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Comparing the Self-Efficacy of Florida School-Based
Agricultural Education Teachers Delivering Online and In-
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for in-person and
online instruction. The methodology included a descriptive survey approach to determine the self-
efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers. A census of SBAE teachers was conducted in the Fall of 2020 and
Spring of 2021. The population included a total of 500 SBAE teachers in the Florida. Major findings
included a significantly different self-efficacy score for in-person instructors (M =4.22, SD = 0.48)
when compared to instructors who taught online (M = 2.98, SD = 0.67). Navigating online platforms
for teaching, coupled with the conditions in which teachers had to move to online instruction during
COVID-19 could have reduced the self-efficacy of teachers. Recommendations include training for
teachers on how to navigate online platforms, as well as professional development to enhance
skillsets of teachers in pedagogical practices for engaging online learners. Teachers should look for
support from their peers who are proficient in online teaching. Preservice teacher education
programs should consider integrating online delivery instructional practices into existing coursework
and moving back to in-person instruction when it is safe to do so.
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Introduction and Problem Statement

In early 2020, the coronavirus began to make impacts in the United States, with the World
Health Organization (WHO) declaring COVID-19 a pandemic by March 2020 (World Health
Organization, 2021). The pandemic caused a major shift in the modality of teaching in a matter
of days (Cardullo et al., 2021). Teachers were faced with the challenge of moving their
instruction from in-person to teaching in an online setting almost overnight (Easterly et al.,
2020). Despite the motivation or familiarity with remote instruction, teachers were required to
deliver their instruction in a remote setting (Lindner et al., 2020). The impacts of COVID-19
continued to affect education through 2020 and into 2021, leaving many educators with the
challenge of teaching a mix of in-person and online in the 2020-2021 school year.

The diversity of subject matter in school-based agricultural education (SBAE) and the
responsibilities of managing the FFA organization and supervised agricultural experiences (SAE)
add additional complexities to the role of teaching agriculture (Talbert et al., 2014), while
recent shifts in teaching modalities in education likely compounded this challenge. While
teachers had to make swift changes in their content delivery, they also had to adapt their
pedagogical approaches to help support the ability to teach online (Cardullo et al., 2021).
According to Cardullo et al. (2021), many teachers were trying to learn how to navigate online
platforms while also adapting to the pedagogical shift in online instruction. This study sought to
determine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for in-person and online instruction, as well
as compare the self-efficacy of those teaching each modality.

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

Self-efficacy was the theoretical framework for this study (Bandura, 1977a). Self-efficacy
determines whether coping behaviors will be initiated, as well as the effort put forth when
facing challenging experiences (Bandura, 1977a). Self-efficacy has developed as an important
predictor of success for a wide range of tasks, including those of teachers (Bandura, 1995).
Teachers reporting higher self-efficacy were found to be more likely to stay committed to
teaching as a profession, with lower burnout rates and exhaustion (Klassen & Chiu, 2011; Zee &
Koomen, 2016). Further research grew from the work of Bandura (1977a); thus, teacher
efficacy was acknowledged as a type of self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

Self-efficacy and teacher self-efficacy are developed through mastery experiences, vicarious
experiences, social persuasion, and physiological and emotional states (Bandura 1977a, 1986).
A teacher with low self-efficacy has a belief that there is modest influence on the motivation of
students, with the teacher’s influence being limited by their environment. Teachers with higher
self-efficacy would be more likely to create learning experiences that engage students, with the
belief that their extra efforts will successfully influence the learning environment and their
students (Bandura, 1997). It is more likely that a teacher with high self-efficacy would
implement a new strategy or approach to teaching (Guskey, 1998).
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Within the framework of K-12 education, teaching self-efficacy has been studied, with the
common theme that teachers with high self-efficacy showed positive correlations with the
desired outcomes that benefit student learning (Bandura et al., 1996; Goddard et al., 2000;
Humphries et al., 2012; Swan et al., 2011; Wolf, 2011). Recent changes in technology illuminate
opportunities that seek to understand teacher self-efficacy through the lens of in-person and
online instruction, as well as how these modalities affect teacher self-efficacy. Although
previous research has explored self-efficacy in school-based agricultural education (McKim &
Velez, 2016), little is known about agriculture teacher self-efficacy in a COVID-19 influenced
teaching environment.

The computer and online self-efficacy of learners was explored by Wei and Chou (2020), finding
that the perceptions of self-efficacy affected learning readiness. While research has explored
the self-efficacy of teachers (Easterly & Simpson, 2020; McKim & Velez, 2016; Thornton et al.,
2020;), as well as teachers’ remote teaching self-efficacy (e.g., Easterly et al., 2020), at the time
of this study there had not yet been a study that compared teacher self-efficacy of in-person
and online instruction.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to examine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for in-

person and online instruction. The research was guided by the following objectives:

1. Determine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for in-person instruction

2. Determine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for online instruction

3. Compare the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for delivering instruction online and in-
person.

Methods

This study used a descriptive survey approach to determine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE
teachers. A census of SBAE teachers in the state of Florida was conducted in the Fall of 2020
with final data collection in the spring of 2021. These data were collected as part of a larger
study. The population frame was developed by agricultural education faculty in the Department
of Agricultural Education and Communication at the University of Florida in collaboration with
the state agricultural education supervisor and the Florida FFA Association office. A total of 515
teachers were contacted. Fifteen teachers were removed from the population because they no
longer taught at that school yielding a corrected population frame of N = 500. The tailored
design method described by Dillman et al. (2014) was used. A pre-notice letter with a $1 cash
incentive was mailed to the participants. The initial contact email with the links to a Qualtrics
instrument was sent out when the pre-notice letter was expected to arrive. Additional reminder
emails were used to encourage responses. Four teachers opted out of the study. Usable data
was provided from 248 respondents yielding a response rate of 49.6%. An archival analysis
technique was used to test for non-response bias (Johnson & Shoulders, 2019; Rogelberg &
Stanton, 2007). Chi-square tests were conducted with known variables of the non-respondents.
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No significant difference was found for gender (X? (1, N = 500) = 1.18, p < .05) and FFA district
(X? (5, N =500) = 1.52, p < .05). The data was considered to be representative of the population
in the study.

The 12-item short form of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was used (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The individual items are available on Table 1. It has been
determined to be a valid measure of self-efficacy when used in the short form (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). According to Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), the
short form of the instrument was a reliable measure with a Cronbach’s alpha of a =.90 when
tested with inservice teachers SBAE teachers were engaged in in-person and online instruction
when the instrument was completed. We asked the teachers to rate their efficacy on the scale
as it related to their teaching in-person and teaching at a distance (online) using side-by-side
matrixes. The scale asked participants to rate their influence on various teaching practices. The
anchors of the scale were (1) Nothing, (2) Very Little, (3) Some Influence, (4) Quite a Bit, (5) A
Great Deal. Real limits were established for scale interpretation. The real limits were 1.0-1.49 =
Nothing, 1.5-2.49 = Very Little, 2.5-3.49 = Some Influence, 3.5-4.49 = Quite a bit, 4.5-5.0 = A
Great Deal.

The post-hoc reliability was found to be a = .90 for the in-person scale and a = .89 for the online
scale. If multiple items were incomplete from the scale, or the entire scale was missing, the
data were omitted from analysis. Data were analyzed using SPSS version 27. Means and
standard deviations were calculated for objectives one and two. A paired samples t-test was
conducted for objective three. The data were analyzed as a sample data and inferential
statistics were calculated to compare the means to reduce the likelihood that differences were
due to stochastic error as a complete response rate was not achieved.

Findings

A total of 248 respondents participated in the study. Of the respondents, 30.2% (n = 75) were
male, and 69.8% (n = 173) were female. 89.9% (n = 213) indicated there were white, non-
Hispanic, 4.2% (n = 10) were Hispanic/Latinx, 2.8% (n = 7) were Black/Non-Hispanic, and 2.8% (n
= 7) indicated they were another race or bi/multi-racial. The respondents had an average of
12.8 (SD = 10.3) years of teaching experience. Of the respondents, 2.1% (n = 5) reported
teaching completely online, 19.0% (n = 45) completely face-to-face, and 78.9% (n = 187)
reported teaching a mix of face-to-face and online students.

Objective 1: Determine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for in-person instruction
The teachers were asked to respond to questions on the TSES scale for their in-person
instruction. There were valid responses from 246 teachers. The mean reported self-efficacy for
the overall scale was 4.22 (SD = 0.48) which corresponds to quite a bit of influence on the scale.
The values ranged from 3.00 to 5.00.
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Objective 2: Determine the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for online instruction

The teachers were also to respond to questions on the TSES scale for teaching online. The mean
reported self-efficacy for teaching online was 2.98 (SD = 0.67) which is aligned with some
influence on the scale. The values ranged from 1.00 to 5.00.

Objective 3: Compare the self-efficacy of Florida SBAE teachers for delivering instruction at a
distance and in-person.

The individual items used to determine the self-efficacy scale are displayed in Table 1. The
items were treated as scale data, therefore comparisons between individual items were not
calculated. The self-efficacy of teachers for in-person and online instruction were compared
using a paired samples t-test. There was a significant difference (t (234) = 24.5 p < .01) between
the TSES for teaching in-person (M = 4.22, SD = 0.48) and teaching online (M = 2.98, SD = 0.67).
There was a large effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.79).
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Table 1

Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale for in-person and online teaching

In Person Online
n M SD n M SD
Overall Self-Efficacy 246 4.22 0.48 237 2.98 0.67
How much can you control disruptive 246 4.24 0.75 240 2.90 1.14
behavior?
How much can you do to motivate 246 3.88 0.78 239 2.27 0.74

students who show low interest in
schoolwork?
How much can you do to get students 246 4.18 0.68 239 2.79 0.88
to believe they can do well in
schoolwork?

How much can you do to help your 246 4.02 0.78 237 2.79 0.89
students value learning?

To what extent can you craft good 246 4.28 0.68 237 3.74 0.94
guestions for your students?

How much can you do to get students 246 4.35 0.68 238 2.93 1.00
to follow classroom rules?

How much can you do to calm a 246 4.24 0.72 237 3.03 1.24
student who is disruptive of noisy?

How well can you establish a 246 4.38 0.63 237 3.08 1.13

classroom management system with
each group of students?

How much can you a variety of 246 4.39 0.68 237 2.88 1.10
assessment strategies?
To what extent can you provide an 246 4.48 0.58 237 3.48 1.04

alternative explanation or example
when students are confused?

How much can you assist families in 246 3.93 0.78 237 3.07 0.93
helping their children do well in
school?

How well can you implement 246 4.28 0.69 237 2.86 0.98
alternative strategies in your
classroom?

Note. Real limits for the scale are 1.0-1.49 = Nothing, 1.5-2.49 = Very Little, 2.5-3.49 = Some
Influence, 3.5-4.49 = Quite a bit, 4.5-5.0 = A Great Deal

Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations

Our first conclusion is that teachers who taught in person courses had a relatively high self-
efficacy (M = 4.22, SD = 0.48) with values that ranged from 3.00 to 5.00. Our second conclusion
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is that teachers who engaged in online instruction had a significantly lower reported self-
efficacy rating than their in-person peers (M = 2.98, SD = 0.67), with values that ranged from
1.00 to 5.00. Our third conclusion is that when comparing self-efficacy scores for delivering
instruction in-person versus online, the self-efficacy rating was an average of 1.24 points higher
(scale of 1.00-5.00).

This difference is supported by Bandura’s (1977b, 1986, 1997, 2001) social cognitive theory and
the interactions of personal, behavioral, and social/environmental factors. Self-efficacy shapes
how individuals respond to their environment, as well as the belief that one is capable to
execute a course of action when faced with challenges (Bandura, 1977a). As teachers addressed
challenges due to the COVID-19 pandemic in both their personal and professional lives (WHO,
2021), the modality of instruction had strong impacts on self-efficacy (Cohen’s d = 0.79). The
results in this study align with previous research that identified challenges teachers faced at the
onset of the pandemic, including changes in teaching approaches, educational experiences, and
teacher well-being (Easterly et al., 2021). Cardullo et al. (2021) identified factors such as
perceived usefulness and system quality as predictors for teacher self-efficacy, or the belief that
teachers can successfully motivate students while teaching online.

When looking at types of experiences that are critical in the development of self-efficacy, the
areas of mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological and
emotional states should be examined (Bandura 1977a, 1986). The most powerful of these
experiences included mastery experiences, by which an individual finds success in attempting a
given behavior, and in turn be more likely to attempt the behavior again, ultimately finding
themselves successful (Bandura, 1986). In the case of online learning, the frustrations shared by
teachers presents a hurdle for mastery experience to occur (Cardulla et al., 2021; Easterly et al.,
2021). Additionally, vicarious experiences provide the opportunity for observation of others and
their success in completing a given behavior. With common struggles among teachers in the
online delivery modality, this reinforcing experience may not have been present for online
teachers. The last two experiences presented by Bandura (1986) include social persuasion and
physiological and emotional states. Although we do not know the exact social persuasion that
was exerted on educators, we can connect the idea that internal feelings and emotions when
completing a task can inherently influence self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; McKim & Velez, 2016).
Although teachers are flexible by nature, the emotional distress of navigating online learning in
an already altered environment may have further reduced teachers’ self-efficacy (Cardullo
et.al., 2021; Easterly, 2021). In addition, teacher attitude and the facilitating conditions in which
they teach can influence self-efficacy (Cardullo et al., 2021). Technology issues surfaced in
recent research related to remote instruction during COVID-19 (WHO, 2021), and remains a
challenge for educators (Easterly et al., 2021). On the contrary, the familiarity of teaching in-
person was reflected in a higher reported self-efficacy score for in-person instructors, despite
factors that may have provided challenges for this modality (i.e., masks, social distancing,
limited teaching practices).

We recommend schools move back into in-person format when it is safe to do so. If online
instruction is necessary for a protracted period, or for groups of students in vulnerable
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populations, increased support for online teachers, including training on how to navigate online
platforms, and professional development on pedagogical practices for engaging online learners
is needed. In addition, teachers should seek teachers who are proficient in online delivery and
learn more about successful practices that can be implemented. Practitioners should consider
offering teachers training and support in both online pedagogical practices, as well as how to
navigate the extra stressors during a global pandemic. Preservice teacher preparation programs
should consider including practices to deliver online instruction as part of their coursework.
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