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Abstract

The affiliation model is one option FFA chapters can use when managing student members. This mixed-methods study evaluates perceptions of school-based agricultural education (SBAE) teachers’ benefits and challenges in North Carolina, where teachers can opt into the model. This study utilized Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation theoretical framework to assess the perceptions of FFA affiliation in North Carolina. FFA affiliation would require all students enrolled in an SBAE class to be members of the FFA program. This moves the organization to a chapter-based participation fee versus individual member-based dues. Six constructs were identified in the literature, and one was developed by the research team to guide the questionnaire. A simple random sample of SBAE teachers who had opted into the FFA affiliate model for their program in the 2024-2025 school year was the sample population. Participants had a slightly more positive view of the FFA affiliation model than the non-affiliation model, and the data were skewed towards agreement with the constructs. Younger teachers generally had a more positive view of the model than their older counterparts. Two open-ended questions provided qualitative insights to benefits and challenges not discussed in the questionnaire. Teachers found the North Carolina incentives to be an added benefit, including a free camp registration, a free state FFA officer visit, and more. They found that choosing the model added a component of student apathy among FFA members, as they were automatically enrolled in the program rather than choosing to be an FFA member. This showcases the perceptions of those who choose the model, its benefits and challenges, and may be beneficial for stakeholders to hear teachers' experiences with the model in their programs.

This manuscript is based on data published in the Southern Region AAAE Conference Proceedings, Paglia et al. (2026).

Introduction and Review of Literature 

Agricultural education is taught using the three-circle model. This model includes classroom/laboratory instruction, supervised agricultural experience (SAE), and FFA (Croom, 2008; National FFA Organization, 2017). The three-circle model, as we know it today, was first described in the FFA advisor handbook released in 1975 (Croom, 2008). The FFA Organization is a Career and Technical Student Organization (CTSO). Students involved in CTSO are encouraged to strengthen their leadership skills through hands-on learning and real-world experiences (National Coordinating Council for Career and Technical Student Organizations, 2014). The FFA Organization’s mission statement strongly reflects the ideals of CTSOs, stating that the FFA “develops [students] potential for premier leadership, personal growth, and career success through agricultural education” (National FFA Organization, 2026). CTSOs and the three-circle agricultural education model help strengthen FFA members' futures. According to Rose et al. (2026), 80.5% of FFA members in the study say they are more likely to pursue further education or a trade after high school because of their FFA involvement. One could argue that FFA membership is crucial for student success. This presents the question of how FFA membership is handled and awarded.

FFA associations across the nation have varying ways of managing their FFA membership. An increasingly popular membership management strategy is the affiliate membership model. Affiliate membership is a membership management strategy in which 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 remains 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 adopting the affiliation model (National FFA Organization, 2025a). In October 2025, National FFA delegates failed to pass a motion that would establish the FFA affiliation model as the requirement for all state associations (National FFA Organization, 2025b). By evaluating how different states and regions manage their membership, the National FFA Organization can best navigate its membership decisions. 

The National FFA Convention Delegates recommended the FFA affiliation model at the 2009 National FFA Convention, and the National Board of Directors adopted the model in early 2010 (Deimler et al., 2021; National FFA Organization, 2009a, 2009b, 2010). As of April 2025, 20 associations had adopted the affiliation model, with the oldest adopter being California and the most recent being the U.S. Virgin Islands (National FFA Organization, 2025c). Nationwide, over 75% of students are members through affiliation, and 61% of FFA chapters use the affiliate membership model (National FFA Organization, 2025a). States have adopted the affiliation model since 2017, when regional data indicated that the majority of chapters across all four regions were still paying individual dues, with the Southern Region having the lowest percentage of affiliated chapters (Sheehan & Moore, 2019). Currie (2017) conducted a study that showed that the affiliation membership model best served states with higher proportions of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch, non-white members, and increasing student populations. It is critical to understand the thoughts and concerns about affiliate membership to more widely adopt the model nationwide. 

The National FFA Organization remained a “private” organization until it received its National Charter in 1950 (Croom, 2008). This charter officially linked FFA membership and agricultural education, and has raised questions about how membership should be managed for agricultural students across the nation (Croom, 2008; National FFA Organization, 2022). The National FFA Organization’s Federal Charter Amendments Act (2019) states that FFA is an “integral component of instruction in agricultural education." Therefore, it can be argued that all students enrolled in an SBAE class are worthy of FFA membership, and that membership in the organization should not be optional (Deimler et al., 2021; National FFA Organization, 2022). Historically, a gap exists between the number of students enrolled in agricultural courses and the FFA membership. In 1969, 87,000 students enrolled in agricultural education but chose not to join FFA (Welton, 1970). This problem has not disappeared over time; 25% of agricultural education students aged 12-21 did not have an FFA membership and were actively missing out on the organization in 2019-2020 (Deimler et al., 2021). The FFA affiliation model seeks to bridge this gap between agricultural education students and FFA membership. 

A variety of studies have indicated both benefits and barriers of the FFA affiliation model, although these studies are qualitative. 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 main concern of agricultural educators regarding FFA affiliation membership is funding the program (Rada et al., 2025; Sheehan et al., 2023). Of the 20 state associations that have adopted affiliation, seven are fully funded by state government budgets, governor funds, or state departments of agriculture (National FFA Organization, 2025c). Further concerns regarding affiliate membership include whether affiliation increases students' engagement (Currie, 2017; Sheehan et al., 2023). Additionally, some teachers report a lack of opportunities to involve 100% of their students in FFA (Sheehan et al., 2023). 

Affiliate membership aims to provide FFA opportunities to all agricultural education students (National FFA, 2022). Twenty state associations have transitioned to affiliate membership (National FFA, 2025a), while other states prohibit affiliate membership or have left the decision to the chapters. As the National FFA Organization moves toward a chapter-based, 100% affiliation membership model, concerns about the financial stability and participation levels of affiliate membership need to be addressed. This study seeks to address the gap in the literature of a quantitative study and look at teachers' perceptions who choose the affiliation model for their programs. 

Purpose and Objectives

	Quantitative data on the FFA affiliation model are 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. Qualitative responses will help to supplement the current literature and conduct objective three. The objectives of this study were to
1. Examine teachers’ perceptions of the benefits and challenges of FFA affiliation in North Carolina.
2. Determine if there is a relationship between teachers’ years of experience, licensure type, NAAE membership, North Carolina Agricultural Teachers Association membership, and gender amongst constructs.
3. Identify new perceived benefits or challenges associated with FFA affiliation from teachers who choose the model for their 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 recommendations and communication from peers who have experience with it. Thus, it is proposed that an advisor’s decision to adopt the affiliation model is based on conversations with other advisors whose chapters have already adopted it. 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 accelerate a social system’s rate of innovation adoption, fewer individuals need to be involved in the decision-making process (Rogers, 2003). 

Methods
	
The first 27 responses of this study served as the pilot data for a national paper under review in the Journal of Agricultural Education and were used to determine reliability by calculating Cronbach’s alpha for each construct ([hidden for review], 2026). This study examines a different population and has one extra construct than the paper under review. This study showcases the perceived benefits and challenges from the perspectives of teachers who have opted into the FFA affiliation program in North Carolina, which allows teachers to affiliate their chapters. Mixed-methods were used to assess SBAE teachers' perceptions. Quantitative methods are the main focus of this paper, supplemented with qualitative additions of new benefits or challenges identified. 

Quantitative Instrumentation

Data were gathered using a Qualtrics questionnaire comprising 67 questions. A seven-point Likert scale was used for the 52 questions assessing the constructs identified in the 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. Questions included an affiliation knowledge check, 52 construct questions, demographics, and gift card drawing information. Gift cards were funded by a graduate student on the research team. The instrument was created using the literature, reviewed for clarity by a panel of experts with over 80 years of agricultural education experience, and a pilot was run to assess the readability and validity of the questions with current teachers in a different state. The research team created 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 developed by the research team to assess teachers' beliefs about whether the affiliation versus non-affiliation model leads to greater student engagement. This construct was created because teachers who had opted in North Carolina would ideally have experience with both models, as they chose to opt in. 

Defining Constructs

	The seven constructs examined were student engagement, external engagement, financial management, integration of the three-circle model, teacher efficiency, and program efficiency. Due to teachers opting into the affiliation model, which is a newer option in North Carolina, teachers were asked to evaluate differences in student engagement at the local, state, and national levels, comparing the affiliation model to a traditional dues-paying model. 

Student engagement examines how advisors engage students from a variety of backgrounds and school levels, and how to engage students early in the academic semester. This helps to understand the teacher’s perception of student engagement when choosing to use the FFA affiliation model for their chapters. External engagement asks teachers to reflect on the engagement levels from external sources, including community involvement, advisory committees, booster clubs, and service-learning opportunities. The integration of the three-circle model looks at how the FFA affiliation structure may or may not allow SBAE teachers to integrate all three components into their classes fully. This takes into consideration FFA, SAE, and classroom components being a portion of each class and not just outside of class hours. We examined teacher and program efficiency as two separate constructs to see perceived benefits and challenges for the teacher and for the program. Questions included making teaching easier, making rosters more efficient, and whether affiliation makes teaching easier overall (see Table 1). The most prominent challenge of the FFA affiliation model is the cost for chapters to cover the fees (Sheehan et al., 2023). The financial management construct examines the perceptions of teachers about the financial cost, investment, and buy-in from stakeholders. Questions were developed to gauge how teachers perceive the costs of the chapter-based fee structure and the effects on their chapter.  

	Table 1

Question Examples by Construct

	Construct
	Question (Affiliation…)

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

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

	External Engagement
	allows for easier partnerships with parents.
allows me to expand opportunities for community involvement.

	Financial Management
	creates financial restrictions on our chapter.
difficult overcoming misconceptions that FFA affiliation is an unnecessary cost.

	Integration of 3-Circle Model
	enables a more complete agricultural education program.
reinforces the integral role of FFA in the total agricultural education program.
reinforces the integral role of SAE (Supervised Agriculture Experience) in the total agricultural education program.

	Teacher Efficiency
	provides teachers with time to focus on instruction rather than membership logistics.
benefits outweigh the challenges of being an affiliated FFA chapter.

	Program Efficiency
	reduces the time needed to complete rosters.
is difficult because I do not have students for the full academic year.

	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 SBAE teachers in North Carolina who opted in to the FFA affiliation model for their chapter 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 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 one month. 

	Participants were asked 12 demographic questions. 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 licensure type are shown in Table 2. Demographics match well with North Carolina SBAE teacher demographics overall.

	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




Quantitative Results/Findings

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

A simple random sample consisted of 155 teachers who opted into the affiliation model for the 2024-2025 school year (N = 235). To calculate the simple random sample size, we used a population proportion of 50%, a confidence level of 95%, and a margin of error of 5% (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970). 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 Lindner et al. (2001) and accounts 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, including years of teaching experience, teacher gender, type of teaching credential, NAAE membership, and NCATA membership, were analyzed, and no significant differences were found (see Table 3). Summated means were calculated to represent constructs. 


	Table 3

Correlations Among Demographics and Constructs

	Demo. Variable
	Construct

	
	Aff vs Non
	Student Engage
	External 
Engage
	Teacher Efficiency
	Program Efficiency
	Financial Mgt
	3-Circle Model

	Years Teaching 
	0.49
	0.94
	0.75
	0.99
	0.51
	0.79
	0.68

	Gender
	0.60
	0.87
	0.95
	0.86
	0.19
	0.29
	0.33

	Credential 
	0.12
	0.25
	0.31
	0.46
	0.36
	0.25
	0.37

	NAAE 
	0.51
	0.28
	0.77
	0.90
	0.18
	0.36
	0.81

	NCATA 
	0.76
	0.45
	0.52
	0.76
	0.74
	0.44
	0.96




The original program efficiency construct included many questions (n = 17), which may have inflated Cronbach’s alpha due to the high number (Field, 2018). It was decided to break it 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 to assess reliability (see Table 3). Questions that were negatively phrased were reverse-coded to ensure Cronbach’s alpha was most reliable and on a succinct scale (Field, 2018). All constructs had a 𝛂 above 0.85 (see Table 3), which is acceptable (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). 

On the Likert 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.” The research team created these categories to be 0.85 apart to account for an even spread across the seven-point Likert scale. All summated means of constructs fell into the neutral category (see Table 4).

	Table 4

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

	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

	Financial Management
	7
	64
	0.59
	0.71
	0.00
	.89

	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 and ordered by highest mean.


	
When analyzing simple means, medians, and modes, it was noted that the responses from some participants were skewed. Several medians and modes were higher than the means, thus analyses of frequencies of the summated means were conducted. The simple means gave more power to the relatively few respondents who disagreed with the constructs. 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 5). 

	Table 5

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

	Affiliation vs. Non-Affil. Engagement
	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

	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

	Note. Numbers are presented as percentages of total respondents per construct and ordered by the most positive strongly agreed category.



The data showed that most teachers were skewed toward the positive end of the scale across all constructs. Meaning that most teachers agreed with constructs about the FFA affiliation model. 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. 

Qualitative Methodology and Results

	Two open-ended questions were asked for participants to share additional benefits or challenges of the FFA affiliation model. This question served as the qualitative portion of this study and provided the research team with data to analyze. The research team analyzed open-ended questions using descriptive open coding in Google Sheets, assigning each answer a general theme (Saldaña, 2013). This coding was inductive, which allowed the data to lead to results (Hatch, 2002). Two members of the research team conducted the analysis, reviewing themes and checking in with the other team member for interrater reliability and consistency. Answers varied in length from a few words to a few sentences. Only full sentences were analyzed by the research team in deciphering new codes and themes. Twenty-five participants provided additional information on challenges, and 19 provided information on additional benefits. It is important to note that price was discussed as a challenge, but the research team omitted it because it had been an established challenge for the affiliation model. Only responses with four or more participants are included in the findings.

Challenges

Of the 25 respondents who added an additional challenge, three new challenges emerged. The most prominent challenge was a lack of engagement from students, even though they were an FFA member under the affiliation model. Twelve of 25 respondents agreed that this was a new challenge not discussed in the questionnaire. One participant stated, “Every student will not use the membership”, while another shared, “Not all students in my class are interested in being in FFA and choose not to participate in anything, yet I am still paying for them.” One teacher noted that the “The work-life balance has been MUCH harder following affiliation” due to “the time investment in creating and providing the resources for students who want to be more active/engaged in opportunities.” Students who were now FFA members were choosing not to engage in FFA activities, thus a lack of engagement among FFA members in the chapter. 

Seven participants believed that the affiliation model created more work for them to manage FFA rosters, specifically through “[the] time it takes to put in names of students as members if they are not part of theaet.com” or “in larger programs it is difficult if the task of doing the roster is pushed on to one advisor.” One teacher shared:

“It can be challenging for students to enroll in an agriculture course every year. Affiliate membership essentially created two separate rosters that had to be managed. It doubled the amount of roster paperwork and management that I had to address as well as those that ordered shirts. I'm still working on ways to streamline my methods.”

Three teachers identified a related challenge: students who are unable to enroll in an SBAE course every semester or year but would like to be an FFA member. One teacher stated that it is confusing to know if “We are allowed to submit students on our FFA roster when … they are not enrolled in our class” and that “many of our typical active members cannot get into an agriculture course due to their career path.” 

Benefits 

	Participants discussed two additional benefits. The most prominent issue, among 9 of 19 participants, is increased access for all students. For example, affiliation makes “It easier for new students to go to FFA events since they're not intimidated by being a non-member”, and “I find it beneficial that non-traditional ag students are given opportunities that they would not normally take if they had to pay dues.” Affiliation also helped some teachers find substitutes for students at CDE events because all students are members and can participate in activities. One teacher shares that affiliation “Allows students to choose their involvement, but ultimately it allows them the choice and opportunity.” This access is a benefit that is identified from a teacher's perspective in North Carolina.

 Five teachers believed that the incentives for affiliation through the state association was beneficial to choosing the model for their programs. In North Carolina, programs that choose to affiliate receive added benefits such as “free registration for State events and a free state officer visit” and “early access to camp.” These added benefits are important to note that some states provide incentives for teachers who opt into the model.

Reflexivity and Limitations

	The coding team consisted of two members: a graduate student and a faculty teacher educator. Both have experience with the FFA affiliation model through interacting with teachers, and the graduate student taught in a fully affiliated state. When analyzing qualitative data, it is important to note that the team did not aim for saturation; rather, they grouped responses by similar themes. The team went through multiple rounds of coding and communicated throughout the process to minimize bias when interpreting results. A limitation of this study is that the results should not be generalized beyond North Carolina, and that saturation was not achieved in the qualitative data. 

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 its benefits. Teachers perceived the greatest benefits to be increased student engagement, enhanced teacher efficiency, and the full integration of the three-circle model of agricultural education. 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 (1) teacher efficiency and (2) 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. A newly identified benefit of state incentives to opt into the model included early access to state events, a free state officer visit, and early access to camp. It is recommended that state associations that offer affiliation as an option for their members consider incentives for teachers who choose to affiliate as a chapter. 

	Cost has been established as a barrier through previous literature (Rada et al., 2025, Sheehan et al., 2023), and was the most neutrally perceived, with the mode of participants being neutral about the financial construct. Rada et al. (2025) found that if the affiliation fee was paid by an external source and did not need to be fundraised, teachers in this study would be more likely to adopt the model. A recommendation for the National FFA Organization and state associations is to consider how the affiliation fee can be paid through alternative funds, as some states already pay these costs through legislation (National FFA, 2025c).

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 the demographic differences among affiliation’s early adopters. Because there are no significant differences among demographic groups and constructs, this suggests that none of the current demographic variables appears to influence their perceptions of affiliation. 

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 aimed to accelerate the model’s adoption; if it had passed, it would have been adopted by the whole organization. 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. 

It is also clear that there is a lack of clarity about how to work with students who are unable to enroll in an SBAE course every semester or year, yet want to remain active FFA members. It is recommended that National FFA and state associations work together to establish clarity. It could be beneficial to work across the agricultural education ecosystem with the National Council for Agricultural Education and the National Association for Agricultural Education to establish clear expectations for implementing the three-component model and communicate them to chapters and programs. If FFA affiliation is truly meant to be intracurricular, the required implementation should involve a conversation with all stakeholders, not just be encouraged by the National FFA Organization.  

Affiliate membership may be a powerful tool that seeks to provide FFA opportunities to all agricultural education students. Presently, 20 state associations have transitioned to 100% affiliate membership (National FFA, 2025c), 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. Additionally, some teachers indicated confusion about how to efficiently count and roster students without adding excess work for the teacher. An implication of this finding is that professional development that explains which students count as FFA members and how to properly and efficiently roster them should be offered. 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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