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Currently, there is a shortage of professors preparing personnel to teach in high need 

areas (e.g., special education, English language learners) at institutions of higher education 

(IHE).  The purpose of the present study was to examine the motivations or influencers that 

impelled individuals to pursue careers in IHEs as professors in personnel preparation.  Data were 

collected using Motivations for Choosing Academia as a Profession (MCAP) and a 10-item Big 

Five Inventory (BFI-10).   Two hundred eighty-nine professors of education representing the 

four U.S. census regions participated in the present study. The MCAP is a 25-item instrument 

designed to measure retrospective motivation of faculty decisions to enter the professoriate.  The 

development of the MCAP is described and an exploratory factor analysis was employed to 

examine the psychometric validity of the instrument.  Three factors emerged and implications are 

discussed.   Data were analyzed using logistic regression with the dichotomous outcome variable 

being the area of education in which the professor works (i.e., general or special education).    
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

Teacher effectiveness is often considered to be evidenced by student achievement.  

Evidence suggests teacher effectiveness is not directly related to teacher preparation programs; 

however, teacher preparation programs have the potential to greatly enhance the productivity of 

the entering teacher workforce (Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2009; Goldhaber 

& Liddle, 2011).  Current federal policies and initiatives attempt to foster the development of 

highly qualified special educators (i.e., No Child Left Behind [NCLB], 2001; Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004) by mandating teacher quality standards.  

Unfortunately, teacher preparation programs in special education at institutions of higher 

education (IHE) are having difficulty meeting the capacity needs of the expanding teacher 

education programs, resulting in the possibility of inhibiting successful implementation of 

federal education initiatives (Smith, Montrosse, Robb, Tyler, & Young, 2011; Smith, Robb, 

West, & Tyler, 2010). 

There has been a long-term shortage of special education professors in IHEs (Smith et al., 

2011; Smith et al., 2010; Tyler, Smith, & Pion, 2003). In addition, the role of special education 

teacher educators has expanded to include the preparation of general education teachers through 

sharing knowledge regarding methods for educating individuals with exceptionalities in the 

general education classroom and multi-tiered interventions (e.g., positive behavior interventions 

and supports; Smith et al., 2011).  Due to the expected workforce turnover as the “baby 

boomers” retire, as well as issues of teacher attrition, shortages will become even more acute.  

The combination of retirement and teacher attrition affects each level of the educational pipeline.  

Specifically, elementary and secondary schools have consistently experienced difficulty in filling 
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vacancies in the areas of English language development, math, science, and special education 

teachers (Boe & Cook, 2006; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010; McLeskey, Tyler, & Flippin, 2004; Téllez 

& Waxman, 2006a).  Often IHEs are unable to meet the demand for certain classes due to the 

lack of personnel to teach courses in the high needs areas (Basu, 2012; Futrell, Gomez, & 

Bedden, 2003). Identifying factors that influence or motivate an individual to enter the field of 

academia may assist efforts to address the impending need for highly qualified educators in 

American schools.   

 

Statement of the Problem 

The current shortage of highly qualified teachers negatively impacts the education of 

students with disabilities or at-risk and their families.  Moreover, the current and ever-increasing 

shortage of professors teaching in high-need areas at IHEs further exacerbates the issue of 

preparing quality special and general educators for the classroom (Smith et al., 2011; Smith et 

al., 2010).  Capacity to attain such goals and mandates appear to be insufficient at each stop in 

the educational pipeline (Boe & Cook, 2006; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009; Cook & Boe, 

2007; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010).  Unfortunately, there is little information regarding what factors 

motivate individuals to enter the field of academia, specifically, in high-need areas.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the motivations or influencers that 

impelled individuals to pursue careers in IHEs as professors in personnel preparation.  

Motivations of both general and special education teacher educators were investigated to create 

an illustration of why individuals chose to contribute to the preparation of educational personnel.  
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The results of the present study may provide insights to IHEs about the recruitment of students 

and faculty to meet capacity needs for quality personnel preparation programs. 

 

Research Questions 

The investigator used several questions to facilitate the research goals. 

Research Question 1: To what extent does a measure of career choice motivation with 

education professors exhibit psychometric validity, as determined by examination of the factor 

structure of the MCAP? 

Research Question 2:  To what degree do the demographic variables of ethnicity, gender, 

years of experience in rank, and previous work related to determining whether an individual 

becomes a professor in special education or general education? 

Research Question 3: In what way(s), if any, are reported motivations for entering the 

field of academia related to an individual’s decision to become a professor in special or general 

education? 

Research Question 4: In what way(s), if any, do personality factors relate to an 

individual’s decision to become a professor in special or general education? 

Research Question 5: In what way(s), if any, do external constraints (i.e., job availability 

at the time of entry into academia, family circumstances, and mentor support) relate to an 

individual’s decision to enter the professoriate in the area of special or general education? 

 

Significance of the Study 

The identification of motivators for entering the professoriate and preparing personnel 

may provide insights for IHEs relevant to the recruitment of doctoral students who may become 
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teacher educators, as well as education faculty in the traditional shortage areas. 

 

Assumptions   

  Assumptions relevant to the present study are that participants were honest in their 

responses, met the established criteria for participation in the data collection phase, and that the 

participants represented targeted ethnicities (e.g., African American, Asian, Hispanic). Further, 

was assumed that no computer concerns impacted the correct recording of responses.   

   

Limitations 

Limitations are to be considered in any research study.  The survey method was used to 

accrue data from the participants.  According to Mertens and McLaughlin (2004), there are 

several potential challenges in using any survey instrument:  (a) investigators may not get 

thoughtful feedback, (b) wording may bias responses, (c) it is impersonal, and (d) the full story 

may not be captured.   

 

Definition of Terms 

 The terms used in the present study have been defined in many different ways in the 

literature.  For the purposes of the present study, the following terms and definitions were used: 

• General education teacher educator – individuals who prepare pre-service personnel 

for general education settings in preschool through secondary education (Association of Teacher 

Educators, 2008). 

• High-need areas – areas of education that have critical shortages of prepared 

personnel (i.e., English language learners, math, science, and special education; Boe & Cook, 
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2006; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010; Téllez & Waxman, 2006a, Smith et al., 2011)  

• Institutions of higher education – an educational institution in any State that (a) 

admits as regular students only persons having a certificate of graduation from a school 

providing secondary education, or the recognized equivalent of such a certificate; (b) provides an 

educational program for which the institution awards a bachelor’s degree; (c) is a public or 

private institution; and (d) is accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting agency or 

association (Higher Education Act as Amended, 1965/1998). 

• Motivation – reason(s) for acting that predict valued outcomes across life stages and 

work contexts (Hardre, Beesley, Miller, & Pace, 2011). 

• Special education teacher educator – individuals who prepare special education 

teachers and other service providers to educate students with exceptionalities (Council for 

Exceptional Children: Teacher Education Division, 2010). 
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CHAPTER 2  

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 The Education of All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 94-142, was passed in 1975 

stating that students with disabilities have access to a free and appropriate education in American 

public schools.  Since then, additional legislation, such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB; 2001) 

and Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA; 2004) require children 

with disabilities to be educated by highly qualified teachers and in the least restrictive 

environment.  All of these legislative Acts have helped shape how individuals with disabilities 

are educated and received by the public education system.  However, making federal mandates 

transform into practice has brought several other issues to the surface (e.g., Where to educate an 

individual with disabilities?  How to include individuals with disabilities in mainstream school 

activities?  How to best prepare school personnel in meeting the individual needs of students 

with exceptionalities or at-risk?).  A quiet concern that has not received much attention, yet is 

essential to the success of federal mandate implementation, is higher education faculty teaching 

in high-need areas (i.e., English language learners, math, science, and special education; Smith, 

Montrosse, Robb, Tyler, & Young, 2011; Smith, Robb, West, & Tyler, 2010).   

 

Background of the Present Study 

In this paper I review the literature regarding faculty teaching at IHEs in the area of 

personnel preparation as it pertains to (a) policies and funding of personnel preparation programs 

at IHEs (Hardman & West, 2003; Kleinhammer-Tramill & Fiore, 2003); (b) supply and demand 

balance of teacher educators in IHEs (Smith et al., 2010); and (c) demographic of the typical 

doctoral student aspiring to be faculty at an IHE (Smith, Pion, Tyler, & Gilmore, 2003; 



 

7 

Wasburn-Moses & Therrian, 2008).  Finally, the concepts of motivation and personality are 

explored. 

In the last decade, the face of education has changed significantly.  American education 

has entered into a state of accountability and high stakes testing.  The enrollment of K-12 

students increased by 8% between fall 1995 and fall 2008 (National Center for Education 

Statistics [NCES], 2011) and it is expected that the K-12 student population will continue to 

become increasingly heterogeneous in nature.  More specifically, NCES projects a sharp increase 

in the Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, and American Indian/Alaska Native school-aged 

population, 25-, 36-, and 17%, respectively.  Finally, there is a disproportionate number of the 

school-aged student population requiring special education services (McLeskey, Tyler, & 

Flippin, 2004).   

 

Services to Students with Disabilities 

Students with disabilities were granted the right to access a free and appropriate 

education in 1975 with the passing of Public Law 94-142 (Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act, 1975).  However, the appropriateness of the education received was, and remains, 

an area that has yet to be fully realized.  As a result, current educational policies have evolved 

into providing quality services for students with disabilities.  This is evidenced in the NCLB 

(2001) and IDEIA (2004).  

No Child Left Behind calls for teachers to be highly qualified and all students, even those 

with mild disabilities, are to reach a state-determined standard (Henley, Ramsey, & Algozzine, 

2006).  Additionally, states must maintain goals and evaluate results for all of students, including 

those with disabilities.  In order to meet state-determined standards, a hierarchy of interventions, 
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often referred to as response to intervention (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006), has been added to assist at-

risk students and those with mild disabilities.  Classroom practices and intervention strategies are 

chosen based upon evidence that surrounds the effectiveness of the practice or strategy; 

therefore, evidence-based practices are determined as a result of research.  The differentiation of 

classroom practices and instruction delivery are chosen to accommodate particular types of 

learners, more specifically, students (a) from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, 

(b) with disabilities, or (c) considered at-risk for being identified with a disability.  In sum, 

NCLB impacted education, thereby, changing how faculty from IHEs prepare pre-service 

teachers (Smith et al., 2010). 

 

Actions of the Federal Government in Special Education 

Almost 20 years prior to the passing of Public Law 94-142, the federal government saw 

the need to fund and prepare doctoral level personnel (Kleinhammer-Trammill & Fiore, 2003; 

Smith et al., 2010).  Originally, the goal was to research how to educate students with disabilities 

and prepare classroom teachers to work with school-aged children affected by mental retardation 

(see Cooperative Research Act, PL 83-531 and Education of Mentally Retarded Children Act, 

PL 85-926).  Later, federal legislation (i.e., Education of Mentally Retarded Children Act, PL 85-

926 and Training of Professional Personnel Act, PL 86-158), expanded personnel preparation to 

include funding for doctoral level personnel who could assume leadership roles related to the 

education of children with mental retardation.  Federal legislation was later expanded through the 

Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Mental Health Centers Construction Act, PL 88-

164) to fund leadership personnel to work with children with a wider range of disabilities. 
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By the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965, the Bureau of Education 

for the Handicapped (BEH) was formed within the Office of Education, U. S. Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare.  The BEH designed a plan with the mission being to support and 

provide leadership for IHEs in the efforts to produce trained personnel so that the best and most 

current practices are used with as many children with disabilities as possible.  Additional money 

was provided for this initiative with the passing of Education Professionals Development Act, 

P.L. 90-35 and Mental Retardation Amendments, PL 90-170 in 1967.   

The primary foci of the first two decades of federal funding for areas of special education 

were (a) building quantity of personnel, (b) increasing the quality of the emergent personnel, and 

(c) improving the ability of state agencies and IHEs to meet the personnel needs in the local 

agencies (Hardman & West, 2003; Kleinhammer-Trammil & Fiore, 2003).  For almost four 

decades, the federal government has supported the development of leadership personnel (i.e., 

researchers and IHE faculty; Hardman & West, 2003).   

Kleinhammer-Tramill, Tramill, and Westbrook (2009) examined the impact of federal 

investment in personnel preparation and identified two areas that require additional investigation.  

First, improvement of strategies is needed.  More specifically, the authors recommended 

investigating whether or not financial assistance offered through the personnel preparation grants 

serves as incentives to attract prospective scholars into special education leadership preparation 

programs.  Secondly, an investigation of how long graduate recipients remain in the field is 

needed.  Longevity in the field is an area of grave concern due to the massive shortages reported 

for K-12 special education teachers and teacher educators (Boe & Cook, 2006; Smith, Pion, 

Tyler, Sindelar, & Rosenberg, 2001).   
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Supply and Demand of Qualified Personnel 

According to a report from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Postsecondary 

Education (2011), nationwide there have been consistent K-12 teacher shortages in the areas of 

special education, mathematics, and science since 1990.  Long before Kennedy signed PL 88-

164 into law in 1963 (John F. Kennedy Presidential Library & Museum, n.d.), a concern 

regarding the shortage of qualified special education teachers to provide services to children with 

disabilities, and the personnel who train them, has existed . Personnel shortage in special 

education has been, continues to be, and is predicted to stay chronic in nature (Boe & Cook, 

2006; Cook & Boe, 2007; McLeskey et al., 2004; Smith et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2010).  

Although there is limited literature regarding the shortage of K-12 general education teacher 

educators (Reys, 2002; Twombly, Wolf-Wendel, Williams, & Green, 2006; Wolf-Wendel, 

Baker, Twombly, Tollefson, & Mahlios, 2006), investigation into potential shortages is valid 

when considering the impending turnover in the professoriate.  

 

Special Education Teachers of Children with Disabilities 

Three determinants of special education teacher shortages are (a) student enrollment, (b) 

teacher caseload, and (c) teacher attrition (deBettencourt & Howard, 2004; McLeskey et al., 

2004).  As previously stated, the K-12 student population has experienced an increase.  

Specifically, there was a 10% increase in elementary and secondary student enrollment between 

the years 1995 and 2008.  Furthermore, there is a projected increase of an additional eight 

percent between 2008 and 2020 (NCES, 2011).  Moreover, the number of children identified as 

having a disability and requiring special education services has grown by approximately 35% 

(Twenty-ninth Annual Report to Congress, 2010).  Clearly, there is a disproportionate number of 
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children with disabilities.  Unfortunately, the number of special education teachers has not 

increased with the same speed as child enrollment and identification of disabilities (McLeskey et 

al., 2004).   

Special education teacher attrition in school and community-based services is much 

higher than that of K-12 general education teachers (Boe, Cook, & Sunderland, 2008; Brownell, 

Smith, McNellis, & Miller, 1997).  Stress, certification status, and frustrations with workload are 

predictors of special education teacher attrition.  When special education teachers leave the 

classroom, about a third of them enter general education.  A little less than a third of former 

special education teachers hope to become district- or building-level administrators.  Finally, the 

last third enter graduate schools, teach at a university, seek a position in a different specialty area 

in education, or return to teaching special education.  

 

General Education Teachers in High Need Areas 

 General education teachers who teach in the areas of science, technology, engineering, 

and mathematics (STEM), and English language development (i.e., teachers of English language 

learners; ELL) are in short supply (Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010; Téllez & Waxman, 

2006a).  Following the passage of the America Competes Act (2007), the need for rigorous 

investigation into all aspects of STEM became a federal priority.  One of the goals of the 

initiative was to increase the number of graduates from IHEs with majors in STEM disciplines. 

Shortly before the enactment of these federal initiatives, the higher education community was 

addressing the concern of a shortage of professors to prepare general education teachers for the 

classroom (Twombly et al., 2006; Wolf-Wendel et al., 2006). 
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General Education Teacher Shortages 

Similar to the special education teacher shortage issue, general education teachers in 

specific content areas (i.e., STEM and ELL) are facing an increase in student enrollment, as well 

as an increase in teacher retirement (Artzt & Curcio, 2008; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010; Liu, 

Rosenstein, Swann, & Khalil, 2008).  For example, Ingersoll & Perda (2010) investigated the 

STEM K-12 teacher shortage to examine its severity and validity.  Findings indicate that for 

every one STEM teacher retiring, there is a new STEM teacher being produced.  Teacher 

attrition among STEM teachers is similar to other content areas; however, the surplus of STEM 

teachers to fill the need from attrition and retirement is not evident. 

 

Faculty Preparing General Educators for the Classroom   

Literature regarding issues specific to shortages in general education teacher educators at 

IHEs is scant (Reys, 2008; Twombly et al., 2006; Wolf-Wendel et al., 2006).  According to 

Twombly et al. (2006), severe shortages exist in the supply of IHE faculty in the areas of early 

childhood education, elementary education, mathematics, reading, science, and special 

education. Reys (2008) reported that in 2007, 40% of openings for IHE faculty positions in 

mathematics education remained unfilled.  Data on preparing, educating, and mentoring future 

general education teacher educators who contribute to the preparation of future leaders in IHEs is 

lacking (Austin et al., 2009; Reys, Glasgow, Teuscher, & Nevel, 2007). 

 

Educators for ELL   

Preparing educators to work with ELL children has been an issue historically ignored 

(Téllez & Waxman, 2006a).  With the ever-increasing heterogeneity of our child population 
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paired with teacher-quality concerns, the preparation of teachers to educate ELL children is 

beginning to be examined (Téllez & Waxman, 2006b).  Many argue that the U.S. has always had 

ELL students in its public schools.  Generations of immigrant youths have been expected to 

acquire the English language without any specific targeting; however, with federal mandates 

(e.g., NCLB, 2001), all children must achieve at the state standard or be given targeted 

intervention to prepare for achievement of state-specified-standards.  Only 18% of teachers 

working with ELL children have a certification in English as a second language (ESL; Gandara 

& Maxwell-Jolly, 2006).  Moreover, teachers working with ELL children for at least three years, 

report receiving a median of four hours of professional development during their tenure.  The 

lack of attention given to the preparation of ELL teachers may be due to the infancy of this area 

of specialization, as well as a lack of articulated policy regarding the education of ELL children.  

 

Special Education Faculty in IHEs 

As previously stated, early special education legislation charged faculty working in IHEs 

to develop a research-base as how to educate children with mental retardation (Special Education 

& Rehabilitative Services, n.d.).  Funding was provided to assist in making this initiative come to 

fruition.  In 1953, there were fourteen doctoral programs in existence and only four doctorates of 

special education leadership graduated (Kleinhammer-Tramill & Fiore, 2003).  In 2009, the 

OSEP funded 85 four-year projects at 44 universities in the United States (Smith et al., 2011).  

While there has been a rise in the number of projects funded since 1953, it is a rather modest 

number when the need for highly qualified teachers of children with special needs is in such high 

demand.  In spite of additional funding for doctoral education, the increase in students seeking 

positions in IHEs has been slow (Smith & Robb, 2009). 
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In 1995, Smith and Pierce published a review of the state of special education  IHE 

faculty and concluded that authors stated known facts regarding this phenomenon:  (a) fewer 

doctorates graduate each year; therefore, fewer doctorates seek faculty positions at IHEs; (b) 

most doctorates are either uninterested in working as faculty at IHEs or are unwilling to relocate 

for a position; (c) faculty openings will increase due to retirement of current faculty; and (d) the 

issue of supply and demand of faculty in special education programs at IHEs is a national 

problem because it directly affects the number of special education teachers and specialized 

personnel that will be prepared to work with children with disabilities.  In 2011, Smith et al. 

report an increase in doctorate graduates, as well as an increase in doctorates seeking careers in 

special education faculty positions, 28% and 12% respectively.  Unfortunately, another major 

Smith et al., 2011 finding was that the demand for special education faculty still significantly 

outweighs the current and impending supply. 

As a response to the growing concern with the special education professoriate, Smith et 

al. (2001) were commissioned to complete a large nationwide study investigating the alleged 

special education IHE faculty shortage.  The study was conducted in order to (a) determine if 

there was a supply and demand problem for special education faculty; (b) if an imbalance 

existed, define the characteristics of its nature, and (c) consider how the problem might be 

solved.  Findings from the study were (a) a shortage of special education faculty does exist; (b) 

the number of special education doctorates decreased annually by 30%; (c) only about half of 

graduating doctorates chose to work in IHEs; (d) underrepresented groups of doctorates accepted 

only approximately 14% of faculty positions in an IHE; (e) more than one third of all open 

faculty positions remained unfilled; and (f) the supply-demand issue would only be resolved if 

every graduating doctorate accepted a faculty position.  It was determined that the demand for 



 

15 

IHE faculty does, and always has, exceeded the supply (e.g., Dil, Geiger, Hoover, & Sindelar, 

1993; Pierce & Smith, 1994; Ryndak, Webb, & Clark, 1999; Sindelar, Brownell, & Billingsley, 

2010; Sindelar & Rosenberg, 2003; Smith et al., 2011; Smith & Pierce, 1995; Smith et al., 2001).  

Recommendations outlined from the Smith et al. (2001) study have been considered by 

the federal government and the field of special education personnel preparation (Smith et al., 

2010).  The project had two significant successes:  (a) increased funding for personnel 

preparation and (b) stimulated the birth of the Special Education Faculty Needs Assessment 

(SEFNA).  Although Congress continues to fund projects for the preparation of leadership 

personnel in special education, it is a constant struggle to help Congress maintain its 

commitment to assist in the alleviation of leadership personnel shortages.  

The second success, SEFNA, was a project initiated in 2007 with funding from the 

United States Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). The SEFNA project was designed 

to assess trends in special education leadership development and evaluate the capacity of the 

nation to supply an adequate number of special education teachers for the delivery of specialized 

services to children with disabilities (Smith et al., 2010). 

Researchers in the field have speculated as to why there is a chronic and pervasive 

shortage of IHE faculty members teaching and researching in the area of special education.  

Smith and associates (2001) present factors that may be responsible for the supply-demand 

disparity:  (a) insufficient funding provided to doctoral students; (b) low salaries paid to faculty 

members of IHEs; (c) inability of new doctorates to relocate; and (d) the increased amount of 

demands placed on junior faculty members (e.g., publish research, teach multiple classes, 

supervise students).  In an earlier work, Smith & Pierce (1995) attributed the shortages to faculty 

attrition and the fact that doctorates in special education had increased career options (e.g., 
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school administrators, state directors, federal employees, consultants).  Finally, teacher education 

programs are expanding and the role of special education IHE faculty has increased to include 

collaborating with general education teacher educators to prepare pre-service educators (Smith  

et al., 2011). 

Faculty attrition and the impending threat that it will increase has been attributed to the 

age of many current special education IHE faculty members (Smith et al., 2011; Smith & Pierce, 

1995).  Many special education IHE faculty members prominent in the field today are the 

original leaders that were prepared through the Graduate Fellowship Program for the Preparation 

of Leadership Personnel in the Education of Mentally Retarded nearly four decades ago (Higher 

Education Consortium for Special Education, 2008).  Smith and associates (2011) forecast that 

retirements will increase by 21% per year between 2011 and 2017.  Consequently, within the 

next five years, one-half to two-thirds of the doctoral granting IHEs will lose their special 

education faculty to retirement. 

At this point, it is critical to determine how to best recognize, recruit, and prepare the 

next generation of special education IHE faculty.  There has been research conducted on the 

demographics of future IHE faculty members and some factors identified that may attribute to 

doctorates aspiring to hold positions as faculty members at IHEs. 

 

Demographic of Aspiring IHE Faculty 

Consistent in the literature is the demographic characteristics of aspiring and future IHE 

faculty (Dil et al., 1993; LaRocco & Bruns, 2006; Pierce & Smith, 1994; Pion et al., 2003; Smith 

& Pierce, 1995; Smith et al., 2001; Smith et al., 2010).  More specifically, the prototypical 

doctoral scholars who will enter the professoriate (a) are white females in their mid-to-early 
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thirties, (b) have previously worked in the schools as a special education teacher, (c) chose to 

leave the classroom to pursue a full-time doctoral fellowship opportunity, and (d) relocated to a 

university with a program in special education.  Although graduates entering IHE faculty 

positions are less diverse than their graduating counterparts who enter other positions within the 

field, doctoral scholars are becoming more diverse.  Specifically, Smith et al. (2011) report 26% 

of current doctoral scholars as being from traditionally underrepresented backgrounds.   

 

Career Choices of Recent Doctoral Graduates 

Pion et al. (2003) recognized the increase in doctorates awarded, yet not an increase in 

IHE faculty positions being filled.  Further, they sought to determine why so few doctorates in 

the area of special education choose to pursue academic careers.  Findings were reflective of the 

changing demographics of doctoral students.  More specifically, doctoral students were 

beginning their programs at a much more advanced age and many had not relocated to attend 

their program.  In addition, other leadership positions, outside of a faculty position at an IHE, 

provide attractive incentives, such as higher salaries and benefits.  Many doctorates who had 

chosen non-academic careers taught as an adjunct faculty member at the local university.   

As a result of their study, Pion et al. (2003) recommended (a) producing more doctorates 

who have expressed a commitment to teaching in IHEs, (b) securing additional funding and 

resources for full-time doctoral scholars, and (c) recruiting younger doctoral scholars.  However, 

recruitment efforts for doctoral scholars who are younger and willing to relocate will likely take 

serious incentives.   

Tyler et al. (2003) surveyed doctoral scholars on a variety of measures, one of which was 

regarding reasons for choosing their doctoral programs.  Results indicated that the majority of 
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doctoral scholars (72%) only applied to one program within a 100 mile radius of their home and 

were accepted.  Moreover, doctoral scholars who did not relocate stated that they chose the 

program closest to their home; whereas, those who relocated chose the doctoral program on the 

basis of how much financial assistance would be provided, program reputation, and concentrated 

areas of study offered.  This information provides some insight into the incentives that could be 

used to recruit doctoral students.   

The overall demographic shift within the doctoral pool has painted a bleak picture for the 

issue of resolving faculty shortages at IHEs; however, the percentage of graduates assuming IHE 

faculty positions has increased by 11% over the last decade (Smith et al., 2011).  Unfortunately, 

this increase does not meet the impending demand facing the field of special education.  Several 

recommendations have been forthcoming: (a) increase the production of doctoral students, (b) 

recruit individuals who fit the demographic of future IHE faculty, (c) strategize recruitment 

efforts for doctoral scholars from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds who are 

considering the professoriate, (d) increase federal appropriations toward the personnel 

preparation agenda for special education, (e) provide federal and IHE support for the 

development and expansion of blended teacher preparation programs (i.e., general and special 

education), and (f) address the current and forecasted faculty shortage issue (Smith et al., 2011; 

Smith et al., 2001; Smith et al., 2010).   

 

Conclusion 

In the case of the severe and chronic special education IHE faculty shortages, a 

substantial amount of information has been published.  Throughout the literature, 

recommendations for increasing the supply of doctorates in the area of special education have 
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been very similar.  More specifically, in order to address the shortage, recommendations have 

been to (a) provide access to federal funding (Bos, Roberts, Rieth, & Derer, 1995; Hardman & 

West, 2003; Pion et al., 2003; Tyler & Smith, 1999; Tyler et al., 2003; Wasburn-Moses & 

Therrien, 2008), (b) recruit younger doctoral scholars with plans to teach at an IHE upon 

graduation (Pion et al., 2003; Smith et al., 2003; Tyler et al., 2003); and (c) recruit more doctoral 

scholars (Tyler & Smith, 1999).  The present study seeks to provide insight into the 

aforementioned recruitment efforts by investigating motivational factors that have resulted in 

individuals entering the professoriate and teaching in the area of special education. 

 

Motivation, Personality, and Career Choice: Theoretical Perspectives 

According to Hardre et al. (2011), motivation is defined as “reasons for acting that 

predict valued outcomes across life stages and work contexts” (p. 41).  Ryan & Deci (2000) 

present a motivated person as “someone who is energized or activated toward an end” (p. 54). 

For many years, psychologists and philosophers have sought to understand motivations that 

propel a person to make the choices.  Vocational psychology has long debated as to whether 

vocational choices are made based on a person’s personality, values, needs, interests, or 

environmental factors.  In this concise review of vocational psychology’s literature regarding an 

individual’s motivation to make vocational choices, an attempt is made to (a) relate how 

occupational choice theory relates to the culture of higher education, and (b) present empirical 

evidence that leads to the development of the present study. 

 

Motivation 

 Motivational theory began with Sigmund Freud and his instinct theory (1914/1917).  
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Freud believed that humans were led by two major drives: sex and aggression.  Hull (1943) 

expanded Freud’s drive theory by postulating four reasons for human behavior: sex, hunger, 

thirst, and avoidance of pain.  By 1959, White expressed deep discontent with the leading drive 

theories due to the insufficient constructs being purported.  Consequently, White proposed the 

concept of competence.  White considered competence, defined as the ability to interact with and 

survive one’s environment, to be developed through learning, thereby, consisting of a 

motivational aspect.  Therefore, White proposed that humans needed to engage in learning 

processes in order to effectively interact with their environment; thus, the force exhorting 

humans to attain competence was not limited to simple drives.  Rather, humans seek to feel 

efficacious in their interaction with the environment.  It was this supposition of efficacy that 

propelled the field of psychology into investigating the intrinsic nature of motivation. 

Today, psychologists accept that the orientation of motivation takes two forms: intrinsic 

and extrinsic (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  Intrinsic motivation refers to when an individual engages in 

an activity because the activity is pleasurable or interesting (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Tighe, 

1994; Lepper, Green, & Nisbett, 1973; Ryan & Deci, 2000; White, 1959).  In contrast, 

individuals are said to be extrinsically motivated when they exhibit a behavior in order to gain 

some result or reward that is distinguishable from the activity or behavior itself (Amabile et al., 

1994; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

 

Personality  

It is hardly possible to discuss motivation, much less occupational choice theory, without 

some understanding of the personality theories in which the field of occupational choice was 

founded.  Personality is defined as the static qualities and characteristics that exist within a 
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person and dictate the patterns of his or her behavior, thought, and feelings (Allport, 1961). The 

definition of personality provides the impetus for occupational theorists to investigate 

personality’s role in occupational choice.  

 

Spranger’s Types of Man 

One of the first influential figures in the development of the field of personality 

psychology is Eduard Spranger.  In 1928, Spranger, a German philosopher and psychologist, 

published his personality theory of value attitudes.  Six basic personality types were outlined in 

Spranger’s theory (i.e., theoretical, economic, aesthetic, social, political, and religious).  He 

believed a person presented with the general traits of a personality type as a result of the ethics, 

or values, to which the individual subscribed.  Specifically, a theoretical person is interested in 

discovering truth; the economic person is interested in the practical or what is useful; the 

aesthetic personality values appearance and harmony; a social person loves people; a political 

person is interested in power; and the religious person values unity.   

 

Murray’s Types of Needs 

In contrast to Spranger’s (1928) value attitudes, American psychologist, Henry Murray, 

posited that people behave in accordance with their needs (Murray, 1938).  More specifically, 

Murray theorized that an individual’s personality was a direct reflection of his or her 

psychogenic needs.  Two basic types of needs were described by Murray: primary and 

secondary.  Primary needs refer to the basic biological needs every human has (e.g., oxygen, 

food, water).  Secondary needs were defined as psychological needs.  It was within the construct 

of secondary needs that Murray was able to expand greatly on his theory.  Twenty-four 
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psychogenic needs were proposed by Murray in 1938.  At the evolution of Murray’s theory, 

psychoanalytic perspectives were dominant.  Smith (1971) recounts a debate between the early 

personality theorists Murray and Allport and concurs with Rosenzweig (1970) that Murray 

represents the “id,” whereas, Allport characterizes the “ego.”   

 

Allport’s Functional Autonomy and Trait Theory 

According to Smith (1971), although Gordan Allport was referred to as the “ego” piece 

of personality psychology, he did not support the psychoanalytic approach to personality.  

Allport (1937) believed in the uniqueness of each individual and posited that an individual’s 

current environment significantly impacted his or her motives, as opposed to deep-seated 

historical events (i.e., the tenets of psychoanalytic perspective).  Moreover, Allport described 

motives as always being “contemporary” (p. 144). Allport proposed the concept of functional 

autonomy.  Functional autonomy is the idea that motives can become independent of their 

geneses.  Implications of functional autonomy provided the foundation for Allport’s trait theory.  

Evidence of this is provided in the final line of Allport’s classic 1937 paper introducing 

functional autonomy: “In brief, the principle of functional autonomy is a declaration of 

independence for the psychology of personality” (p. 156). 

Allport further contributed to personality psychology by pioneering trait theory.  In 1936, 

Allport and Odbert published a study utilizing an English dictionary to create a general lexicon 

of terms describing personality.  Ultimately, a theory (i.e., trait theory) positing that personality 

consists of traits emerged.  Originally, trait theory described a trait as being (a) more than a 

nominal presence, (b) more generalized than a habit, (c) dynamic in behavior, (d) able to be 

established empirically, (e) only relatively independent of other traits, (f) different from moral or 
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social judgment, and (g) viewed and contained within personality.  Trait theory has since evolved 

quite extensively and has produced one of the most widely accepted theories of personality: five 

factor theory of personality (Cattell, 1943; Goldberg, 1981; Goldberg, 1990; John & Srivastava, 

1999). 

  

Big Five Trait Taxonomy 

Following extensive research (e.g., Cattell, 1943, 1945; Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970; 

Fiske, 1949), the field of personality psychology arrived at an agreement of a general taxonomy 

of personality consisting of five dimensions (Borgatta, 1964; Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993; 

John & Srivastava, 1999; Norman, 1963), now known as the “Big Five” and include (a) 

extraversion, (b) agreeableness, (c) conscientiousness, (d) emotional stability, and (e) openness.  

Costa and McCrae (1992) define each of the dimensions:  (a) extraversion describes someone 

who is gregarious, assertive, active, seeking adventure, enthusiastic, and outgoing; (b) 

agreeableness is a person exhibiting trust, straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, modesty, 

and sympathy; (c) conscientiousness is a person who is competent, organized, dutiful, thorough, 

self-disciplined, and deliberate; (d) neuroticism describes an anxious, irritable, depressed, self-

conscious, impulsive, and vulnerable person; and (e) openness is a person who can be described 

as curious, imaginative, artistic, interested in a variety of pursuits, excitable, and holds 

unconventional values. 

According to Bipp (2010), the immense amount of evidence supporting the role of 

personality at work has led the field of vocational psychology to cease testing if personality 

affects work, but rather investigate how personality affects work.  According to the work of 

Holland (1966, 1973, 1997), vocational choice and interests are a direct expression of an 
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individual’s personality.  Holland (1997) delineates six work personality types: (a) realistic, (b) 

investigative, (c) artistic, (d) social, (e) enterprising, and (f) conventional.  Larson, Rottinghaus, 

& Borgen (2002) describe vocational interest and personality as dual influencers in an 

individual’s vocational choice.  Furthermore, Larson et al. found substantial shared variance 

between Holland’s six types and the Big Five personality traits; however, the two models are not 

perfectly compatible.   

 

Environmental Constraints in Vocational Choice 

In addition to motivational and personality theories in vocational choice, there is the 

concept of work volition, or an individual’s ability to freely make career choices, to consider 

(Duffy & Dik, 2009).  For example, Gottfredson (1981) contests that external factors, such as a 

person’s socioeconomic status, race, and intelligence are critical factors to be considered in the 

occupational aspirations, as well as the eventual vocational direction of the individual.  Duffy 

and Dik (2009) agree with Gottfredson, yet, consider her usage of external factors to be 

incomplete.  Furthermore, Duffy and Dik define an external factor in career choice to be a 

consideration of choice originating from a source outside of the self, whereby the external factor 

becomes the criteria for motivating the ultimate choice in vocation.  An example of an external 

factor would be family circumstances (e.g., family not able to move, need for stability, 

influential family member encouraging a specific career path).   

 

Theoretical Significance to the Present Study 

 Understanding the theoretical constructs contributing to factors influencing an 

individual’s vocational choice has direct implications for the present study.  Using the 
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aforementioned concept of motivation coupled with what has been postulated as work 

personality, the present study will attempt to ascertain how professors preparing educators 

working in high-need areas arrived at the ultimate decision to enter a faculty position at an IHE. 
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODOLOGY 

In chapter 3, information used for this investigation is listed: (a) instrument and 

measurement, (b) target population and sample selection, (c) data collection, and (d) data 

analysis. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

The current shortage of highly qualified teachers negatively impacts the education of 

students with disabilities or at-risk and their families.  Moreover, the current and ever-increasing 

shortage of professors teaching in high-need areas at institutions of higher education (IHE) 

further exacerbates the issue of preparing highly qualified special and general educators for the 

classroom (Smith et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2010).  Capacity to attain goals and mandates, as 

outlined in IDEIA (2004) and NCLB (2001) appear to be insufficient at each stop in the 

educational pipeline (Boe & Cook, 2006; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009; Cook & Boe, 2007; 

Ingersoll & Perda, 2010).  Unfortunately, there is little information regarding what factors 

motivate individuals to enter the field of academia, specifically, in high-need areas.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the motivations or influencers that 

impelled individuals to pursue careers in IHEs as professors in personnel preparation.  

Motivations of both general and special education teacher educators were investigated to create 

an illustration of why individuals chose to contribute to the preparation of educational personnel.  
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The results of the present study may provide insights to IHEs about the recruitment of students 

and faculty to meet capacity needs for quality personnel preparation programs. 

 

Research Questions 

The investigator used several questions to facilitate the research goals. 

Research Question 1: To what extent does a measure of career choice motivation with 

education professors exhibit psychometric validity, as determined by examination of the factor 

structure of the Motivations for Choosing Academia as a Profession (MCAP; Carrero & Bullock, 

2012)? 

Research Question 2:  To what degree do the demographic variables of ethnicity, gender, 

years of experience in rank, and previous work related to determining whether an individual 

becomes a professor in special education or general education? 

Research Question 3: In what way(s), if any, are reported motivations for entering the 

field of academia related to an individual’s decision to become a professor in special or general 

education? 

Research Question 4: In what way(s), if any, do personality factors relate to an 

individual’s decision to become a professor in special or general education? 

Research Question 5: In what way(s), if any, do external constraints (i.e., job availability 

at the time of entry into academia, family circumstances, and mentor support) relate to an 

individual’s decision to enter the professoriate in the area of special or general education? 

 

Research Design 

The present study utilized a correlational design in which a cross-sectional approach was 
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employed.  Participants in the present study were asked to complete a web-based survey.  The 

instruments within the survey were simple and descriptive (Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004) and 

utilized attitude scales (Orcher, 2007).   

 

Participants 

 Leaders in personnel preparation at IHEs representing the four United States census 

regions (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011) were identified utilizing databases from professional groups 

(e.g., Council for Exceptional Children (CEC); Teacher Education Division/CEC;  Higher 

Education Consortium in Special Education; CEC Caucus memberships for African Americans, 

Asian/Pacific Islanders, Native Americans, and Hispanics; historically black colleges and 

universities; developing and Hispanic serving institution programs; Alaska Native and native 

Hawaiian serving institutions, and personal contacts; See Appendix A for listing of institutions 

targeted as participants). An invitation (see Appendix B) was sent via e-mail to the identified 

contact person asking to disseminate a link accessing the web-based survey to teacher educators 

within their college.   

  Two screening criteria were used to identify qualified respondents for the present study: 

(a) respondents must have earned a doctorate in education or related field, and (b) respondents 

must have taught courses that prepare students to work in an educational setting. 

 

Instrumentation 

Two instruments (see Appendix C) were used in the present study:  the MCAP (Carrero 

& Bullock, 2012) and a 10-item Big Five Inventory (BFI-10; Rammstedt & John, 2006).  

However, the two instruments were merged into a single web-based survey document. 



 

29 

The development of the MCAP required several deliberate steps.  First, an extensive 

review of literature in the areas of (a) personnel needs in IHEs, (b) motivational theory (Freud, 

1914/1917; Hull, 1943; Ryan & Deci, 2000; White, 1959), (c) vocational choice theory (Astin, 

1984; Duffy & Dik, 2009; Gottfredson, 1981; Holland, 1966, 1973, 1997), and (d) personality 

theory (Allport, 1937, 1961; Cattell, 1943; Murray, 1938; Spranger, 1928) was completed.  Next, 

several instruments examining vocational choice, motivation, and/or personality were reviewed.  

Common features of existing instruments were noted.  Third, the information was categorized by 

the (a) unique features of vocational choice motivation theory, (b) common characteristics found 

in the vocational culture of academia, and (c) corresponding evidence-base.  Next, a working 

definition of the constructs within motivation theory (i.e., intrinsic, extrinsic, and external 

constraints) were identified and used to sort the information.  From the information accrued, 

thirty-five items measuring the construct of motivation were developed.   

Once the preliminary instrument was developed, a group of ten researchers in the special 

education academic community were identified.  This group was contacted and asked to review 

the MCAP.  Specifically, the group was asked to provide feedback regarding the clarity and ease 

of the instrument, as well as any additional critiques warranted.  Upon receipt of the feedback 

from the pilot group, recommended changes were made and included (a) some wording changes, 

(b) request to clarify items, and (c) eliminate and/or combine some of the items.  The motivation-

related items were reduced from 35 to 29 (see Appendix D).  Items identified as “external 

constraints” were revised for wording and reduced from 7 to 3 (see Appendix E).    

The MCAP consists of three parts:  (a) demographics, (b) motivation, and (c) external 

constraints.  Part I accrued demographic data.  Specifically, participants were asked to report (a) 

area of education reflected in courses taught, (b) race, (c) gender, (d) highest rank achieved 
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within the professoriate, (e) positions held in education prior to completion of the doctorate, (f) 

job accepted immediately upon completion of doctorate, and (g) number of years working in the 

professoriate. 

The second part of the MCAP used a 5-point Likert scale (e.g., not at all important = 1, 

very unimportant = 2, neutral = 3, important = 4, very important = 5). The modified items were 

written to capture information specific to the career of academia, as purported in the literature 

(i.e., Astin, 1984; Lindholm, 2004, Rieg & Helterbran, 2005; Wang & Fwu, 2001).           

Finally, Part III of the MCAP consisted of three items asking participants to consider 

external constraints that may have contributed to their ultimate decision to enter the 

professoriate.  External constraints considered for this study were (a) job availability, (b) family 

expectations and needs, and (c) mentor support and expectations.  

The second instrument used was the BFI-10 (Rammstedt & John, 2006).  The BFI-10 is 

an abbreviated version of the original 44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI-44; John, Donahue, & 

Kentle, 1991).  Rammstedt and John carefully chose 10 items from the original BFI-44 and 

tested the psychometric properties of the BFI-10.  Results concluded that the BFI-10 scales 

yielded effect sizes that were lower than the BFI-44, yet were nonetheless satisfactory for 

research considering participants’ time constraints.  Moreover, the BFI-10 maintained 

satisfactory levels of reliability and validity. 

 

Data Collection Procedures 

A faculty member from each of the targeted IHEs, representing the four United States 

census regions (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011) were contacted and asked to disseminate a URL link 

leading to a web-based survey to the other teacher education faculty in their college.  Three 
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weeks later, leaders were sent follow-up emails thanking them for disseminating the survey and 

asking them to send an additional email reminding participants to complete and submit the web-

based survey by the date specified.     

 

Data Analysis 

 For Research Question 1, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted 

(Thompson, 2004).  Research Questions 2, 3, and 4 were analyzed using logistic regression 

(Pedhazur, 1997; Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002) in which the chosen area of education in which 

the professor works (i.e., special education or general education) would serve as one of the 

binary outcome variables.   

The process for utilizing a logistic regression is as follows: 
 

log(odds) = logit (𝑃) = ln � 𝑃
1−𝑃

�    
 

where ln is the natural logarithm, P is the probability of being a special education teacher 

educator, and 1-P is the probability of being a general education teacher educator.  Research 

Question 2 was analyzed utilizing the formula: 

logit(𝑌) = In �
𝜋

1 − 𝜋
� =  𝛼 + 𝛽1 𝑋1 + 𝛽2𝑋2 + 𝛽3𝑋3 + 𝛽4𝑋4  

where: 
y  = area of education in which professor works 
x1 = ethnicity 
x2 = gender 
x3 = number of years in rank at an IHE 
x4 = previous work experience 

 
Categorical demographic data reported by participants was quantified (e.g., first job following 

the completion of the doctoral degree: professoriate = 1, postdoctoral position = 2, local 
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education agency = 3), and these quantified responses were coded to correspond with the 

respective question number.  Research Questions 3 and 4 utilized the same basic 

formula; however, only one independent variable with multiple levels (i.e., motivation and 

personality) was examined.  Finally, Research Question 5 was analyzed using simple descriptive 

analysis.  
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CHAPTER 4  

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

 The present study investigated the motivations or influencers that impelled individuals to 

pursue careers in institutions of higher education (IHE) as professors in personnel preparation in 

general and special education.  Data were collected through an anonymous online survey, 

Motivations for Choosing Academia as a Profession (MCAP; Carrero & Bullock, 2012), and a 

10-item Big Five Inventory (BFI-10; Rammstedt & John, 2006).  The online survey was sent to 

selected faculty members from IHEs representing the four United States census regions (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2011).  The selected faculty members were asked to disseminate a URL link 

leading to a web-based survey to other education faculty in their college.   

Chapter 4 reports the results of respective analyses addressing the research questions.  

Demographic information is presented as well as results from the exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA), logistic regressions, and frequencies.  Two hundred ninety-two participants were initially 

included in the study.  Three participants were removed from the entire dataset due to missing 

data, resulting in N = 289.  Two participants completed all of the survey items with the exception 

of the BFI-10; therefore, they were not included in the logistic regression addressing personality 

predictors.  Finally, the entire sample was used to evaluate the psychometric properties of the 

MCAP; however, only participants classified as general and special education professors (n = 

112 and n = 137, respectively), were included in analyses for Research Questions 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

 

Demographic Information 

 Characteristics of the participants reported are based on (a) area of education reflected in 

the courses taught, (b) race/ethnicity, (c) gender, (d) highest rank achieved within the 
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professoriate, (e) job accepted immediately upon completion of the doctoral degree, and (f) years 

in the professoriate (see Table 1).    

Table 1  

Frequencies of Demographic Data (N = 289) 

Demographic Variables n % 

Gender 
Male 93 32.2 
Female 196 67.8 

Race/Ethnicity 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 3 1 
Asian 7 2.4 
Black or African American 22 7.6 
Hispanic or Latino 12 4.2 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2 0.7 
White (non-Hispanic) 232 80.3 
Other (not specified) 11 3.8 

Area of 
education 

General education 112 38.8 
Special education 137 47.4 
Both  38 13.1 
Other (not specified) 2 0.7 

Job accepted 
following 
doctorate 

Professoriate 202 69.9 
Postdoctoral 17 5.9 
Remained in same job 46 15.9 
Private sector (e.g., educational consultant) 9 3.1 
Local education agency 6 2.1 
Regional, state, or federal education agency 7 2.4 
Non-educational position outside the field of education 1 0.3 
Other (professional positions within an IHE) 1 0.3 

Highest rank 
achieved 
within the 
professoriate 

Instructor 11 3.8 
Assistant professor 102 35.3 
Associate professor 91 31.5 
Full professor 71 24.6 
Recognition of status beyond full professorial rank 14 4.8 
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In addition, participants were asked to report in what capacity they worked prior to entering the 

professoriate.  The majority of the sample in the present study reported working previously as 

classroom teachers (n = 243; 84%).  Tenure as a classroom teacher ranged from 1 to 35 years (M 

= 6.83; SD = 6.721).  The number of participants reporting previous work experience as an 

educational administrator and/or working for a public or private agency other than education, 

were very similar (n = 58; 20% and n = 52; 18%, respectively).  Average tenure in the 

aforementioned positions was less than that reported for classroom teachers.  Specifically, 

educational administrators reported working an average of 1.39 years (SD = 4.201) and those 

who reported working in a public or private agency other than education reported a mean of 1.19 

years (SD = 3.609).  Thirty participants (10%) reported working in a position that was not related 

to education prior to the completion of their doctorate. 

 

Empirical Validation and Research Questions 

 The present study had two primary goals.  The first goal, examination of the 

psychometric properties of the MCAP, was achieved through the utilization of an exploratory 

factor analysis.  The second goal, identification of predictors that can be used as indicators of the 

probability of whether an individual would enter the professoriate and teach in the area of 

general education or special education, was achieved using logistic regression analysis. Potential 

external constraints contributing to an individual’s decision to enter the professoriate was also 

examined, although such constraints were considered a measure of possible mitigating 

influencers.    

Research Question 1 

 Research Question 1 sought to determine the extent the MCAP exhibits psychometric 
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validity; therefore, an EFA was used to examine the psychometric properties.  Exploratory factor 

analysis is not a single analysis; rather, it is a host of decisions made by an investigator to inform 

a sequence of linear decisions resulting in subsequent analyses (Thompson, 2004).  Although 

many analytic choices were made and tried throughout the duration of completing the EFA, four 

major decisions were made: (a) how many factors to extract, (b) which extraction method should 

be used to extract the factors, (c) how should the chosen factors be rotated, and (d) how should 

the quality of the variables measuring the factors be determined? Because the variables in the 

MCAP are polytymous categorical variables, Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2011) was used to 

complete the EFA.   

 

How Many Factors to Extract 

Eigenvalues were computed and reported using a correlation matrix. Parallel analysis 

(PA; Horn, 1965) is considered the most precise method for determining the number of reliable 

factors existing in an instrument (Hayton et al., 2004; Zwick & Velicer, 1986). Specifically, PA 

acknowledges the use of the “eigenvalue greater than one” rule (Guttman, 1954; Kaiser, 1960) 

for factor retention purposes is an oversimplification and prone to inaccurate decisions (Dinno, 

2009; Horn, 1965).  Therefore, using sample size, number of items to be factor analyzed, and a 

random number of correlation matrices, PA can be computed to provide average eigenvalues 

specific to the study under investigation.  Comparing the actual eigenvalues generated from the 

correlation matrix in the current study with the average and 95th percentile eignenvalues in the 

PA, factors were retained on the basis of the actual eigenvalues being larger than the eigenvalues 

created by the PA (i.e., average and 95th percentile eigenvalues).   To generate the average and 

95th percentile eigenvalues for the present study, a PA engine developed by Patil, Singh, Mishra, 
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and Donavan (2007) was used.  Results of the PA reported in Table 2 indicate that only the first 

three actual eigenvalues are greater than those generated by PA, for both the average and 95th 

percentile criteria, and thus, three factors were retained.   

Table 2  

Parallel Analysis 

Actual eigenvalues Average eigenvalues 95th Percentile 

9.709 1.604 1.707 

2.123 1.506 1.583 

1.568 1.435 1.491 

*1.379 1.376 *1.426 

Note. *1.426 > 1.379; therefore, three factors were retained. 

 
Extraction Method 

Due to the categorical nature of the outcome variables measured with the MCAP, the 

weighted least-squares with mean and variance adjustment (WLSMV) extraction method was 

used to extract the three factors (Muthen, DuToit, & Spisic, 1997).  Review of the test of model 

fit resulted in a significant chi-square (p < .0000); however, this test is sensitive to sample size 

and the sample size of this study is rather large (N = 289).  Therefore, the standardized root mean 

square residual (SRMR), a test of model fit that is less sensitive to sample size, was investigated 

and corroborated with the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA).  Hu and Bentler 

(1999) suggest acceptable models, or models with lower Type II error rates, have a cutoff value 

close to .08 for SRMR and close to .06 for RMSEA.  Analysis in the present study revealed a 

SRMR of .062 and RMSEA of .07, which is well within the acceptable model limits delineated 

in the Hu and Bentler.   

 



 

38 

Factor Rotation and Factor Scores 

The three factors retained were correlated (𝑅2 ≥  .413); therefore, factors were rotated 

using promax rotation method.  Quality of the variables measuring the three factors was 

determined by examining the factor scores. The investigator used a factor score cut-off of < .35 

as a rule for minimum factor loading (Thompson, 2004). All items in the MCAP loaded on 1 of 

the 3 factors with a loading of ≥ .333.  However, the item measuring leadership loaded on 2 

factors with only .02 difference between the two loadings.  Consequently, the leadership item 

was removed and the EFA was re-run.   

Due to the infancy of the MCAP and its respective factor structure (see Table 3), the 

three emergent factors will be referred to as only Factor 1, Factor 2, and Factor 3.  Cronbach’s 

alphas for our sample (N = 292) were computed for (a) the entire MCAP (25 items; α = .864), (b) 

Factor 1 (10 items; α = .820), (c) Factor 2 (11 items; α = .770), and (d) Factor 3 (four items; α = 

.531).   

 

Research Questions 2, 3, and 4 

RQs 2, 3, and 4 sought to ascertain whether various predictors contribute to an 

individual’s decision to become a professor in general or special education. Logistic regression 

analysis was used with the binary outcome variables of general education professor or special 

education professor.  Following a meta-analysis of logistic regression reporting, Peng, Lee, and 

Ingersoll (2002) suggested “the effectiveness of the logistic model was shown to be supported by 

(a) significance tests of the model against the null model, (b) the significance test of each 

predictor, (c) descriptive and inferential goodness-of-fit indices, and (d) predicted probabilities” 

(p. 11). 
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Table 3  

Factor Loadings for Motivations for Choosing Academia as a Profession (MCAP) 

Items in the MCAP Factors 
1 2 3 

How important was it to you to have a job that allowed for continual learning and professional 
development? 0.551 0.296 0.118 

How important was it for you to enter a position that allows for a variety of work activities? 0.687 0.210 0.173 
How important was it for you to enter a job that provided intellectual stimulation?  0.805 0.227 0.134 
How important was it for you to enter a profession that permits you flexibility in your work 
schedule? 0.601 -0.245 -0.275 

How important was it for you to have a job offering challenging work? 0.645 0.247 0.084 
How important was it for you to be able to be independent and self-directing in your job?  0.739 -0.165 -0.202 
How important was it for you to enter a profession that would allow you perform work that you 
find pleasurable and enjoyable (e.g., teaching, research, writing)? 0.577 0.092 -0.190 

How important was it for you to enter a profession that gives you emotional satisfaction?  0.569 0.318 -0.055 
How important was it for you to enter a prestigious profession? 0.470 0.266 -0.035 
How important was it to you to attain a position in the professoriate in order to provide you with a 
sense of accomplishment? 0.372 0.287 -0.214 

How important was it to you to have a job in which you could direct your talent(s) to a larger 
community? 0.327 0.615 0.201 

How important was it for you to enter a profession which allows you to have influence?  0.233 -0.627 0.070 
How important was it for you to enter a position that would allow the opportunity for you to 
participate in change or reform within the institution?  0.115 0.504 0.027 

How important were your spiritual beliefs in your decision to enter the professoriate?  -0.161 0.566 -0.096 
How important was it for you to enter a profession where age was not a limitation? -0.037 0.423 -0.110 
How important was it for you to be in a position that allows you to have contact with young 
people? 0.094 0.457 -0.034 

How important was it for you to have a position that allowed you to collaborate with scholars? 0.268 0.386 -0.141 
How important was it for you to enter a profession that allowed you to express yourself, your 
feelings, and your personal and professional values?   0.286 0.506 -0.026 

(table continues) 
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Table 3 (continued). 

Items in the MCAP Factors 
1 2 3 

How important was it for you to enter a profession that allows thinking creatively?  -0.059 0.469 -0.261 
How important was it for you to enter a profession which allows the potential to impact political 
and social issues, as applicable to your area of expertise? -0.077 0.731 -0.094 

How important was it for you to advance to the “next level” in your career? 0.432 0.637 -0.322 
How important was it for you to be able to advance to the highest level within your field? -0.005 0.129 -0.379 
How important was it for you to enter a position that would provide the security that comes with 
working in an IHE? -0.018 0.065 -0.682 

How important was it for you to enter the professoriate for the monetary compensation or salary it 
provided?  -0.114 -0.084 -0.770 

How important was it for you to have a position in which your work could be of service to or help 
others? 0.020 0.184 -0.428 

Note. Bolded values represent salient factor loadings.  
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Significance tests against the null. An evaluation of the overall logistic model that 

demonstrates an improvement over the null model suggests the logistic model is a better fit for 

the data (Peng et al., 2002).  In order to evaluate the overall model, researchers use the inferential 

statistics likelihood ratio and score tests (Menard, 1995; Peng et al., 2002).  Likelihood ratios, 

reported as -2 Log likelihood (-2LL) on most statistical software, represent the unexplained 

variance in the outcome variable; therefore, the smaller the likelihood ratio value, the better the 

model.  The -2LL of the null model for this study was 347.057.  All three models compared 

against the null model (i.e., Research Questions 2, 3, and 4) yielded smaller -2LL scores, 

indicating the models (and their respective predictors) were better at predicting probabilities than 

the null model.  The model using motivational predictors from the MCAP produced the most 

improvement over the null (-2LL = 179.263).  Predictors of personality resulted in moderate 

change over the null (-2LL = 282.081) and demographic predictors were the weakest predictors 

(-2LL = 314.509).  All three models yielded better prediction of group assignment than the null 

models (see Table 4). 

 

Significance Test of Each Predictor 

All predictors tested were categorical in nature, with the exception of years working in 

the professoriate.  Consequently, dummy variables were coded for each of the levels existing 

within each categorical variable (see Table 5).  The statistical software used (i.e., SPSS) defaults 

to using the last category indicator as its comparative for the proceeding levels.  For example, 

items in the MCAP are measured by level of importance using a likert scale and responses were 

coded from 1 – 5 (i.e., 1 = not at all important and 5 = very important).  The indicator in which 

all other levels will be compared is the last choice or very important.  
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In the model predicting probable outcomes using demographic variables, the only 

predictors providing statistically significant contribution to the correct classification of 

participants in each of the outcome variables is previous experience in non-educational agencies 

(p = .001) and years in the professoriate (p = .057).  Odds ratios for each of the significant 

predictors indicate that individuals who previously worked at public or private agencies outside 

of education are about six times more likely to become special education professors, as opposed 

to general education professors.  The odds ratio for years in the professoriate is 1.025, indicating 

there is no real relationship between the years in the professoriate and correct classification in the 

area of education in which the individual will teach at the post-secondary level.   Model two used 

items from the MCAP to predict group assignment.  MCAP items showing a statistically 

significant main effect are (a) accomplishment, Χ2 (4) = 11.809, p = .019; (b) spiritual, Χ2 (4) = 

14.275, p = .006; (c) contact with youth, Χ2 (4) = 17.978, p = .001; (d) security, Χ2 (4) = 14.495, 

p = .006; and (d) “next” level, Χ2 (4) = 16.442, p = .002.  The third model used items from the 

BFI-10.  Main effects yielding statistical significance were shown for two items: reserved Χ2 (4) 

= 13.189, p = .010 and active imagination Χ2 (4) = 12.751, p = .013.   

Significance of levels within individual predictors (see Table 5) is to be interpreted based 

on the p value and the odds ratio (i.e., eβ).  An odds ratio value between 0 and 1 represents an 

inverse relationship between the predictor variable and the outcome variable.  Odds ratio values 

that are more than one represent a positive relationship between the predictor variable and the 

outcome variable.  Finally, odds ratios that are equal to one indicate there is no real relationship 

between the predictor variable and the outcome variable.  For example, individuals who find it 

important to have a job in the professoriate in order to provide a sense of accomplishment are 

five times more likely to be special education professors than general education professors (see 
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Table 5). In contrast, individuals who find it very unimportant to be in a job where they are able 

to be autonomous are more likely to be a general education professor than a special education 

professor. 

Table 4  

Overall Model Statistics 

 Model 
Demographic 

Predictors 
Motivational 

Predictors Personality Predictors 

-2 Log likelihood 314.509 179.263 282.081 
Score statistics 25.939 (12), p = .011 *N/A 48.945 (39), p = .132 
Improvement over  
null 5.6% 28.1% 17.4% 

Omnibus Test 28.164 (12), p = .005 163.410 (89), p = .000 57.799 (39), p = .027 
Nagelkerke R2  .143 .644 .279 
Cox & Snell .107 .481 .209 
Hosmer & Lemeshow 
Test 5.746 (8), p = .676 4.010 (8), p = .856 10.935 (8), p = .205 

Cases correctly 
classified 60.6% 83.1% 72.5% 

Note. -2 Log likelihood for null model = 347.057; Wald statistic for null model = 2.502 (p =.114). *Score statistics 
for motivational predictors model were not computed due to redundancies in chi-square residuals. 

 

 
Descriptive and Inferential Goodness-of-Fit Indices 

Goodness-of-fit statistics for logistic regression include the Hosmer-Lemeshow (H-L) 

test, Cox and Snell, and the Nagelkerke R2.  The H-L test is an inferential Pearson chi-square 

statistic (Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002).  An H-L test yielding results that are not statistically 

significant, indicate a good fit (i.e., the model predicts values that are not significantly different 

from the observed values). The Cox and Snell and the Nagelkerke R2 tests, sometimes referred to 

as pseudo-R2, are descriptive measures of goodness-of-fit and are to be considered 

supplementary to the H-L test. The larger the estimate of each test the better the model fit.  Table 
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4 shows the goodness-of-fit results for questions two, three, and four.  Each model receives 

estimates indicating good model fit.  

 

Predicted Probabilities 

Finally, after running a logistic regression, the overall percentage of predicted 

probabilities can be evaluated by examining the classification table. The values in the 

classification table informs the investigator as to the magnitude of sensitivity when compared to 

the magnitude of specificity, as well as the chance of making a false positive or false negative 

when using the model for prediction (Peng et al., 2002). Therefore, using the cut-off value of .05, 

it can be concluded that for the demographic predictors model, special education professors are 

more likely to be accurately classified by demographic predictors than general education 

professors (sensitivity = 38.4%; specificity = 78.8%).  False positive and false negative rates 

using predictors in model one were around 40%.   

The classification table for the motivational predictors model reveals a high rate of 

correct classification of special education professors using motivation predictors with a 

specificity rate of 86.1% and a sensitivity rate of 79.5%.  The motivational predictors model also 

has a much smaller rate of making false positive and false negative predictions using the 

predictors (i.e., false positive rate = 17.59% and false negative rate = 16.31%).  

Finally, sensitivity (65.8%) and specificity (77.9%) of the personality predictors model 

support the use of personality predictors for more accurately classifying special education 

professors than general education professors.  The false positive rate for model three is 29.13% 

and false negative rate is 26.39%.  
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Table 5  

Significance Tests of Levels within Individual Predictors 

Predictor *Level β SE β Wald’s X2 df p eβ 
**Constant Model 2  (MCAP) -2.330 1.084 4.622 1 .032 0 .097 
How important was it to you to have a job that 
allowed for continual learning and professional 
development? 

3 5.430 2.292 5.610 1 .018 228.093 

How important was it to you to attain a position 
in the professoriate in order to provide you with 
a sense of accomplishment? 

3 -2.993 1.426 4.404 1 .036 0.050 

4 1.639 0.767 4.562 1 .033 5.150 

How important was it for you to enter a position 
that would allow the opportunity for you to 
participate in change or reform within the 
institution?  

2 4.042 1.949 4.303 1 .038 56.961 

3 2.305 0.843 7.475 1 .006 10.027 

4 1.740 0.673 6.681 1 .010 5.700 

How important was it for you to be able to be 
independent and self-directing in your job? 2 -2.849 1.496 3.624 1 .057 0.058 

How important was it for you to enter a 
profession that would allow you perform work 
that you find pleasurable and enjoyable (e.g., 
teaching, research, writing)? 

3 -2.016 0.816 6.098 1 .014 0.133 

How important were your spiritual beliefs in 
your decision to enter the professoriate?  

1 1.756 .810 4.679 1 .031 5.769 
2 3.487 1.247 7.823 1 .005 32.700 
3 2.977 .937 10.094 1 .001 19.629 

How important was it for you to enter a 
profession where age was not a limitation? 4 1.890 .889 4.522 1 .033 6.622 

How important was it for you to be in a position 
that allows you to have contact with young 
people?  

1 8.802 2.419 13.242 1 .000 6650.332 

2 6.265 2.140 8.574 1 .003 526.099 

How important was it for you to enter a 
profession that allowed you to express yourself, 
your feelings, and your personal and 
professional values?   

2 6.893 3.452 3.988 1 .046 984.978 

(table continues) 
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Table 5 (continued). 

Predictor *Level β SE β Wald’s X2 df p eβ 
How important was it for you to enter a position 
that would provide the security that comes with 
working in an IHE?  

3 2.393 .883 7.347 1 .007 10.949 

How important was it for you to enter a 
profession which allows the potential to impact 
political and social issues, as applicable to your 
area of expertise? 

2 -3.968 2.052 3.740 1 .053 .019 

How important was it for you to advance to the 
“next level” in your career? 

2 -3.378 1.303 6.723 1 .010 .034 
3 -3.613 .984 13.793 1 .000 .027 

        
**Constant Model 3 (BFI-10) 6.214 2.481 6.271 1 .012 499.543 

I see myself as someone who is reserved. 

1 -2.453 .908 7.291 1 .007 .086 
2 -2.066 .894 5.339 1 .021 .127 
3 -1.921 .902 4.533 1 .033 .147 
4 -2.804 .844 11.047 1 .001 .061 

I see myself as someone who has an active 
imagination. 4 1.203 .369 10.658 1 .001 3.332 

*Levels: MCAP item levels: (1) Not at all important, (2) Very unimportant, (3) Neutral, (4) Important, *All levels reference Very important BFI-10 item levels: 
(1) Disagree strongly, (2) Disagree a little, (3) Neither agree nor disagree, (4) Disagree a little, *All levels reference  Disagree strongly **Constant Model 
statistics are the results of the test on the intercept of the model.                                                                   
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Table 6  

Frequencies of Reported External Constraints by Area of Education 

External Constraint 

Area of Education 
General 

Education 
n = 112 

Special 
Education 
n = 137 

n % n % 

Job 
availability 

Job availability had nothing to do with my decision 
to enter the professoriate. 51 45.5 58 42.3 

There were very limited job opportunities for me 
outside of IHE. 10 8.9 6 4.4 

There were several faculty positions available when I 
entered the professoriate. 42 37.5 66 48.2 

Other 9 8.0 7 5.1 

Family 

My family had little to no influence on my choice to 
enter the professoriate. 75 67 83 60.6 

I was “following in the footsteps” of one or more of 
my relatives. 3 2.7 9 6.6 

My family strongly encouraged or expected me to 
become a professor following graduate school. 17 15.2 21 15.3 

A familial situation (e.g., spouse’s job, sick relatives) 
prevented me from pursuing and accepting a position 
outside of the professoriate. 

1 0.9 3 2.2 

My family needed the security (e.g., health benefits, 
flexible schedule) offered from working at an IHE. 13 11.6 19 13.9 

Other 3 2.7 2 1.5 

Mentor 

While my mentor was supportive, he/she had little to 
do with my ultimate decision to enter the 
professoriate. 

30 26.8 26 19 

When looking for a job, my mentor offered me a lot 
of support in entering the professoriate (e.g., 
recommendations). 

14 12.5 30 21.9 

My mentor was the one who informed me of the 
position I eventually accepted in the professoriate. 12 10.7 10 7.3 

My mentor encouraged me to pursue a position in the 
professoriate. 21 18.8 36 26.3 

My mentor expected me to enter the professoriate. 22 19.6 30 21.9 
Other 13 11.6 5 3.7 
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Research Question 5 

Research Question 5 was included in order to investigate in what way(s), if any, do 

external constraints (i.e., job availability at the time of entry into academia, family 

circumstances, and mentor support) relate to an individual’s decision to enter the professoriate in 

the area of general or special education.  Frequencies were run to address Research Question 5 

(see Table 6).  Analysis failed to reveal any substantial differences between responses given by 

professors in either area of education.   

Although external constraints were not considered a major goal of the present study, 

examination of influencers perceived to be outside of an individual’s locus of control was 

warranted.  Participants were given the opportunity to respond to each of the external constraint 

items by choosing “Other” and commenting in a text box.  For the external constraint job 

availability, participants indicating “Other” (n = 16; 6.4%) presented reasons such as, job 

availability that did not require a move (n = 3) and limited choices for faculty positions (n = 5) 

Results indicate the sample used in the present study does not consider family to be a major 

influence in career choice (n = 158; 63.5%).  Finally, participants were somewhat distributed 

across choices for the mentor external constraint measure (see Table 6).  However, a notable 

group of participants, when indicating “Other”, reported not having a mentor during their 

doctoral program (n = 12; 4.8%).    
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CHAPTER 5  

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Two instruments, Motivations for Choosing Academia as a Profession (MCAP; Carrero 

& Bullock, 2012) and a 10-item Big Five Inventory (BFI-10; Rammstedt & John, 2006), were 

merged into a single web-based survey document and disseminated to a selective nationwide 

sample of professors of education for this study.  Factors contributing to an individual’s decision 

to enter the professoriate and teach in the area of education (i.e., general and special education) 

were examined.  In addition, the psychometric validity of the MCAP was explored using an 

exploratory factor analysis.  In chapter 5, a summary of the major findings in this study are 

presented, as well as implications and recommendations for future research. 

 

Summary 

 One-hundred seventy-five professors of education representing the four United States 

census regions were identified and invited to participate in the present study and asked to 

disseminate a web-based survey document to other professors of education within their 

respective colleges.  Three-hundred fifty-six individuals accessed the survey link; however, only 

292 individuals qualified to participate (i.e., to qualify, participants had to have received a 

doctoral degree through an accredited institution of higher education and be involved in the 

preparation of personnel to work in educational settings).  The participant racial demographics 

for the present study are representative of the larger population of the professoriate (cf. Table 1 

and U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Winter 2009-10).  

Females were overrepresented in this study when compared to the larger population of the 

professoriate; however, it is well-known that education as a discipline has had a large female 



 

50 

representation for many years (DeCorse & Vogtle, 1997; Gilbert & Williams, 2008; Wrigley, 

1992).  

 

Psychometric Validity of the MCAP 

“For each of the steps of analysis, there are myriad possible decisions or ways of 

informing judgment.  Thus, across all the steps and all the choices for each step, the possible 

number of combinations of analytic choices is huge! ” (Thompson, 2004, p. 48).  Although there 

are identified best practices (Costello & Osbourne, 2005; Henson, Capraro, & Capraro, 2001), 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is an extremely subjective analysis (Henson & Roberts, 2006; 

Thompson, 2004).  In this study, the MCAP was subjected to multiple EFA decisions. However, 

a researcher utilizing the same data could arrive at different conclusions if making different 

analytic decisions during the EFA.  In accordance with this investigator’s decisions, the EFA 

reveal the MCAP consists of three factors.  Factors 1 and 2 contain a comparable amount of 

items; 10 and 11 items, respectively.  Factor 3 only absorbed four items.  Whether or not to 

retain a factor with four or fewer items is another subjective decision to be made by the 

researcher.  The factor was retained due to the infancy of the MCAP.  Finally, the item 

developed to measure leadership (see Appendix D) was deleted due to poor performance (i.e., 

cross-loading onto two factors) in the EFA.   

 

Influencing Factors to Enter Academia  

Demographic, motivational, and personality predictors were investigated using logistic 

regression (Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002).  Of the three predictors examined, the data resulted in 

its best fit with the model utilizing motivational factors.  Personality factors were moderately 
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well-suited to the data.  Demographic variables produced no substantial overall indicators. The 

only demographic variable that significantly distinguishes the probability of predicting the 

classification of a general education professor and a special education professor is previous work 

experience in a non-educational position.  Special education professors overwhelmingly worked 

outside of education previous to entering the professoriate.   

 Several motivational variables that may be useful in predicting the probability of an 

individual choosing to enter the professoriate and enter teaching in either general or special 

education were identified.   General education professors are more likely to consider autonomy, 

opportunities to impact social issues and policy, and advancing to the “next level” as less 

important when considering entrance into a career in the professoriate.   

Individuals who do not find contact with young people, self-expression, and spiritual 

reasons as important motivators for choosing a career in the professoriate are more likely to be 

special education professors.  In contrast, special education professors considered it important to 

attain a position in the professoriate in order to enjoy a sense of accomplishment. Moreover, 

entering a position in which age is not a limitation was also an important factor to consider for 

professors of special education.  This same group is divided when considering entrance into the 

professoriate in order to serve as a change agent within higher education. 

 Salient personality predictors were most prevalent with general education professors.  

Specifically, general education professors in this sample do not generally consider themselves to 

be lazy, outgoing, and thorough.  General education professors were divided when asked to rate 

how reserved they considered themselves to be.  Special education professors in this sample 

consider themselves to have active imaginations. 
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 General education professors reported that job availability had little to no influence over 

their decision to enter academia.  Special education professors reported that there were several 

jobs available when they entered the professoriate. Both general and special education professors 

reported that their family had little to no influence over their decision to choose a career in 

academe. Finally, general education professors indicated their mentors had little to do with their 

ultimate decision to enter the professoriate; whereas, special education professors reported that 

their mentors encouraged their entrance into the professoriate.  

 

Implications 

 Following the analyses, it is important to consider the implications of the results.  

Possible implications of the results of the psychometric validity of the MCAP and the 

influencing factors to enter academia are discussed. 

 

Psychometric Validity of the MCAP 

The psychometric validity analyses completed on the MCAP provides some confidence 

into the integrity of the scale.  Three factors were retained from the MCAP and each factor, as 

well as the instrument in its entirety, purports to be psychometrically sound (e.g., factor scores 

are reasonable, reasonable reliabilities were met).  The first factor retained contained items 

measuring the importance of a position that allows (a) continual learning, (b) diversity in work 

activities, (c) intellectual stimulation, (d) flexibility in schedule, (e) challenging work, (f) 

autonomy, (g) work that is enjoyable, (h) emotionally satisfying work, (i) prestige, and (j) a 

sense of accomplishment as motivation to enter a career in academia.  While it is too early to 

name this factor, one can review the constructs being measured and propose a theory as to what 
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these constructs mean when grouped together.  The same exercise can be done when looking at 

Factors 2 and 3. 

 Factor 2 retained items reflecting an individual’s motivation to enter academia by how he 

rates the importance of entering a profession in which he (a) is able to contribute his talents to a 

larger community, (b) has influence, (c) is not limited by his age, (d) has contact with young 

people, (e) is able to collaborate with other scholars, (f) is able to express his feelings and values, 

(g) has the opportunity to impact political and social issues, (h) is advancing to the “next level” 

in his career, (i) is able to participate in change or reform within the institution, and (j) is able to 

think creatively.  Spiritual reasons as motivators are also retained on Factor 2.  Again, it is too 

early to draw conclusions as to what overarching construct is being measured with Factor 2.   

 Only four items were retained on Factor 3.  However, Factor 3 was still considered and 

retained because the MCAP is in its infancy and this was the first attempt to test the 

psychometric validity.  The four items retained measured the importance of choosing a position 

that (a) advances the individual to the highest level within his field, (b) provides security (e.g., 

tenure, health benefits), (c) offers monetary compensation, and (d) allows his work to be of 

service or help to others.  At face value, it appears as though the fourth item retained (i.e., allows 

his work to be of service or help to others) does not fit well with the other three items on this 

scale.  Further psychometric validity tests would have to be conducted to begin making 

conclusive statements about the items retained within each scale. 

 

Influencing Factors to Enter Academia 

The present study was conducted with the hope of providing insights to IHEs about the 

recruitment of students and faculty to meet capacity needs for quality personnel preparation 
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programs (Boe & Cook, 2006; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010; McLeskey, Tyler, & Flippin, 2004; 

Téllez & Waxman, 2006a).  Results of our study implies that for IHEs looking to recruit general 

education faculty should seek out individuals in the field of general education who do not 

consider themselves reserved, lazy, or very thorough. These personality factors do not predict 

that a person will choose academia over other professions; rather, it is possible that a potential 

general education professor will score higher on the extraversion dimension in the Big Five and 

potentially lower on the conscientiousness dimension (Costa & McCrae, 1992).   

The present study provides more insight into the recruitment of special education faculty 

than general education faculty (Pion et al., 2003; Smith et al., 2003; Tyler et al., 2003).  IHEs 

seeking to identify potential future special education professors should seek individuals who 

have recently or are currently working in a non-educational position.  In addition, potential future 

special education professoriate will consider it important to attain a position in the professoriate 

in order to enjoy a sense of accomplishment. He or she may be older or at least concerned about 

the role of age in the ability to access the position.  A potential special education professor will 

consider him- or herself to have an active imagination and, therefore, may also score consistent 

with the openness dimension on the Big Five taxonomy (Borgatta, 1964; Costa & McCrae, 1992; 

Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1993; John & Srivastava, 1999; Norman, 1963).   

Mentorship will play a vital role in the decision of a potential special education professor.  

The present study highlights the importance of a mentor’s influence over individuals who enter 

the professoriate and teach in the area of special education.  Unfortunately, another highlight 

regarding mentorship in the present study is that many professors of both general and special 

education do not feel as though they ever had a mentor.   

Motivational factors IHEs may want to implement or highlight when looking to recruit 



 

55 

faculty was another goal of the present study.  Significant predictors for general education 

professors were all on level three or “neutral” for the response provided.  Therefore, the present 

study does not provide salient motivational factors, per se, for potential general education 

professors.  In contrast, IHEs may want to highlight the sense of accomplishment a potential 

special education professor will enjoy upon entering a position in academia.  In addition, IHEs 

may target non-traditional or older doctoral students in special education programs because our 

sample reported it was important to have a position in which age was not a limitation. 

 

Recommendations 

 The present study examined the psychometric validity of a new instrument, the MCAP, 

and identified potential factors influencing an individual’s ultimate decision to enter the field of 

academia and prepare education personnel.  While specific objectives of the present study were 

met, limitations and opportunities for further research of the present study will be presented.  

Sample 

 Participants of the present study were not randomly selected.  Therefore, results of the 

present study are limited to invited participants who chose to respond to the invitation to 

participate (i.e., the identified leaders in personnel preparation and their colleagues) and met 

eligibility criteria. In addition, the present study asks participants to indicate responses based on 

their recollection of motivations when they first entered the professoriate.  Consequently, 

responses are based on a retrospective evaluation, which may be faulty.   

 

Psychometric Validity of the MCAP 

The results of the EFA completed on the MCAP shows promise of the soundness of the 
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instrument (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Muthén & Muthén, 2011; Thompson, 2004).  However, the 

MCAP will have to be subjected to future analyses to gain credibility.  In future studies, it is 

recommended that a confirmatory factor analysis (Thompson, 2004) be completed for the 

MCAP.  In addition, it may be important to administer the MCAP to professors in other 

disciplines within academia in order to ascertain whether the MCAP is a sound measure for 

academia or if it is limited to faculty who prepare personnel in education. 

 

Influencing Factors to Enter Academia 

Due to the infancy of the MCAP, results referring to motivational predictors are to be 

judged with caution.  Future investigation is needed in order to solidify the assertions discussed 

in the present study.  One possible study to support or inform the results of the present study 

would be administering the MCAP and BFI-10 to other disciplines within academia, as well as 

within other positions within education (e.g., classroom teachers, administrators).  It may also be 

informative to examine how undergraduate and graduate students of teacher education (i.e., both 

general and special education) would respond to the MCAP and BFI-10.  A cross-sectional 

design could be implemented for that study and the results could be confirmed with a 

longitudinal study.   

 

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, as long as the shortage of highly qualified teachers remains, capacity 

issues in high-need areas of education need to be investigated and aggressively addressed (Boe & 

Cook, 2006; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2009; Cook & Boe, 2007; Ingersoll & Perda, 2010).  



 

57 

More information regarding what factors motivate individuals to enter the field of academia, 

specifically, in high-need areas, is needed to inform recruitment of potential faculty.  
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APPENDIX A  

INSTITUTIONS BY U.S. CENSUS REGION TARGETED FOR  

PARTICIPATION IN THE PRESENT STUDY
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Northeast 
CT, ME, MA, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT 

 
Boston College 

Brooklyn College 
Buffalo State 

Carlow University 
Columbia University 

Hunter College 
Lebanon Valley College 

Lincoln College 
Mount St. Mary 

Penn State 
Penn State at Great Valley 

Riviera College 
 

 
Rutgers, NJ 

Scranton College 
Shippensburg State University 

Slippery Rock University 
Stockton College 
SUNY Albany 

University Connecticut 
University of New Hampshire 

University of Pittsburg 
Utica College 

            Westchester University       
 

Midwest 
IA, IN, KS, IL, MI, MN, MO, ND, NE, OH, SD, WI 

 
Ball State University 

Cleveland State University 
Drake University 

Eastern Illinois University 
Emporia State University 

Iowa State University 
Illinois State University 
Indiana State University 

Indiana University 
Kansas State University 
Kearney State University 
Michigan State University 
Miami University of Ohio 

Northeastern Illinois University 
Northern Illinois University 
Northern State University 
Pittsburg State University 

Purdue University 
Southern Illinois University 

St. Thomas University 
The Ohio State University 

University of Akron 
 

 
University of Cincinnati 

University of Iowa 
University of Illinois 

University of Illinois at Chicago 
University of Kansas 

University of Michigan 
University of Minnesota 
University of Missouri 

University of Missouri at Kansas City 
University of Missouri at St. Louis 

University of Nebraska 
University of Toledo 

University of Wisconsin 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee 
University of Wisconsin at Eau Claire 
University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh 
University of Wisconsin at Superior 

University of Wisconsin at Whitewater 
Western Michigan University 

Wichita State University 
        Winona State University                                
 

South 
AR, AL, DE, DC, FL, GA, KY, LA, MD, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA, WV, 

 
Auburn University 

 
Texas Southern University 
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Angelo State University 
Augusta State University 

Baylor University 
Belmont College 

Bethune-Cookman University 
Clemson University 

Eastern Carolina University 
Fisk University 

Florida Atlantic University 
Florida International University 

Gallaudet University 
George Mason University 

George Washington University 
Georgia State University 

Grambling University 
Howard University 

Jackson State University 
Johns Hopkins University 

Langston University 
Louisiana State University 

Langston University 
Louisiana Technological University 

Memphis State University 
Middle Tennessee State University 

Midwestern State University 
Mississippi State University 

North Carolina A & T University 
North Central State University 

Norfolk State University 
North Carolina State University 

North Florida University 
Oklahoma State University 
Old Dominion University 
Oral Roberts University 

Our Lady of the Lake University 
Prairie View  A & M University 
Sam Houston State University 

Southwestern Assemblies of God University 
Texas A & M University 

Texas A & M University at San Antonio 
Texas Christian University 

 

Texas State University at San Marcos 
Texas Woman’s University 
Tennessee State University 
Texas Christian University 

Towson University 
Troy State University 
University of  Georgia 
University of Alabama 

University of AL at Birmingham 
University of Arkansas 

University of Arkansas at Little Rock 
University of Central Florida 

University of Central Oklahoma 
University of Florida 

University of Kentucky 
University of Louisville 
University of Maryland 

University of North Carolina 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte 

University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of New Orleans 

University of Oklahoma 
University of South Carolina 
University of South Alabama 
University of South Florida 

University of Southern Mississippi 
University of Tulsa  

University of Tennessee 
University of Texas at Pan American 

University of Texas at Tyler 
University of Texas Permian Basin 

University of Virginia 
University of West Florida 
West Virginia University 

Vanderbilt University 
Virginia Commonwealth University 

Virginia Tech University 
Western Georgia University 

Western Kentucky University 
William and Mary University       

 

West 
AK, AZ, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, NM, OR, UT, NV, WA, WY 

 
Arizona State University 

 
University of Arizona 
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Boise State University 
Brigham Young University 

California State University at Fresno 
California State University at Northridge 

California State University at San Bernardino 
Claremont Graduate School 

Eastern New Mexico State University 
Fresno Pacific University 
Montana State University 

New Mexico State University 
Northern Arizona University 

Notre Dame de Namur University 
Portland State University 

Sacramento State University 
San Diego State University 

San Francisco State University 
 

University of California at Dominquez Hills 
University of California at Santa Barbara 

University of Northern Colorado 
University of Nevada 

University of Colorado 
University of Hawaii 

University of Hawaii at Hilo 
University of Montana 

University of New Mexico 
University of Nevada at Reno 

University of Oregon 
University of Utah 

University of Washington 
University of Washington at Pullman 

University of Wyoming 
Utah State University 

                    Weber College   
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APPENDIX B  

INVITATION TO POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS  

INITIAL LETTER TO GROUP OF LEADERS
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Date 

Dear__________________, 

Within the next few days, you will receive an e-mail asking for your assistance in a research 

project related to what motivated or influenced professors in education to seek employment in an 

institution of higher education (IHE).  The selective nationwide research project is surveying  

personnel who work in IHEs in the preparation of general and special educators. You will be 

asked to disseminate to the education faculty in your college a link to the survey which allows 

their participation in this study. 

 

As soon as you receive the official request, we trust that you will take a few minutes and assist us 

in what we believe to be highly worthwhile study.  

 

Cordially, 

Lyndal M. Bullock, Regents Professor 

Department of Educational Psychology/Special Education 

University of North Texas 

Follow-up Invitation to Group of Leaders to be Disseminated  

Dear _____________________ 
In an effort to further examine the current and impending concerns relative to faculty shortages 
in the field of education, a doctoral student, Kelly M. Carrero, and I are launching a selective 
nationwide survey. In this survey, we are seeking to determine the motivators or influencers that 
contributed to the ultimate decisions of professors of education to choose a career in academia.  
This letter has been sent to you because you are considered be an influential leader in personnel 
preparation in the field of education.  It is our hope that you will assist us in our research 
endeavor by forwarding the information at the bottom of this letter which will link potential 
participants to a web-based survey. We would like this information to be forwarded to all faculty 
in your college who are involved in the preparation of special and general education 
professionals. In addition, we would welcome your participation by completing a survey as well.  
The surveys should take no longer than 15-20 minutes to complete.   



 

64 

This project has been approved by the IRB at the University of North Texas. The survey is 
confidential and the responses will not be linked to a particular school or individual.  
Participation is voluntary and participants may stop the survey at any time. 
If you have questions regarding our request, please contact Kelly M. Carrero at 

Kelly.carrero@unt.edu or 940-565-2169 or me at Lyndal.bullock@unt.edu or 940-565-3583. 

Your assistance with this project is greatly appreciated.  If you are unable to assist us, please 

notify us immediately. 

Cordially, 

Lyndal M. Bullock, Regents Professor, Educational Psychology/Special Education 
University of North Texas, Denton 
=====================================================================
Please copy and send the information below to your special and general education 
colleagues. 
 
In an effort to further examine the current and impending concerns relative to faculty shortages 
in the field of education, Lyndal M. Bullock, professor in special education and Kelly M. 
Carrero, a PhD student, are launching a selective nationwide survey. In this survey, they are 
seeking to determine the motivators or influencers that contributed to the ultimate decisions of 
professors of education to choose a career in academia. Having this information may assist 
institutions of higher education in recruitment and retention efforts for scholars who have the 
potential to become faculty members. 
 
We are requesting your assistance by accessing the link noted below and completing the survey. 
The survey should not take more than 15-20 minutes to complete. After completing the survey, 
you will be given the opportunity to be entered in a drawing for a $100 gift certificate for 
Amazon.com. The drawing will occur after the completion of the survey. In addition, you may 
indicate if you would like to receive an Executive Summary of the final research report which 
should be available around the middle of August. Our deadline for all surveys to be completed is 
March 30, 2012. 
 
Link to the survey: http://web3.unt.edu/bullock/MCAP/ 

 

mailto:Kelly.carrero@unt.edu
mailto:Lyndal.bullock@unt.edu
http://web3.unt.edu/bullock/MCAP/
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APPENDIX C  

MOTIVATIONS FOR CHOOSING ACADEMIA AS A PROFESSION (MCAP)
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APPENDIX D  

CONSTRUCT, DOCUMENTATION, DEFINITION, AND ITEM NUMBER USED IN THE 

MOTIVATIONS FOR CHOOSING ACADEMIA AS A PROFESSION (MCAP)
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Accomplishment -- To consummate your craft; to achieve the highest position (Astin, 1984; 

Lindholm, 2004; Turner et al., 2008) 

Q8: How important was it to you to attain a position in the professoriate in order to 

provide you with a sense of accomplishment?      

Autonomy -- The quality or state of being independent, free, and self-directing (Holland, 1973; 

Lindholm, 2004; Rieg & Helterbran, 2005; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q10: How important was it for you to be able to be independent and self-directing in 

your job? 

Career advancement/opportunities -- Proceeding to the next level within your field (Holland, 

1973; Rieg & Helterbran, 2005; Wang & Fwu, 2001)   

Q11: How important was it for you to be able to advance to the highest level within your 

field? 

Career is highly accessible at any age -- Older adults are able to enter the professoriate, as well 

as younger adults (Astin, 1984; Lindholm, 2004, Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q14: How important was it for you to enter a profession where age was not a limitation?  

Challenging work -- A demanding or stimulating situation, career, object, etc (Lindholm, 2004; 

Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q7: How important was it for you to have a job offering challenging work?   

Continuous professional learning/growth -- Continual learning and growth within your field of 

study (Lindholm, 2004; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q1: How important was it to you to have a job that allowed for continual learning and 

professional development?  
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Contribution (to field and/or community) -- To give or donate; to be partly instrumental (Astin, 

1984; Holland, 1973; Lindholm, 2004; Turner, Gonzales, & Wood, 2008)  

Q5: How important was it to you to have a job in which you could direct your talent(s) to 

a larger community?  

Creativity -- Ability to transcend traditional ideas, rules, patterns, relationship, or the like, and to 

create meaningful new ideas, forms, methods, interpretations; originality, progressiveness, or 

imagination (Holland, 1973; Lindholm, 2004; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q22: How important was it for you to enter a profession that allows thinking creatively?  

Diversity in type of work -- Variety of work activities (Finkelstein, 1984; Holland, 1973; 

Lindholm, 2004) 

Q2: How important was it for you to enter a position that allows for a variety of work 

activities? 

Flexible schedule -- Ability to make own schedule; able to come and go as you please; (Astin, 

1984; Lindholm, 2004; Rieg & Helterbran, 2005;Wang & Fwu, 1984) 

Q4: How important was it for you to enter a profession that permits you flexibility in your 

work schedule? 

Fun/pleasurable work (joy of teaching, research, writing) -- a source of enjoyment, amusement, 

diversion (Holland, 1973) 

Q12:  How important was it for you to enter a profession that would allow you perform 

work that you find pleasurable and enjoyable (e.g., teaching, research, writing)? 

Intellectual stimulation: Marked interest in matters which provoke thinking; job encouraging the 

employee to cogitate (Astin, 1984; Lindholm, 2004) 

Q3: How important was it for you to enter a job that provided intellectual stimulation?  
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Have contact with young people -- Be in communication with young adults; teaching “young” 

and inquiring minds (Astin, 1984; Lindholm, 2004;  Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q15: How important was it for you to be in a position that allows you to have contact 

with young people? 

Helping/serving others:  To render or be of service (Astin, 1984; Holland, 1973; Lindholm, 

2004; Rieg & Helterbran, 2005; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q24: How important was it for you to have a position in which your work could be of 

service to or help others?   

Job security:  Organizational structure; security offered by working in an institution (e.g., Low-

risk of losing a job, health benefits; Astin, 1984; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q19: How important was it for you to enter a position that would provide the security 

that comes with working in an IHE?  

Leadership opportunities:  Possibility of serving/working in a leadership position (Astin, 1984; 

Lindholm, 2004; Rieg & Helterbran, 2005) 

Q21: How important was it for you to work in a profession that provides opportunities to 

work in leadership roles?  

Monetary compensation:  Salary increase (Astin, 1984; Holland, 1973; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q20: How important was it for you to enter the professoriate for the monetary 

compensation or salary it provided? 

Pleasurable/emotionally satisfying -- Job that makes you feel good; satisfaction in what you are 

doing (Astin, 1984; Finkelstein, 1984; Holland, 1973; Turner et al, 2008)  

Q16: How important was it for you to enter a profession that gives you emotional 

satisfaction?  
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Prestige/status -- High status or reputation achieved through success, influence, wealth; renown 

(Holland, 1973) 

Q23: How important was it for you to enter a prestigious profession?     

Self-expression -- Expression of one's own personality, feelings, etc, as in painting, poetry, or 

other creative activity (Holland, 1973; Lindholm, 2004; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q18: How important was it for you to enter a profession that allowed you to express 

yourself, your feelings, and your personal and professional values?      

Scholarly collaboration --  Working professionally with other scholars (Astin, 1984; Lindholm, 

2004; Turner et al, 2008; Wang & Fwu, 1984) 

Q17: How important was it for you to have a position that allowed you to collaborate 

with scholars? 

Spiritual reasons/calling – Choosing a vocation based on a feeling that you are being called by a 

Higher Power to perform the work (Wang & Fu, 2001) 

Q13: How important were your spiritual beliefs in your decision to enter the 

professoriate? 

To have influence -- Influence the way in which others view concepts or ideas; using your 

“expertise” to support projects you believe in; to influence the outcome of important factors 

(Astin, 1984; Holland, 1973; Lindholm, 2004; Wang & Fwu, 2001) 

Q6:  How important was it for you to enter a profession which allows you to have 

influence?  

To promote institutional change w/in IHE -- Reform within the IHE (Astin, 1984; Holland, 1973; 

Rieg & Helterbran, 2005) 

Q9: How important was it for you to enter a position that would allow the opportunity for 
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you to participate in change or reform within the institution?     

 



 

89 

APPENDIX E  

CONSTRUCT DOCUMENTATION, DEFINITION, AND ITEM NUMBER USED AS 

EXTERNAL CONSTRAINTS IN THE MOTIVATIONS FOR  

CHOOSING ACADEMIA AS A PROFESSION (MCAP)



 

90 

 
External Constraints 

 
Mentor/faculty advisor 
 
(Duffy & Dik, 2009; Gottfredson, 1981) 
 
Direction or encouragement of mentor 
 
Job Availability: (check one)       Q27 
 --Job available had nothing to do with my decision to enter the professoriate. 
 --There were very limited job opportunities for me outside of IHE. 
 --There were several faculty positions available when I entered the 
               profession. 
 --Other (box) 

 
Family/parental influence 
 
(Duffy & Dik, 2009; Gottfredson, 1981) 
 
Family/parents strongly encouraging a person to enter a particular vocation or 
position 
 
Family (check one)        Q28 
 --My family had little or no influence on my choice to enter the 
               professoriate. 
 --I was “following the footsteps” of one or more of my relatives. 
 --My family strongly encouraged or expected me to become a professor 
               following graduate school. 
 --A familial situation (e.g., spouse’s job, sick relatives) prevented me from 
    pursuing and accepting a position outside the professoriate. 
 --My family needed the security (e.g., health benefits, flexible schedule) 
               offered from working in an IHE. 
 --Other: (Box) 
 
Availability of job       
 
(Duffy & Dik, 2009; Gottfredson, 1981) 
 
Job was open at the time of the individual job search 
 
Mentor (check one)        Q29 
 --While my mentor was supportive, he/she had little to do with my ultimate 
    decision to enter the professoriate. 
 --When looking for a job, my mentor offered me a lot of support in entering 
               the professoriate (e.g., recommendations). 
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 --My mentor was the one who informed me of the position I eventually 
               accepted in the professoriate. 
 --My mentor encouraged me to pursue a position in the professoriate. 
 --My mentor expected me to enter the professoriate. 
 --Other:  (Box) 
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