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The Effect of an Agricultural Communications Workshop
on Urban High School Student Career-related Self-efficacy Levels

Abstract

The agriculture industry is facing a need for qualified workers during a time when many colleges
of agriculture are experiencing declining enrollments. The purpose of this study was to document
potential changes in self-efficacy towards specific communications tasks and potential college
obstacles as a result of participating in an agricultural communications related workshop. During
the five-day workshop program, student received instruction and experiences in agriculture and
communications careers, risk and crisis communications, photography, video production, news
writing, and web design. The workshop was conducted in three cities across the nation during the
summer of 2008. In one location students had received formal secondary-level agriculture
instruction while students at two other locations had not been exposed to agriculture and related
careers through a structured school program. In the two locations without an agriculture

program, students were recruited to the workshop through the cooperation of local science
teachers. The results indicate that the workshops were most effective at increasing self-efficacy
for the two sites that featured non-agricultural students, while the workshop for the agricultural
students saw many areas of self-efficacy actually decline. Among the recommendations was for
future workshops that serve as an introduction to agricultural communications to be conducted
for students who weren’t already involved in agriculture. While urban agricultural programs
should still be further developed as a permanent means of increasing minority involvement in
agriculture, the possibility of recruiting agricultural communications students through science
programs may prove to be a viable solution to resolving industry employment needs.

Keywords: self efficacy, agriculture, agricultural communications, college recruitment, urban
students



The Effect of an Agricultural Communications Workshop
on Urban High School Student Career-related Self-efficacy Levels

Introduction

The agriculture industry is facing a need for qualified workers while Colleges of
Agriculture (COASs) are awarding less degrees at the baccalaureate level (Goecker, Gilmore,
Smith, & Smith, 2005; U.S. Department of Education, 2007). A possible reason for this decline
may be COAs’ historical and steadfast reliance on the rural, white populations for their recruiting
base during a time when national rural populations are dwindling (Department of Economic and
Social Affairs Population Division, 2002). Further, state and national demographics are also
shifting away from a White majority population including states such as Texas and California,
which have both experienced a shift to a minority majority. (Brady, Hout, Stiles, Gleeson, &
Hui, 2005; Caldwell, 2005)

Increasingly, COAs have begun to explore alternatives to their traditional recruiting base.
Esters (2007) suggested that urban agriculture education programs are a good source for COAs
to increase diversity. Russell (1993) suggested that COAs focus recruiting efforts on students in
4-H and FFA because they are receiving a positive perspective of agriculture through their
participation. But until formal agriculture instruction can be established in urban secondary
schools and programs, innovative efforts are needed to recruit urban students who don’t have
access or exposure to agriculture and its career possibilities. Williams (2007) recommended that
“opportunities should be explored that might increase numbers of students who are female, from
ethnic minorities, non-traditional age groups, and who are from out-of-state,” (p. 110) and that
current programs should be improved and new programs be developed that introduce students of

all age groups to expose them to more majors and careers in agriculture.



A specific area of recruitment research that has seldom been examined is the area self-
efficacy and its effect on whether a student will consider pursuing an agriculture-related major
and eventual career. Designing workshops for students that could increase their confidence in
completing an agriculture-related degree may be the type of innovative workshop called for by
Williams. Research has shown that workshops with agriculture and biotechnology content could
have sustained results when taught by individuals with expertise (Fritz, Ward, Byrne, Namuth, &
Egger, 2005; Wiley, Bowen, Bowen, & Heinsohn, 1997). However, it is uncertain if these same
results can be realized for a workshop focused on agricultural communications. Research needs
to be done to assess what effects a workshop intervention that introduces participants to
agricultural communications has on urban, minority students in terms of self-efficacy toward
specific tasks in communications and towards overcoming obstacles in pursuing an agricultural
communications degree.

Related Literature
Self Efficacy

Bandura (2006) stated that self-efficacy affects behavior directly and indirectly from its
effects on goals, outcome expectation, and perception of obstacles and opportunities. This helps
explain Compeau and Higgins’ (1995) observation that use and enjoyment of computers was
higher and anxiety was lower with those who had high self-efficacy toward using computers than
those with low self-efficacy. Bednar and Petersen (1995) suggested that those who anticipate
success are more likely to persevere through obstacles and therefore were also more likely to be
successful in their task.

Esters and Knobloch (2007) concluded, “self-efficacy and outcome expectations were

strong predictors of interest and intentions to pursue careers in agriculture” (p. 729). Degenhart



et al. (2006) also found that self-efficacy affected career interest in science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics for middle school students. When the results by Degenhart,
Wingenbach, Mowen, Lindner, and Johnson (2008) that interest affects attitude is considered
with the results by Atwater, Wiggins, and Gardner (1995) that attitude affects career choice, the
idea that self-efficacy can affect career choice can be logically concluded.

Lent, Hackett, and Brown (1999) found that the best avenue for increasing self-efficacy
was personal experiences. The researchers concluded that students who received the most benefit
from a self-efficacy intervention were those lacked self-efficacy but still had the required skills
to complete the task. The researchers went on to state that as experience shapes self-efficacy,
interest becomes more stable.

McGuire (1968) suggested that it’s easier to adjust the attitude of subjects with
intermediate levels of self-esteem, which is consisted partly of self-efficacy. Individuals with low
self-esteem would suffer too much anxiety to intake the message while those with high self-
esteem would be more confident in their views and less susceptible to change. It has also been
suggested that individuals are more likely to take in a message and experience a lasting change if
they are motivated to do so (Griffin, Neuwirth, Giese, & Dunwoody, 2002).

Workshop Effects

Krumboltz and Worthington (1999) suggested creating well designed, simulated
occupational experiences for students to increase their interest in specific areas. Fritz et al.
(2004) found that professionals who communicated biotechnology showed positive information
gains one year after a workshop was conducted by university faculty with expertise in

biotechnology. Similarly, Wiley et al. (1997) found that students who participated in a summer



food and agricultural sciences workshop maintained positive attitude changes one year after the
workshop.
Minority Recruitment in Agriculture

Boumtje and Haase-Wittler (2007) suggested that minority students need to be made
aware of the opportunities available in agriculture so that they can make career decisions based
upon their own interests and not those of others. Newsom-Stewart and Sutphin (1994) stated that
interventions were necessary to improve minority perceptions of agriculture. Workshops could
serve this purpose. But the workshops also need to be conducted in an effective, ethical manner.
Smith, Park, and Sutton (2007) stated that promotion should be sought for more accurate
representations of the agriculture industry rather than the typical cows, sows, and plows picture.
Though researchers found that students felt that agriculture was important (Holz-Clause & Jost,
1995; Newsom-Stewart & Sutphin, 1994), the researchers also found that students tended to hold
those same stereotypes and were also not interested in agriculture as a career. Russell (1993)
similarly indicated that agriculture needed to be shown in a positive light in order to increase the
number of students in 4-H and FFA. Holz-Clause and Jost (1995) found that students, urban and
rural alike, held stereotypical views of farmers and of agriculture only being about manual labor.

Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this study is to document levels of self-efficacy toward overcoming
obstacles for pursuing an agricultural communications degree and toward specific tasks in
communications for 2008 participants of a workshop in agricultural communications before and

after the workshop. Specifically, the objectives of this study are



1. Describe levels of self-efficacy toward agricultural communications tasks and
obstacles for completing an agricultural communications degree for workshop
participants before and after the intervention.

2. Describe the changes in level of self-efficacy for workshop participants.

Methods and Procedures

This study consisted of pre- and post-workshop evaluations of self-efficacy levels for
participants of a five-day agricultural communications workshop in risk/crisis communications,
photography, video, Web design, and news writing. The workshop also included three related
tours per site to provide an experiential component to the content as well as an opportunity for
career exploration.

The population for this study consisted of all workshop participants with the exception of
one who started the workshop but left prior to its conclusion (N = 24). Workshop participants
were 44% Hispanic, 36% African-American, 16% White, and 4% Native American.

The instrument for this study was adapted from the one used by Compeau and Higgins
(1995) to assess computer-use self-efficacy and was modified using suggestions from Bandura
(2006). The scale ranged from 1 = “Cannot do it at all” to 10 = “Highly certain that | can do it.”

Reliability was assessed post hoc by calculating Cronbach’s alpha for each self-efficacy
section of the instrument. The reliability scores were as follows: 0.89 for the pre-workshop
assessment of self-efficacy toward specific tasks, 0.86 for the pre-workshop assessment of self-
efficacy toward overcoming obstacles, 0.86 for the post-workshop assessment of self-efficacy
toward specific tasks, and 0.84 for the post-workshop assessment of self-efficacy toward
overcoming obstacles. By adhering to recommendations made by Bandura (2006) and basing the

instrument on the one used to assess computer self-efficacy by Compeau and Higgins (1995), as



well as having faculty from an agricultural education and communications department review the
instrument, content and face validity were established.

The study was carried out during three separate workshops conducted in the summer of
2008. Sites 1 and 2 were comprised of urban students who had little-to-no direct experience with
agriculture. Site 3 was comprised of urban students who attended an agricultural magnet school
and were all members of FFA. Data was collected for the pre-workshop evaluation before
participants began the first lesson of their respective weeklong workshop. The post-workshop
data was collected on the final day of the workshop. Online questionnaires were used for both
data collections.

SPSS 16.0 for Windows was used to analyze the data with frequencies and measures of
central tendency. Microsoft Office Excel 2007 was used to analyze the change in means between
assessments.

Results/Findings
Self-efficacy Towards Specific Tasks — Combined Results

In reporting the results from the 10-point self-efficacy scale from the combined three
sites (Table 1), several items were rated in the top quartile of the scale. The highest levels of pre-
workshop self-efficacy toward tasks belonged to photographing agriculturally related people,
places, or events (M = 8.6); completing a news story (M = 8.1); filming agriculturally related
people, places, or events (M = 8.0); understanding who the audience is (M = 8.0); and assessing
who was most at risk during a risk/crisis situation (M = 8.0). The lowest levels of self-efficacy
pre-workshop toward tasks were creating a Web site that incorporated photos/videos and
computer-generated images (M = 7.0), constructing a Web site (M = 7.4), and interviewing at

least 10 people for a news story about water shortages (M = 7.4).



Table 1

Measures of Central Tendency for Self-efficacy Toward Tasks for All Participants from the

Combined Locations (N = 24)

Mean Median Mode
Task pre post pre post pre post pre  post
Photoshop 7.6 79 80 8.0 10 10 2.0 2.2
Completing news story 8.1 80 9.0 9.0 10 10 2.2 2.4
Ag-related 7.5 81 75 9.0 10 10 2.3 2.1
Constructing Web site 7.4 6.8 8.0 7.0 10 8 25 2.8
Pho;‘;%ﬁg‘L”Igcae%"rg:aé\e/‘gms 86 89 100 100 10 10 23 15
Cre?::}gge\gv‘*b siewithoutside 65 g0 70 8 10 26 29
Filming ag-related 8.0 86 9.0 9.0 10 10 2.6 1.6
Audience analysis 8.0 86 85 9.0 10 10 2.5 1.6
Assessing risk/crisis situation 8.0 87 80 9.0 9 9 15 15
Required interviewing ten 74 89 80 100 10 10 25 17

individuals about water

Note. Answers ranged from 0 = “Cannot do it at all” to 10 = “Highly Certain that I can do it.”

& Multiple modal scores indicated.

When examining the post-workshop self-efficacy levels, similar results were found, with

the tasks of photographing agriculturally related people, places, or events (M = 8.9) and

assessing who was most at risk during a risk/crisis situation (M = 8.7) again rated as the highest

area. Notably, interviewing at least 10 people for a news story about water shortages (M = 8.9)

joined these two areas as being top rated. Also similar to the pre-workshop results, creating a

Web site that incorporated photos/videos and computer-generated images (M = 6.8) and

constructing a Web site (M = 6.8) were among the lowest rated areas.



The largest positive changes in self-efficacy towards specific tasks were in the tasks of
interviewing at least 10 people for a news story about water shortages (+1.5) and assessing who
was most at risk during a risk/crisis situation (+0.7). The tasks that experienced the greatest
decrease in self were constructing a Web site (-0.6), creating a Web site that incorporated
photos/videos and computer generated images (-0.2), and completing a news story (-0.1).
Self-efficacy Towards Specific Tasks — Individual Site Results

Variance was found between locations in the self-efficacy task scores. The highest Site 1
pre-workshop self-efficacy scores toward tasks was completing a news story and assessing who
was most at risk during a risk/crisis situation (M = 8.4) (Table 2). This differed from the highest
Site 2 self-efficacy task scores of photographing agriculturally related people, places, or events
(M =9.0) and understanding who the audience is (M =8.7). For Site 3, the site with formal
agriculture instruction, photographing agriculturally related people, places, or events (M = 8.8)
and filming agriculturally related people, places, or events (M = 8.7) were the highest self-
efficacy task scores.

The lowest self-efficacy pre-workshop for Site 1 were creating a Web site that
incorporated photos/videos and computer-generated images (M = 5.9) and the task being related
to agriculture (M = 6.3). The lowest pre-workshop areas for Site 2 were creating a Web site that
incorporated photos/videos and computer-generated images and filming agriculturally related
people, places, or events (M = 6.8, each). Site 3’s lowest pre-workshop areas were interviewing
at least 10 people for a news story about water shortages (M = 7.2) and completing a news story
(M=17.7).

Similar variance between sites was found when examining the post-workshop self-

efficacy task scores. The highest Site 1 tasks scores were in photographing agriculturally related



people, places, or events (M = 9.4) and interviewing at least 10 people for a news story about
water shortages (M = 9.1). For Site 2, the highest post-workshop self-efficacy tasks were filming
agriculturally related people, places, or events (M = 9.7) and understanding who the audience is
(M =9.3). The highest post-workshop self-efficacy tasks scores for Site 3 were interviewing at
least 10 people for a news story about water shortages (M = 8.7) and photographing
agriculturally related people, places, or events (M = 8.6).

Table 2

Summary of Mean Self-efficacy Toward Tasks for Individual Locations (N = 24)

Sitel(n=7) Site 2 (n = 6) Site 3 (n=11)
Task pre post +/- pre post +/- pre post +/-
Photoshop 6.7 80 13 80 92 12 80 71 -09
Completing news story 8.4 80 -04 83 87 04 17 75 -0.2
Ag-related 6.3 77 14 7.1 83 12 86 82 -04
Constructing Web site 6.9 6.7 -02 7.0 83 13 80 59 -21
Photographing ag-related 8.0 94 14 9.0 90 00 88 86 -0.2

Creating Website withoutside o9 2 g 8 83 15 79 61 -18

images
Filming ag-related 7.9 83 04 68 9.7 29 87 83 -04
Audience analysis 7.4 90 16 87 93 06 7.9 80 01

Assessing risk/crisis situation 8.4 87 03 7.2 92 20 82 84 0.2

Required interviewing ten

individuals about water 8.0 91 11 72 88 16 7.2 87 15

Note. Answers ranged from 0 = “Cannot do it at all” to 10 = “Highly Certain that I can do it.” +/-
indicates change from pre-workshop level to post-workshop level.

For Site 1, the lowest post-workshop self-efficacy tasks were constructing a Web site and

creating a Web site that incorporated photos/videos and computer-generated images (M = 6.7,



each). The lowest Site 2 post-workshop self-efficacy task scores were the task being related to
agriculture, constructing a Web site and creating a Web site that incorporated photos/videos and
computer-generated images (M = 8.3, each). For Site 3, the lowest self-efficacy task scores were
for constructing a Web site (M = 5.9) and creating a Web site that incorporated photos/videos
and computer-generated images (M = 6.1).

The tasks with the largest positive change in self-efficacy scores for Site 1 were
understanding who the audience is (+1.6), the task being related to agriculture (+1.4), and
photographing agriculturally related people, places, or events (+1.4). For Site 2, the largest task
score increases were filming agriculturally related people, places, or events (+2.9) and assessing
who was most at risk during a risk/crisis situation (2.0). The largest positive increases in tasks
scores for Site 3 were interviewing at least 10 people for a news story about water shortages
(+1.5) and assessing who was most at risk during a risk/crisis situation (+0.2).

The tasks with the greatest decrease in self-efficacy at Site 1 were completing a news
story (-0.4) and constructing a Web site (-0.2). The only task not see an increase in self-efficacy
for Site 2 was photographing agriculturally related people, places, or events (0.0). The tasks with
the greatest self-efficacy decrease for Site 3 were constructing a Web site (-2.1) and creating a
Web site that incorporated photos/videos and computer-generated images (-1.8).

Self-efficacy Towards Potential College Obstacles — Combined Results

When students considered the obstacles they may face when considering college (Table
3) the highest pre-workshop self-efficacy scores toward obstacles and thus the ability to
overcome them was attending school for four years (M = 9.2) and attending an out-of-state
school (M = 8.8). With the post-workshop scores, confidence in overcoming these two obstacles

remained high and were joined by high self-efficacy scores for there being a university within



200 miles of the participants school that offered the degree (M = 8.5) and needing a master’s
degree to earn more than $40,000 per year (M = 8.5).

Table 3

Measures of Central Tendency for Self-efficacy Toward Obstacles For All Participants (N =24)

Mean Median Mode SD
Obstacle pre post pre post pre  post pre post
Four-year degree 9.2 92 100 100 10 10 1.3 1.3
Out-of-state school 8.8 85 9.0 100 10 10 1.6 2.2
Paid < $30,000 6.5 63 7.0 7.0 a 10 3.0 35
Required ag literacy 75 74 8.0 8.0 a 8 2.3 2.1

Knowing multiple . 86 84 90 90 10 10 16 1.9
communication tEChnlques
University within 200 miles 8.1 85 90 9.0 10 10 2.3 1.8

Family against getting Ag.
Communications degree

6.3 72 7.0 85 10 10 3.7 3.1
Attending private university 7.2 73 15 80 10 10 3.0 2.8
No people of same ethnicity 7.3 80 90 9.0 10 10 3.3 2.3

Master’s degree required for

+$40,000 8.2 85 90 9.0 10 10 2.0 2.3

Note. Answers ranged from 0 = “Cannot do it at all” to 10 = “Highly Certain that I can do it.”
 Multiple modal scores indicated.

The lowest pre-workshop self-efficacy scores toward college-related obstacles were none
of the participant’s family members wanting the participant to pursue the degree (M = 6.3) and
that the career may pay less than $30,000 per year (M = 6.5). These two obstacles remain the
lowest rated in the post-workshop assessment. The obstacles that realized the greatest positive

change in self-efficacy scores were that none of the participant’s family members wanting them



to pursue the degree (+1.1) and the potential of there not being any people of the same ethnicity
as the participant in agricultural communications (+0.7). The obstacle with the greatest self-
efficacy decrease was attending an out-of-state school (-0.3).

Self-efficacy Towards Potential College Obstacles — Individual Site Results

When examining self-efficacy towards potential college obstacles by location (Table 4)
the highest pre-workshop self-efficacy score toward obstacles for Site 1 were going to school for
four years (M = 9.4) and attending an out-of-state school (M = 9.0). Site 2’s highest self-efficacy
levels were also going to school for four years (M = 9.5) and attending an out-of-state school (M
= 09.3). For Site 3, the highest pre-workshop areas were going to school for four years (M = 8.9)
and a required knowledge of multiple communications techniques (M = 8.6).

The lowest rated pre-workshop self-efficacy obstacles scores for Site 1 were none of the
participant’s family members wanting them to pursue an agricultural communications degree (M
=5.3) and careers typically paying less than $30,000 per year (M = 6.3). For Site 2, the lowest
pre-workshop self-efficacy levels was none of the participant’s family members wanted them to
pursue the degree (M = 7.0) and there not being any people of the same ethnicity as the
participant in agricultural communications (M = 7.0). Site 3’s lowest pre-workshop levels of self-
efficacy toward obstacles were careers typically paying less than $30,000 per year (M = 6.0), and
none of the participant’s family members wanting them to pursue the degree (M = 6.6) and
attending a private university (M = 6.6).

The obstacles with the highest post-workshop levels of self-efficacy toward the obstacles
for Site 1 were going to school for four years (M = 10.0) and there being a university within 200
miles of the participant’s hometown that offered the degree (M = 9.6). For Site 2, the areas with

the highest self-efficacy were attending an out-of state school (M = 9.7) and going to school for



four years (M = 9.5). Site 3’s highest post-workshop self-efficacy were going to school for four

years (M = 8.6) and a required knowledge of multiple communications techniques (M = 8.1).

Table 4

Summary of Mean Self-efficacy Toward Obstacles for Individual Locations (N = 24)

Site1(n=7) Site 2 (n = 6) Site 3 (n=11)

Obstacle pre  post  +/- pre  post  +/- pre  post  +/-
Four-year degree 94 10.0 06 95 9.5 0.0 89 86 -03
Out-of-state school 9.0 9.1 01 93 9.7 0.4 83 7.6 -07
Paid < $30,000 6.3 56 -07 77 85 08 6.0 56 -04
Required ag literacy 7.3 69 -04 72 78 0.6 77 74 -03
Knowing multiple 86 86 00 88 88 00 86 81 -05

communications techniques
University within 200 miles 8.7 96 09 73 8.7 1.4 82 7.7 -05
Family against getting AQ. 55 79 55 70 82 12 66 62 -04

Communications degree
Attending private university 7.6 84 08 7.7 78 01 66 63 -0.3
No people of same ethnicity 7.4 86 12 70 92 22 74 71 -03
Master's degree required for g9 91 o5 gg 90 02 76 77 01

+$40,000

Note. Answers ranged from 0 = “Cannot do it at all” to 10 = “Highly Certain that I can do it.” +/-
indicates change from pre-workshop level to post-workshop level.

For Site 1, the lowest areas of post-workshop self-efficacy toward obstacles were careers

typically paying less than $30,000 per year (M = 5.6) and a required basic knowledge of all

facets of agriculture (M = 6.9). The areas of the lowest self-efficacy for Site 2 were a required

basic knowledge of all facets of agriculture and attending a private university (M = 7.8, each).

Site 3’s lowest areas of post-workshop self-efficacy toward obstacles were careers typically



paying less than $30,000 per year (M = 5.6) and none of the participant’s family members
wanting them to pursue the degree (M =6.2)

The areas of the most increase for Site 1 in terms of self-efficacy toward obstacles were
none of the participant’s family members wanting them to pursue the degree (+2.6) and there not
being any people of the same ethnicity as the participant in agricultural communications (+1.2).
The areas of the biggest increase for Site 2 were there not being any people of the same ethnicity
as the participant in agricultural communications (+2.2) and there being a university within 200
miles of the participants hometown that offered the degree (+1.4). For Site 3, the only area to
increase was a master’s degree being required to earn more than $40,000 per year (+0.1).

The areas of decrease for Site 1 in terms of self-efficacy toward obstacles were careers
typically paying less than $30,000 per year (-0.7) and a required basic knowledge of all facets of
agriculture (-0.4). The only areas not to increase for Site 2 were going to school for four years
and a required knowledge of multiple communication techniques (0.0, each). The areas of the
biggest decrease for Site 3 were attending an out-of-state school (-0.7), and a required knowledge
of multiple communication techniques and there being a university within 200 miles of the
participant’s hometown that offered the degree (-0.5, each).

Conclusion/Implications/Recommendations

Overall, there were mixed results for the workshops’ ability to increase self-efficacy
toward specific tasks. The greatest increase in self-efficacy was in the specific task of
interviewing at least 10 people for a news story about water shortages and the task of
understanding who the audience is for agriculture-related communication.

When linking the specific tasks self-efficacy scores back to the workshop design and

delivery, the lessons on risk and crisis communication and video production were the most



effective lessons at increasing specific task self-efficacy with the least effective lesson areas
being Web design and news writing. When examining by the individual workshop sites, variance
was found with the most effective lesson areas being photography (Site 1), video (Site 2) and
risk and crisis communications (Sites 2 & 3). Similar variance between sites was found when
examining the least effective lessons with news writing (Site 1) and Web design in general (Site
1 & 3) being identified.

When assessing self-efficacy towards overcoming obstacles toward majoring in
agricultural communications or securing a related career, two areas realized the greatest positive
change as a result of the workshop at sites 1 and 2 (no formal agriculture instruction): (a) the
participant’s family members wanting them to pursue the degree found and (b) there not being
any people of the same ethnicity as the participant in agricultural communications. This change
was not realized at the school with formal agriculture instruction.

The results for sites 1 and 2 provide support for the successful workshops achieved by
Fritz et al. (2004) and Wiley et al. (1997) that saw improvements when individuals with
expertise led the workshops. It needs to be determined why Site 3 was not successful at
increasing self-efficacy. If the agricultural background of the students was a contributor, future
agricultural communications workshops for this demographic need to be tailored to suit the
needs for agriculture students. If ineffective lessons were the cause for the disparity, then it needs
to be determined what was done differently, and instructors should strive for consistency.

Looking at both the specific tasks and career-related obstacles areas of self-efficacy,
differences between the workshop locations were found. While the results of this study may
indicate a potential relationship between the workshop’s effectiveness in improving self-efficacy

towards agricultural communications and the presence/absence of formal agriculture instruction,



the results are not conclusive. Variance in participant demographics, workshop structure (setting,
order of lessons, tours, instructors, etc.), number of participants at each site, and the time of year
may also be contributing factors to the variance in scores. While additional workshops and

research are required, these findings are encouraging to those seeking to increase urban, minority

involvement in agriculture.
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