how she motivates
students from more of a performance goal orientation.
As a whole, | probably treat them all the same. But ... I know some students who are
there for the opportunity or ... it seems interesting to them. But then I also know that
| have those students that are very “win, win, win, win, win.” And so those | tend to
be a little harder on. | do my practices maybe where it looks more like an actual
competition, so that they are actually competing with each other and that pushes them

a little bit harder (P.04.2).

Later, when on the topic of how she framed the goal of the competition to her Creed
speaker, Sally again referenced how she differentiates the coaching strategy based on the

student.
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At the beginning, and this is for all of my competitions, let's get an experience. Let’s
get you outside of your comfort zone. Let's give you a new opportunity that you never
thought of before. Then once we start practicing that shows me at what level is this
student. Not only in capability but in their own personal motivation for it. And then at
that point, things go in the direction that | need to take. If they are one of those that
their capability is not coming up to where | thought it would be, then I do not push as
hard. 1 go the other way so that | know they are still getting an opportunity and |
realize they have to take more baby steps. But now if it somebody like for example,
[the] one I have [now], she is very outgoing, very capable of public speaking. | am
going to push her more. | don't like to say | am harder on her. But | am going to be
more nit-picky than I may would have been on other students (P.04.3).
Betty referenced differentiating how she coaches students based on their personality
traits and how they receive pressure from coaching.
Some kids you have to naturally be more positive with. You can't be negative at all.
Some you have to find the few good things they did that day in practice because they
shut down when you're negative and that is contrary to my style... Some kids you talk
to more about it looks good on a college application that type of thing. Some kids you

talk about it being fun. There are some kids that are just like you (P.04.2).

Betty demonstrated the type of differentiation she mentioned in the interview during
one of the practice sessions. She offered help individually to one student of the agricultural

communications team where she clearly articulated how the students’ efforts and
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responsibilities on the team were different than that of her peers. Although the student
seemed unsure about their abilities, Betty talked up the students’ pleasant personality and

gave words of affirmation concerning her presentation skills (P.05.1X).
Summary

In Chapter 4, data from both quantitative and qualitative components of the study
were analyzed in accordance with the four research questions. It was found coaches and
competitors are highly MAp and PAp driven. These two goal orientations are correlated
between competitor and coach, and they are also positively related to student performance.
Further, individual competitors in LDEs are more MAp driven and less MAv driven that
team based CDE/LDE peers.

Further, in a performance prediction model, competitor GPA and PAp orientation, as
well as a coach’s PAp orientation, PAv orientation, grit, and interest were significant
predictors the emblem earned by students in national-level CDEs. Finally, five themes were
developed to describe the analysis of the qualitative data. Coaches: 1) recruit students from
diverse backgrounds in unique ways; 2) engage competitors with a variety of motivational
strategies; 3) establish a culture of winning; 4) set high expectations of themselves and

students; 5) differentiate methods of coaching to optimize student success
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS

In Chapter 1 the researcher included a statement of the problem for the study and
discussed the relevant research to justify the need for conducting the investigation.
Assumptions concerning the truthfulness of questionnaire respondents and the accuracy of
self-reported data were made. Limitations regarding generalizability of findings were stated,
and a list of terms, defined. The independent variables of the study were: achievement goals
(MAv, MAp, PAv, PAp), grit, self-efficacy, interest, and control beliefs. The dependent
variable of the study was competitor performance (gold/silver/bronze emblem). The control
variables of the study were self-reported GPA, gender, ethnicity, grade-level, and hometown.

In Chapter 2, historical and contemporary theories of motivation were discussed, and
an argument for the use of self-determination theory as a theoretical framework was made.
As well, a conceptual framework was proposed to connect the variables of interest in this
examination of CDE performance to the theoretical foundations of motivation. Finally,
Chapter 2 detailed the CDE and motivational literature pertaining to each of the variables
measured.

The purpose of Chapter 3 was to explain the mixed methods design of the study.
Quantitative methods were selected to describe the motivational drivers of competitors and
coaches with regard to FFA CDEs. Qualitative methods were then utilized to more fully
explain the strategies of coaches with regard to the ways they motivate students. In Chapter 3

the pilot measures that helped forge the study’s final design were reviewed, along with the
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procedural. Further, the analytical tests conducted were discussed as well as checks on the
reliability and validity of findings.

In Chapter 4, findings from the quantitative and qualitative components of this
investigation were reported. The highlights of chapter 4 are outlined below in the summary

of findings.
Summary of Findings

Four research questions guided the direction of this investigation. The first question
concerned the primary motivational construct of interest in this study — goal orientations. It
was found coaches and competitors are highly MAp and PAp driven. These two goal
orientations are correlated between competitor and coach, and they are also positively related
to student performance. Further, individual competitors in LDEs are more MAp driven and
less MAVv driven that team based CDE/LDE peers.

The second research question dealt with predicting student performance based on a
variety of motivational and demographic factors. Although measures of student motivation
(grit, self-efficacy, interest, control-beliefs) and coaches motivation (grit, self-efficacy, and
interest) were positively correlated with performance, when modeled in an ordinal
regression, it was competitor GPA and PAp orientation, as well as a coach’s PAp orientation,
PAV orientation, grit, and interest which were significant predictors of student outcomes.

Research question three and four pertain to the qualitative examination of coaches,
specifically their perception from semi-structured interview questions, and their behaviors

from practice observations. Five themes were developed from the qualitative data. Coaches:
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1) recruit students from diverse backgrounds in unique ways; 2) engage competitors with a
variety of motivational strategies; 3) establish a culture of winning; 4) set high expectations
of themselves and students; 5) differentiate methods of coaching to optimize student success
In review, the following research questions guided this study.
1. What are the goal orientations of competitors and coaches of Individual Leadership,

Team-Based Leadership, and Team-Based Content CDES?

a. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and their

competitors?

b. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of competitors and

performance in CDES?

c. What is the relationship between the goal orientations of coaches and

competitor performance in CDES?

d. Isthere a difference between the goal orientations of students and coaches in

different genres of CDE competition?

2. What combination of student motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest,
control beliefs), coaches’ motivation (goal-orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest),
and demographic variables (gender, age, ethnicity, GPA) best predicts performance in

FFA CDEs?

a. Is there a difference between the other motivational factors of students and

coaches in different genres of CDE competition?
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3. What observable strategies do successful CDE coaches employ in their practice
routines to motivate their students?

4. How do coaches characterize their motivation to coach in FFA CDE competition?

Conclusions

In response to the research questions posed at the beginning of the investigation, the
following conclusions were made:
1. Conclusion: Competitors and coaches of FFA CDEs, exhibit high levels of mastery

approach and performance approach goal orientations.

a. Competitors with a high MAp or PAp achievement goals tend to be associated

with a similarly goal-oriented coach.

b. Competitors with a high MAp or PAp achievement goals tend to perform

better in CDE competition.

c. Coaches with a high MAp or PAp achievement goals tend to have students

who perform better in CDE competition.

d. Competitors of individual LDE are generally more approach driven (MAp,

PAp), and less avoidance driven (MAvV) than team based CDE peers.

2. Conclusion: Competitor GPA, and PAp goal orientation, along with, coaches’ PAp
goal orientation, PAv goal orientation, grit, and interest are significant predictors of

student performance in CDEs. These factors and demographic variables of ethnicity,
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gender, and hometown account for approximately 22% of the variation in competitor

performance in the event.

a. Competitors of individual LDE are generally grittier, more self-efficacious,
more interested, and exhibit higher control beliefs than team based CDE

peers.

3. Conclusion: Coaches motivate their students with a variety of strategies, including:
setting high expectations, establishing a culture of winning, and building the self-
efficacy of their students.

4. Conclusion: Coaches are motivated to recruit and train CDE teams not just to create
banner winners, but to create positive learning experiences for their students based on

their individualized needs.

Discussion/Implications

Quantitative Discussion

This mixed methods investigation of CDE competitor and coaches’ motivation
yielded several significant findings to coaches and stakeholders of FFA competition. First,
higher levels of motivation are positively correlated to student performance in all areas of
FFA competition. A student’s performance approach goal orientation, mastery approach goal
orientation, level of perseverance over time (grit), their interest in the CDE content, their
confidence in their ability to perform (self-efficacy), and their perceptions toward their
capacity to control their performance outcomes (control beliefs) each had a statistically

significant impact on how they performed the day of competition. These results support
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research that has demonstrated a positive association between CDE performance and self-
efficacy (Lancaster et al., 2013) and that self-efficacy is a strong component of competitor
motivation (Knobloch et al., 2016).

Second, a coaches’ motivation is also positively correlated to competitor performance
in CDEs. Coaches’ mastery-approach goal orientation, performance-approach goal
orientation, grit, interest, and self-efficacy are all positive correlates to competitor
performance. Moreover, when modeled in an ordinal regression, several factors of coaches’
motivation were the strongest predictors of student success. Third, students from different
genres of CDEs displayed differing levels of motivation in their respective events.
Competitors in individual events displayed higher MAp, PAp, grit, interest, and self-efficacy
than team-based events despite similar GPAsS.

Rayfield et al. (2009) identified GPA as a positive predictor of performance in a
single National FFA CDE. The present study supports this finding and provides further
evidence of a connection between self-reported GPA and emblem performance with a
broader sample of national competitors. Although it is evident that ability matters, several
motivation factors were significant predictors of performance in addition to GPA. An
individual’s motivation and that of their coach are important factors for performance
outcomes in addition to competitor ability.

By identifying the goal orientation of coaches and competitors the agricultural
education profession can begin to critically address whether the CDEs employed in FFA
programs are centered on career developmemir more about competition. A predominance

towards mastery-approach orientated competitors would suggest students are indeed
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motivated by mastering content and career exploration, as suggested by Croom, et al. (2009).
Likewise, a tendency towards performance-approach or performance-avoidance orientation
would suggest they are participating for the benefits of competition.

In this study, it was found competitors and coaches, alike, exhibited high levels of
both mastery-approach and performance-approach goal orientations. Further, competitors in
individual LDEs were significantly more mastery-approach driven than competitors in other
genres of competition, and coaches in individual LDEs were significantly less avoidance
oriented (performance and mastery) than fellow coaches in other genres. Although the data
generally supports the notion espoused by Croom, et al. (2009) that competitors are
motivated by career opportunities (mastery driven) and coaches are motivated to compete
(performance driven), by using goal orientations as a motivational measure, the present study
expands these findings and uncovers stronger approach goal orientations in individual
leadership based CDEs.

Midgley et al. (2001) urges the consideration of the context of high PAp orientation
when judging whether PAp orientations are beneficial. Considering in this sample, MAp is
equally as high in both competitors and coaches, it suggests the PAp orientation is the
embodiment of healthy competitiveness. Competitors in CDEs are clearly motivated to
become better at specific skills they may need later in their careers (MAp) while still being
motivated by a healthy drive to beat other students (PAp). The two avoidance orientations
(MAv and PAV), which were markedly lower in values for all competitors than approach
orientations, suggests these national level competitions have not instilled an unhealthy level

of fear for competitors. Further, a coaches PAv orientation being a negative predictor of
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competitor performance in this investigation is evidence that being motivated by a fear of
losing is, in fact, detrimental to student outcomes.

The most practical finding from this investigation for agriculture teachers in the field
concerns the regression model and the amount of variance in performance that is attributable
to motivation. Twenty-two percent of the variation in performance was due largely to the
motivational factors of both the coach and competitor. For coaches, their PAp goal
orientation was a strong predictor of student success. This suggests being motivated to win as
a coach will likely translate into positive performance outcomes for students. Combined with
measures of coaches’ motivation that were positive predictors of student performance (grit
and interest) it becomes evident that a coaches’ motivation to coach has an impact on the
bottom line for student performance. This is a powerful illustration to in-service and
preservice teachers alike that the drivers for why they coach have a definite impact on
students. If student performance is a priority, a coach’s interest in the content area of the
CDE and their drive to succeed in competition should be cultivated.

Programmatically speaking, the quantitative findings surrounding differences
between the different genres of CDESs has intriguing implications for the National FFA
Organization and school-based agricultural education (SBAE) stakeholders. What structural
components of individual LDEs are attracting students with significantly higher grit, interest,
self-efficacy, and control beliefs? Does the autonomy of a more self-directed competition
attract more highly motivated students? Or, does coaching one-on-one with a student as

opposed to a group result in a student with greater drive? Although this investigation does

129



not definitively answer any of these questions, it begins the conversation to initiate research
that investigates the causal relationships between motivation and competitor CDE selection.
The general trend of enhanced motivation of individual LDE competitors and
coaches, absent of a similar trend with team-based LDEs seems to suggest that a focus on
leadership type skills is not necessarily the source of the added motivation. It is important to
recognize the individual leadership events comprised the smallest proportion of the sample
with the largest amount of nonresponse for both coaches and competitors, thus increasing the
likelihood of coverage error for the cluster (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski, Singer, &
Tourangeau, 2011). Therefore, replication with a similar sample is warranted, and caution
should be used in interpreting the findings of cluster differences. Their differences aside, it is
noteworthy to realize competitors in each of the CDE clusters exhibited high MAp goal
orientation. In other words, at the macro level, all of the clusters of CDE competition are
providing opportunities that attract students who are focused on learning and growing in the

content area.

Qualitative Discussion

The driving force behind the mixed methods design of this study was to include a
qualitative examination of coaches in order to understand the tactics successful coaches
employ to motivate their students. The five themes presented mirror many of the findings
from Russell et al. (2009). The most obvious alignment of themes concerns the area of
competitiveness. Russell et al. (2009) provided many examples of students being reminded
by coaches of the goals they had set and a coaches’ ability to foster a competitive spirit, all

tied to harkening back to tradition and prior success of the chapter. The present study
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supports these findings with a sample of North Carolina agriculture teachers who described
(and created) a culture in their practice sessions that prioritized winning and success.

The study also supports the Russell et al. (2009) assertion that coaches actively recruit
members for CDEs. All of the coaches in this sample discussed the importance of recruiting
students and recounted the careful, deliberate processes of selecting students to be part of the
endeavor. After all, situational interest in the topic is a motivator; and the coaches in this
investigation used that interest early and frequently throughout the practice season to
motivate students. This research is also consistent with the qualitative themes professed by
the research of Voight et al. (2013) and Ball Bowling, and Sharpless, (2016). In both studies,
CDE coaches were identified as setting high expectations for their competitors. The assertion
by Ball et al., (2016) that the CDE coaching landscape is a mix of motivational coaching and
skills-based teaching was reflected in this study. For example, all in the same practice
session, Henry shifted fluidly from teaching advanced level plant taxonomy to inspiring them
to study harder and forge relationships with team members.

Another implication of the qualitative study is its ability to inform the training of
preservice teachers in agricultural education. Among the myriad of things teacher preparation
programs train future teachers to do is being a proficient FFA advisor and coach. One could
argue training preservice teachers to be experts in each of the 24 CDEs is not possible within
the structure of a four-year traditional teacher preparation program. Training them to be
effective coaches and motivators, regardless of the content, is likely the more effective
approach. With the rich amount of academic agriculture content in addition tothe aspects of

teamwork, speaking, and leadership development, CDEs fall under a unique category of
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competition that does not align with the objectives of traditional athletic competition, for
example.

Accordingly, the qualitative findings illuminated ways in which FFA coaches can
engage their students regardless of the CDE content. Using words of affirmation, challenging
students to do their best, developing rapport, and building their confidence to compete were
all specific strategies the coaches in this sample used to motivate their students. Importantly,
coaches not only expressed these ideas as important in interviews, they engaged in these
behaviors in practice. Regarding coaching behaviors, Falk et al. (2014) found social support
to be connected to student performance. This construct of coaching behavior describes the
actions of coaches who use positive feedback either verbally or through a coach’s actions.
The qualitative findings presented here cite many examples of this, from telling a student
good job after they completed a mock contest or requesting a student to reflect on their
performance and how they could improve in a Creed speaking practice before providing

encouragement.

Mixed Methods Analysis

The primary strength of any mixed methods investigation is to make better meaning
of multiple methods of data than any one source of information on its own (Creswell, 2014).
The explanatory sequential design of this study allowed for deeper exploration of the
quantitative questionnaires given to coaches and competitors. Coaches were interviewed and
observed to ascertain how the constructs of motivation reported on the questionnaire

manifested themselves into actual strategies and behaviors of coaches.
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Explanatory Sequential Analysis

The motivational strategies outlined in the qualitative investigation provide concrete
examples of ways to motivate students that align with the positive predictors of student
performance found in the quantitative questionnaires. From the quantitative phase of this
study, it was found a coaches’ goal orientation, more precisely their performance-approach
goal orientation was a strong predictor of student success. Indicators of the coach’s goal
orientation were evident in the qualitative examination of coaches on numerous occasions in
both interviews and practice observation. Establish a culture of winningvas one of the five
themes identified in the qualitative study and is a testimony to how coaches exhibit a
performance-approach goal orientation. From adorning their classrooms and shops with CDE
plaques and awards to developing a program where students expectto win, all of the coaches
interviewed and observed projected a commitment and value for competition and the notion
of winning.

The sole negative predictor of student performance from the regression model was a
coach’s mastery-avoidance orientation. Not surprisingly then, the coaches in the qualitative
sample exhibited very few behaviors or perceptions of the MAv orientation. Mastery
avoidance from the coach’s perspective would be characterized by a coach that is driven by a
fear that they may not learn all they possibly could about the particular CDE to coach their
students. Again, this kind of fear was not elucidated from the interviews nor observed in the
practice session. To the contrary, each of the coaches in the qualitative sample were experts
in their content areas and were quite confident about their ability to coach students in their

respective spaces. It should be noted the method of sampling (selecting only previous state
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winners) likely biased the sample to exclude those with high MAv goal orientations and thus
limited the ability of the research to observe such behaviors.

Another finding from the quantitative examination of goal orientation was the
positive relationship between a student and coach with regard to their mastery approach goal
orientation. As with PAp goal orientation, the interviewed coaches expressed the kinds of
views you associate with MAp. Coaches expressed how it was the fulfillment of their
students to learn skills necessary for the workforce and life in general that was a strong
motivating force for them to coach. In summary, the quantitative questionnaires revealed
coaches to have high MAp and PAp goal orientations, and the qualitative examination of
previously successful coaches revealed the same.

The theoretical framework chosen for this investigation was self-determination
theory. Both the quantitative and qualitative findings of the study support the structural
tenants of SDT. In the general sense, SDT states an individual’s autonomy, relatedness, and
competence impact the way in which they are motivated. Self-efficacy, for example, can be
seen as a measure of competence. A competitor’s basic innate need to feel competent is
satisfied by a positive belief in their ability to perform in the event which then drives their
intrinsic motivation to compete and thus renders increased performance.

In this study, the positive correlations between intrinsic measures of competitor
motivation (grit, self-efficacy, control-beliefs, MAp, interest) and performance are consistent
with the basic tenants of self-determination theory. As were the extrinsic measures of
competitor and coaches’ motivation (PAp, PAv). Specifically, while the intrinsic motivation

measures created a more internal locus of causality among competitors, external regulatory
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processes (i.e. PAp orientation, coaches’ motivation) fixed most competitors in the middle of
the self-determined continuum (see Figure 17).

Behavior Nonself-Determined Self-Determined

: \ :
Regulatory H E*“ﬂ'ﬂﬁ! Introjected Identified Integrated !
Styles ! Regulation Regulation Regulation "

Regulation

Intrinsic Regulation

Perceived Impersonal External Somewhat Somewhat Internal Internal

Locus of External [nternal

Causality

Relevant Nonintentional, Compliance, Self-control, Personal Congruence, Interest,

Regulatory Nonvaluing, External Ego-Involvement, Lmportance, Awareness, Enjoyment,

Processes Incompetence, Rewards and Internal Rewards Conscious Synthesis Inherent
Lack of Control Punishments and Punishments Valuing With Self Satisfaction

Figure 17. Seltdeermination Theory

In the conceptual model introduced in Chapter 2, the external regulators of a coach’s
motivation were depicted as an antecedent to the student-level internal regulators. In the
qualitative examination, it was found coaches create approach-oriented cultures when
fostering competitive mock contests (PAp) and prioritizing the development of student skills
applicable in later life (MAp). It is likely these goal orientations of coaches (and their
subsequent behaviors) have an impact on the motivations of their students. Although this
causal relationship was not investigated in this study, the questionnaires did reveal significant
positive relationships between competitor and coach’s goal orientation, which suggests the
conceptual model of external regulators impacting internal regulators is plausible.

Accordingly, the conceptual model presented in Chapter 2 was amended to only include the
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significant predictors of student performance in the regression model as depicted in Figure

18.

*Coaches' Motivation
*Goal Orientations (PAp, PAV)

External won
«Self-efficacy
Regulators «Interest

» Competitor Ability (GPA)

» Competitor Motivation
+Goal Orientations (PAp)
~Grit

Internal
Regulators

Competitor
Performance

Figure 18. RevisedConceptual Framework for Study Variables

Limitations

It is important to note the sample is generalizable to all National FFA CDE
competitors, but not all FFA CDE competitors nationwide. This is an important distinction to
make since it is likely the population of national CDE competitors are a more highly
motivated group than those at the state and local levels of competition.

Another limitation to recognize is the self-reported measure of GPA. Although
Kuncle, Credé, and Thomas (2005) recognized self-reported GPAs are good reflections of

actual grades for high GPA students, they assert students with lower GPAs may be less
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precise and recommend researchers exercise caution when reporting. The average
unweighted GPA for students in this sample was 3.7/4.0, so these high performers likely
have high precision in estimating their actual GPA. Additionally, only 831 of the competitors
sampled reported a usable unweighted GPA, indicating several students simply did not know
their GPA and chose not to report. This introduces nonresponse bias that should be
considered.

As well, the timing of survey collection was not identical between online and
hardcopy collection. Both coaches and competitors who completed the survey online did so
beforethe competition, while those who completed in hard copy did so after the competition
was complete. Although hardcopy respondents completed the questionnaire before the
announcement of results, it is possible the events of the competition could have potentially
impacted their motivation in a positive or negative way. In other words, competitors
completing the survey afterthe CDE would have some knowledge of their performance in
the CDE, even though the results had not been announced. The lack of practically significant
differences between these groups suggests the timing was not a factor, but it is nonetheless a
limitation to consider.

One of the positive significant predictors of performance in the regression model was
“suburban” hometown classification. It is important to note the questionnaire contained no
definition of what any of the terms (rural, town, suburban, or city) meant with regard to
population size. It is possible students mislabeled their hometown classification because they
have a differing definition of what each of the labels means. It is recommended future studies

include population estimates to strengthen the validity of this self-reported measure.
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Finally, although every attempt was made to contact students at the event to complete
the questionnaire, there was no option to follow up with students and coaches who did not
attend the banquet and were thus unable to complete the questionnaire. This resulted in

significant differences between respondents and non-respondents.
Recommendations

Members of this highly selective group (national competitors) unsurprisingly
expressed strong MAp and PAp goal orientations. Future research should explore if this
finding is true among competitors of smaller state and regional levels of FFA CDE
competition. It could be that the current study was unable to significantly predict competitor
performance with MAp simply because the sampling frame is positively skewed in that
regard and thus unable to account for the larger variation that likely exists in the general
population of all FFA CDE participants.

Even so, it was determined competitors with a PAp are more likely to achieve a
higher emblem in National FFA CDEs. In light of the previous discussion concerning the
skewness of the sample, it is clear a competitive spirit and performance-based goal
orientation is of benefit to students. It is recommended that coaches explore ways to build the
competitive drive of their students and set performance goals at the beginning of the season.
Moreover, a coaches’ PAp was also a significant predictor of student success. To capitalize
on the relationship, it is recommended coaches embrace behaviors outlined in the qualitative

component of this study which spoke to building a culture of winning.

138



It is further recommended agriculture teachers provide differentiated opportunities for
FFA competitors that enhance motivation and maximize chances for student success. In an
exemplary case, Ball et al., (2016) described a CDE coaches’ motivational strategies to
progress from external in the beginning of the coaches’ season to more internal by seasons
end. Considering the present studies constructs of motivation, this would be consistent with
increasing student interest with the content (external), and later building student self-efficacy
(internal). Indeed, these behaviors were observed with the qualitative sample of coaches in
this investigation. Coaches who are purposeful in building the confidence of their students in
their ability to perform and motivate their students to compete can expect positive
performance outcomes to follow.

The small effect sizes of the pairwise comparisons between individual leadership
events and other genres indicate practically significant differences on grit, self-efficacy, and
interest. This finding seems logical; competitors who are willing to compete in an event by
themselves are likely more motivated than team-based competitors because they experience
greater pressures to perform. Individual competitors do not have teammates to encourage
them through the grueling parts of the practice season, nor do they have fellow peers to share
in the disappointment of not reaching the goal set by their coach. It is recommended future
research utilize qualitative methods to explore the decision-making processes of individual
competitors to decide and ultimately persist in LDE competition.

Further research should also explore the relationship, if any, between the structure of
CDE competitions in different states. For example, certain CDEs in some states are offered

as invitational events and field days for many weeks and months leading up to the regional or
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state competition. States have different structures and numbers of competitions between the
local and state levels. What is the impact of these additional levels and quantities of
competitions on student motivation? Also of interest to researchers in agricultural education
might be the notion that motivation toward competition in CDEs could transfer to motivation
in the classroom and/or potential career opportunities. Does this motivation to compete
transfer to motivation for agriculture studies or careers?

With a better understanding of why our students are approaching these CDEs, we can
better prepare our preservice teachers with how we advise them to recruit and train their
future teams. It is recommended preservice teacher preparation programs incorporate CDE
coaching and motivational strategies into their coursework for future teachers. Some specific
advice concerning the general findings of this study are as follows: If student success is a
priority: a) coach teams with which you have a deep interest in the content area, b) seek ways
to be performance-oriented (focused on winning), ¢) understand being driven by a fear of
losing is detrimental to student success, and d) develop your personal grit.

It is further recommended that National FFA review component structures of
CDE/LDE competition. While weakly correlated with student performance, mastery-
orientation of coaches and students were not significant predictors of student success, unlike
performance-orientation. This speaks to the rewards systems in place given the types of
students involved. The data presented here demonstrate student and coaches who are driven
to perform and harness a spirit of competition are more likely to succeed in FFA events.
Although this finding is intuitive, the simple fact that the competitions are called career

development events and leadershipdevelopment events suggests they should be structured
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such that students should be incentivized to master skills and knowledge. In this regard, one
would anticipate mastery goal orientations to be a predictor of student emblem, which was
not the case. National FFA staff should seek ways to incentivize mastery-orientated
competitors, perhaps by looking to both individual and team based LDEs which
demonstrated the highest levels of MAp orientation of the events measured.

The research can also serve as a springboard for other Career and Technical Student
Organizations in CTE. Other content areas engage in CDE-like competitions, but it is
unknown if students in those areas are motivated in similar ways. Do competitions in other
CTE areas have students and coaches who are similarly performance and mastery-approach
driven like those in FFA? DECA, for example, administers a diverse array of competitive
events in finance, entrepreneurship, marketing, etc. (DECA, 2017). It is recommended
similar motivational research be conducted in DECA, HOSA, Skills USA, FBLA, etc. to
compare the motivations of competitors across different CTSOs.

In summary, the following recommendations were made:

Recommendations for Practice
1. Coaches should explore ways to build PAp among themselves and students. (Develop
a culture of winning).
2. Coaches should provide ways to differentiate coaching that enhances motivation.
a. Start by increasing interest in content (external), then build self-efficacy
(internal) later in the practice calendar (Ball et al., (2016)
3. Teacher preparation programs should include coaching strategies in coursework.

Some specific strategies to encourage include:
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C.

d.

Coach teams with which you have a deep interest in the content area
Seek ways to be performance-oriented (focused on winning)
Understand being driven by a fear of losing is detrimental to student success

Develop your personal grit

4. National FFA should review component structures of CDE/LDE competition.

a.

MAp was not a significant predictor of performance. Why so?

Recommendations for Future Research

1. Investigate state, and regional CDE events to explore differences with a more

generalizable sample.

2. Qualitative investigation of Individual LDES to unpack increased motivation

3. Replication in other CTSO areas (DECA, HOSA, Skills USA, FBLA, etc.)

4. Explore the impact of unique CDE structures and levels of different states
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Appendix A NC Pilot- Selected Findings
Table 1 (North Carolina Pilot)

Summary statistics for achievement gdals 93)

o M SD
Performance-approach 7 4.34 .68
Mastery-approach 71 4.32 12
Performance-avoidance 12 4.23 .86
Mastery-avoidance .76 3.64 1.11

Table 2 (North Carolina Pilot)

Achievement goal correlations with CDE performafte 93)
MAp MAvV PAp PAv
Individual r 22" 24" 25" 23"
Score Sig. (2-tailed) .04 .02 .02 .03

Table 3 (NC Pilot)

Summary statistics for motivational measures
U n M SD

Grit? 77 93 371 .60
Interest P 84 92 558 1.04
Self-Efficacy 2 .84 93 3.92 67
Task Value ® 95 91 488 153
Control Beliefs 85 91 546 143
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Table 4 (NC Pilot)

Motivational measure correlations with CDE performance

Self- Task Control
Grit Interest ~ Efficacy Value Beliefs
Individual r .002 32" 25" 17 27
Score Sig. (2-tailed) .99 .002 .01 .10 01
N 93 92 93 91 91

Table 5 (NC Pilot)
Summary statistics for compét=RA)orsd deci si on

M SD
Competition 4.25 .86
Travel/Fun 4.16 .84
Leadership Development 4.01 1.01
Scholarship Awards 3.78 1.16
Relates to SAE 2.88 1.44
Relates To Career Choice 2.77 1.38
Table 6 (NC Pilot)
Gender differences on decision to participate in CDE
Gender n M SD t
Competition Male 37 4.03 1.04 013*
Female 53 4.42 .69 '
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Appendix B National Pilot- Selected Findings

Table 1 (National Pilot)

Competitors included in final analysis

Contest Original Sample Analytic Sample
Prepared Public Speaking N =37 N =27
Nursery Landscape N =151 N =100
Livestock Judging N=176 N =115
Total N = 364 N =242

Table 2 (National Pilot)

Descriptive Statistics of Selected Motivational Measures

Contest Grit  Interest  Self-Efficacy Task Value  Control Beliefs
Prepared Public Speaking 4.1 6.6 4.4 6.6 6.1
Nursery Landscape 3.6 5.7 39 5.4 5.8
Livestock Judging 37 6.1 4.2 6.0 5.9

Total 3.69 6.0 4.1 5.8 5.9

Note Grit, Self-Efficacy scale=1-5
Interest, Task VValue, Control Beliefs scale=1—7
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Table 3 (National Pilot)
Descriptive Statistics of Goal Orientations

Contest Mastery Mastery  Performance Performance
Approach  Avoidance  Approach Avoidance
Prepared Public Speaking 4.6 3.6 4.4 4.1
Nursery Landscape 4.2 34 4.3 4.1
Livestock Judging 4.4 33 4.4 4.1
Total 4.3 3.4 4.3 4.1

Table 4 (National Pilot)

Multiple Regression Analysis of Motivational and Demographic Variables on Performance

Source SS df MS F P R-squared
Model 29.98 19 158 331 <.01 .26
Residual 83.54 175 .48

Total 113.52 194
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Table 5 (National Pilot)

Correlations and Ordinary Least Square Estimator by Dependent Variable (Emblem in Contest)

Regression
Variables R Coefficient
Demographics
Gradelevel 20*
Sophomore -.19 (.46)
Junior -.13 (.44)
Senior -.07 (.44)
Graduated/College .14 (.46)
Gender .02
Male -.04 (.11)
Hometown .01
Rural/Non-farm .20 (.12)
Suburban .04 (.16)
Ethnicity .09
African American 18 (.72)
Asian -1.13(.72)
Hispanic -42 (.37)
Mixed -.09 (.42)
Undisclosed .96 (.51)
Motivational Measures
Grit .003 -.24 * (.10)
Interest 27* .13 (.10)
Self-Efficacy 30* 40 * (.12)
Task Value 15* =17 * (.07)
Control Beliefs 21% .10 * (.06)
Goal Orientations
Mastery Approach 27*
Mastery Avoidance .002
Performance Approach .35*
Performance Avoidance 13*
Performance Oriented 38 (.112)*
Approach Oriented .07 (.12)

Notes.* p <.05. Standard error in parenthesis
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Motivations of FFA Career Development Event Students and Coaches

IRB File Number:

Original Approval Date:
06/16/2015

Approval Period
04/13/2016 - 04/13/2017

Source of funding (if externally funded, enter PINS or RADAR number of funding proposal via 'Add New Sponsored Project Record' button below):
All costs will be paid by PI (grad student)

NCSU Faculty point of contact for this protocol:NB: only this person has authority to submit the protocol
Park, Travis Dale: Agricultural & Extension Education

Does any investigator associated with this project have a significant financial interest in, or other conflict of interest involving, the sponsor of this
project? (Answer No if this project is not sponsored)

No

Is this confiict managed with a written management pian, and is the management plan being properly followed?

No

Preliminary Review Determination

Category:
exped 7

In lay language, provide a brief synopsis of the study (limit text to 1500 characters)

The students and coaches of Career Development Event (CDE) teams will be surveyed to ascertain their motivations to
compete at the state and national level. Coaches will complete an online survey before the competition, while students
and will be surveyed immediately prior to the event with a hard-copy survey instrument. Surveys will be pre-coded with
competitor #s provided by facilitators of the event. Competitors #'s will be utilized to match competitors with their coach,
and to the subsequent performance in the event. No names/identifying information will be recorded at any time during
the study or in dissemination of results. Students will first be asked to consent to participate in the study, and will be
given approximately 10 minutes to complete the instrument immediately prior to the start of the competition. Data will be
collected by the researcher and compared to the official results published by the facilitators of the event. Data analysis
will be handled in SPSS software to determine the motivations of CDE competitors and coaches; the motivational
relationships that exist between coaches and students; the differences between competitors/coaches of the different
CDE's; and the patterns that exists among those teams/individuals that are most successful. An additional qualitative
component will involve practice observations, semistructured interviews, and document analysis of four successful
coaches measured during the pilot study.

Briefly describe in lay language the purpose of the proposed research and why it is important.

The purpose of the study is to provide a deeper understanding of the students and coaches that participate in Career
Development Events (CDE's) for the National FFA Organization. Specifically, what motivates them to participate in
these competitions, and what their individual motivational profiles are. Results will shed light on what differences (if any)
exists among the competitors of a diverse array of CDE's offered by the National FFA Organization, and what patterns
exists among those that are most successful in the competition. Quantitative and qualitative findings will be analyzed to
find recommendations and strategies for preservice teachers on how to motivate thier students in CDE competition.

My research qualifies for Exemption. Exempt research is minimal risk and must fit into the categories b.1 - b.6 found here:
http ./fiwww. hhs.gov/ohrp/humansubjects/guidance/45cfr46.htmi
1

Is this research being conducted by a student?
Yes
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NC STATE

UNIVERSITY

REQUEST FOR RESEARCH PROPOSALS

Created: 04/2016

All submissions related to this Request for Research Proposal (RFP), including any requests for
information and clarification, are to be directed to the following individuals:

SeeTrail Mackey Nina Crutchfield
National FFA Program Evaluation National FFA Local Program
and Assessment Specialist Success Specialist
smackey@ffa.org ncrutchfield@ffa.org
317-802-4223 501-827-1866

PURPOSE

The National FFA Organization is a national youth organization of 629,367 student members as part of 7,757 local FFA
chapters in all 50 states, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. The FFA mission is to make a positive difference in the lives of
students by developing their potential for premier leadership, personal growth and career success through agricultural

education. The National FFA Organization operates under a federal charter granted by the 81st United States Congress and it

is an integral part of public instruction in agriculture.

RESEARCH PRIORITY INTERESTS AREAS (see NFFA Research Priority Interests document for details)
Making FFA Accessible, Diverse, and Inclusive

Skill Attainment through FFA Engagement

Impact of FFA Engagement

Delivery of FFA Programs, Products, and Services

Evaluation of FFA Programs, Products, and Services

PROPOSAL COMPONENTS
Brief summary of plans to engage NFFA in your research efforts
Completed Contact Form (page 2 of this document)
Research proposal and methods
Proposed instrument prior to IRB approval. If IRB approval has already been issued, a copy of the approved
instrument.
Exact sample frame specifications (if applicable)
e Description of anticipated funding sources and use to provide incentives for participants (for possible NFFA sponsor
recognition)
DELIVERABLES
The external researcher will deliver to National FFA a(n):
1. Executive summary of the research report.

2. Link to published report. If unpublished, a pdf copy of final report.
3. Recognition in the published research for providing support.

NFFA DISCLAIMER

The NFFA takes seriously its responsibility to protect the identity of its stakeholders. As a result, no identifiable data for
minors will be provided for any research projects. Only specifically requested contact information will be provided for

teachers. Samples will be provided after appropriate IRB approvals. This RFP in no way promises or implies available funding

for research efforts.

FFA makes a positive difference in the lives of stud by developing their ial for premier leadership, personal growth and career success through agricultural education.
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NFFA REQUEST FOR RESEARCH PROPOSALS

Created: 04/2016

Contact Form

DATE: 5/10/16

RESEARCHER’S NAME: Kevin Curry

AFFILATED RESEARCH INSTITUTION/UNIVERSITY: NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY
GRADUATE COMMITTEE CHAIR NAME AND PHONE NUMBER (F APPLICABLE): Travis Park- 919-515-9441
PHYSICAL MAILING ADDRESS: Box 7607 1 Lampe Dr NCSU Campus, Raleigh NC 27695

EMAIL ADDRESS: kwcurry@ncsu.edu

PHONE NUMBER: 704-619-0268

RESEARCH STUDY QUESTIONS/OBJECTIVES/HYPOTHESES: What combination of student motivation (goal-
orientation, grit, self-efficacy, interest, control beliefs, task value,) and demographic variables (gender, age, ethnicity) best
predicts performance in an FFA Career Development Event? What are the primary motivators of students and coaches to
participate in CDEs?

ANTICIPATED TIME LINE FOR ALL CONTACTS WITH PARTICIPANTS: Monday October 2™ - Coaches receive survey
link via email from National FFA. October 10"~ Coaches receive survey reminder via email. October 19 -22"¢ students from
selected CDEs complete surveys during appropriate banquet/contest time.

QUESTIONNAIRE SOFTWARE: Qualtrics

ANTICIPATED RESEARCH COMPLETION DATE: Feb 1, 2017

Attach the following items to your submission:
e Brief summary of plans to engage NFFA in your research efforts
e Completed Contact Form (page 2 of this document)
e Research proposal and methods
e Proposed instrument prior to IRB approval. If IRB approval has already been issued, a copy of the approved
instrument.
Exact sample frame specifications (if applicable)
e Description of anticipated funding sources and use to provide incentives for participants (for possible NFFA sponsor
recognition)

Completed proposals should be sent to SeeTrail Mackey and Nina Crutchfield for processing. Please allow up to 4 weeks
for processing your req t. Additi Ily, all req ts for research occurring at or during National FFA
Convention must be made by June 15 prior to convention in order to ensure information is included in event
orientation packets and parental consent is obtained by the researcher prior to the event.

SeeTrail Mackey Nina Crutchfield
National FFA Program Evaluation National FFA Local Program
and Assessment Coordinator Success Specialist
smackev@ffa.org ncrutchfield@ffa.org
317-802-4223 501-827-1866

FFA makes a positive difference in the lives of students by developing their potential for premier leadership, personal growth and career success through agricultural education.
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Brief summary of plans to engage NFFA in your research efforts

National FFA will provide the lists of team identifiers for each team based CDE. The list will contain
the name and competitor identifier (i.e. Wisconsin "A"”) for each student so they can be matched to the
publicly available list of performance results, and so that all motivation survey data can be linked to
performance. FFA staff will forward the link of the coaches’ survey two weeks prior to the event, and a
reminder one week prior. The researcher will work individually with each of the CDE superintendents to
determine the most ideal time to implement the students’ survey (provided it is not immediately before or
during the course of the competitive event), and will provide all of the staff necessary to administer and
collect survey materials. The researcher will include all of the demographic questions requested by National
FFA in the student survey, and share the results as soon as possible after National Convention.

Proposed Instruments
See Appendix G and H in research proposal

Research proposal and methods

Students:

Students will receive a verbal nctification that they will complete a survey by the event facilitator during the
initial meeting of students/coaches. The researcher will provide a team of individuals to hand out, administer
and collect the surveys at the appropriate time. Students will be asked to read the assent from (detachable
cover sheet to survey) and, if they wish to participate, complete the survey.

Coaches:

Coaches will receive an email explaining the opportunity to participate two weeks prior to the competition.
At the beginning of the survey will be a consent form that will ask for their participation in the study. If they
wish to participate, they will fill out the survey and submit electronically through qualtrics. A reminder will
be sent one week prior to the event. (See attached research proposal for detailed information on study)

Exact sample frame specifications (if applicable)

2 CDEs each from the four clusters below will be randomly sampled. The resulting 8 CDEs will have all
students surveyed during a time most convenient for that CDE (either at the end of the contest itself, or
before/during banquet).
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Dairy Cattle Evaluation Team Meats Evaluation

C | U St e r Food Science & Technology Based Milk Quality & Products
Horse Evaluation . Poultry Evaluation
Livestock Evaluation Ar?' mal Veterinary Science

S a m p e Science

400 competitors
100 coaches

"

400 competitors
100 coaches

Agronomy Team Representative Agricultural Communications
ggy. & Nat. Resources Based Sam p|e gea n:j Agricultural Issues Forum
Floriculture Plant e > sl Agricultural Sales

Forestry . 1300 competitors Leadership Farm Business Management
Nursery/Landscape Science 400 coaches Job Interview

Marketing Plan
Parliamentary Procedure
Agricultural Mechanics

\

400 competitors
100 coaches

100 competitors
* Randomly select 2 CDEs 100 coaches

from each cluster

+ Censusof ALL Individual

z = : Extemporancous Public Spcaking
Competitors and Coaches Creed Speaking Public Biepared Public Speabiuz
Speaking

Description of anticipated funding sources and use to provide incentives
for participants (for possible NFFA sponsor recognition)

All costs associated with this project will be paid by the researcher
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Appendix E Measures

Goal Orientations
Achievement Goal Questionnaire- Elliot & McGregor (2001)

Consider what your goals are for this CDE Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of the statements below.
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree),

Mastery Approach

| want to learn as much as possible from this class.

It is important for me to understand the content of this course as thoroughly as possible.
| desire to completely master the material presented in this class.

Mastery Avoidance

| worry that I may not learn all that I possibly could in this class.

Sometimes I'm afraid that I may not understand the content of this class as thoroughly as I’d
like.

| am often concerned that I may not learn all that there is to learn in this class.

Performance Approach

It is important for me to do better than other students.

It is important for me to do well compared to others in this class.

My goal in this class is to get a better grade than most of the other students.

Performance Avoidance

| just want to avoid doing poorly in this class.

My goal in this class is to avoid performing poorly.

My fear of performing poorly in this class is often what motivates me.

Grit

Grit Short Version- Duckworth & Quinn (2009)

Please respond to the following 8 items. Be honest — there are no right or wrong answers!
1- Not like me at all 5- Very much like me

New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous ones.*

Setbacks don’t discourage me.

| have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later lost interest.*
| am a hard worker.

| often set a goal but later choose to pursue a different one.*

| have difficulty maintaining my focus on projects that take more than a few months to
complete.*
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| finish whatever | begin.
| am diligent.

Grit Child Adapted Version:

New ideas and projects sometimes distract me from previous ones.*

Setbacks (delays and obstacles) don’t discourage me. I bounce back from disappointments
faster than most people.

| have been obsessed with a certain idea or project for a short time but later lost interest.*
| am a hard worker.

| often set a goal but later choose to pursue (follow) a different one.*

I have difficulty maintaining (keeping) my focus on projects that take more than a few
months to complete.*

| finish whatever | begin.

I am diligent (hard working and careful).

Self-Efficacy

Educational Psychology Questionnaire (Nietfeld XXXX)

Please indicate your opinion about each of the statements below in reference to CDE you are
participating in.

1=Nothing, 2=very little, 3=somewhat, 4=quite a bit, 5=a great deal like me

| am sure that | can learn the material about this CDE

| can perform well in this CDE

| am sure I could do advanced tasks in this CDE

| have a lot of self-confidence when it comes to this CDE

| am not the type to do well in this CDE*

It takes me a long time to catch on to new content in this CDE*

Even before I begin a new topic in this CDE, I feel confident I’1l be able to understand it.
| think I have good skills and strategies to learn this CDE

Interest
Initial Interest- Huleman et al. (2010)
1- Strongly Disagree to  7- Strongly Agree

| find this CDE enjoyable

This CDE just doesn't appeal to me *

I enjoy working on problems in this CDE
| like learning new concepts in this CDE
| like learning new competition strategies

Control Beliefs
Control Beliefs (MSLQ)- Pintrich et al. (1991)
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The following questions ask about your motivation for and attitudes about this CDE. There
are no right or wrong answers, just answer as accurately as possible.
1- Not at all true of me 2.3.4.5.6. 7- Very true of me

If | study in appropriate ways, then | will be able to learn the material in this course.
It is my own fault if I don't learn the material in this course.

If I try hard enough, then I will understand the course material.

If I don't understand the course material, it is because | didn't try hard enough.

Task Value

Task Value (MSLQ)- Pintrich et al. (1991)

The following questions ask about your motivation for and attitudes about this CDE. There
are no right or wrong answers, just answer as accurately as possible.

1- Not at all true of me 2.3.4.5.6. 7- Very true of me

I think I will be able to use what I learn in this course in other courses.
It is important for me to learn the course material in this class.

| am very interested in the content area of this course.

| think the course material in this class is useful for me to learn.

| like the subject matter of this course.

Understanding the subject matter of this course is very important to me.

Primary Motivation

Provided from Croom et al. (2009)

Rate the importance of each of the following on your decision to participate in this CDE
1- Least Important 5- Most Important

Relates to career choice

Leadership development

Scholarship awards

Travel/Fun

Competition
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Appendix F Competitor Survey

Dear CDE Participant,

Congratulations on representing your state at the national level. We are inter-
ested in goal orientations (the way you approach goals) and what makes a successful
CDE coach for FFA events. In order to complete our research goals we are requesting
that you participate in this research study. This information may be used for future stu-
dent teachers and new teachers to create ideas for practices and prepare teams for
events,

Participating would only involve completing the following survey. There should
be no risks to you from this research. Your identity will be kept confidential. Participa-
tion is voluntary; if you choose not to participate in the study there will be no penalty
for the contest you are participating in. Your responses WILL NOT be shared with your
coach or the event supervisors

Your submission of this survey confirms that you have read this consent letter
and agree to participate in this study. If you have questions, please call Kevin Curry at
(704)-619-0268 or Jeremy Falk at (208) 885-6358. Similarly, if at any point you feel your
rights have been violated by this study, please contact the Institutional Review Board at
NCSU at (919)-515-4515.

Thank you,

Kevin Curry, Doctoral Candidate, North Carolina State University

Dr. Jeremy Falk, Assistant Professor, University of Idaho

October 2016

Including this year, how many years have competed in this CDE?

Years of Experience:

On the following page, please list the number of years you have
participated at the state or national level.

(Please put the number of years in the appropriate boxes only for
those you have competed in)

CDE Name # of years at # of years at
State Level National Level

Agricultural Communications

Agricultural Issues

Agricultural Sales

Agricultural Technology & Mechanical Systems

Agronomy

Creed Speaking

Dairy Cattle Evaluation and Management

Dairy Handlers

Environmental & Natural Resources

Extemporaneous Public Speaking

Farm Business Management

Floriculture

Food Science & Technology

Forestry

Horse Evaluation

Job Interview

Livestock Evaluation

Marketing Plan

Meats Evaluation & Technology

Milk Quality & Products

Nursery and Landscape

Parliamentary Procedure

Poultry Evaluation

Prepared Public Speaking

Veterinary Science

Other—please list

Other—please list

Other—please list 19

Please rate how effective you think your coach was in
training you this year. Answer by circling a number on the
following scale:

(1 = not effective, through 10 = extremely effective).

Not Effective Extremely Effective

Please continue the questionnaire on the next page...
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Consider what your goals are for this CDE. Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of the statements below by circling the number that corresponds with your response.

ng| Neutral Agree
Disagree
My aim is to completely master the
material in this CDE 1 2 3 4 5
I'm striving to do well compared to
other students in this CDE 1 2 3 4 5
My goal is to learn as much as
possible in this CDE content area 1 2 3 4 5
My aim is to perform well relative
to other students in this COE 1 2 3 4 5
1 worry that | may not learn all that
1 possibly could in this CDE 1 2 3 4 5
My goal in this CDE is to avoid per-
forming poorly 1 2 3 4 5
| am striving to understand the
content of this CDE as thoroughly 1 2 3 4 5
as possible
My goal Is to perform better than
the other students 1 2 3 4 5
Sometimes I'm afraid that | may
not understand the content of this 1 ) 3 4 5
CDE as thoroughly as I'd like
My fear of performing poorly in
this CDE s often what motivates 1 2 3 4 5
me
1am often concerned that | may
not learn all that there is to learn in 3 2 3 4 5
this CDE
| just want to avoid doing poorly in
this COE 1 2 3 4 5
4

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements by
circling the number that corresponds with your response.

Agreat
deal like

Nothing Very little Somewhat Quite a bit

like me like me like me like me =
ne

oty x| 5 [ # | & | =
| can perform well in this CDE 1 2 3 4 5
|am su\:;lr:z::l:‘;%;vanoed 1 2 3 4 5
jrostissonsitivall I 2 3 4 5
Iam nolﬂ\;ll:r::eozodowell in 1 5 3 4 5
It takes me a long time to catch 1 2 3 4 5

'on to new topics in this CDE

Even before | begin a new topic
in this CDE, | feel confident I'll 1 2 3 4 5
be able to understand it

| think | have good skills and 1 2 3 4 5

strategies to learn this CDE

Unweighted GPA’s are on a 4.0 scale, and do not account for honors/AP bonus credit. Weighted
GPA’s do account for bonus GPA points, so they can sometimes have values greater than 4.0.

To the best of your knowledge:
What is your current, ighted GPA? (leave blank if not applicable)
What is your current, GPA? (leave blank if not applicable)

On average, how many times a week does your coach spend practicing with you/your team?

Circle the number of times per week:

Other {please specify)

On average, how many hours a week does your team spend practicing?

As a team (# of hours)

Individually (# of hours)

How many total weeks does your team typically spend preparing for this event?

Number of Weeks

When does your team practice? (please select all that apply)

[gefore School DDuring Class

(] During Lunch [Cafter school
O During Special Periods during the day Cother (please specify)

17

If you have competed in this CDE in past years, what are the reasons you haven’t
been as successful as this year?

(Please select all that apply)
D This is my first year competing in the CDE
ﬂ Poor coaching
D Member attendance was poor
D Lack of drive by the members
D Lack of time for practices due to other extracurricular activities
D Non-qualified or poor quality judges
[ tackof experience of the members on the team
U Errors made by students during the CDE

D Other (please specify in the following question)

Please use this space if you want to add choices not listed above or explain your
choices from the previous question.
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Please answer the following question on the scale below by circling

the number that corresponds with your response

(1 = skill improvement through 10 = winning the event).

Do the goals that your coach has for the team focus on skill

improvement, or on winning the event?

Skill Improvement

Both Winning the Event

(%)
a
~
0o
]
o

Each of the following statements describes a specific behavior that a CDE coach may exhibit. For each
statement, there are five responses ranging from Never (0% of the time) to Always (100% of the
time). Please select how frequently your coach expresses each action by circling the number that cor-

responds with your response

When coaching CDE team members:

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements by
circling the number that corresponds with your response.

Please select how frequently your coach expresses each action by circling the num-
ber that corresponds with your response

When coaching CDE team members:

1find this CDE enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This CDE just doesn't
el 1 2 3 4 5 6 74
| enjoy working on
problems in this CDE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| like learning new con-
cepts in this CDE 1 2 3 C. 5 6 7
|like learning new com-
petition strategles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
If 1 study in appropriate
ways, then | will be able
to learn the material in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
this CDE
Itis my own fault if |
don'tlearn the material 1 2 3 4 5 6 /.
in this CDE
If 1 try hard enough,
then | will understand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
the material of this CDE
if 1 don't understand
this CDE material, itis
because | didn't try hard 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
enough
7

Never Seldom | Occasionally Never Seldom | Occasionally Often Always
0% 50% 0% 25% 75% 100
(1) (3) (1) (2) 4) )
:f:sﬁ:!fz:gl;:ei:silds;ea's“s:wt 1 2 3 4 5 My coach makes complex 1 2 3 4 5
the team selects it things easier to understand
My coach determines the My coach pays spedial attention
practice strategies that are 1 2 3 4 5 to improving each member's g M 2 3 4 5
followed by the team performance
My coach disregards. My coach explains to members
suggestions and opinions from 1 2 3 4 5 the technigues and tactics of 1 2 3 4 5
team members the CDE
My coach keeps a personal
My coach uses a variety of
boundary between themselves 1 2 3 4 5 . i 1 2 3 4 5
atid tha Students strategies for training the team
. My coach uses objective
My coach sets the team's goals 1 2 3 4 5 measurements for evaluating 5 2 3 4 5
the team
My coach plans for practices
My coach enjoys the material
without input from the 1 2 3 4 5 that s being taught In this CDE 1 2 3 4 5
members.
My coach considers a team My coach provides
accomplishment as a personal : 2 3 4 5 opportunities to let students 1 2 3 4 5
victory for them show their abilities
My coach refuses to 2 .
2 & . Practices are goal-oriented to
conpromica orhiy/herded= 1 2 3 4 5 reach the desired final outoome 1 2 3 4 5
sions.
" There are clear consequences
My coach doesn't see a need to .
explain his or her actions 1 2 3 4 5 o 1 2 3 4 5
8 13
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Please select how frequently your coach expresses each action by circling the num-
ber that corresponds with your response

When coaching CDE team members:

Never Seldom | Occasionally Often

0% 25% 50% 75%
(1) (2) (3) (4)

My coach encourages close and

Please select how frequently your coach expresses each action by circling the num-
ber that corresponds with your response

‘When coaching CDE team members:

Never Seldom | Occasionally |  Often
25% 50% 75%
(2) (3) (4)

My coach lets team members

Always

100%

(s)

informal relationships between 1 2 3 4 5 choose our reward for 1 2 3 4 5
members of the team performing well
5 . My coach asks for opinions of
My coach remains sensitive to A
the needs of the members 1 2 3 4 5 tis mebers onstrataes e 1 2 3 4 5
CDE preparation
My coach looks out for the My coach encourages members
personal welfare of the ¢ 2 3 4 5 to make suggestions for ways 1 2 3 4 5
members. we can practice
My coach develops rapport My coach allows members to
With the aa maribias 1 2 3 4 5 try their own way even if we 1 2 3 4 5
make mistakes.
My coach sees the merits of
My coschjearis the st ofthe 1 2 3 4 5 members' [deas when they are 1 2 3 4 5
team members
different than his or hers
My coach helps the members My coach lets the members set
with issues from their lives 1 2 3 4 5 the goals 1 2 3 4 5
My coach communicates with My coach gets approval from
the parents/guardians of the 11 2 3 4 5 the members on important 1 2 3 4 5
members. matters
My coach utilizes team building
= My coach lets the members
strategies to promote support 1 2 3 4 5 share in team decision-making 1 2 3 4 5
among team members
My coach shows respect for My coach allows the members
¥ 1 2 3 4 5 to help decide team rules 1 2 3 4 5

team members

12

Please select how frequently your coach expresses each action by circling the num-
ber that corresponds with your response

When coaching CDE team members:

Never Seldom Occasionally Often

0% 75
(1)

Always
100%
(5)

Please select how frequently your coach expresses each action by circling the num-
ber that corresponds with your response

When coaching CDE team members:
Never

0%
(1)

My coach congratulates the

My coach’s methods for

entire team after a good q! 2 3 4 5 training a team are the same 1 2 3 4 5
performance each year, regardless of who is
on the team
My coach compliments a
member when he/she does a 1 2 3 4 5 My coach gauges the ability
particularly good job level of each team member to 3 2 3 4 5
help guide their coaching
My coach encourages a
member when he/she makes 1 2 3 4 5 My coach sets goals that are
mistakes compatible with the ability of 1 2 3 4 5
the team
My coach makes sure others
know of the successes of the 1 2 3 4 5 My coach helps members reach
bl thelr individual goals 1 2 3 4 5
My coach recognizes individuals
for their part in the success of 1 2 3 4 5 My coach increases the practice
the team difficulty if the members find 1 2 3 4 5
the demands are too easy
My coach rewards a memberas My coach assigns members to
long as he/she tries hard 1 Z 3 4 2 specific positions on the team 1 2 3 4 5
Members can tell by my coach’s thetmaten their srehgths
actions when they are happy q: 2 3 4 5 My coach selects specific skill-
with members’ efforts building tasks for members to 1 2 3 4 5
improve individual abilities
My coach gives tangible re- - -
y coach adjusts team plans
Waeds ':p:‘;r:i:::nm o 1 2 3 4 5 when there are changes on the 1 2 3 4 5
team
10 1
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Appendix G Coaches’ Survey

Name:

State:

Use this space if you would like to share more comments about your
motivation to coach in this CDE:

'3\ College of Agriculture
WNVISISIINE and Life Sciences

Universityofldaho

20

Dear CDE Participant,

Congratulations on representing your state at the national level. We are inter-
ested in goal orientations (the way you approach goals) and what makes a successful
CDE coach for FFA events. In order to complete our research goals we are requesting
that you participate in this research study. This information may be used for future stu-
dent teachers and new teachers to create ideas for practices and prepare teams for
events,

Participating would only involve completing the following survey. There should
be no risks to you from this research. Your identity will be kept confidential. Participa-
tion is voluntary; if you choose not to participate in the study there will be no penalty
for the contest you team is participating in. Your responses WILL NOT be shared with
with the event supervisors.

Your submission of this survey confirms that you have read this consent letter
and agree to participate in this study. If you have questions, please call Kevin Curry at
(704)-619-0268 or Jeremy Falk at (208) 885-6358. Similarly, if at any point you feel your
rights have been violated by this study, please contact the Institutional Review Board at
NCSU at (919)-515-4515.

Thank you,

Kevin Curry, Doctoral Candidate, North Carolina State University

Dr. Jeremy Falk, Assistant Professor, University of Idaho

October 2016

CDE Coaches
Motivation & Behaviors

CDE Name

# of years at
State Level

# of years at
National Level

Agricultural Communications

Agricultural Issues

Agricultural Sales

Agricultural Technology & Mechanical Systems

Agronomy

Creed Speaking

Dairy Cattle Evaluation and Management

Dairy Handlers.

Environmental & Natural Resources

Extemporaneous Public Speaking

Farm Business Management

Floriculture

Food Science & Technology

Forestry

Horse Evaluation

Job Interview

Livestock Evaluation

Marketing Plan

Meats Evaluation & Technology

Milk Quality & Products

Nursery and Landscape

Parliamentary Procedure

Poultry Evaluation

Prepared Public Speaking

Veterinary Science

Other—please list

Other—please list

Other—please list
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How are you compensated for coaching CDE teams?

(Please check all that apply)
| lam not compensat
J ed
l I receive a coaching stipend
| Coa ing teams is part of my extended contract
| coach f ded

:] Other (please specify)

How many other coaches participated in coaching this CDE team?

Number of other coaches:

On the following page, for the CDEs you have previously coached,
please enter the number of years you have coached at the State and/
or National Levels (Mark only those you have coached)

(Please put the number of years in the appropriate boxes only for
those you have coached)

Consider what your goals are for this CDE. Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with
each of the statements below by circling the number that corresponds with your response.

Strongl' Disagree atral A Strongly
Disagree Agree
My aim is to completely master the
b Lt 1 2 3 4 5
I'm striving to do well compared to 1 2 3 a4 5
other coaches in this CDE
My goal is to learn as much as
possible in this CDE content area 1 2 3 4 5
My aim is for my students to
perform well relative to other 1 2 3 4 5
students in this COE
I worry that | may not learn all that 1 2 3 4 5
1 possibly could in this CDE
My goal in this CDE is for my stu- 1 2 3 4 5
dents to avoid performing poorly
I'am striving to understand the
content of this CDE as thoroughly | 2 3 4 5
as possible
My goal is to perform better than 1 2 3 4 5
the other coaches
Sometimes I'm afraid that | may
not understand the content of this 1 2 3 4 5
CDE as thoroughly as Id like
My fear of my students performing
poorly in this CDE is often what 1 2 3 4 5
motivates me
1am often concerned that | may
not learn all that there is to learn in 1 2 3 4 5
this CDE
1just want my students to avoid 1 2 3 4 5
doing poorly in this CDE
F]

Please rate how effective you think your were as a coach
this year. Answer by circling a number on the follow-
ing scale:

(1 = not effective, through 10 = extremely effective).

Not Effective Extremely Effective

Please continue the questionnaire on the next page...

On average, how many times a week do you spend practicing with your team?

Circle the number of times per week:

Other (please specify)

On average, how many hours a week does your team spend practicing?

As ateam (# of hours)

Individually (# of hours)

How many total weeks does your team typically spend preparing for this event?
Number of Weeks

When does your team practice? (please select all that apply)

[gefore School DDuring Class

Cou ring Lunch [Cafter school

Couri ng Special Periods during the day [Cother (please specify)

17
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Which state is your team currently representing?

State:

What is your gender?

Omale

What is your ethnicity?

Cremale

[african-American [Oamerican Indian or Alaskan Native

Casian [:‘Hispanic/i.atino of any race
Onative Hawaiian/Pacific Islander DWhi!e/Caucasian
[Otwo or more races Clother [CNon-disclosed

How did you become certified to teach agriculture
[a-Year Degree [Jpost-Baccalaureate Degree

DAIternatively Certified [Cother:

Including this year, how many years have you taught agriculture?

Years of Experience:

How many years have you coached a national-qualifying CDE team, including this year?
Number of years:

How many years have you coached CDE teams, at any level (local, state, or national), including
this year?

Number of years:

16

Please indicate your level of ag with the following by
circling the number that corresponds with your response.

A great

Quite a bit deal like

like me

Somewhat

Nothing

Very little

like me like me like me

me

| am sure that | can learn the
material of this COE 1 2 3 4 5

Please answer the following 8 items by circling the number that corresponds with your re-
sponse. Be honest- there are no right or wrong answers!

Not like
me at all

Not much | Somewhat

Mostly

like me like me like me

New ideas and projects some-

Very much
like me

times distract me from previous 1 2 3 4 5
ones
Setbacks don't discourage me 1 2 3 4 5
| have been obsessed with a
certain idea or project fora
short time but later lost 1 2 3 4 5
interest
| am a hard worker T 2 3 4 5
| often set a goal but later
choose to pursue a different 1 2 3 4 5
one
| have difficulty maintaining my
focus on projects that take
more than a few months to 1 2 3 4 5
complete
| finish whatever | begin 1 D, 3 4 5
1 am diligent 1 2 3 4 5

| can perform well in this CDE 1 2 3 4 5
lam su\:,:lr:?:ltl:‘;z::;vanoed 1 9 3 4 5
e | 3 | 2 | 2 | 2 | =
Iam not kh:hll‘s{pce;: dowellin i 5 3 4 5
It takes me a long time to catch 1 2 3 4 5

onto new topics in this CDE

Even before | begin a new topic
in this CDE, | feel confident I'll 1 2 3 4 5
be able to understand it

| think | have good skills and
strategies to learn this CDE 1 2 3 4 5

On years when you haven't had a winning team, what are the reasons?

(Please select all that apply)

[rhisis my first year coaching in this CDE

Poor coaching

Member attendance was poor

Lack of drive by the members

Lack of time for practices due to other extracurricular activities
Non-qualified or poor quality judges

Lack of experience of the members on the team

Errors made by students during the CDE

I |

Other (please specify)

Did you participate in this CDE as an FFA Member?

[Cves Cno

If No is selected, then Skip to the next page...
As a student member, did your team qualify for the national CDE?

[Cves Ono

Do you feel that you coach the same way you were coached as a student?

[Cves Cno

[Csometimes
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Please indicate your level of ag| with the following by

circling the number that corresponds with your response.

Please answer the following question on the scale below by circling
the number that corresponds with your response

(1 = skill improvement through 10 = winning the event).
1 find this CDE enjoyable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
D il i This CDE just doesn’t
o the goals that you have for your team focus on skill improvement, Sappe:::n mes 1 ) g 4 5 6 7
or on winning the event?
Skill I Both Winning the E | enjoy working on
mprovement inning the Event probles i this CDE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 like learning new con-
B aiigve'l 4 |2 | a | & | 5| 8| 7
1 like learning new com-
petition tips 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
14 7

Each of the following statements describes a specific behavior that a CDE coach may exhibit. For each
statement, there are five responses ranging from Never (0% of the time) to Always (100% of the
time). Please select how frequently you express each action. Please select how frequently you ex-
presses each action by circling the number that corresponds with your response

Please select how frequently you expresses each action by circling the number that
corresponds with your response

When coaching CDE team members:

Never Seldom | Occasionally Often Never Seldom | Occasionally Often Always
0% 25% 50% 75% 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
(1) (2) { (4) (6] (2) (3) (4) (5)
| am persistent when | make complex things easier to 1 2 3 4 5
presenting my ideas so that the 1 2 3 4 5 understand
| determine the practice 1 2 3 4 5 | pay special attention to 1 2 3 4 5
strategies followed by the team improving each member's
| disregard suggestions and | explain to members the 1 2 3 4 5
opinions from the members 1 2 3 4 5 techniques and tactics of the
| keep a personal boundary | use a variety of strategies for
between myself and the 1 2 3 4 5 training the team 1 2 3 4 5
| use objective measurements
I setthe team's goals 1 2 3 4 5 for evaluating the team 1 2 3 4 5
1 plan for practices without I enjoy the material thatis 1 > 3 4 5
input from the members 1 2 3 4 5 being taught in this CDE
CokBIaARS EEAR | provide opportunities to let 1 2 3 4 5
accomplishment as a personal 1 2 3 4 5 students show their abilities
B Practices are goal-oriented to
| refuse to compromise on my
Akiin 1 2 3 4 5 reach the desired final outcome 1 2 3 4 5
| don't see a need to explain my There are clear consequences
actions. 1 2 3 4 5 ‘when members don't follow 1 2 3 4 5
8 bE]
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Please select how frequently your coach expresses each action by circling the num-
Please select how frequently you expresses each action by circling the number that ber that corresponds with your response
corresponds with your response

When coaching CDE team members:

Never Seldom Occasionally Often Always Seldom Occasionally Often Always
25% 50% 75% 100% 25% 50% 75% 100%
(2) (3) (4) (5) (2) (3) (4) (5)
| encourage close and informal | let team members choose
relationships between 1 2 3 4 5 their reward for performing 1 2 3 4 5
| remain sensitive to the needs 1 ask for opinions of the
of the members 1 2 3 4 5 members on strategies for COE 1 2 3 4 5
1look out for the personal | encourage the members to
welfare of the members 1 2 3 4 5 make suggestions for ways we 1 2 3 4 5
[desislop repROrt Wit the teany I allow members to try their
mbers 1 2 3 4 5 : 1 2 3 4 5
mel own way even if they make
1 earn the trust of the team 1 2 3 4 5 R S i § 3 " i
membeary ideas when they are different
| help the members with issues
1 let the membs t theil
St thal T ik 2 3 4 5 e members set their 1 P 3 4 5
own goals
| communicate with the
= i) 2. 3 4 5 | get approval from the
parent/guardbnsof the members on important matters 1 2 3 4 5
| utilize team building strategies
to promote support among 1 2 3 a4 5 | let the members share in team 1 2 3 4 5
decision-making
team members
1 show respect for team | allow the members to help
b 1 2 3 4 5 decide team rules 1 2 3 4 5
p e 9
Please select how frequently you expresses each action by circling the number that Please select how frequently you expresses each action by circling the number that
corresponds with your response corresponds with your response

Never Seldom Occasionally Often Always
0% 25%
(1) (2)
| congratulate the entire team My methods for training a team
after a good performance 1 2 3 4 5 are the same each year, regard- 1 2 3 4 5
| compliment a member when
et doepariaiilygond 1 2 3 4 5 | gauge the ability level of each 1 2 3 4 5
job team member to help guide my
| encourage a member when I set goals that are compatible
: | 2 3 4 5 % e 1 2 3 4 5
he/she makes mistakes with the ability of the team
| make sure others know of the 1 2 3 4 5 | heIpAme.rr:bus reach their 1 > 3 4 5
successes of the team individual goals
1 reco‘gnlze individuals for their 1 2 3 4 5 1 increase the practice difficulty 1 2 3 4 5
partin the success of the team if the members find the
| reward a member as long as
1 2 3 4 5 | assign members to specific
he/she tries hard
e/she tries ha positions on the team that 1 2 8 4 ¥
Members can tell by my actions
when | am happy with their 9 2 3 4 5 1 select specific skill-building 1 2 3 4 5
effort tasks for members to improve
| give tangible rewards to | adjust team plans when there
members to show appreciation 1 2 3 4 5 are changes on the team 1 2 3 4 5
10 1
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Appendix H Survey Protocol

[y

Survey Administration Protocol

Solicit participation from students/coaches as they gather outside the banguet hall
Check with the google sheet to see if they have completed the survey
a. If they have been checked off, pass out the incentive
b. If not, pass out survey, and writing utensil, and mark 0 on google sheet.
i Inform students to tum in survey when they hand in their entry ficket

Station behind the ticket taker during entry time; after students/coaches present ticket:

a. Either hand out the survey
or
b. Take the survey from them and give them their incentive
After everyone's seated, remind the coordinator to announce completing the survey
Collect all remaining surveys; check them off the google sheet as they are completed,
and disperse incentives to final completers

Lead Helpers

45 minutes prior | Confirm if coach/student has Pass out surveys
to banguet completed survey, give

instructions to return when
they tum tickets into banquet

Entry time to Mark completed surveys on Collect surveys/pass out incentives or
banquet google sheet pass out surveys to those wio

Prior to start of Remind event coordinator to
banguet announcefremind to

participant to complete survey

During banguet Setup collection station at Monitor those who haven't completed
back of room, mark completed | survey on google sheet, and filter around
surveys on google sheets the room to remind them to complete

After banguet Sort completed surveys Bind surveys
alphabetically
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Appendix | Semi-structured Interview Scripts

Topic #1: Coaching Landscape

To begin I would like to talk about what a typical season of training a CDE team looks like

for you.

1. Please describe a typical season of training a (insert CDE here) team with regard to the

practices you lead.

a. PROBE: Tell me about how many/how long the practices you have in preparing for the

competition.

b. PROBE: What involvement do your students have in developing a practice schedule?
2. How is training a national team different than a state/regional team?

a. Probe: which CDEs do you coach

b. Probe: How do limit what you coach?

Probe:
Are they interested because you’re interested? Or are they mostly asking for the content

Probe:
How do you recruit students?

Topic #2: Coaching Strategies

4. Can you think of some specific things you do to motivate your students both during a
practice session or over the course of the season?

5. Does your motivation strategy(ies) differ based on the type of student?

6. Where/how did you develop your motivation strategies?

a. PROBE: Have your motivation strategies changed over the years?
b. PROBE: Do your strategies reflect the way you are motivated?.

7. Describe what motivates you to coach this CDE?
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8. How do you frame the goal of the CDE to your students?

9. If you could recommend one thing to younger teachers about how to motivate their
students what would it be?

Topic #3: Student motivation
The last thing that I’d like to discuss is the motivation of your students

8. In your opinion, why are students interested in (insert CDE here)?
a. PROBE: How big of a role do you play in that interest?

9. Do you notice changes in motivation of students throughout the season? How so?
Probe: how do you adapt to that changing motivation
Probe Has student motivation changed over your career?

10. In your experience does student motivation impact their performance?
a. PROBE: What student factor(s) have the greatest impact on performance

11. How would you describe your goal for this team?
12. Do you have any final thoughts about motivating your students to compete in CDEs?

Those were all of the questions that we wanted to ask. Thank you for your time.
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