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Introduction/ Need for Research
Agricultural leadership programs (ALP) provide opportunities for participants to gain an understanding of issues and to develop the leadership skills necessary to become effective spokespersons for agriculture and natural resource industries (Abington-Cooper, 2005; Miller, 1976). Programs improve participants’ leadership skills “through experiential [and] action learning processes that include instruction, practice, feedback, and reflection” (Van de Valk, 2010, p. 142). Though there is no single program theory that guides ALP’s, Strickland (2011) identified that ALPS’s can facilitate the learning process within Roberts’ (2006) model of the experiential learning process. Reflection is an important component of experiential learning (Roberts, 2006) and of the leadership program experience (Van de Valk, 2010). Day (2000) proposed that “leadership development is enhanced to the extent that structured opportunities for individual and group reflection are included as part of action learning” (p. 603). In his study of leadership program theory, Van de Valk (2010) recommended that program design should incorporate reflection as it allows for participants to learn from their experience and encourages lifelong learning through the practice of ongoing reflection.

Most research on ALP’s has examined program impacts at the participant, community and industry levels. Though positive outcomes have been demonstrated through evaluations, how programs have achieved these outcomes has not been assessed. While most programs incorporate reflection in their curriculum, the outcomes of reflection have not been assessed. Additionally, research has not determined if participants are critically reflecting on the material presented. By examining evidence of program effectiveness through teaching approaches such as experiential learning and reflection, programs within the field of adult leadership development and agricultural leadership can understand and model successful practices. This study was part of a larger research project that explored how an ALP utilized reflection methods and determined how specific reflection methods, at the group and individual level influence critical reflection. The objective of this specific study was to identify if, or to what extent reflection methods utilized by the program lead to critical reflection by participants.

Theoretical Framework
Research has found that the best way to learn about leadership is through experience (Zaleznik, 1993). In a synthesis of theories and models by Dewey, Joplin, and Kolb, Roberts (2006) proposed the model of the experiential learning process. Learners construct meaning from their experience as they move through the three parts of the cycle; initial experience, reflection and generalization. Strickland (2011) indicated the importance of outside influences and demographic variables on the experiential learning cycle. These are often brought forth in the reflective process of the cycle of learning. Reflection holds as much weight as the experience as reflection allows participants to develop an understanding of themselves and the experience (Roberts, 2006). In his study of reflection and transformative learning, Mezirow (1991) proposed six different stages of reflection. In these six stages, differences are presented between reflective and non-reflective action. Non-reflective action includes the stages of habitual action, thoughtful action, and introspection. Within these stages, learners seek out theories, objects or explanations. Stages of reflective action include content, process, and premise reflection. In these stages, the learner critiques what is perceived, thought, judged and felt. Critical reflection is achieved when the learner asks themselves why they think, perceive, judge and feel and assesses the consequences of doing so (Mezirow, 1991).

Methodology
This qualitative study utilized a relativist ontology and an epistemology of constructionism. Participants (N = 30) of the purposive sample were members of [class] of the [Leadership Program]. The sample represented a cross section of the state’s agriculture and natural resource industries. Data consisted of group and individual reflection activities and were collected over a two year period. Data included transcribed group reflection and individual questionnaires and journals. Data analysis was conducted using the grounded theory approach employed by Charmaz (2006).

Findings
Findings suggest that participants reflected at four of the six levels of reflection; introspection, content reflection, process reflection and premise reflection. Within individual activities, participants reflected at the introspection, content and process levels. Within group reflection activities, participants also reflected at the introspection, content and process levels, but also reached the premise reflection level which is an indicator of critical reflection (Mezirow, 1991). Differences could be found in the type of reflection and the questions in which participants reflected upon. Participants used multiple processes while reflecting on experiences such as using shared experiences and individual experiences to convey observations, conveying opinions, reporting change and transformation, and disclosing wants and goals. Participants utilized shared class experiences and personal experiences to critically reflect. While critically reflecting, participants indicated how individuals or organizations can change, and why those changes took place. Statements also offered assessment of consequences and reframing of issues. This was evident in statements such as;
And it got to the point where [Leadership Program] has taught me patience for a leadership standpoint because in my prior industry, all decisions made [need] to be done five seconds.. and we've got to live with the consequences… This really allowed me to get a better understanding of sitting back and saying okay, now what is the issue, why do I need to think this way or why can’t you accept my way? You've got to open a box and make a better decision.

Conclusion
Participants used reflective action in most reflections which indicates that program experiences are being reflected upon. Premise reflection, or critical reflection occurred mainly when participants reflected on the lessons learned and when they were able to remove themselves from an issue so the problem could be redefined. Researchers recommend that program facilitators prepare participants for reflection through teaching the mechanics of reflection but also be putting forth reflective questions before the actual experience. As a result, participants are given more time to reflect on their own before presenting information. This will allow participants to evaluate content and processes (Mezirow, 1991) and be able to incorporate previous knowledge to new experiences, thereby expanding learning structures (Roberts, 2006). Directions for future research include examining the correlation of critical reflection with individual traits and by studying critical reflection over time by examining participants critically reflect as a result of the two year program. By providing instruction to participants on reflection, providing ample time to reflect on an experience reflection can be a valuable tool to critically examine experiences within and beyond the program curriculum (Van de Valk, 2010).
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