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Introduction and Review of Literature 

FFA associations across the nation have varying ways of managing their FFA membership. An increasingly popular membership management strategy is affiliate membership. “Affiliate membership” is the membership management strategy where all agricultural education students are FFA members. Instead of students paying optional, individual FFA membership dues, chapters are charged an affiliation fee based on the number of students enrolled in their agricultural classes (National FFA Organization, 2022). The affiliate membership program was adopted in 2009 and is still considered to be a relatively new membership structure (Rada et al., 2025; Sheehan & Moore, 2019; Sheehan et al., 2023). As agricultural education becomes increasingly popular, the National FFA Organization and its Board of Directors are guiding the organization toward 100% affiliation by 2028, celebrating the organization’s 100-year anniversary (National FFA Organization, 2025). By evaluating how different states and regions manage their membership, the National FFA organization can best navigate its membership decisions. 

A variety of studies have indicated both benefits and barriers of the FFA affiliation model. Teachers have expressed appreciation for no longer having to beg students to join the organization (Rada et al., 2025; Sheehan et al., 2023). Educators have found that affiliation has brought a greater diversity of students into their FFA program (Elliott & Lambert, 2018; Phelps et al., 2012; Sheehan et al., 2023). Teachers also appreciate that affiliated membership is simpler to handle than organizing individual student dues and value how it relieves the financial burden on students (Sheehan et al., 2023). The number one concern of agricultural educators regarding FFA affiliation membership is how the program will be funded (Rada et al., 2025; Sheehan et al., 2023). Of the 20 associations that have 100% membership, seven are fully funded by government budgets, governor funds, or state departments of agriculture (National FFA Organization, 2025a). Further concerns regarding affiliate membership include whether affiliation is increasing the engagement of students (Currie, 2017; Sheehan et al., 2023). Additionally, some teachers express a lack of available opportunities to get 100% of their students involved with the FFA (Sheehan et al., 2023). 

Purpose and Objectives

	Quantitative data on the FFA affiliation model is limited, and contain mainly qualitative studies (Sheehan et al., 2023; Sheehan & Moore, 2019; Rada et al., 2025; Falwell & Guffey, 2023). A gap in the literature has been identified, and this study seeks to quantitatively examine and evaluate the FFA affiliation model. The objective of this study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of the benefits and challenges of FFA affiliation North Carolina based on seven constructs, where the state association allows chapters to opt into the program. 




Framework

This study implemented Rogers’ (2003) Diffusion of Innovations theoretical framework. Rogers (2003) theorized that an individual’s decision to adopt a new idea (such as FFA affiliation) is based on the recommendations and communication from their peers who have experience with the new idea. Thus, the concept is proposed that an advisor’s decision to adopt the affiliation model is based on their conversations with other advisors whose chapters have already adopted the model. Rogers’ (2003) framework has four main components: the innovation, the social system, the communication channels, and time. A social system can take months to years to accept an idea as the standard practice (Rogers, 2003). Therefore, time is a critical component for the adoption of any innovation. Typically, the Diffusion of Innovation framework states that to speed up a social system’s innovation adoption rate, fewer individuals need to be involved in the decision-making process (Rogers, 2003). 

Methods
	The methodology is similar to a paper under review for the Journal of Agricultural Education. This study served as the pilot data for the instrumentation, but it has a different population and one extra construct. This quantitative study showcases perceived benefits and challenges from the perspectives of teachers who have opted into the FFA affiliation program. 

Instrumentation

Data were gathered using a Qualtrics questionnaire consisting of 67 questions. A seven-point Likert scale was used for the 52 questions assessing the constructs established through previous literature. A seven-point scale was used instead of a five-point scale to increase data quality (Taherdoost, 2019), and two questions were open-ended to allow participants to add benefits and challenges that may not have been included in the questionnaire. Data from the two open-ended questions are not included in this study. Questions included an affiliation knowledge check, 52 construct questions, demographics, and gift card drawing information. The research team created the instrument utilizing constructs as identified by Sheehan et al. (2023) and National FFA (2022), including financial management, integration of the three-circle model, student engagement, external engagement, teacher efficiency, and program efficiency. One construct (affiliation versus non-affiliation engagement) was created by the research team to assess teachers' perceived beliefs about whether the affiliation versus non-affiliation model led to more student engagement. This construct was created because teachers who had opted in North Carolina would have experience with both models. 

	Table 1

Question Examples by Construct

	Construct
	Question (Affiliation…)

	Affiliation vs. Non-Affil. Engagement
	leads to MORE engaged local FFA members than non-affiliation.
leads to LESS engaged local FFA members than non-affiliation.


	Student Engagement 
	makes my job as an FFA advisor easier to engage ALL students.

	
	

	External Engagement
	allows for easier partnerships with parents.


	Financial Management
	creates financial restrictions on our chapter.


	Integration of 3-Circle Model

	enables a more complete agricultural education program.

	Teacher Efficiency
	provides teachers with time to focus on instruction rather than membership logistics.


	Program Efficiency
	reduces the time needed to complete rosters.

	Note. The rating scale ranged from -3 = Strongly Disagree, -2 = Disagree, -1 = Slightly Disagree, 0 = Neutral, 1 = Slightly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Strongly Agree.



Data Collection

	All teachers in North Carolina who opted in to the FFA affiliation model during the 2024-2025 school year comprised the study population (N = 235). Emails were obtained from the state agricultural education directory, randomized, and a simple random sample of 155 emails was selected to showcase teachers’ perspectives (Fraenkel et al., 2023). If any emails were bounced back, the next email on the list was used to fulfill the desired sample size. The instrument was sent directly to participants via email in late April of 2025, and data collection concluded in late May. Following the guidance of Dillman et al. (2014), emails were sent according to a schedule over the course of four weeks. 

	Participants were asked 12 demographic questions. Overall, participants of this study were 62.5% female (n = 40), 87.5% white (n = 56), 79.5% members of the North Carolina agricultural teachers association (n = 58), and 61.6% members of NAAE (n = 45). Years of teaching experience and the licensure type can be seen in Table 2. 

	Table 2

Participant Demographics Years of Teaching and Type of Licensure

	Characteristic
	Category
	M
	Range
	f
	%

	Years Teaching (n = 64)
	
	12.37
	1 - 34
	
	

	
	0 - 3 Years
	
	
	14
	21.9

	
	4 - 7 Years
	
	
	8
	12.5

	
	8 - 14 Years
	
	
	21
	32.8

	
	15 + Years
	
	
	21
	32.8

	License Type (n = 64)
	
	
	
	

	
	Traditional in Agriculture
	
	
	39
	60.9

	
	Traditional in Other Area
	
	
	6
	8.2

	
	Alternatively in Agriculture
	
	
	18
	24.7

	
	Emergency Credential/License
	
	
	1
	1.4






Results/Findings

This study is quantitative in nature and assesses the seven constructs utilizing 52 items based on a seven-point Likert scale (-3 = “strongly disagree” to 0 = “neutral” to 3 = “strongly agree”). Data analysis was completed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 29. 

A simple random sample consisted of 155 of 235 teachers who opted into the affiliation model for the 2024-2025 school year. Overall, 64 surveys were completed, which yielded a 41.3% response rate. Early and late responses were analyzed for significant differences across the constructs, and none were found. This considers Linder et al. (2001), accounting for non-response bias. Since there are no significant differences, the results could be generalized to other teachers in this population. Correlations among demographic variables were run, and no significant differences were found. Summated means were calculated to represent constructs. 

The original program efficiency construct had many questions (n = 17), which may have yielded an inflated Cronbach’s alpha due to this number (Field, 2018). It was broken down into two constructs: teacher efficiency (n = 10) and program efficiency (n = 7). All constructs (financial management, integration of the three-circle model, student engagement, external engagement, teacher efficiency, program efficiency, and affiliation versus non-affiliation engagement) were analyzed using Cronbach’s Alpha post-hoc for reliability (see Table 3). Questions that were negatively phrased were reverse-coded to ensure Cronbach’s alpha is most reliable (Field, 2018). All constructs had a 𝛂 above 0.85 (see Table 3), which is acceptable (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). 

All summated means were calculated using reverse-coded questions to account for negatively worded questions, ensuring all questions were on the same scale. Means of -3.00 to -2.15 were ranked as “strongly disagree,” -2.14 to -1.30 as “disagree,” -1.29 to -0.44 as “slightly disagree,” -0.43 to 0.43 as “neutral,” 0.44 to 1.29 as “slightly agree,” 1.30 to 2.14 as “agree,” and 2.15 to 3.00 as “strongly agree.” All constructs fell into the slightly agree category (see Table 3).

	Table 3
Summated Means, Medians, and Modes of the Seven Constructs (n = 64-72).

	Construct
	Items (#)
	Response (n)
	Summated
	Reliability (α)

	
	
	
	Mean 
	Median
	Mode
	

	Student Engagement
	7
	66
	1.26
	1.43
	1.43
	.94

	Teacher Efficiency
	10
	64
	1.10
	1.20
	2.00
	.92

	Integration of the 3-Circle Model
	8
	64
	1.07
	1.13
	0.63
	.88

	Financial Management
	7
	64
	0.59
	0.71
	0.00
	.89

	External Engagement
	5
	66
	0.68
	0.60
	0.00
	.95

	Affiliation vs. Non-Aff. Engage.
	6
	72
	0.66
	0.83
	0.00
	.92

	Program Efficiency
	7
	64
	0.60
	0.71
	0.71
	.85

	Note. Strongly disagree = -3 to -2.15, disagree = -2.14 to -1.30, slightly disagree = -1.29 to -0.43, neutral = -0.43 to 0.43, slightly agree = 0.44 to 1.29, agree = 1.30 to 2.14, strongly agree = 2.15 to 3.00.


	When analyzing simple means, medians, and modes, it was noted that the responses from some participants were skewed. Because several medians and modes were higher than the means, analyses of frequencies of the summated means were conducted. The highest percentage of responses was in the agree range for five out of the seven constructs: student engagement, teacher efficiency, integration of the three-circle model, financial management, and affiliation versus non-affiliation engagement (see Table 4). However, the simple means masked the relatively few respondents who disagreed with the constructs or the benefits of affiliation. 

	Table 4
Percentage of Summated Means by Construct (n = 64-72).

	Construct
	Strongly Disagree 
	Disagree 
	Slightly Disagree 
	Neutral 
	Slightly Agree 
	Agree 
	Strongly Agree 

	Student Engagement
	1.5
	3.0
	---
	22.7
	16.7
	31.8
	24.2

	Teacher Efficiency
	---
	3.1
	6.2
	18.5
	23.1
	33.8
	15.4

	Integration of the 3-Circle Model
	---
	1.6
	6.3
	18.8
	29.7
	29.7
	14.1

	Financial Mgt.
	4.7
	4.7
	6.3
	26.6
	21.9
	28.1
	7.8

	External Engage.
	3.0
	1.5
	6.1
	37.9
	21.2
	22.7
	7.6

	Affiliation vs. Non-Affil. Engage.
	1.4
	5.6
	13.9
	20.8
	20.8
	25.0
	12.5

	Program Efficiency
	1.6
	6.3
	9.4
	26.6
	26.6
	18.8
	10.9

	Note. Numbers are presented as percentages of total respondents per construct.



One item was examined as a stand-alone question, but it is important to remember that this was not assessed for individual reliability, so it should not be generalized to the general population. The question, “The benefits outweigh the challenges of being an affiliated FFA chapter,” yielded a mean of 1.41, which falls into the “agree” category. This may be an interesting finding because teachers have the option to join the FFA affiliation model for their programs. 

Conclusions, Recommendations, and Implications
	
Overall, teachers in North Carolina who had previously adopted the National FFA Organization’s affiliation model of membership were positive about the benefits of affiliation. Teachers perceived the highest benefits to be increased student engagement, enhanced teacher efficiency, and full integration of agricultural education’s three-circle model. Over 50% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with enhanced student engagement as a benefit of affiliation. Over 40% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that teacher efficiency and integration of the three-circle model of agricultural education were benefits. When analyzing the single question, “The benefits outweigh the challenges of being an affiliated FFA chapter, teachers were most affirmative. 

It is interesting to note that there were no significant differences in the summated means across any demographic groups or subgroups of teacher participants. This conclusion could indicate the overall acceptability of the affiliation model among all types of teachers. Alternatively, this conclusion could indicate that teachers with certain licensure types, years of experience, or gender tend to adopt affiliation earlier than others. While this study engaged teachers who had adopted affiliation, additional research should be conducted to analyze any differences in the demographics of teachers who are early adopters of affiliation. Also, due to no significant differences among demographic groups and constructs, it suggests that teachers are uniform overall in their perceptions. 

Clearly, the National FFA Board of Directors and leadership within the National FFA Organization believe a tipping point has been crossed for affiliation. Presenting the idea of nationwide affiliate membership to the 2025 National FFA Convention Delegates aims to accelerate the model’s adoption. If the constitutional and bylaws amendments pass to allow only chapter-based membership, the total affiliation model could be adopted more quickly through the delegate body and Board of Directors approval, rather than waiting for each state association to opt into the model. 

Affiliate membership may be a powerful tool that seeks to provide FFA opportunities to all agricultural education students. Presently, 19 state associations have transitioned to 100% affiliate membership, while other states either prohibit affiliate membership or leave the decision up to individual FFA chapters. As the National FFA Organization moves towards a chapter-based, 100% affiliation membership model, concerns about the financial stability and participation levels of affiliate membership need to be addressed. By further studying affiliated associations and chapters, while evaluating the perceptions of affiliated teachers and students, the National FFA Organization will be better equipped to manage its student membership. 
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