Exploring School-Based Agricultural Educators’ Perceived Competence in Leading Service-Learning Projects: ​A Case Study 

Abstract

Service-learning (SL) has long been recognized as a meaningful instructional method within school-based agricultural education (SBAE), yet its implementation remains inconsistent and often misunderstood. This qualitative study explored the perceptions, experiences, and capacities of Louisiana SBAE teachers regarding SL as an instructional approach, using Bandura’s social cognitive theory as the guiding framework. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with six SBAE teachers representing varied geographic regions of Louisiana and National Chapter Award achievement levels. Through case study methodology and constant comparative analysis, three themes emerged: (1) Perceived Value of SL, (2) Resources Available for Implementation, and (3) Applying SL Practices. Findings indicated that while teachers expressed positive beliefs about service and community engagement, most lacked formal SL preparation, leading to confusion between SL and community service. Environmental constraints – including limited time, funding, and pre-service training – further hindered implementation. Participants demonstrated willingness to integrate SL but reported minimal structured application aligned with established SL models. These results highlight a need for targeted professional development, more explicit curricular guidance, and expanded support as Louisiana implements SAE for All and prepares for the forthcoming SL-based proficiency awards. Strengthening teacher knowledge and capacity may enhance the role of SL in fostering student development and community impact.

Introduction and Literature Review

As a method of instruction, service-learning (SL) has attracted increased attention in recent decades, as its benefits are increasingly reported in the literature (Roberts & Edwards, 2015). However, SL has often been conflated with volunteerism and community service in secondary and post-secondary institutions (Bringle et al., 2013). According to Roberts and Edwards (2015), many educators believe that SL and community service are interchangeable. However, actual SL experiences should include the thoughtful integration of experiential learning practices and pedagogical, true principles and objectives to achieve greater student outcomes (Jacoby 1996; 2003). In doing so, students use newly developed knowledge and skills to address real-world community issues (McHue, 2000; Roberts & Edwards, 2015; Speck & Hoppe, 2004). 

Bringle and Clayton (2020) described SL as working with the community, rather than just in or for it. Roberts and Edwards (2018) described conceptualization as a motive to influence SL in SBAE. Through this, programs align service activities with curriculum goals. SL scholars have detailed the rich philosophical underpinnings have informed its development over time, frequently describing its ability to reach and uplift students and their communities (Dewey, 1916, 1933, 1938; Hanna, 1936; Roberts & Edwards, 2015). SL has been argued to foster self-confidence, social responsibility, civic-mindedness, and self-esteem (Kezar & Rhoads, 2001; Waterman, 1993). SL has also been previously shown to facilitate improvements in intercultural competence, collaborative learning, and the cultivation of learning communities among participants (Kezar & Rhoads, 2001). More recently, this method of instruction has also started drawing upon other learning theories, such as the experiential learning theory (ELT) (Roberts, 2017). Roberts (2017) stressed the role that the Kolb (1984) learning model played in SL. This included the four steps of the theory: (1) concrete experience, (2) reflective observation, (3) abstract conceptualization, and (4) active experimentation (p. 6). However, SL scholars claim that by implementing ELT into SL, the instruction lacks explanation (Fenwick, 2000, 2003; Heron, 1992; Kiely, 2005; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Roberts, 2017; Yorks & Kasl, 2002; Wilson, 1993[LD1.1]). In addition to Kolb’s ELT, another theory that influenced the philosophy of SL was transformational learning theory (TLT). Overall, this theory encouraged greater context and learning outcomes through SL (Roberts, 2017).

Throughout history, SL has received criticism. It has been referred to as curricular fluff, often lacking clearly-articulated curricular connections to classroom learning objectives (Kiely, 2005; Markus et al., 1993; Roberts & Edwards, 2015). However, Dewey (1957) claimed otherwise, arguing that SL can build and leverage new knowledge to address real-world problems. However, many students remain unaware of the critical roles they have played through SL to both their schools and larger communities (Jones & Abes, 2004). 

SL is frequently cited in the literature as being used within the higher education context and is often reported to promote outcomes including lifelong learning among students (Ikendi, 2023). However, faculty members are sometimes hesitant to implement SL activities into their courses. (Roberts et al., 2019b). Some reasons include time and resources (Roberts et al., 2019b). Banerjee and Hausafus (2007) mentioned that some faculty integrate it if department administration requires it. Roberts et al. (2019b) also recommend that pre-service teacher preparation programs incorporate SL to better prepare students for future leadership roles and service. 

Over time, SL has become a significant tool for SBAE instructors. It has become a valuable way to positively engage in community development and foster sustainable relationships between students, schools, and communities (Roberts & Edwards, 2018). SL has been used within SBAE since its earlier inception (Roberts & Edwards, 2015; Roberts et al. 2019a). In addition, schools have begun to change graduation requirements reflecting the influential role SL can play in advancing and achieving student outcomes (Education Strategy Group, 2024). Flowers (1997) claimed that “[S]ervice-learning hours are becoming an act of volunteerism and the worst way to meet graduation requirements” (as cited by Roberts & Edwards, 2018, p.16). In addition, SL is also used for formative development. Students can use SL as a tool for cultural development alongside community members (Ikendi et al., 2023).

Historically, the main principles of SL align with the three-component model, as shown in Figure 1 (National FFA Organization, 2025; Roberts & Edwards, 2015). SL has been implemented in all three components of the three-component model within SBAE. Within the Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) component, a program known as SAE for All (The National Council for Agricultural Education, 2023) was launched in 2019 (Thiel et al., 2025). The primary goal of this program was to ensure that 100% of SBAE students received an SAE. In addition, the SL SAE was created (The National Council for Agricultural Education, 2023; Thiel et al., 2025). With only a limited number of articles published on SL SAEs; only one reported statistics on participation in this category. This study showed that in the state of Pennsylvania, only 5.3% (n = 15) of participants participated in an SL SAE (Romberger et al. 2025). Given the novelty of SAE projects, this study is especially timely in addressing and documenting the persistent barriers and perceptions experienced by SBAE educators.

Figure 1

The Three-Component Model (National FFA Organization, 2025)
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SL has also played a significant role throughout FFA’s history. National FFA has begun implementing SL across a wide range of activities. The last line of the FFA motto is Living to Serve (National FFA Organization, n.d.). Roberts et al. (2016) referred to multiple events, such as the National FFA Days of Service, which were held at the National FFA Convention. In addition, the National FFA has an additional program that chapters adopt, known as the Another program that the National FFA Organization offers is the National Chapter Award. This award has been noted as the gold standard among FFA chapters (National FFA Organization, n.d.). Chapters are rated as a one, two, or three star chapter, based on the services they provide. This program enforces three components: Growing Leaders, Building Leaders, and Strengthening Agriculture (National FFA Organization, 2025) Due to the role that SL has played, SBAE courses have been implemented in teacher preparation programs in higher education (Roberts et al., 2019b). 

The National FFA Organization has recently begun promoting SL among SBAE by offering a proficiency award for each category of SAE for All (The National Council for Agricultural Education, 2023). The organization has approved starting to provide SL SAE awards in 2027 (National FFA Organization, 2025). The four areas of focus include: (1) community safety, (2) hunger, health, and nutrition, (3) environmental responsibility, and (4) community engagement (National FFA Organization, 2025). Overall, SL has always played a pivotal role throughout the history of SBAE. SL has been used in various ways to meet the needs of communities within academic instruction (Roberts, 2018). Most research on SL is conducted in the context of higher education; therefore, more research should be conducted on in-service SBAE teachers (Roberts et al., 2019c).

Theoretical Framework

To better understand the decision-making behaviors of agricultural educators in Louisiana when conducting SL projects as an instructional delivery method, it is necessary to examine the diverse factors influencing their perceptions, abilities, and motivations. Therefore, we have theoretically grounded this study in Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory (SCT). Bandura (1986) explained that “human functioning is explained in terms of a model of triadic reciprocality in which behavior, cognitive and other personal factors, and environmental events all operate as interacting determinants of each other” (p. 18). 

The view of innovation in agricultural education within the context of SCT is well established. In a related study framed within SCT, Wood & Bennett (2025) said “[T]eacher self-efficacy plays a pivotal role in determining whether educators persist through challenges, innovate within resource constraints, and create supportive environments for student success” (p. 4). Bird et al. (2024) discussed how Bandura’s triadic reciprocality can serve as a mode of agency, acting as either a facilitator or constraint on potential action. The elements of SCT (see Figure 2) were apparent in the perceptions of agricultural educators interviewed for this study.

Figure 2

A visual representation of Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory as applied to agricultural educators’ perceptions of and abilities to implement SL as an instructional method.
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In espousing the theory, Bandura (1986) focused on five “capabilities” that contribute to human functioning. They are: (1) symbolizing, by which people develop internal roadmaps for their future actions from life experiences, (2) forethought, by which personal goals and plans of action are created, (3) vicarious, or learning by observation, (4) self-regulatory, or control of behavior through internal standards and self-evaluation, and (5) self-reflective, a metacognitive ability to think of one own thought process and life experiences. This research demonstrates the presence of these capabilities through the perceptions and experiences of agricultural educators.

Significance of the Study and Purpose Statement

This study’s purpose was to examine the perceptions and abilities of Louisiana SBAEs to implement SL as a method of instruction. Roberts and Edwards (2020) said, “Future theory-building efforts should examine how personal, institutional, and societal forces may also affect the way in which individuals perceive the attributes of SL as an innovation worthy of adoption” (p. 27). This study is a step towards that goal by examining current efforts to implement SL. As SL gains renewed emphasis in agricultural education (The National Council for Agricultural Education, 2023), this study aligns with two of the American Association for Agricultural Education’s Research Values: (1) advancing public knowledge of AFNR systems, and (2) examining social dynamics in human and life sciences (AAAE, 2023). 

Methodology

This study was guided by a constructivist epistemology (Crotty, 1998), reflecting the idea that participants bring diverse experiences, perspectives, and existing knowledge regarding SL and its use in the classroom. For this study, we used Stake’s (1995) instrumental case study approach. The purpose of utilizing an instrument case study research design was to further explore the unique time and place-bound contextual perspectives of school-based agricultural educators on factors influencing their implementation of SL projects. Stake (1995) argues that case study research serves to construct an understanding of a particular phenomenon or issue through the careful interpretation of qualitative data. 

In reviewing the literature relevant to SL in SBAE, there is currently a dearth of research. Therefore, this study offered the opportunity to interpret and analyze a single case, bound by place and time (Merriam, 2009). The focus with this approach is, rather than asserting generalizability, to substantiate and provide evidence which may be transferable to alternative research contexts. For this study, the case was bound by the unit of analysis (SL implementation) and time (Fall 2025). To ascertain the processes involved in implementing and evaluating SL as an instructional approach, this design can provide a deeper understanding of how practitioners view its use.

Reflexivity

This study’s lead researchers are both graduate students at Louisiana State University. One is a former SBAE teacher from Mississippi. The other is a former SBAE teacher from Louisiana who currently serves as Louisiana’s State FFA Advisor and has led professional development efforts concerning SAE for All. Therefore, they were able to deeply immerse themselves in a grounded understanding of participants’ experiences and perceptions. A third researcher is a faculty member of Louisiana State University, with a background in agricultural extension education and diverse educational delivery formats. These prior experiences had a profound impact on the data interpretation and perceptions of their experiences with SL.

Data Sources and Collection

After Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, participants were informed of the study’s nature and asked to sign an electronic disclosure agreement before participating. In total, six interviews were conducted, one with each of six (N = 6) participants. Each participant was randomly assigned a pseudonym to protect his or her confidentiality when referencing the data. The six participants in this study were selected from Louisiana high school agriscience teachers who participated in the FFA National Chapter Award (NCA) Program. Participation in the award program requires FFA chapters to complete 15 activities, one in each of the program’s 15 quality standards. (National FFA Organization, 2025). These activities can take the form of service and SL projects. A stratified purposeful sample (Patton, 2002) was selected to investigate a cross-section of SBAE teachers’ experiences with SL. Three of the six participants had programs that achieved the highest NCA ranking, three stars. The other three participants had programs that achieved the two lower rankings, two stars and one star. Two of the participants were from southeast Louisiana, two from southwest Louisiana, and two from north Louisiana. For interviews, a standard semi-structured interview protocol was created and shared with participants. Interview sessions lasted approximately 60 minutes and were audio- and video-recorded, and then transcribed verbatim. 

Data Analysis

All data sources were analyzed using Corbin’s and Strauss’s (2015) constant comparative method. We used three distinct coding procedures: (1) open, (2) axial, and (3) theoretical, most commonly associated with a grounded theory data analysis approach, but which also offers an exploratory coding framework in conjunction with the iterative and cyclical nature of the constant comparative analysis method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Saldaña (2025) describes this method as an iterative process in which data are examined through successive cycles of coding, with each cycle building on the previous one until the findings are rooted in the original data themselves. Open coding was accomplished using both (1) in vivo, and (2) process coding techniques (Saldaña, 2025). In vivo coding was applied to highlight the exact words and phrases participants used, ensuring the analysis remained grounded in their voices. Process coding focused on identifying and labeling the specific actions, behaviors, or sequences described by participants. During the second cycle, axial coding was employed. Axial coding enabled us to organize, connect, and refine the large number of initial codes into overarching categories that revealed key patterns in the data. Finally, theoretical coding was conducted to compare and align these emergent categories with the constructs of social cognitive theory, resulting in the emergence of three distinct themes (Bandura, 1986).

Findings

As a result of our analysis, three themes emerged to describe the behaviors and abilities of agricultural educators to implement SL: (1) Perceived Value of SL, (2) Resources Available for Implementation, and Applying SL Practices (3) (see Table 1). These themes were not expressed in any particular pattern. Within the context of social cognitive theory, these themes relate to Bandura’s triadic reciprocality of cognitive (Perceived Value of SL), behavioral (Applying SL Practices), and environmental factors (Resources Available for Implementation) (Bandura, 1986). 

Table 1

Description of emergent SCT-related themes identified in this study
	Theme
	Description
	 Examples

	Perceived Value of Service-Learning
	Cognitive factors that explain how SBAE teachers’ beliefs, expectations, and internal processes drive their engagement, growth, and learning with and about SL

	Believing in the value of service; Developing kids; Making connections

[bookmark: _Int_xsYmmQCZ]“When we add service-learning in we're developing a student that's going to not only be successful in the workforce, but be successful in every aspect of their life; that they take the value [to] their community.”


	Resources Available for Implementation 
	Environmental factors that explain how physical, social, cultural, and institutional sources impact implementation of SL programs

	finding funding; lack of time; finding opportunities

“Finding the right opportunity at the right moment, I think, is probably the hardest thing with service.”


	Applying Service-Learning Practices

	Behavioral factors that explain how the applications of SL programs are shaped, observed, practiced, and reinforced.

	adjusting curriculum; brainstorming ideas; developing plans

“One of the first things we did is with our leadership team, I said, OK, let's identify some areas of need that we can address… so we try to brainstorm all the possible things and then look at developing a plan [on] how we can address those situations.”



Theme 1: Perceived Value of Service-Learning

Within the overarching framework of SAE for All (The National Council for Agricultural Education, 2023), SBAE teachers’ perceptions of the value of SL as an instructional delivery method may be tied to their overall perceptions of SAE. Regarding perceptions, this first theme emerged from numerous codes across all interviews, including: (1) believing in the value of service, (2) developing kids, and (3) making connections. A study by Thiel et al. (2025) indicated that a significant factor in determining how SAE is implemented is based on the SBAE teacher’s prior experiences. The impact of prior experience on perceived value was evident among the subjects in this study. 

The most veteran teacher of the study group, Hadley Mercer, said that her initial experience with SL occurred when she was an FFA member. She said, “When I was in school…that service part was probably instilled in me…when we would go and clean elderly people's homes, and we would cut their grass and pressure wash their house and all that kind of stuff.” Upon becoming an SBAE teacher, Mercer worked with her teaching partner who already had established SL projects. Mercer said, “[My teaching partner] had a couple of SL projects that I was able to participate in and really kind of get my feet wet in that process.” Reflecting upon the integration of SL into her current program, Mercer said that SL is invaluable. She said, “When we add service-learning [into our program] we're developing a student that's going to not only be successful in the workforce, but be successful in every aspect of their life.”

The perceived value of SL can also be influenced by what Roberts and Edwards (2018) described as “the role social processes play in shaping SL’s practice and resulting outcomes” (p. 26). A SBAE teacher from central Louisiana, Rhett Collier, said the motivation to implement SL-type activities in his program came from the community: 

I think it was two years ago…the community came to me, and I had to go to a couple of meetings on something that we could do, and they wanted us to build, you know, planter benches for the downtown area. That was what…my class did…and that was a way they learned…power tools and got better at that. But then they also learned about…plant drainage…which was…a little bit different having to put that in. And then we…stained and treated the wood. So that was one thing that was a service-learning project that we did in class.

Kinley Rhodes, SBAE teacher from southwest Louisiana said the value of SL is “seeing those needs within the communities and getting those needs met. Hopefully that's the goal.” Regarding the connection to the community and the need to positively impact the community over generations, Hadley Mercer said “when you add service-learning [to your program], you're touching…kid[s] for the rest of [their lives]. [Those] kids [are] going to touch the community they're in. So, I think [SL’s impact] is magnified tremendously.”

Theme 2: Resources Available for Implementation

[bookmark: _Int_hR8LFN7i]Regardless of SBAE teachers’ perceptions of the value of SL, when they implement SL programs, environmental factors exert pressure that ultimately influences the decision. The theme was constructed from codes including: (1) finding funding, (2) lack of time, and (3) finding opportunities. The same study highlighted the lack of preparation for SL implementation during the SBAE teacher pre-service period. Rhett Collier spoke of the extent of his experience with SL during his time as an undergraduate in a Louisiana agricultural education program. He said, “I had one course that we had to do community service…I went and cleaned a local church, and so it wasn't really…a SL project.” This view was shared by Hadley Mercer, who, when asked about her experiences with SL in college, said, “I don't really recall [learning] that when I was in college.” 

Aside from a lack of prior experience or preparation as pre-service SBAE teachers, the availability of school-level resources, both tangible and abstract, presented a real barrier to SL implementation. Ashton McGraw, an SBAE teacher in northeast Louisiana, said there is one major challenge that prevents him from implementing SL in his program. “I think the challenge is always going to be money…do you have the funds to buy supplies to commit to a SL project?” Grayson Holt, an SBAE teacher in southwest Louisiana said, “Anytime you do something, you know there's cost to it.” Rae Ellison, an SBAE teacher from southeast Louisiana said that SL interferes with the time needed to spend on curriculum. She said, “There's a curriculum that I have to get through in a certain amount of time. So, it's great that we can use real-world experiences for them to actually do performance tasks. However, we can't do too many of them because then it takes away time from the actual curriculum.” Ellison also related that after-school SL projects are challenging. She said, “to get them to stay after school when they have a million other things and jobs and stuff is harder.” 

SBAE teachers themselves may constitute barriers to the implementation of SL. In reference to this perception, Rhett Collier said, “We have… a tendency as a teacher to have a hard time giving up control over anything. And so…I try to stress to my kids…that I'm in this community longer than you are.” 

Theme 3: Applying SL Practices

Although none of the participants in this study articulated clear examples of SL within their programs based on the strict definition of the term, they indicated efforts being made to move towards SL opportunities. Codes expressing this theme included: (1) adjusting curriculum, (2) brainstorming ideas, and (3) developing plans. Rae Ellison expressed her desire for a practical approach to SL implementation, leveraging existing time and opportunities. She said SL could by “basically the hands-on portion of our curriculum…it’s…experiences that we would already be teaching our students.” Hadley Mercer mirrored this approach, saying, “if we're only doing [SL] through FFA, you're only exposing it to those kids that want to be active. In a classroom, when I make it a lesson…every kid's exposed to it.” Kinley Rhodes commented on the time it takes to implement SL. She said, “I feel like in the classroom I've had to focus on shorter kinds of SL projects…if you use the whole FFA chapter, it could be more of a six-month or a one-year-long project versus in the classroom where you only have these kids for 50 minutes a day.”

Regarding needs assessment and collaborating with community stakeholders to address those needs, study participants generally did not relate to formal planning and evaluation processes. Ashton McGraw said, “when you live and work in a community, like I do, you see where needs are. Moreover, a lot of times that's in the faces of your students and the things that you hear from them.” Grayson Holt discussed an opportunistic approach to needs assessment, saying:

[bookmark: _Int_F7AaU3XS][We may] do some project or, you know, read to the kids. But maybe that's not what the kids…need right now. You know, maybe they need a different type of opportunity to develop and grow as a leader or a different opportunity to grow as a person. But that's kind of the opportunity we have right in front of our faces right now. And so, finding the right opportunity at the right moment, I think, is probably the hardest thing with service.

Hadley Mercer took the most structured approach to needs assessment and implementation. She said, “one of the first things we did with our leadership team [was to] identify some areas of need that we can address. And so, we talked through some things…. we try to brainstorm all the possible things and then look at developing a plan on how we can address those situations.”

Conclusion, Recommendations, Discussion

[bookmark: _Int_RgRnkei6]This study aligned with previous literature. Roberts and Edwards (2015) stated that SL can be used to address community needs. Community-based organizations have used SL as a resource for their organization (Blouin & Perry, 2009). Although the National FFA is school-based, it holds deep relationships with the communities in which it is located (National FFA Organization, n.d.). SL principles further align with the three-circle model (Roberts & Edwards, 2015). Participants reported similar details throughout this study. 

This study yielded a variety of results. Overall, from our final three themes, our participants were limited in SL. Bandura’s (1986) Social Cognitive Theory emphasized three factors: behavior, environment, and cognition. In this study, the themes reflected these three different factors: (1) Perceived Value of SL, (2) Resources Available for Implementation, and (3) Applying SL Practices.

This study’s findings revealed that SBAE teachers in Louisiana have a limited knowledge and a limited philosophy regarding SL, as shown in Theme 1, Perceived Value of SL. Many of the participants in this study were limited in knowledge, and this reflected the cognitive barrier component of the SCT. Throughout history, SL has been labeled as curricular fluff (Kiely, 2005; Markus, Howard, & King, 1993; Roberts & Edwards, 2015). The participants displayed negativity towards this descriptor, believing it was a tool or method of instruction rather than a fluff item. However, they showed positivity towards the idea of SL, a finding similar to Thiel et al. (2025), in a study of Midwestern SBAE teachers. The participants believed that many SBAE teachers across the state were applying SL throughout their programs. 

The second theme, Resources Available for Implementation, revealed that the participants received little to no education regarding SL. This study found that the participants had not been educated about SL in their teacher preparation programs. This aligns with Roberts et al. (2019c) finding that pre-service teachers received limited education in SL courses. In addition, participants mentioned that, in addition to formal education at the post-secondary level, school districts did not provide professional development on SL, nor did administrators require it among the participants. Roberts and Edwards (2020) explained that many educators feel increasingly constrained in their ability to develop curriculum and programs as they see fit for their students. Further, Ford and Lambert (2025) reported that time itself is a barrier to the implementation of SAE in general, and this attitude was reflected among the participants in this study. Developing coursework for pre-service teachers in post-secondary teacher education programs would potentially enhance the abilities of SBAE teachers to identify and secure resources to build quality SL experiences. State agricultural education supervisors and staff may consider targeted professional development offerings for in-service SBAE teachers to enhance their abilities and capacity for implementing SL within the SAE for All model. Socially, community-based resources serve a significant role in their programs. Many participants treated the community as a tool, while others just wanted to address the community's needs. Training should also be provided to SBAE teachers regarding leadership development among students and how to delegate responsibilities to those students. Roberts and Edwards (2020) said, “educators may perceive [SL] gives too much autonomy to students; therefore, they dismiss it due to a fear of losing control” (p. 19).

The third theme, Applying SL Practices, participants discussed minimal application of SL into their program based on their limited knowledge about SL. This serves as the behavior component of the SCT within this study. Several participants misinterpreted the application of SL as community service or volunteering. This aligns with Bringle et al. (2013), who stated that SL is often mislabeled as community service or volunteering. Although many teachers lacked knowledge about SL, they are willing to implement it in the future. Strategies may be employed by agricultural education leaders to provide SBAE teachers with practical examples and models of implementing SL in local programs. Possible resources could emulate the existing SAE for All Strides monthly newsletter and educator resources on the SAE for All webpage (The National Council for Agricultural Education, n.d.). Opportunities should also be provided for SBAE teacher idea exchanges as early adopters of SL refine its processes. Furthermore, Roberts and Edwards (2018) said SL could be a way to holistically connect students’ learning through the whole three-circle SBAE model to service opportunities in local communities.

It is important to acknowledge several limitations of this study. Given the deeply contextualized nature of this qualitative study, caution should be exercised when generalizing the emergent themes. As such, this is a limited perception of Louisiana SBAE teachers. Participants were selected based on their FFA experience of SL applications; therefore, the researchers were unaware of previous classroom implementation prior to this study. Although these participants were selected from their FFA experience, they represented a range of demographics, including age, career experience, FFA success, location, and more. Another limitation is that the participants were all from the state of Louisiana. Therefore, these findings might not apply to all states. Primarily, further research should be conducted on SL in SBAE programs at the national and regional levels.

Based on the findings of this study, further research is recommended. Quantitative research can be performed regarding in-service SBAE teachers’ experiences with SL to reveal trends and patterns in SL implementation and to develop measurable objectives to inform decision-making by state agricultural education leaders and post-secondary teacher educators when developing coursework and professional development. Likewise, current research should be conducted regarding the integration of SL in SBAE teacher preparation programs across the nation. In addition, as SAE for All begins to expand in Louisiana and SL SAEs are now award-eligible (National FFA, 2025), state staff should provide further resources and professional development to teachers concerning emerging recognition opportunities for students and SBAE programs in SL projects. Thereafter, research should be conducted to evaluate the success of expanded training opportunities and the adoption of SL among SBAE educators in Louisiana. Furthermore, pre-service teachers would have increased early exposure to SL throughout their residency. 

With the information received from this study, a plan can be developed to assist SBAE in Louisiana to implement SL into their classroom. In addition to that, due to summer conferences and SAE for All, professional development can be provided to strictly address SL SAEs. In addition, professional development can be provided to implement SL into the remaining components of the three-circle model. Using this, a long-term education program can be developed to provide teacher-led SL education programs for early career and pre-service teachers. 

In conclusion, the participants in this study demonstrated limited knowledge of SL. However, many of them had never received education on SL. Overall, the findings of this study supported the objectives by investigating Louisiana SBAE teachers’ current knowledge of SL. Although the knowledge is limited, a qualitative, perception-based study can address this need by providing professional development opportunities.
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