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Introduction/Theoretical Framework

In 2020, the National FFA Organization published detailed steps toward implementing diversity and inclusion practices as part of their Agricultural Education for All initiative (National FFA Organization, 2020). Following feedback on this initiative, a task force was formed to develop a set of value statements to guide the organization's equity, inclusion, and diversity efforts. These guiding principles have been designed to replace the Agricultural Education for All initiative and were adopted by student delegates at the 94th National FFA Convention and Expo (Helmer, 2022).

While these parameters emphasize diversity and inclusion, research addressing their relevance and effect in agricultural education programming is limited owing to their recent publication. Furthermore, these recommendations are only concerned with agricultural education at the national level. Data on diversity and inclusion do not reflect specific demographics and cultures in each state's agricultural education and FFA organizations nor describe the impact of diversity and inclusion strategies at the state and local levels. According to the LaVergne (2008) model, inclusive diversity programs exist by understanding the benefits of diversity inclusion, recognizing pre-existing barriers of underrepresented students, and being aware of solutions to improve programs to create an educational culture and classroom where all students feel welcomed and treated fairly.

Though most of these guidelines focus on diversity and inclusion in active programs in agricultural education and FFA, it is essential to recognize how these efforts impact inactive programs. An inactive program has little to no participation in programming above the local level (Martin & Kitchel, 2014). Inactive programs result in limited opportunities for student participation, which can stem from ineffective teachers remaining in the classroom (Roberts & Dyer, 2004). Martin and Kitchel (2014) also found that the inactive nature of an agricultural education program can negatively influence student participation. Furthermore, LaVergne et al. (2014) found that if agricultural educators become comfortable with their views and are resistant to change and growth, the ability to recruit and retain students from underrepresented communities in agricultural education and FFA programming will be difficult, which conflicts with the list of qualities of effective agriculture teachers developed by Roberts and Dyer (2004). 

Despite these issues, preparing teachers to work with students from diverse backgrounds becomes essential in discovering how they practice diversity and inclusion. According to LaVergne et al. (2012b), 68.4 % of agricultural educators had no diversity/multicultural training as part of their undergraduate education, and 53.5 % did not get training in settings other than a teacher preparation program. Students do not feel accepted in FFA and find little value in agricultural education due to a lack of preparedness for agricultural instructors to engage with diverse communities (Gliem & Gliem, 2000). Ajzen's Theory of Planned Behavior helps characterize agricultural educators' attitudes and intentions for incorporating diversity and inclusion practices into their curriculum (1991). Using these tactics, teachers may be encouraged to seek new resources and chances to become successful instructors (Roberts & Dyer, 2004), primarily via multicultural education materials (LaVergne et al., 2012a). Thus, inactive programs would benefit from these initiatives, allowing students to feel engaged and accepted in agricultural education and FFA (Martin & Kitchel, 2014).

Purpose and Objectives

This research aimed to examine how the ideas of diversity and inclusion, as outlined in the National FFA Value Statements (Helmer, 2022), are implemented into school-based agricultural education and FFA programs in New Mexico. We specifically looked at programs that do not engage in agricultural education or FFA programming at the state level or above (Martin & Kitchel, 2014). This study addressed the third research priority of the American Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE), which is "recruiting diverse people into agricultural and natural resource occupations" (Stripling & Ricketts, 2016, p. 31). The following objectives guided the study: 1) describe the impact of the National FFA Value Statements on inactive agricultural education programs in New Mexico; 2) compare how teachers and students practice National FFA Value Statements concepts, and 3) describe any need to increase diversity and inclusiveness in inactive agricultural education programs in New Mexico.

Method

We used Qualtrics to administer the instrument for this research, which was designed in a one-shot case study design through an observational format. The instrument consisted of various questions and constructs patterned after the National FFA Value Statements (Helmer, 2022) and built utilizing techniques designed by Dillman et al. (2014). The study's population includes high school and middle school agricultural education teachers in New Mexico during the 2021-2022 school year (N = 48) who did not attend a mid-year agricultural educator conference held in conjunction with a state-level FFA leadership conference, as verified by the agricultural teacher directory listed on the New Mexico Agricultural Education and FFA Association webpage. All participants presently teach in a school-based agriculture education program with an inactive FFA chapter. The study's response rate was 45.83 % (n = 22).

The instrument was delivered by a timetable devised by Dillman et al. (2014) through electronic methods via participant email addresses. Questions were posed to agricultural educators regarding how successfully they integrate diversity and inclusion strategies in their programs, as well as their general grasp and understanding of these topics. Participants were also asked how elements of the National FFA Value Statements are presently being incorporated into their program from the viewpoint of student practice. We hope that the findings of this study will help determine the presence of diversity and inclusion in inactive agricultural education programs in New Mexico, the impact of the National FFA Value Statements on the quality and inclusiveness of inactive programs, and whether any additional actions should be taken for to develop a better understanding of the subject matter among agricultural educators.

We examined the data using Statistical Analysis System (SAS) to establish data reliability. We computed Cronbach's alpha coefficient, reporting a coefficient of 0.91 for the overall study, a coefficient of 0.93 for how instructors practice diversity and inclusion, and a coefficient of 0.89 for how teachers perceive their students' abilities to practice diversity and inclusion. To ensure a sufficient level of internal consistency, a reliability analysis coefficient greater than 0.7 is necessary (Taber, 2018). Furthermore, the frequency of responses included in the instrument questionnaire was examined using a Likert scale ranging from 1: Strongly Disagree to 5: Strongly Agree and is shown in frequency tables pertinent to each research topic. The mean and standard deviation of all questions were computed as well. The total ratings of each question were examined to assess their impact on the study.

Results

According to the data gathered on all participants' background information, more than 71% (f = 15) of instructors had undergone a multicultural course or training, and more than 59% (f = 13) were unfamiliar with the FFA Value Statements (see Table 1).	
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Table 1.
Background Information of Participants (n = 22)

	Category
	f
	%

	Completion of Multicultural Course/Trainingb
	
	

	Yes
	15
	71.42

	No
	6
	28.57

	Familiarity with FFA Value Statements
	
	

	Yes
	9
	40.91

	No
	13
	59.09


Note. a 2 participants did not respond.

Per the data collected, 90% (f = 18, M = 4.90, SD = 0.31) reported accepting students' contributions to the advancement of the program, whereas 5% (f = 1, M = 4.40, SD = 0.90) reported not being provided with the tools and resources required to comprehend and practice diversity and inclusion (See Table 2). Furthermore, 10% (f = 2, M = 4.70, SD = 0.64) reported allowing individuals to recognize and explore their differences in the program.	

Table 2.
National FFA Value Statements as Practiced by Teachers in Inactive Programs (n = 22)

	
	M
	SD
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	
	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	I respect the individual culture and experiences of students.a
	4.80
	0.51
	17
	85.00
	2
	10.00
	1
	5.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	I embrace the individual culture and experiences of students.a
	4.85
	0.36
	17
	85.00
	3
	15.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	[bookmark: _Hlk97284575]I have developed a welcoming attitude toward students in the program.a
	4.85
	0.36
	17
	85.00
	3
	15.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	[bookmark: _Hlk97284897]I have accepted all students’ contributions to the advancement of the program.a
	4.90
	0.30
	18
	90.00
	2
	10.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	[bookmark: _Hlk97285286]I have cultivated a welcoming and inclusive environment for students.a
	4.80
	0.51
	17
	85.00
	2
	10.00
	1
	5.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	[bookmark: _Hlk97295015][bookmark: _Int_psZYGkFT]I have allowed individuals to recognize and explore their differences.a
	4.70
	0.64
	16
	80.00
	2
	10.00
	2
	10.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	I have been given the tools and resources needed to understand and practice diversity and inclusion.a
	4.40
	0.97
	12
	60.00
	6
	30.00
	1
	5.00
	0
	0.00
	1
	5.00


Note. Scale: 5: Strongly Agree, 4: Agree, 3: Undecided, 2: Disagree, 1: Strongly Disagree. a 2 participants did not respond.

Overall, instructors had varying degrees of agreement on their students' ability to practice concepts from the National FFA Value Statements, with 85.71 % (f = 18, M = 4.43, SD = 0.73) agreeing that their students respect the cultures and experiences of their peers (See Table 3). However, only 66.67 % (f = 14, M = 3.95, SD = 0.79) said that their students allowed others to recognize and explore their differences. Furthermore, 14.29 % (f = 3, M = 3.95, SD = 1.05) reported that their students lacked the skills and resources necessary to comprehend and practice diversity and inclusion.
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National FFA Value Statements Practiced by Students as Perceived by Teachers (n = 22)

	
	M
	SD
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	
	
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Students respect the culture and experiences of peers.a
	4.43
	0.73
	12
	57.14
	6
	28.57
	3
	14.29
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	Students embrace the culture and experiences of peers.a
	4.14
	0.83
	8
	38.10
	9
	42.86
	3
	14.29
	1
	4.76
	0
	0.00

	Students have developed a welcoming attitude toward peers.a
	4.33
	0.71
	10
	47.61
	8
	38.10
	3
	14.29
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	[bookmark: _Int_9JnzBaA1]Students have accepted their peers’ contributions to the advancement of the program.a
	4.10
	0.87
	8
	38.10
	8
	38.10
	4
	19.05
	1
	4.76
	0
	0.00

	Students have cultivated a welcoming and inclusive environment.a
	4.10
	1.06
	10
	47.61
	5
	23.81
	5
	23.81
	0
	0.00
	1
	4.76

	[bookmark: _Int_vCu2nfq1]Students allow everyone to recognize and explore their differences.a
	3.95
	0.79
	6
	28.57
	8
	38.10
	7
	33.33
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	Students have been given tools and resources to understand and practice diversity and inclusion.a
	3.95
	1.05
	8
	38.10
	7
	33.33
	3
	14.29
	3
	14.29
	0
	0.00


Note. Scale: 5: Strongly Agree, 4: Agree, 3: Undecided, 2: Disagree, 1: Strongly Disagree.  a 1 participant did not respond.

Conclusions/Recommendations

Based on the data collected, it can be concluded that these concepts have a strong presence in inactive programs; however, with educators indicating their unfamiliarity with the National FFA Value Statements, it becomes difficult to determine if this statement is true and if the Value Statements are indeed being practiced. Furthermore, data indicate that teachers practice these concepts at higher frequencies than their students. Due to Ajzen’s (1991) findings, it can be concluded that the behavior of one group, for instance, agricultural educators, can influence the behavior of a secondary group, for example, agricultural education students and FFA members. As agriculture teachers have a considerable influence on their students, it can be expected that students should practice these concepts at a greater or equal frequency than their agriculture teachers. The data collected does not reflect this concept, and further research on this phenomenon is needed to determine why students practice diversity and inclusion at lesser frequencies than their students. Due to the findings of this study, it can be concluded that further resources and professional development must be provided to inactive programs, as these programs have a higher potential for closing than active programs in state-level programming. As a result, a population of students from underrepresented communities can potentially be lost and unable to participate in agricultural education and FFA programming. 

[bookmark: _Hlk104881777]Based on these results, we recommend that further opportunities for multicultural education training be provided for educators during their teacher preparation program at their respective universities (Luft, 1996). Furthermore, per LaVergne et al. (2012b) recommendations, we recommend implementing a mentorship program to allow agricultural educators and multicultural education experts to collaborate and incorporate diversity and inclusion concepts into the classroom. This can help develop strategies to improve student participation and assist inactive programs to become more involved in agricultural education programming. Additionally, to address the effectiveness of diversity and inclusion efforts, we recommend that secondary preparation programs utilize the list of characteristics developed by Roberts and Dyer (2004) to better prepare teachers for including students from underrepresented communities in classroom instruction and FFA participation. Doing so will help prepare teachers to respond to various situations from a multicultural perspective and potentially avoid the closure of inactive agricultural education and FFA programs.  
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