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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

 

Agroforestry is defined as “intensive land management that optimizes the benefits 

(physical, biological, ecological, economic, social) arising from biophysical interactions 

created when trees and/or shrubs are deliberately combined with crops and/or livestock” 

(Gold & Garrett, forthcoming). 

Multi-functional agriculture is an analytical framework that recognizes the diverse 

functions that farms serve in their communities and society, ranging from productivist to 

non-productivist, and from weak to strong degrees (Wilson, 2008; Barbieri & Valdivia, 

2010). 

Sustainable agriculture is a system of agricultural practices that contribute to three main 

goals: 1) long-term profitability; 2) stewardship of land, air, and water; and 3) quality of 

life for farmers, ranchers, and their communities (USDA SARE, 2012). 

Social learning encompasses “learning by individuals through observation or interaction 

with their social context; learning by social aggregates; learning pertaining to social 

issues; and learning that results in recognizable social entities such as collective decision 

making procedures, culture, etc.” (Maarleveld & Dangbegnon, 1998) 

Experiential learning is the iterative, interactive cycle of knowledge creation and re-

creation catalyzed by personal experience (Kolb, 1984). 

Transformative learning is a learning process in which critical self-reflection results in a 

changed frame of reference, i.e., a transformation of meaning perspective (Mezirow, 

1991). 
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ABSTRACT 

Educating for Adoption: 
Understanding Long-term Outcomes of the Agroforestry Academy 

 

Sophia Mendelson 

 

Agroforestry adoption remains low in temperate regions despite academic 

acceptance of diverse benefits. And while education is often cited as a tool for 

empowering adoption, researchers have struggled to identify generalizable factors 

regarding agroforestry education that lead to successful adoption. As such, there is a need 

for investigation into the relationship between educational programming and agroforestry 

adoption within particular, program-specific contexts. One such context is the 

Agroforestry Academy at the University of Missouri Center for Agroforestry, an annual 

week-long temperate agroforestry training program. This study represents the first long-

term follow-up with participants since the program’s inception in 2013, and utilizes a 

‘learning for sustainability’ framework to ask Who learns? Why is it learned? How is it 

learned? and What is learned? with the purpose of developing a richer understanding of 

the role that educational programming plays in relation to agroforestry adoption 

processes, as well as how that role might be leveraged to enhance such processes moving 

forward. In addition to potential programmatic adjustments, findings reveal the 

importance of instrumental, experiential, and social learning orientations within adult 

agroforestry education. Further research into methods of enhancing agroforestry 

instructors’ capacity for social learning and network facilitation is recommended. 

 

Keywords: human dimensions of agroforestry, agroforestry education, agroforestry adoption, multi-

functional agriculture, agricultural education, adult learning, learning for sustainability, social learning
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

 

A Place for Agroforestry in the Temperate Landscape 

 

Agroforestry is the purposeful integration of trees and shrubs with crop and 

animal agriculture systems with the aim of creating mutually-enforcing environmental, 

economic, and social benefits (Gold & Garrett, forthcoming; Jose et al, 2012). Temperate 

agroforestry consists of six core practices: windbreaks, riparian and upland buffers, 

silvopasture, alley cropping, urban food forests, and forest farming (Gold & Garrett, 

forthcoming). While the multi-functional characteristics of agroforestry converge to 

promote sustainable food systems at local, regional, and national levels, these benefits are 

of particular relevance to small farmers (Wilson, 2008; Barbieri & Valdivia, 2010; 

Valdivia et al, 2012). Despite acceptance of agroforestry benefits in the research 

community, adoption rates remain low in temperate regions, including the United States 

(Pattanayak, 2003; Strong & Jacobson, 2005; Jose et al, 2012; Valdivia et al, 2012). 

Education is an important tool for change agents seeking to empower adoption of 

agroforestry practices among small farmers; however, the degree to which educational 

programming translates into long-term agroforestry adoption is underexplored (Jayaratne, 

2001; Kroma, 2006; Prokopy et al, 2008; Franz et al, 2010; Lankester, 2013; Triste et al, 

2014).  

Researchers have identified an array of barriers to agroforestry adoption. In a 

meta-analysis of agroforestry adoption studies with international scope, Pattanayak 
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(2003) found that variations in risk, resource endowment, and biophysical factors were 

most likely to influence adoption of agroforestry practices and differentiate between 

adopters and non-adopters. Looking specifically at temperate agroforestry within the 

United States, Valdivia et al (2012) found that farmers in Missouri perceived three factors 

as the most significant barriers preventing their adoption of agroforestry: the cost of 

establishing and managing trees, the time required to manage tree systems, and lack of 

experience managing trees; in addition, they identified availability of incentives and 

information regarding agroforestry as influential toward adoption of practices. Strong and 

Jacobson (2005) found that farmers identified economic obstacles as significant barriers 

to agroforestry adoption, but that upon closer consideration of the particular obstacles 

rated as significant impediments, the barriers were in fact more closely associated with 

poor access to information. Prokopy et al (2008) found adoption of “agricultural best 

management practices” (or BMP’s, a category which includes agroforestry) to be 

contingent upon farmer awareness, perception of the practices as feasible and worthy, and 

belief that using the practices will further their personal objectives. Valdivia and Poulos 

(2009) found that knowledge about the practice of agroforestry was the most significant 

factor affecting interest in adoption of two agroforestry practices, but did not investigate 

the connection between knowledge and adoption behavior. 

Understanding the Role of Temperate Agroforestry Education and Training 

 

Whether characterized as information, knowledge, skill, or learning, the 

agroforestry literature indicates the importance of education in relation to agroforestry 

adoption (Strong and Jacobson, 2005; Valdivia and Poulos, 2009; Valdivia et al, 2012). 
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Yet while meta-analyses have attempted to identify generalizable factors that lead to 

successful adoption of sustainable agricultural practices, they have had limited success 

(Rubas, 2004; Knowler and Bradshaw, 2007; Propkopy et al, 2008). Knowler and 

Bradshaw (2007) found few consistent variables impacting adoption of conservation 

agriculture practice across international contexts, which they interpreted to mean that 

independent variables correlated with adoption are likely to be highly specific to 

individual contexts. In the United States, Prokopy et al (2008) were able to identify 

several variables that had positive relationships with adoption of BMPs, including 

education level, increased information, and increased awareness, among others. However, 

they noted that other studies (Napier and Bridges, 2002) found no positive relationship 

between education about best management practices and increased adoption, and 

cautioned that further inquiry into context-specific effects of particular education 

programs is necessary in order to deepen understanding of the nature of the relationship 

between educational programming and adoption. As a further caveat, Prokopy et al 

(2008) emphasized that their analysis found none of their variables to have a consistently 

positive relationship with adoption, and that all of the positive relationships found were 

weak. The failure of meta-analyses to yield consistent results regarding factors 

influencing adoption of sustainable agriculture practices demonstrates the need for 

investigation into the relationship between educational programming and the agroforestry 

adoption process within particular, program-specific contexts (Strong and Jacobson, 

2005; Prokopy et al, 2008; Valdivia et al, 2012; Lankester, 2013). 

One such program is the Agroforestry Academy at the University of Missouri 

Center for Agroforestry (UMCA), a week-long temperate agroforestry training program 
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that takes place in central Missouri each July. Although the program was originally 

designed as a “train-the-trainer” curriculum in 2013, participants now include both 

natural resource professionals and farmers. Through a combination of classroom lectures, 

field trips to regional production and research farms, and a case study design project, 

participants learn the five core practices of temperate agroforestry in addition to financial 

and regulatory considerations. Presenters include UMCA faculty and staff, government 

agency and Extension specialists, and local farmer experts engaged in agroforestry 

practices on their land. Participants stay in the dormitories at the University of Missouri’s 

campus in Columbia, MO, and days are long, often stretching from 7am until late in the 

evening in order to accommodate the large amount of information that the Academy aims 

to convey in this introductory crash course. Scholarships for veteran farmers were 

introduced in 2015; in 2018, those scholarship offerings expanded to include socially 

disadvantaged farmers through a University of Missouri “Outreach and Assistance for 

Socially Disadvantaged and Veteran Farmers and Ranchers” USDA 2501 grant. Seven 

years out, the Agroforestry Academy has 178 graduates. While educational outcomes are 

evaluated immediately following the Academy each year, no long-term follow-ups with 

alumni have been conducted to-date. In order to understand if the Agroforestry Academy 

is achieving its goal of empowering agroforestry adoption in the temperate United States, 

it’s essential to follow up with graduates regarding their experiences with agroforestry 

and continuing need for support. 

Over the past two decades, the Midwest has become a hub of temperate US 

agroforestry research. UMCA represents the largest university agroforestry initiative in 

the US, and is responsible for research, education, and outreach programming, including 
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the Agroforestry Academy and an online Master’s program with international reach. Key 

state and regional collaborators include the USDA National Agroforestry Center, USDA-

ARS Dale Bumpers Small Farm Research Center, USDA-NRCS (Missouri), USDA-

SARE (North Central Region and Missouri), Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources, MU 

and Lincoln University Extension, the Mid-American Agroforestry Working Group, 

Green Lands Blue Waters, the University of Illinois’s Agroforestry for Food Project, 

NGO’s (e.g., the Savanna Institute, Missouri Forage and Grassland Council, Missouri 

Nutgrowers Association, Chestnut Growers of America), private landowners (e.g., Green 

Pastures Farm, Cedar Hill Farm), and private businesses (e.g., Forrest Keeling Nursery, 

Hammons Product Co.). Together, these organizations offer a dynamic regional support 

system. Due to the centrality of UMCA to the collective agroforestry efforts of these 

organizations, understanding the long-term outcomes of one of its principal educational 

outreach programs will not only enable that program in particular to better meet the 

educational needs of participants, but also enhance understanding of the entire 

agroforestry learning pathway with relevance beyond the Agroforestry Academy and the 

Missouri context. 

Assessing the Impact of a Model Training Program 

 

With both locally-specific and broader regional (and national) relevance, the 

Agroforestry Academy affords an opportunity to examine the processes that agroforestry 

learning entails in a highly-contextualized manner (Gold et al, 2019). To this end, a 

“learning for sustainability” (LFS) theoretical framework was employed in order to 

examine the relationship between agroforestry education and adoption as an interplay 
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between learner, learning, and context (Lankester, 2013). The LFS framework draws 

together social, experiential, and transformative learning theories in order to pose four 

guiding questions: Who learns? Why is it learned? How is it learned? and What is 

learned? (Maarleveld & Dangbegnon, 1999; Lankester, 2013). With these questions as a 

guide, this study aimed to assess both the efficacy of the Agroforestry Academy toward 

agroforestry learning and adoption, as well as how the Academy and UMCA might better 

support the integration of agroforestry into temperate landscapes moving forward. 

 

The significance of this research is demonstrated by the following conditions: 

1) As agrarian landscapes grapple with pressing questions of viability and 

sustainability, there is a clear need for wide application of multi-functional 

agricultural systems that provide ecological, economic, and social benefits; 

agroforestry fulfills such a need. 

2) Low rates of agroforestry adoption in temperate regions provide an opportunity 

for greater integration of agroforestry practices in these areas, and education is a 

key tool for empowering adoption. 

3) Agroforestry education is a complex, dynamic, and context-specific process that 

requires attention to the particularities of who, why, how, and what is learned, and 

the relationship between such learning and behavioral change. 

 

 In order to develop a richer understanding of the role that educational 

programming plays in relation to agroforestry adoption processes, this research examined 

the Agroforestry Academy as an illustrative case using a mixed-methods exploratory-
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sequential design (Creswell, 2014). In the first phase of the study, semi-structured 

interviews were conducted with a subset of past participants from each year of the 

Agroforestry Academy between 2013 and 2018 in order to develop a qualitative 

understanding of the range of experiences of Academy graduates leading up to, during, 

and following participation. In the second phase, a survey was developed from the 

interview data and administered to all who participated in the Academy between 2013 

and 2019. In the following chapters, data from both phases of the case study are 

synthesized in order to shed light on the effect of the Agroforestry Academy on the 

current state of agroforestry learning in the United States Midwest and the challenges and 

opportunities for expanding the impact of such programming.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Agroforestry Adoption - Opportunities and Challenges 

 

 Agroforestry integrates trees and shrubs with crop and animal systems with the 

intention of creating environmental, economic, and social benefits (Garrett, 2009; Jose et 

al, 2012; Valdivia et al, 2012). While practices that would now be categorized as 

agroforestry have been practiced by Native peoples in what is colonially known as the 

United States for time immemorial, windbreaks installed to combat dust bowl conditions 

in the 1930s mark the first sanctioned re-introduction of agroforestry practices into the 

American landscape since the inception of the nation (Taylor & Skinner, 2003; Jose et al, 

2012; Norgaard, 2014; Rossier & Frank, 2014; Anderson & Rosenthal, 2015; MacFarland 

et al, 2017). In spite of its deep eco-cultural roots and anecdotal success, it wasn’t until 

the late 20th and early 21st Centuries that agroforestry achieved academic recognition as 

a scientifically-validated practice (Jose et al, 2012; Jose et al, forthcoming). As 

agroforestry science has grown increasingly secure as an area of study, researchers have 

delineated six core practices that comprise agroforestry in the temperate zone: 

windbreaks (living fences that shelter crops, animals, buildings, and soil), riparian and 

upland buffers (living filters that protect waterways), silvopasture (integration of trees, 

livestock, and forages), alley cropping (planting crops between rows of high-value trees), 

urban food forests (use of perennial food-producing plants to improve the sustainability 

and resilience of urban communities), and forest farming (cultivating nutritive, medicinal, 

and decorative plants under managed forest canopy) (Gold & Garrett, forthcoming; Jose 
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et al, 2012). When properly designed and implemented, agroforestry increases crop yields 

and quality, promotes animal health while reducing stress, improves water and air 

quality, expands biodiversity, enhances recreational opportunities, diversifies farm 

income, and facilitates resilient production systems and human communities under 

increasing climate variability (Garrett, 2009; Valdivia et al, 2009; Barbieri & Valdivia, 

2010; Jose et al, 2012). 

 While agroforestry promotes sustainable food systems across spatial scales, these 

benefits are particularly relevant to small farmers. Agroforestry increases multi-

functionality of landscapes for small landowners (Barbieri & Valdivia, 2010), helping 

farm enterprises internalize benefits of diverse functions. This diversification enables 

small farmers to maximize resource use and mitigate risk (Valdivia et al, 2012), 

contributing to the sustainability of individual farms and rural communities (Wilson, 

2008). Accordingly, the USDA published an Agroforestry Strategic Framework in 2011, 

identifying increased adoption of agroforestry practices as a primary goal; an updated 

version was released in 2019 outlining objectives through 2024 (Jose et al, 2012; USDA, 

2019). 

 Despite the growing institutional support for temperate agroforestry and 

burgeoning interest among farmers, there are still many barriers to agroforestry adoption 

in North America, both structural and individualized (Strong & Jacobson, 2005; Valdivia 

et al, 2009; Jose et al, 2012; Valdivia et al, 2012; Trozzo et al, 2014). Risk, cost, time 

constraints, and biophysical factors have been identified as factors impeding adoption, as 

well as lack of experience, information, and knowledge regarding agroforestry practices 

(Pattanayak, 2003; Valdivia & Poulos, 2009; Valdivia et al, 2012; Trozzo et al, 2014). In 
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the United States and Canada, Valdivia et al (2009) describe economic, cultural, policy, 

and technical assistance barriers to broad-based adoption of agroforestry. These include 

lack of detailed financial projections for multi-species production and an associated 

barrier to credit access for enterprise start-up; friction with traditional notions of “good 

farming”; poorly-designed, mis-scaled, or absent policy incentives; and under-informed 

field-level staff who either fail to recommend agroforestry practices when appropriate or 

lack the knowledge to effectively support implementation. In a later paper, Valdivia et al 

(2012) found that transaction costs--defined as costs connected to market access, 

including access to enabling information, inputs, and technical assistance--posed the 

greatest barrier to farmers in Missouri. In the Southeastern US, Workman et al (2003) 

identify lack of awareness and knowledge, both among farmers and Extension 

professionals, as a persistent impediment to agroforestry adoption in the region. Strong 

and Jacobson (2005) found that farmers in Pennsylvania perceived economic obstacles as 

their most significant impediments to agroforestry adoption, though the authors argued 

that the particular obstacles identified might in fact be more aptly characterized as 

information barriers (e.g., “do not know where to market products”). Pennsylvania 

farmers subsequently surveyed by Strong and Jacobson (2006) confirmed this 

perspective, identifying “access to information” as the most significant barrier to their 

adoption of agroforestry practices. 

 While economic, policy, and biophysical obstacles to agroforestry adoption 

should not be ignored, it’s worth noting the frequency with which lack of information and 

knowledge arises as a significant barrier--often the most significant barrier--to farmers’ 

incorporation of agroforestry practices. A solution might be, then, to turn to educational 
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outreach as a means of overcoming this obstacle. The assumption, however, that simply 

providing farmers with access to the information they lack will seamlessly result in 

increased agroforestry implementation disregards the complexity of both agroforestry, as 

a multi-functional agricultural system, and the learning process. 

Agricultural Education for Multi-functional Landscapes 

 

 Learning processes have been given considerable attention in relation to the 

promotion of sustainability practices, and education is frequently cited as an important 

tool for creating change in agricultural systems; however, understanding of the 

relationship between learning and changes in both behavior and perspective remains 

foggy (Prokopy, 2008; Lankester, 2013; Triste et al, 2014). Frequent calls for more 

education in order to address problems occurring throughout the complex contemporary 

food system—‘if they only knew!’—are premised on the assumption that more education 

will translate without impediment into changed actions. But, as Triste et al (2014) point 

out, “people’s environmental behavior is too complex and contextual to be captured in a 

straightforward model based on a linear relationship between knowledge, awareness and 

behavior.” And so, to take education seriously as a tool for change, it becomes critical to 

engage with the messy questions of particularity and context: What is particular about 

learning about this topic? Which kinds of learning processes and structures have been 

effective in similar contexts? Which haven’t? And who are the learners? Why do they 

want to learn? And how do they learn best? 

 Multi-functional agriculture is a broad category that includes any agricultural 

system that produces both food (or biomass) commercially, in addition to generating 
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social and ecological benefits (Manson et al, 2016). Agroforestry falls within this 

category, alongside many other “alternative” agricultural systems, including organic 

agriculture and permaculture, as well as specific practices, such as reduced tillage or 

managed intensive rotational grazing. Compared to conventional agriculture, 

agroforestry--like other alternative agriculture practices--is “complex, non-prescriptive, 

and risky, requiring more observation, monitoring and judgment,” as well as localized 

agroecological knowledge (Ingram, 2010). This means that educational programming 

about agroforestry has to grapple with this complexity, uncertainty, and context-to-

context specificity in a way that educational programming about conventional 

agricultural practices typically do not. 

This complexity, uncertainty, and context-to-context specificity is a challenge that 

traditional agricultural education providers have struggled to meet. In one particularly 

unenviable instance, “massive human and economic resources” were employed by 

conservation groups to motivate farmers in an Ohio watershed to implement conservation 

production systems--to no observable effect (Napier & Bridges, 2002). The educational 

outreach was designed in line with Rogers’ model of diffusion of innovations, which 

builds upon the 1943 work of Ryan and Gross regarding the diffusion of hybrid seed corn 

in Iowa and argues that “behavioral change is a product of exposure to information and 

access to education,” (Napier & Bridges, 2002; Rogers, 2004). The diffusion model 

underpins much of the educational programming provided through Cooperative 

Extension and federal and state agricultural agencies--and as demonstrated by Napier and 

Bridges (2002), its effectiveness is marginal for inherently complex multi-functional 

agriculture practices. Rodriguez et al (2009) support this perspective, finding that 
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technical assistance providers were often ill-prepared to provide farmers with adequate 

support in adopting sustainable agriculture practices, especially with enough specificity 

to individual contexts.  

 These instances of failed educational efforts targeting sustainable agriculture 

practices indicate aspects of traditional agricultural education that require innovation--or 

a shift in perspective--in order to meet the needs of farmers learning to practice multi-

functional agriculture (or perhaps all farmers--though that line of argument falls outside 

of the scope of this research). A first mismatch is that Rogers’ model views education as 

a one-off process in which experts (researchers and/or teachers) transfer information to 

individual farmers who passively receive the information and then incorporate it into 

their operations. Additionally, traditional agriculture education tends to treat practices as 

one-size-fits-all models that are universally applicable without modification. And finally, 

learning is envisioned as a means to a particular end that has been predetermined by an 

expert, and which is either achieved or not (Napier & Bridges, 2002; Kroma, 2006; 

Ingram, 2010; Lankester, 2013; Triste et al, 2014).  

 Studies that engage with farmers who are in the process of learning to implement 

sustainable agriculture practices offer insight into potential responses to the above-

described mismatches between the diffusion of innovations learning model and the 

context of complex alternative agricultural systems. In a study of beef producers learning 

to implement cell grazing in Australia, Lankester (2013) noted a need for educational 

programming that positions educators as collaborators and facilitators in sustained, 

collective problem solving, as opposed to mere provisioners of information and advice. 

Kroma (2006) similarly identifies a need for educators to take on facilitation roles, and to 
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understand themselves as engaged in “mutual and shared learning” with farmers. Ingram 

(2010) even pushes back against the vocabulary of adoption (which is rhetorically rooted 

in the diffusion of innovations perspective), arguing that farmers instead “reconstruct” 

alternative agriculture practices in order to effectively adapt “principles to place.” This 

amounts to a paradigm shift for agricultural knowledge exchange, and requires educators 

who are equipped to move beyond fixed prescriptions to dynamic principles, and to 

engage with farmers in on-farm knowledge generation through experimentation, social 

interaction, and dialogue (Ingram, 2010). Triste et al (2014) additionally encourage 

agricultural educators to release preconceived notions of what should be learned, and 

rather adapt to the interests and questions of the farmer-learners in order to best assist 

with building learning capacity as a worthy goal in and of itself. Franz et al (2010) draw 

attention to the value of sustained learning relationships forged through sequential 

educational experiences which reinforce learning, provide opportunity for reflection, and 

strengthen social ties and trust over time into what Carolan (2006) calls “networks of 

familiarity.” 

 This last point draws attention to a final area of note within the sustainable and 

alternative agricultural education literature: that is, the prominence of social learning and 

practitioner networks (Carolan, 2006; Kroma, 2006; Prokopy et al, 2008; Franz et al, 

2010; Ingram, 2010). In their effort to broadly understand “how farmers learn,” Franz et 

al (2010) found that alternative and organic farmers were more oriented toward mutual 

assistance and problem solving through farmer-to-farmer information-sharing compared 

to the conventional farmers that they spoke with. This is in keeping with Kroma’s (2006) 

finding that embeddedness in a network of practitioners encouraged both learning and 
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applied experimentation among organic farmers in New York, noting that the 

management of complex multi-functional agro-ecological systems requires both “a 

coherent set of ecological innovations [knowledge and artifacts]” and “a corresponding 

set of social arrangements such as farmer networks.” Ingram (2010) suggests that farmers 

engaged in the continuous learning, experimentation, and adaptation required by complex 

alternative agricultural management systems benefit profoundly from interaction and 

collaboration with others with a shared experience. As one farmer-participant in the study 

put it, “Farmers listen to scientists, but farmers learn from farmers.” Learning within their 

social networks, Ingram says, helps farmers with “problem solving and reformulation, 

access into other knowledge sources, validation and legitimation,” and, ultimately, 

“reduced risk.” Kroma (2006) also highlights the relationship between social networks 

and farmers’ relationships to risk, noting that the social capital generated through farmer 

groups can help farmers overcome the deterrent that perceived risk poses to trying new 

practices by improving their confidence and reducing uncertainty. 

 In light of the understanding of the importance of farmer learning networks to the 

adoption and maintenance of sustainable agriculture practices, many authors encourage 

Extension educators to direct their efforts toward supporting social networks among 

agricultural professionals (Kroma, 2006; Isaac et al, 2007; Franz et al, 2010; Manson et 

al, 2016). “Facilitators critically function as link persons making possible the sharing of 

information and assistance both within the group and with outside actors and agencies,” 

Kroma (2006) notes, and Manson et al (2016) propose that university researchers and 

extension agents engage in targeted initiatives designed to strengthen farmer peer-

learning networks in order to support the flow of information and resources. But while 
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there appears to be a consensus that facilitation of social networks among farmers is 

critical to the success of educational programming regarding complex alternative 

agriculture systems, how to effectively facilitate such networks remains an open question, 

and the difficulty of manufacturing meaningful social connection among farmers where it 

has not organically arisen is indicated as a persistent challenge (Prokopy et al, 2008). 

Learning for Sustainability 

 

 As an alternative to the diffusion of innovations framework already discussed, this 

study employed a conceptual framework developed by Lankester (2013) in order to 

interpret the learning processes of beef producers striving to achieve more sustainable 

management practices. This “learning for sustainability” (LFS) framework synthesizes 

experiential learning, transformative learning, and social learning perspectives, and is 

structured by Maarleveld and Dangbegnon’s four guiding questions for learning inquiry: 

Who learns? Why is it learned? How is it learned? And what is learned? (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1.  'Learning for sustainability' conceptual framework (Lankester, 2013.) 

 
 

 

In Lankester’s (2013) framework, the individual is central, representing the 

answer to Maarleveld and Dangbegnon’s (1999) first question, Who learns? As 

contradictory as it may seem, this is a perspective drawn from the literature on social 

learning, and it follows from the premise that even social groups are comprised of 

individuals. Social learning occurs when the learning of individuals is influenced by, and 

influences, the social dynamics in which that learning occurs. This may lead to the 

development of shared perspectives within groups, which may ultimately impact the 

wider social (and in the case of natural resource management, biophysical) context 

(Maarleveld & Dangbegnon, 1999; Lankester, 2013). 

 Regarding the question of Why learning takes place, Lankester (2013) again draws 

upon Maarleveld and Dangbegnon’s (1999) social learning perspective, as well as Kolb’s 

(1984) experiential learning theory. Both believe that learning is initiated by a “trigger - 

in Maarleveld and Dangbegnon’s (1999) interpretation, this may take the form of a crisis, 
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anticipated consequences, or a breakthrough (i.e., an intrinsically derived realization of a 

need for change); in Kolb’s (1984) theory, the trigger is understood as a concrete 

experience or observation that reveals need for change. Lankester (2013) additionally 

points out that social interactions or felt dynamics may contribute to learning triggers. 

The tension between the way things are and the individual’s newfound understanding of 

what is needed prompts the learning endeavor. 

 As to the question of How learning happens, Lankester (2013) again weaves 

together experiential and social learning perspectives. Kolb’s (1984) cycle of experiential 

learning is taken as the structural basis for learning: a concrete experience or observation 

triggers reflection, which may lead to abstract conceptualization and changes in 

cognition, which in turn may lead to action. Action alters the context (psychological, 

emotional, social, biophysical, etc.) in which the learner exists, which may lead to new 

experiences and observations, and new learning. Lankester (2013) adjusts this theory by 

dismissing the presumed linearity of the original formulation, arguing that the different 

components of the cycle may occur in different sequences and directions of flow. She 

also locates the experiential learning cycle firmly within a social and cultural context, 

emphasizing the way in which this context both influences and is influenced by the 

learning process (Lankester, 2013). 

 Finally, Lankester (2013) turns to Mezirow’s (1991) theory of transformative 

learning in order to address the question of What is learned? Mezirow (1991) organizes 

learning outcomes by type (although, as Lankester points out, these could also be 

interpreted as process, or How, types). The first, instrumental learning, is oriented around 

concrete problem-solving, and typically includes the development of a skill, acquisition 
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of technical information, and the development of empirical knowledge - that is, facts and 

functions. The next, communicative learning, concerns learning to understand others, in 

addition to learning to be understood by others - it is socially-oriented and interpersonal. 

Finally, emancipatory learning involves critical self-reflection; when this self-reflection 

results in a change in the learner’s frame of reference, Mezirow identifies such a change 

as transformation - as in transformative learning (Mezirow, 1991). 

Table 1. Summary of Maarleveld and Dangbegnon's (1999) questions as interpreted by the LFS framework (Lankester, 

2013). 

Questions 
(Maarleveld & Dangbegnon, 

1999) 

Theoretical Grounding LFS Interpretation 
(Lankester, 2013) 

Who learns? Social Learning 

(Maarleveld & 

Dangbegnon, 1999) 

Individuals learn; 

individuals in groups may 

develop shared 

perspectives, which may 

then effect changes in the 

wider social context. 

Why is it learned? Experiential Learning 

(Kolb, 1984); Social 

Learning (Maarleveld & 

Dangbegnon, 1999) 

Learning is “triggered” - 

by experience, 

observation, and/or social 

interactions and dynamics 

How is it learned? Experiential Learning 

(Kolb, 1984); Social 

Learning (Maarleveld & 

Dangbegnon, 1999) 

Kolb’s experiential 

learning cycle: 

● Concrete 

experience or 

observation 

● Reflection 

● Abstract concept- 

ualization and 

changed cognition 

● Action. 

This cycle occurs within, 

is influenced by, and 

influences social context. 

What is learned? Transformative Learning 

(Mezirow, 1991) 

Instrumental learning 

(task-oriented problem 

solving involving new 
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skills, technical 

information, and empirical 

knowledge) 

 

Communicative learning 

(understanding the 

meaning of others and 

being understood by 

others) 

 

Emancipatory learning 

(critical self reflection that 

may result in a changed 

frame of reference, i.e., 

transformation) 

 

By situating the individual farmers’ learning processes within their social (and 

biophysical) context, Lankester inscribes the interconnectedness of learner, learning, and 

context (Triste et al, 2014). This, in addition to the blending of experiential, 

transformative, and social learning theories--key aspects of adult learning that, on their 

own, each only address a limited angle on farmer learning for sustainability--demonstrate 

the relevance of the LFS framework for this study. Lankester’s framework, structured by 

Maarleveld and Dangbegnon’s (1999) questions and informed by the described 

theoretical perspectives, represents the lens through which the learning experiences of 

participants in the Agroforestry Academy were interpreted in an effort to deepen 

understanding of the relationship between agroforestry education and adoption. 

Research Purpose and Objectives 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the Agroforestry Academy as a model 

North American agroforestry training program in order to develop a richer understanding 

of the role that educational programming plays in relation to agroforestry adoption 
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processes, as well as how that role might be leveraged to enhance such processes in the 

future. 

Objectives of the research are to investigate and articulate: 

1. Who learns: Who seeks out and accesses agroforestry education? 

2. Why is it learned: What factors motivate agroforestry learning? 

3. How is it learned: Which styles of learning and learning contexts facilitate 

satisfying agroforestry learning? 

4. What is learned: What kinds of information and skill development contribute to 

the greatest shift in behavior and understanding? What additionally is needed? 



 22 

CHAPTER 3. METHODS 

 

 This two-part study involved an initial, interview phase followed by the 

development and implementation of an online survey instrument. Such an approach is 

characterized as mixed-methods, involving the rigorous collection and analysis of both 

quantitative and qualitative data in such a manner that the two forms of data are 

integrated in order to generate deeper understanding of the phenomenon: in this case, 

participant experiences with the Agroforestry Academy (Greene, 1989; Creswell, 2014). 

Due to the exploratory nature of this first follow-up with Academy participants, the 

researcher chose to utilize an exploratory-sequential design, in which the initial collection 

of rich, descriptive, qualitative data informed the development of a quantitative survey 

instrument directly addressing the context at hand (Creswell 2014). 

Qualitative Design and Analysis Protocol 

 

 In the first, qualitative phase of the study, eleven semi-structured interviews were 

conducted between October, 2018 and February, 2019 with participants representing each 

year of the Agroforestry Academy through 2018. Participants were identified using 

purposive sampling based on researcher access, representation across years of the 

Academy, and the ability to offer thoughtful insight into their experiences with the 

Agroforestry Academy and agroforestry adoption. Agroforestry Academy director Dr. 

Michael Gold assisted with identification of likely interview subjects from each year of 

the Academy; all potential subjects identified by Dr. Gold were invited to participate in 
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interviews, and eleven were ultimately available to do so. Interview participants 

represented diverse ages, genders, and professions (see Table 2). 

Table 2. Descriptive information regarding interview participants. 

Category Count % 

Age (years) 

<50 

50+ 

 

6 

5 

 

55% 

45% 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

 

8 

3 

 

73% 

27% 

Agroforestry “Role” 

Farmer/Practitioner 

Natural Resource 

Professional/Educator 

Both 

 

3 

5 

3 

 

27% 

45% 

27% 

 

Qualitative data analysis adhered to the four criteria for trustworthiness in 

qualitative research delineated by Lincoln and Guba (1985): dependability (consistency 

and replicability of findings), credibility (confidence in the truthfulness of findings), 

confirmability (transparency regarding the impact of researcher positionality on findings), 

and transferability (relevance of findings to other contexts). Steps taken by the researcher 

to address these criteria are represented in Table 3. 

Table 3. Steps taken by the researcher to ensure trustworthiness, and associated criteria (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) 

Step Criteria 

Consistent documentation of the data collection and analysis. Dependability 

Reflective memoing following each interview and throughout the coding process Dependability; 

Confirmability 

Bracketing of researcher positionality and preconceptions regarding agroforestry Confirmability 

Triangulation of interview data with document review data1 Credibility 

 
1 The researcher also attended the Agroforestry Academy twice (in 2018 and 2019) in order to gather 

impressions as a participant-observer. 
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Use of thick, rich description Transferability 

 

 Interviews took place both in person and over the phone and ranged in length 

between 30 minutes and two hours. Due to UMCA’s interest in supporting participants’ 

entire agroforestry learning pathways, the scope of the interviews were not constrained to 

isolated programmatic elements of the Agroforestry Academy, but additionally 

encompassed experiences with agroforestry learning prior to and following participation 

in the Academy in order to better understand how the Academy fits within the broader 

learning process. (See Appendix A – Interview Protocolfor the complete interview 

protocol.) All interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim, and transcripts were 

uploaded to the NVivo software platform (Version 12.6.0) for analysis. Coding followed 

a line-by-line, constant-comparative technique, involving identification of “units” of 

relevant text and a series of aggregations into higher levels of abstraction (Creswell 

2013). This entailed: 1) careful read-throughs of interview transcripts; 2) in vivo 

(emergent) identification of units of texts (codes); 3) sorting of in vivo codes into 

categories informed by researcher impressions (memos) and relevant literature; 4) further 

aggregation of categories into themes; and 5) further memoing. See Appendix B – 

Summary of Interview Themesfor a complete summary of themes. 

Reflective memoing following each interview captured observations and 

impressions that may not have been salient in recordings. This reflexivity was reinforced 

by bracketing of researcher positionality and preconceptions regarding agroforestry, in 

order to provide the reader with context with which to interpret the framing of the data, 

and to enable the researcher to approach the data with thoughtful consideration of how 

positionality has impacted conduct and interpretation: 
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Positionality Statement 

In terms of my own relationship to agroforestry, I first became 

aware of the practice as a college study abroad student in northern 

Thailand. There, I witnessed expanses of hillsides planted in corn and 

eaten away by erosion, in contrast to lush and productive agroforestry 

plots that enabled communities with limited citizenship status to subsist 

under conditions of extreme state-imposed limitations. Upon returning to 

the United States, I sought out opportunities to learn about temperate 

agroforestry, initially in the central Appalachian region and then New 

England. Now, I am a graduate student in agroforestry at the University of 

Missouri, and hold an assistantship with the MU Center for Agroforestry, 

where my research interests lie in the ways that social sustainability 

intersects with economic and environmental sustainability functions of 

agroforestry systems, and the role of implicit land ethic in agricultural 

education. 

Agroforestry’s emphasis on reciprocal systems aligns with my 

personal land ethic in such a way that cannot help but impact my 

perspective as a researcher. In this research, I don’t call into question the 

value or “right”ness of the spread of agroforestry, but rather probe the 

ways in which farmers can be supported to enable, ultimately, landscape-

level transformation toward agroforestry. I believe that agroforestry 

provides a benefit to communities, both human and otherwise (as if you 
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could separate one from the other), and I pursue this project with the goal 

of maximizing the accessibility of that benefit. 

 

 Interview data was triangulated with data derived from a document review. The 

documents consisted of Agroforestry Academy annual evaluation reports prepared by 

UMCA staff summarizing the pre- and post- Academy surveys that each participant 

completed at the beginning and end of the week-long program each year. Analysis 

involved reading and summarizing key information from each section of the reports, with 

particular attention to changes or extreme results. The researcher summarized participant 

comments included in the reports and organized them by theme. Resonance between the 

document review data and viewpoints expressed via interviews indicated data saturation 

(Creswell 2013). These multiple data-sources were used to develop a multi-faceted 

rendering of the Agroforestry Academy and its role in relationship to agroforestry 

learning and adoption. 

Quantitative Design and Analysis Protocol 

 

The second, quantitative phase of the study involved development of an online 

Qualtrics survey instrument based upon the qualitative findings that emerged from the 

interview data. The researcher developed the survey instrument via iterative drafts in 

collaboration with UMCA employees (n=3), as well as interview participants who 

volunteered to offer feedback on survey instrument drafts (n=4), in order to establish face 

validity of the instrument. The final survey instrument included 50 questions regarding: 

1) experiences within the Academy itself, 2) experiences with agroforestry following 



 27 

participation in the Academy, and 3) need for additional support in agroforestry learning 

and implementation beyond the Academy; the instrument additionally collected 

demographic information. 

The survey employed primarily multiple-choice, multiple-answer questions to ask 

respondents to identify elements of the Academy that they found engaging, enjoyable, 

and useful--or not; to suggest constructive changes to Academy programming; to 

describe the extent to which they now practice agroforestry, professionally and 

personally; and to indicate which kinds of additional training, resources, or social 

learning opportunities might be most desirable moving forward. Within each section, the 

survey provided space for respondents to elaborate upon their responses in an open-ended 

manner. The full survey instrument is included in Appendix C – Survey Instrument 

With the exception of interview participants and those without operational emails 

on record, all past participants in the Agroforestry Academy were invited to participate in 

the survey (N = 167). The researcher sent an initial email invitation on December 3rd, 

2019, and then sent five reminders to unfinished respondents up until January 23rd, 2020. 

The researcher compiled survey responses in an Excel spreadsheet and performed simple 

descriptive analysis of all closed-ended questions using the PivotTable function to yield 

frequencies and percentages. The researcher separately compiled and exported open-

ended question responses to NVivo, where she utilized the same line-by-line, constant-

comparative coding technique as that employed in the interview analysis. The following 

section presents quantitative and qualitative results in conversation with one another in 

order to enrich understanding of the agroforestry learning process. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 

Who learns? 

 

 Of the 167 past Agroforestry Academy participants invited to participate in the 

survey, 70 ultimately responded, resulting in a response rate of 42%. Demographic 

comparisons between survey respondents and participants in the first six years of the 

Agroforestry Academy are represented in Figure 2 and Figure 3 below. Survey 

respondents appear to trend older than the overall demographics of Academy participants, 

with a greater percentage of survey respondents in the 35-45, 56-65, and > 65 years age 

brackets; however, depending upon year of participation, some survey respondents have 

aged as much as seven years since their Academy experiences, and so this discrepancy is 

in actuality much smaller. Fewer farmers responded to the survey than would be 

representative of Academy participants more broadly, with respondents weighting more 

heavily toward non-farmer professionals. Race and gender data were not collected in the 

pre- and post-Academy questionnaires, and so it isn’t possible to compare 

representativeness of this study’s sample along those lines.  
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Figure 2. Comparison of agroforestry “roles” represented by survey respondents versus the first six years of Academy 

participants (Gold et al, 2019). 

 

Figure 3. Comparison of age demographics between survey respondents and the first six years of Academy participants 

(Gold et al, 2019). 

 
 

Additional demographic data collected from survey respondents is represented in 

Table 4. Based on this information, it can be said that participants in the Agroforestry 

Academy tend to be located in the twelve states comprising the North Central SARE 

Region (https://www.northcentralsare.org/, the same region where the Academy takes 

https://www.northcentralsare.org/
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place) and highly educated, with more than half having completed some amount of 

graduate studies. Participants overwhelmingly identify as White, and the gender make-up 

of cohorts trend male. Participants occupy a broad age range, and the majority fall 

between the ages of 25 and 65 years. Roughly two-thirds of participants have been 

natural resource professionals (including students), while only roughly one-third identify 

as farmers; given that the first two years of the Academy were open primarily to natural 

resource professionals, with farmers only included in cohorts in the latter four years, this 

skew is to be expected. Taken together, the “typical” Agroforestry Academy participant 

could be described as a White, middle-aged male with a graduate degree living in the 

Midwest and working as a natural resource professional. 

Table 4. Demographic data of survey participants (N = 70). 

Category Percentage 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

Other 

 

43% 

56% 

1% 

Race 

White 

American Indian or Alaska Native 

Asian 

Latinx 

Black 

Other 

Prefer not to answer 

 

86% 

4% 

4% 

1% 

1% 

3% 

4% 

Geographic Region (SARE Region) 

North Central 

Southern 

Northeastern 

Non-US 

Western 

 

74% 

9% 

9% 

6% 

4% 

Education Level 

Graduate Studies 

Four-Year College 

Other 

Community/Junior College 

Technical School 

 

59% 

31% 

6% 

3% 

1% 
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 In interviews, participants described “enabling factors” that enhanced their ability 

and desire to participate in the Academy, several of which dovetail with the 

demographics of participants detailed above. These include: 1) possessing some pre-

existing background expertise relevant to the Academy, 2) being sponsored by their 

workplace to attend, 3) knowing someone else who had already participated, and 4) being 

asked to come as the back-up to someone who became unavailable to participate. The 

first two would presumably be most likely to occur for people with high levels of 

education in a field related to agroforestry and a professional position with an 

organization that supports professional development training. The latter two rely on 

social network embeddedness and would likely contribute to a certain homogeneity of 

participants. The availability of scholarships played an important role for farmer 

participants, as did the ecological good-fit appeal of agroforestry, which would tend to be 

most relevant for Midwestern farmers in particular, given the Academy’s location. 

UMCA also provides coaching for farmers to help them approach their state SARE 

officers in order to obtain at least partial funding for tuition, which has enabled additional 

farmer-participants to attend. 

Why is it learned? 

 

 Interview participants described a mixture of externally- and internally-derived 

motivations for seeking out agroforestry education. Many found themselves nudged into 

initial encounters with agroforestry by outside forces, resulting in a new-found awareness 

of a gap in their knowledge and the need to close that gap. These external drivers fell 
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under the themes of: 1) learning for work, 2) problem-solving, 3) provisioning, and 4) 

economics. One Cooperative Extension educator described her interest in agroforestry as 

stemming from questions she fielded from farmers with woodlots who wanted to know, 

“well, what can I do with all this timber, besides just sell it? … they thought there could 

be more value, but they didn’t know what it was,” and neither, she realized, did she. “So 

when the opportunity came up… for the Academy, I jumped on that pretty quick.” 

Another participant had been working at a native plants nursery for more than a decade 

when he noticed a shift in demand from wildlife and aesthetic plantings to planting for 

human consumption. At that time, he said, “I knew about [agroforestry], but I didn’t pay 

much attention to it.” When customers started asking for pecans in addition to walnuts, 

though, “and then after that, it was like, what else, what else… hybrid chestnuts, 

pawpaws, and persimmons… hybrid hazelnuts, for human, for basic commercial 

production,” he started paying attention. A higher-up at the nursery approached him with 

the opportunity for the Agroforestry Academy, and he accepted with enthusiasm. 

A farmer participant described her motivation to learn as finding ways to utilize 

her particular property in a productive manner in line with her land ethic. Agroforestry 

stood out as a way to problem-solve this puzzle, working with “the natural shape of our 

property and the farm and how you know we don’t have these open spaces in the same 

way… We’re like, how do we put a niche of something in here, and like, what fits in that 

space, and what would work for that?” And interviewees who worked as Extension 

educators or government agents frequently cited the need to help their farmer-clients 

diversify their operations for economic reasons as motivating their agroforestry learning. 

“Farmers need to diversify. And they know it. They know that they can’t just do the 
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single crop system and survive, because they’re at the whim of the markets,” one 

agricultural business specialist explained. “Some of them just are looking for a better way 

to sustain their farm property and generate a second income stream… So you kinda look 

for products like elderberry… that have, you know, a value-added… aspect to them.” 

Agroforestry provided her with tools to help farmers in this diversification. 

 Other interview participants emphasized intrinsic motivations to learn more about 

agroforestry: the itch to satisfy their curiosity, or a certain affinity for the logic of 

perennial systems. Themes that arose in association with intrinsic motivation included the 

desire for first-hand learning and a pull toward conservation practices. One farmer 

interviewed described his slide down the rabbit hole of alternative agriculture: 

Well, I mean we’re, we’re row crop farmers as you, as you can see. So I think maybe the 

start of that was getting into, oh, getting into cover crops really. So getting into this idea 

that… I feel like cover crops became instead of like an end-all deal, sort of like a short-

term, like a short-term stop gap to a perennial agriculture. And ‘cause, I mean, you start 

to think about soil health, I don’t think you can really continue down the path of soil 

health without starting to think about perennials. 

Another interviewee--an educator--found herself giving a presentation on agroforestry 

based on slides shared by the National Agroforestry Center. “When I was done,” she said, 

“I thought, that was pretty superficial. I really just gave the PowerPoint and that didn’t 

have that much content in it. So that got my interest.” She decided she wanted to learn 

more for herself. 

Others highlighted their personal preferences, characteristics, and passions as 

highly influential not only of their desire to pursue agroforestry, but also of which 

agroforestry practices they gravitated toward. One participant mentioned how she was 
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“really quite intrigued by forest farming”—but it wasn’t just the content that drew her, it 

was also the excitement of the learning process itself, and the problems it enabled her to 

face. A military veteran interviewed described the way in which agroforestry enabled him 

to create for himself the kind of work environment that he needed in order to mitigate the 

“shock” he experienced while deployed in Kosovo and Afghanistan. 

 In a combination of both external and internal drivers, social factors operated as 

both push and pull for interview participants to deepen their engagement with 

agroforestry. Leading up to and during the Academy, social context, relationships, and 

positioning encouraged participants toward opportunities for agroforestry learning: 

finding out about the Academy from a co-worker or boss or friend from college, or even 

a chance encounter with a practitioner: “The other thing that happened was some time in 

all that, I met [producer name]... He came in one day to talk to me because he was 

actually gonna apply as a participant in an organic initiative… and somehow he started 

inviting me to his elderberry conference… And he’s just been a really good conduit for 

producers to call me and talk to them about what we can do to assist them.” 

Even within the Academy, social factors convened to motivate participants to 

deepen their learning: 

I thought it was a really, um, good bunch of people that was really interested in what was 

going on… We were kinda in a crowded room, I felt like that was--but sometimes that 

plays into how well people participate, and we did have really good participation in that 

class, so I was, I was pretty happy about that… I thought it just went well, because there 

were  people who were really interested in it. And it was not, um, people just trying to 

figure something out. It was all people who pretty much had a use for this class in their 

real life. 
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For this participant, the sense that she and her classmates were ‘in it together’ contributed 

to an overall learning environment where participants were buoyed by each other’s 

enthusiasm, active engagement, and real-world need for the information. This 

phenomenon was born out by the survey data. Forty-four percent of respondents (24% of 

farmers, 51% of non-farmers) marked “forming relationships with other participants” as 

one of the top-three most engaging/enjoyable components of the Academy and 34% of 

respondents (12% of farmers, 43% of non-farmers) marked it as one of the top-three most 

useful components, making “forming relationships with other participants” the second-

most engaging/enjoyable component (after farm visits) and third-most useful component 

(after farm visits and the case study design project). 

How is it learned? 

 

 The Agroforestry Academy provides participants with a wide variety of learning 

opportunities and styles over the course of the week-long program, ranging from more 

traditional classroom lectures to farm visits to a case study design project. While this 

breadth aims to ensure that many different kinds of learners will connect with something 

on offer, it also raises the question of whether there are trends among participants overall-

-or types of participants--in terms of which of these styles of learning and learning 

contexts ultimately result in the most satisfying agroforestry learning. 

 The Qualtrics survey asked participants to identify what in their opinions were the 

three most and least enjoyable or engaging programmatic components of the Academy, in 

addition to the three most and least useful components. Table 5 summarizes the results of 

these questions.  
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Table 5. Participant rankings for three most and least enjoyable/engaging components of the Academy, and three most 

and least useful components, broken down by “role.” 

Component Role Count % 

Most Enjoyable/Engaging: (n = 64) 

 

Farm visits 

 

 

 

Forming relationships with other practitioners 

 

 

 

Hands-on demonstration activities 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

62 

17 

45 

 

28 

4 

24 

 

27 

5 

22 

 

 

97% 

100% 

96% 

 

44% 

24% 

51% 

 

42% 

29% 

47% 

Least Enjoyable/Engaging (n = 55) 

 

Classroom lectures 

 

 

 

Case study to develop the agroforestry plan 

 

 

 
Other* 
(*no components were not enjoyable/engaging) 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 
Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

14 

2 

12 

 

13 

4 

9 

 
12 

3 

9 

 

 

25% 

15% 

33% 

 

24% 

31% 

25% 

 
22% 

23% 

25% 

Most Useful (n = 64) 

 

Farm visits 

 

 

 

Case study to develop the agroforestry plan 

 

 

 

Forming relationships with other practitioners 

 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

49 

16 

33 

 

23 

6 

17 

 

22 

2 

20 

 

 

77% 

94% 

70% 

 

36% 

35% 

36% 

 

34% 

12% 

43% 
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Least Useful (n = 52) 

 

I’m not sure yet 

 

 

 

Unstructured time (meals, breaks, etc.) 

 

 

 

Case study to develop the agroforestry plan 

 

 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

23 

5 

18 

 

16 

4 

12 

 

9 

3 

6 

 

 

44% 

36% 

47% 

 

31% 

29% 

32% 

 

17% 

21% 

16% 

 

For both farmers and non-farmers, farm visits ranked as both the most enjoyable 

and engaging component of the Academy, in addition to the most useful—a perspective 

reinforced by interview data, in which field trips and the opportunities to talk to farmers 

practicing agroforestry were nearly universally cited as a highlight of the program. Other 

rankings bring to light discrepancies in experiences among participants. While 

approximately half of non-farmer respondents selected “forming relationships with other 

practitioners” as enjoyable or useful (51% and 43%, respectively), only a quarter of 

farmers found this component to be enjoyable (24%) and only 12% found it to be useful. 

And while 35% of farmers included classroom lectures in their top-three most enjoyable 

components and 47% ranked lectures as a most-useful component, only about a fifth of 

non-farmers felt the same way (19% and 21%, respectively), and a third of non-farmers 

selected classroom lectures as a least engaging component, versus 15% of farmers. This 

latter discrepancy is surprising especially in the context of interview data, in which 

farmers interviewed emphasized the degree to which they appreciated hands-on and field-

based learning over classroom learning. However, interviewed farmers were not 

surveyed, and this may indicate a difference in perspective between farmer-interviewees 

and farmer-survey respondents. 
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Of particular note is the mixed and discordant ranking of the “case study to 

develop the agroforestry plan” as simultaneously among the least enjoyable/engaging 

components, the most useful components, and the least useful components (with relative 

consensus among farmers and non-farmers). The case study planning and design project 

appears to be divisive: useful to some, aggravating or pointless-feeling to others. In the 

portions of the survey that allowed for open-ended comments, multiple respondents 

mentioned poor group dynamics within the case study project as detracting from their 

learning experiences. As with survey respondents, interviewees were divided on the case 

study: some described it as some version of “eh” or expressed resentment at the amount 

of time it consumed, whereas others found it to be an effective means of applying the 

concepts they were learning throughout the program. 

Participants were also asked to identify any changes to the Agroforestry Academy 

that would have improved their learning experiences (see Figure 4). The most popular 

suggested change among all participants was the possibility of “covering the basics ahead 

of time with online lectures so that the week of the Academy could focus on hands-on 

learning.” If lectures introducing the five core agroforestry practices were to be provided 

online via video prior to the program, it would theoretically enable time spent at the 

Academy to emphasize activities that are uniquely possible within the program context 

(such as farm visits, interactive time with instructors, etc.) without sacrificing key 

foundational content. Also popular were suggestions of more hands-on learning, more 

demonstrations, and less group project time (referring to the case study design project). 

These results resonate with themes that emerged in the interviews, where participants 

described a desire for a greater emphasis on hands-on and active learning. 
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Figure 4. Survey response distribution for the question, “In retrospect, are there any changes to the Agroforestry 

Academy programming that would have improved your learning experiences?” 

 
 Note: “Other” included covering the basics ahead of time but only to a limited extent; attention to commercial 

applications; more time on case study; more field visits; more bathroom breaks. 

In addition to the Academy’s programmatic components, survey respondents were 

asked about their relationship to the resources they gained access to through participation. 

At the onset of the Academy, all participants were given a hard copy of UMCA’s 

Agroforestry Training Manual and UMCA’s Agroforestry Planning and Design 

Handbook. In addition, throughout the week, participants were made aware of the UMCA 

website (www.centerforagroforestry.org) and were provided notes from classroom 

lectures and presentations. The survey also provided a space for respondents to describe 

“other” resources.  

Farmers were more likely to report utilizing these resources following the 

Academy than non-farmers, though both groups responded that they would like to have 

access to additional types of agroforestry resources (94% of farmers, 81% of non-

farmers). Participants were most likely to use the Agroforestry Training Manual, 

http://www.centerforagroforestry.org/
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followed by the Agroforestry Planning Handbook, presentation notes, and the UMCA 

website (this was the only resource that more non-farmers reported using than farmers). 

“Other” resources utilized included the practitioner network, organizational connections, 

knowledge gained, and examples of agroforestry in practice. In terms of additional 

resources, updated informational materials (58%), a guide to available agroforestry 

resources (56%), and a regulatory toolkit (54%) were ranked as most desirable (see 

Figure 5). The topics that participants wanted additional resources to cover most included 

forest farming (62%), silvopasture (53%), and agroforestry economics and financial tools 

(49%) (see Figure 6). 

Figure 5. Additional resources desired by participants in the Agroforestry Academy. 
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Figure 6. Topics Academy participants wished to have covered by additional resources. 

 

Finally, survey responses and interview data offer insight into the role of social 

learning in the Agroforestry Academy, and the desires of participants in terms of social 

facilitation extending beyond the week-long program. One interview participant 

described the crucial role that he felt social ties played in his agroforestry learning 

experience: 

I think what happened was, you get into a lot of groups and people don’t know each 

other, and so the de facto path of least resistance is to just go back to the room. And so I 

think what happened was, like that first night, I had said, what’s everybody doing? And 

they were like, oh, we don’t know. And I was like, we should go get a drink. And so then 

all of a sudden, like, it happened. And so I think it was, I think you have to have one 

person in the group who is willing to overcome that path of least resistance, and realize 

the importance of that, maybe. And to like try to do that. It was neat, like even the, like 

the, a lot of the teachers, like [instructor name], you know [instructor name]? So like, he 

came out with us every night…. And it was neat! Like, it was a really neat experience. But 
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I, it all comes, you just have to have that one kinda person who--or two or three people, 

or whatever it is, that’s good to go out and start that. 

This same participant went on to illustrate the ways that social relationships in his home 

context were largely discouraging to adoption of agroforestry, but that both his unique 

social position within his community and the relationships he formed through the 

Academy had enabled him to make headway despite that fact. 

 Other interviewees and survey respondents echoed his sentiments, noting the 

significance of connecting with instructors and classmates in-person and the ways in 

which social dynamics in personal contexts can present challenges. Fifty-five percent 

(35) of survey respondents said that they would like to have greater access to a 

community of practice for agroforestry and an additional 41% (26) said that they might 

like to have greater access; only 5% (3) were completely satisfied with their current 

agroforestry community of practice. Of the suggested ways in which the Center for 

Agroforestry might provide social learning opportunities and infrastructure for 

participants, an in-person, facilitated group was the most popular (74%), followed by 

community-led classes, such as an agroforestry skill-share (67%) (see Figure 7). Among 

farmers, the idea of an equipment-sharing program held strong appeal (53% of farmers, 

versus 35% of non-farmers), and among non-farmers, an online facilitated group was also 

of interest (49% of non-farmers, versus 18% of farmers). 
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Figure 7. Survey response distribution for the question, “Which types of social learning opportunities/infrastructure 

are most appealing to you?" 

 
 

What is learned?  

 

 In addition to multiple styles of learning and activities, the Agroforestry Academy 

aims to cover a broad range of topics relevant to agroforestry practice. In its current 

iteration (as of 2019), instructors offer classroom lectures on the following topics, some 

of which represent core agroforestry practices and others of which represent 

complementary areas: alley cropping; forest farming; silvopasture; windbreaks; riparian 

and upland buffers; wildlife benefits of agroforestry; native plants; natural beekeeping; 

mapping tools; marketing agroforestry products; agroforestry economics and financial 

tools; infrastructure for agroforestry adoption, including funding and regulations; and 

creating an agroforestry plan. Survey participants identified up to three topics that they 

found to be most and least enjoyable or engaging, and most and least useful, respectively. 

Table 6 represents the results of those rankings. 
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Table 6. Participant rankings for three most and least enjoyable/engaging topics covered in the Academy, and three 

most and least useful topics, broken down by “role.” In the event of a tie, both topics have been included. 

Topic Role Count % 

Most Enjoyable/Engaging: (n = 67) 

 

Silvopasture 

 

 

 

Forest farming 

 

 

 

Creating an agroforestry plan 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

38 

8 

30 

 

28 

6 

22 

 

20 

3 

17 

 

 

57% 

42% 

63% 

 

42% 

32% 

46% 

 

30% 

16% 

35% 

Least Enjoyable/Engaging (n = 55) 

 

Agroforestry economics and financial tools 

 

 

 

Other* 
(*case study group dynamics; no topics were not 
enjoyable/engaging) 

 

 

Windbreaks 

 

 

 

Infrastructure for agroforestry adoption 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

11 

1 

10 

 

11 

4 

7 

 

10 

6 

4 

 

10 

0 

10 

 

 

20% 

6% 

26% 

 

20% 

25% 

18% 

 

18% 

25% 

15% 

 

18% 

0% 

26% 

Most Useful (n = 67) 

 

Silvopasture 

 

 

 

Creating an agroforestry plan 

 

 

 

Forest farming 

 

 

 

Agroforestry economics and financial tools 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

28 

5 

23 

 

19 

4 

15 

 

17 

5 

12 

 

17 

7 

10 

 

 

42% 

26% 

48% 

 

28% 

21% 

31% 

 

25% 

26% 

25% 

 

25% 

37% 

21% 
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Least Useful (n = 58) 

 

I don’t know yet 

 

 

 

Natural beekeeping 

 

 

 

Infrastructure for agroforestry adoption 

 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

Overall 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

 

 

29 

9 

20 

 

9 

1 

8 

 

8 

2 

6 

 

 

50% 

56% 

48% 

 

16% 

6% 

19% 

 

14% 

13% 

14% 

  

Participants collectively ranked silvopasture as the most enjoyable/engaging 

topic, as well as the most useful. Forest farming also ranked consistently among the most 

enjoyable/engaging and most useful topics for both farmers and non-farmers. Other 

rankings were less uniform between groups. Forty-two percent of farmers ranked natural 

beekeeping as among the most engaging topics, whereas nearly a fifth of non-farmers 

(19%) identified that topic as among the least useful. As with this case, it is of particular 

interest when topics show up as ranking among the top three in both positive and 

negative categories, indicating a likely discrepancy between participant interest and need 

for a topic, compared to the quality of the learning experience regarding that topic. One 

of these topics is “agroforestry economics and financial tools,” which received the most 

votes from participants (and especially non-farmers, at 26%) as a least 

enjoyable/engaging topic (tied with a write-in response for “other,” where participants 

indicated that they enjoyed all topics covered), while also appearing in the “most useful” 

category, largely thanks to farmers (37%). 

 The majority of participants (62%) responded “no” when asked if there were any 

topics that the Agroforestry Academy did not cover that, in retrospect, they wished it had. 

Of those who said “yes,” the topics that they described fell into three broad categories: 1) 
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topics addressing different agroforestry contexts (such as tropical climates, the 

developing world, and urban agroforestry); 2) topics geared toward implementation and 

practice (including greater depth on agroforestry design, financial tools, forest farming, 

mushroom cultivation, managing multiple species plantings, timber management/tree 

care, and use of the provided manual); and 3) infrastructure support (such as how to 

access plant materials, addressing cultural barriers to adoption, community development, 

cooperative initiatives, equipment-sharing, navigating government programs, and 

accessing markets). 

 This research is interested not only in the participants’ perceptions of their 

learning experiences in the Agroforestry Academy, but also the degree to which those 

experiences enabled participants to implement agroforestry practices following 

participation. Survey participants were divided based on “role” (farmer versus non-

farmer) in order to address questions with greater specificity to their particular 

professional contexts. Of the farmers who responded to this portion of the survey (n = 

17), 82% (14) had incorporated at least one agroforestry practice on their farms and 18% 

(3) had not. The practices implemented by farmers on their farms are represented in 

Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. Agroforestry practices adopted by farmer-participants on their farms. 

 

 Note: “Other” included forestry, beekeeping. 

Of those who had incorporated agroforestry on their farms, 57% (8) reported that 

they have not been able to implement the practice(s) that they chose to the full extent that 

they desire; 29% (4) reported that they have only been able to implement some of the 

practices that they chose to the full extent that they desire; and 14% (2) reported that they 

weren’t sure yet. None of the farmers who have implemented agroforestry on their farms 

have been able to implement practices to the full extent that they desire. Barriers that 

farmers described related to adoption fell under two broad categories: resource 

constraints (e.g., land access/tenure insecurity, money, labor, time availability, accessing 

plant materials) and challenges particular to agroforestry (e.g., extended timeline for 

perennials, protecting trees from livestock). 

Among the 17 farmers who responded regarding their agroforestry adoption, 53% 

(9) reported having applied agroforestry in a context other than their farms. These 

contexts included: seeking out further agroforestry learning opportunities; initiating the 

planning process; spreading the word (through educational outreach, recommending the 
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Academy to others, sharing information, and working with clients); and home plantings 

(i.e., in a personal yard). 

 Non-farmers were asked to describe their agroforestry adoption behavior 

following the Academy in both professional (i.e., for work) and personal (i.e., on their 

own property or otherwise unrelated to work) contexts. Of the non-farmers who 

responded to this portion of the survey (n = 47), 91% (43) reported implementing 

agroforestry practice(s) in their professional contexts and 9% (4) reported that they had 

not. Of those who had incorporated agroforestry into their work, 37% (16) said they had 

only been able to implement some of the practices they chose to the full extent that they 

desired; 35% (15) said that they had not been able to implement practices to the full 

extent desired; 21% (9) said that they had been able to implement all practices to the full 

extent they desired; and 7% (3) were not sure. When asked about implementation beyond 

work, 66% (31) reported that they had implemented agroforestry practice(s) within 

personal contexts and 43% (16) reported that they had not. Again, few had been able to 

implement these practices to the full extent that they had hoped (only 10%). Figure 9 

represents agroforestry practices adopted by non-farmers in both professional and 

personal contexts. 
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Figure 9. Agroforestry practices adopted by non-farmer participants in their professional and personal contexts. 

 

Note: “Other,” professional, included: beekeeping, native plants, polyculture, specific agroforestry crops, teaching; 

“other,” personal, included: beekeeping, urban agroforestry, water management, maple syrup, specific agroforestry 

crops, native plants, teaching. 

Non-farmers described barriers to implementing agroforestry practices that 

included: infrastructure constraints (e.g., few state-approved agroforestry practices, lack 

of market infrastructure), knowledge and skill constraints (e.g., limited information in 

circulation, lack of confidence), constraints on attention (e.g., scope of work, being busy 

with other things), interpersonal constraints (e.g., reluctant landowners, lack of 

mentorship), and resource constraints (e.g., equipment, land access, money, time 

availability). 

 Finally, with an eye to how UMCA might be able to better support participants in 

their agroforestry learning and adoption following participation in the Academy, 

participants were asked about their desire for additional agroforestry training. Table 7 

summarizes participant responses to this question, with the majority of participants 

answering “yes.”  
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Table 7. Distribution of responses to the question, “Do you feel the need for additional training related to 

agroforestry?” 

Response by role (n = 64) Count % 

Yes 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

40 

10 

30 

63% 

59% 

64% 

No 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

9 

1 

8 

14% 

6% 

17% 

I’m not sure 

Farmer 

Non-Farmer 

15 

6 

9 

23% 

35% 

19% 

 

Participants who either responded “yes” or “I’m not sure” were then asked what 

kinds of additional training they would prefer, as well as which topics they would most 

like additional training to address (see Figure 10 and Figure 11). 

Figure 10. Survey responses representing participant preferences for types of additional training. 

 

Note: “Other” included to be the case study, professional certification, on-the-job training. 
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Figure 11. Survey responses representing participant preferences for topics to be addressed by additional training. 

 
Note: “Other” included  implementation, tropical agroforestry crops, chainsaw safety, water management, soil health. 

Workshops on particular agroforestry practices and particular perennial crops 

ranked highly in terms of types of additional training desired, and responses regarding 

topics indicate that silvopasture and forest farming would be practices that participants 

would appreciate the opportunity to learn more about. In line with the ambivalent 

responses to the existing agroforestry economics and financial tools offerings included in 

the Academy, it isn’t surprising that participants identified “economics and financial 

tools” as well as “marketing” as areas of desired further training. Farmers additionally 

expressed interest in infrastructure for adoption, which includes regulatory considerations 

and funding sources, as an area in which they would like continued support. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 

 In order to assess participant outcomes of a model training program in temperate 

agroforestry, this study asked Who learns? Why is it learned? How is it learned? and 

What is learned? at the University of Missouri Center for Agroforestry’s Agroforestry 

Academy. To date, the Academy has served a “typical” participant who is White, male, 

middle-aged, highly-educated, living in the Midwest, and working as a natural resource 

professional (who). Agroforestry learning and Academy participation was motivated by 

external drivers (e.g., the need to solve a problem, or a professional benefit) and internal 

drivers (e.g., personal curiosity, affinity, or passion) that were embedded within an active 

social context that structured and influenced these motivators (why). Different 

participants found different mechanisms to best support their agroforestry learning, 

though instances in which principles and practice came together in tangible, real-world 

demonstrations appeared to be the most universally successful, and social dynamics 

played a major role in participants’ learning experiences (how). Finally, participants 

learned and applied what was most engaging and useful, and craved more opportunities 

to deepen understanding of practices that would serve a clear purpose in their lives and 

work (what). 

 Who: The current demographic of Academy participants supports the status quo 

of agriculture and agricultural support in the United States. While this trend relates to the 

Academy’s original design as a train-the-trainer professional development program, as 

well as its geographic location in the North Central SARE region and the demographics 

of program creators, it does raise the question of who the Academy wants to serve 

moving forward, which in turn raises the question of what the Academy envisions its 
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purpose to be. If UMCA wishes to align with a more transformative vision for the 

American agricultural landscape, it is necessary to consider ways in which the 

Agroforestry Academy can support that vision, including in terms of who its students are. 

This orientation also raises the question of what qualities enable and motivate 

people to serve as catalysts for change within their broader agricultural communities. The 

National Young Farmers Coalition’s survey of young farmers (presumably the people 

representing the future of American agriculture) draws attention to trends that may be 

worth noting in connection to these questions (Ackoff et al 2017). They found that young 

farmers tended to operate diversified vegetable and livestock operations, placing them in 

the camp of “alternative agriculture” that includes agroforestry. They were also 60% 

women, and included nearly double the proportion of Indigenous and People-of-Color 

farmers than the national average according to the 2012 Census of Agriculture (Ackoff et 

al 2017). While this is just one report, the intersection of alternative farming practices 

with a more gender- and racially-diverse cohort of young farmers hints at the wisdom of 

tailoring programming to meet the needs of these particular farmers. As Lankester (2013) 

asserts, while individuals learn, it is this individual learning in relationship that can shift 

group norms and lead to more fundamental structural changes. 

Why: This research supports Lankester’s (2013) integration of experiential 

learning “triggers” (Kolb, 1984) with the role of social learning (Maarleveld & 

Dangbegnon, 1999). These social factors emerge as prominent constraints and enablers of 

both external and internal motivations for agroforestry learning. Participants highlighted 

the important role of word-of-mouth in their awareness of the Academy and interest in 

attending, demonstrating the continued relevance of personal social connections to 
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information transmission and verification, even in the internet era (Carolan, 2006). Many 

also noted the encouraging social learning environment of the Academy itself, and how 

this motivated their learning during the course of the program. Both these angles on the 

role of social learning are in line with Kroma’s (2006) finding that embeddedness in a 

network of practitioners, as well as interactions with others with a shared experience, 

encouraged learning among organic farmers. Such a sense of solidarity and relationship 

may go a long way toward combating the sense of isolation and deterrence that many 

interviewees in this study described in their home or work environments, and may 

ultimately contribute to the maintenance of space for the learning necessary to support 

adoption even after the Academy. 

How: There is no single answer to how Agroforestry Academy participants learn: 

programmatic components that are quite effective for some participants feel pointless to 

others, and what some find engaging others find dull or irrelevant. There are, however, 

trends, and even the contradictions afford an opportunity to consider ways in which 

programming might be adapted to better support the learning of more participants. Farm 

visits are far and away the most popular component of the Academy, among both farmers 

and non-farmers. They provide participants with the opportunity to see principles in-

action in particular contexts and in conversation with practitioners—quite literally a 

breath of fresh air compared to the broad principles and sedentary, passive intake of 

information provided through classroom lectures. Looking to Kolb’s (1984) experiential 

learning cycle, these farm visits manage to combine several parts of the cycle in one: 

concrete experience and observation, reflection, and abstract conceptualization leading to 

changed cognition (which reflects Lankester’s (2013) insistence that these steps need not 
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take place in a set order to be effective). Classroom lectures proved less consistent in 

their impressions; however, consensus surrounding the suggestion of a flipped-classroom 

approach that would provide participants with recorded lecture materials leading up to the 

Academy and enable the week on campus to focus even more on hands-on learning and 

farm visits indicates that this may be a resolvable tension. 

 The most divisive component of the Academy was the case study design project, 

in which participants work in small groups to create an agroforestry plan for a real farm 

and farmer. Digging into the survey comments and interview data, it became apparent 

that those who expressed dissatisfaction with the case study project did so less because 

they couldn’t see the value in applying the principles they learned at the Academy in such 

a manner, but rather because they struggled with group dynamics. This presents a 

significant challenge to program coordinators, as each class possesses its own unique set 

of personalities (and therefore, social dynamics), and coordinators currently create groups 

ahead of time based on how participants present ‘on paper,’ an inevitably imperfect 

process. 

Literature on the crucial role of social factors in adult agricultural learning 

provides an expanded perspective on how to approach this problem and its parameters 

(Carolan, 2006; Kroma, 2006; Prokopy et al, 2008; Franz et al, 2010; Ingram, 2010). 

Currently, Academy organizers treat social dynamics as a side dish to the main course of 

more traditionally-structured learning and content. Kroma (2006), however, encourages 

educators to understand social dynamics as equal to content when it comes to effective 

learning, pointing out that alternative agriculture requires both “a coherent set of 

ecological innovations [knowledge and artifacts]” and “a corresponding set of social 
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arrangements.” Kroma and others extend this premise, advocating for agricultural 

educators to reimagine their roles as prioritizing not only instruction but additionally, and 

perhaps most importantly, social facilitation (Kroma, 2006; Isaac et al, 2007; Franz et al, 

2010; Manson et al, 2016). “Facilitators critically function as link persons making 

possible the sharing of information and assistance both within the group and with outside 

actors and agencies,” Kroma (2006) notes, and Manson et al (2016) propose that 

university researchers and extension agents focus efforts on strengthening farmer peer-

learning networks. 

What exactly this shift in perspective could mean for the case study design project 

component of the Agroforestry Academy is not straightforward, and while there appears 

to be consensus that facilitation of social networks is critical to the success of alternative 

agriculture educational programming, the question of how to effectively facilitate such 

networks remains a persistent challenge (Prokopy et al, 2008). It may be, though, that by 

re-orienting to treat the social dynamics of the Agroforestry Academy as requiring as 

much forethought and careful effort as the content itself, coordinators might consider new 

and proactive measures for facilitation of the case study design project groups, thereby 

enhancing the learning that takes place through that component. 

What: To put it most simply, Agroforestry Academy participants learn what is 

most engaging and most useful to them. Both forest farming and silvopasture were 

ranked as the most enjoyable, engaging, and useful topics covered, and those agroforestry 

practices were also adopted at high rates among farmers and non-farmers alike. This is 

what Mezirow (1991) means by instrumental learning: when learners embrace topics that 

are actively relevant to their lives, gravitating toward information that they can put to use 
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in order to solve a problem or resolve a present tension. In the case of the silvopasture 

programming in particular, a farm visit with charismatic educator and national expert 

Greg Judy resulted in experiences for participants that were not only tangibly useful, but 

inspirational—a potent combination of instrumental learning with intrinsic motivation to 

learn. 

Over three-quarters of survey respondents expressed some degree of interest in 

additional agroforestry training, and in keeping with the salience of instrumental learning, 

participants expressed desire for greater emphasis on concrete, practical, easily-applied 

information and training regarding implementation of practices. Similar to the 

ambivalence toward classroom lectures above, this desire might be addressed through a 

flipped-classroom, which would free up time on campus to practice the principles that 

would be covered online ahead of time. Additionally, this design could enable 

participants to spend more time on-the-farm with educators like Judy, who fuel passion in 

addition to providing tangible representations of agroforestry practices. 

In so much as the alignment between enjoyment, utility, and adoption is telling, so 

too are discrepancies along those vectors. In particular, the disjunction around participant 

rankings for agroforestry economics and financial tools indicates an area for 

programmatic adjustment in order to better meet the needs of participants. It’s clear from 

the survey data that farmers in particular find this content area useful and relevant, but 

that there is dissatisfaction among all participants regarding the way in which they are 

receiving information and training in that subject. As such, an overhaul of agroforestry 

economics and financial tools programming is in order—especially as this subject, along 
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with marketing, silvopasture, and forest farming (other areas of strong instrumentality), 

was ranked among the most desirable topics for additional agroforestry training. 

Although this study’s narrow focus on UMCA’s Agroforestry Academy enabled 

significant attention to be paid to the particularities of a single educational program (as 

called for by the literature), such a narrow focus was also limiting. Investigations into 

other temperate agroforestry educational programming would enrich understanding of the 

landscape of programming currently available, and contextualize the Agroforestry 

Academy within that landscape. Additionally, due to the very small sample size, it was 

not appropriate to conduct statistical tests on the data derived through this research, 

thereby limiting the relational analysis that was possible. Further research involving a 

larger sample of agroforestry learners would enable more rigorous statistical testing and 

the creation of a more robust quantitative picture of agroforestry learning and adoption 

outcomes as they relate to agroforestry educational programming. 
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS 

 

Recommendations and Insights 

 

Agroforestry education is a complex, dynamic, and context-specific process that 

requires attention to the particularities of who, why, how, and what is learned, and the 

relationship between such learning and behavioral change. As the core educational 

outreach program of one of the United States’ foremost agroforestry research centers, 

UMCA’s Agroforestry Academy provides a window into the role that educational 

programming plays in supporting temperate agroforestry adoption with relevance 

spanning local to national scales. With attention to the particularities of the learning and 

adoption experiences of Agroforestry Academy participants, this research demonstrates 

the centrality of instrumental (i.e., concrete and applicable), experiential (i.e., learning-

by-doing), and social (i.e., embedded within group and community dynamics) learning 

orientations to adult agroforestry education. By further prioritizing programmatic 

components and content that showcase these learning orientations, the Agroforestry 

Academy has the opportunity to amplify its strengths and provide agroforestry learners 

with even more satisfying educational experiences and robust agroforestry adoption 

support.  

 To that end, this research recommends changes in three areas in order to generate 

the greatest impact on participant experiences both within and following the Agroforestry 

Academy: 
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1) Flipped classroom design. Agroforestry Academy participants expressed a 

desire for greater emphasis on farm visits, farmer interfacing, understanding agroforestry 

practice implementation, and hands-on learning. Traditionally, the Agroforestry 

Academy has been structured as a self-contained, single week on campus in which 

abstract principles and hands-on demonstration compete for time in a packed schedule. A 

flipped-classroom design, in which participants watch recorded lectures covering the core 

classroom content of the Academy and engage in online question-answer sessions or 

comprehension checks with instructors during the weeks prior to the on-campus program, 

would enable the week at the University of Missouri to be dedicated to experiential 

learning in even greater collaboration with farmer-experts, as well as practitioner 

networking and organic relationship-building.  

2) Revised case study design project. The case study to develop an agroforestry 

plan was highly divisive among Academy participants, with many citing poor group 

dynamics as detracting from their learning experiences, as well as frustration regarding 

lack of clarity around project objectives and lack of concrete feedback on their plans. 

Currently, this component represents the culminating “application” phase of learning and 

involves a farm visit with a farmer who would like to incorporate agroforestry followed 

by an open-ended small group design process and final presentation of plans to the 

farmer. In addition to exploring strategies for group facilitation and considering 

alternative group-formation methods, this research recommends the implementation of a 

more structured protocol for the case study component. Delineation of clear objectives 

and tasks for participants to work through might ease social tensions within groups (due 

to a clearer sense of what needs to be accomplished) while simultaneously providing 
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greater opportunity to ask instructors for specific guidance and feedback regarding 

particular skills that contribute to the ability to successfully create an agroforestry plan. 

3) Overhaul of the agroforestry economics and financial tools content area. 

Participants expressed dissatisfaction with the Academy’s offerings on agroforestry 

economics and financial tools, noting that they are interested in this subject and think that 

it would be useful to their ability to implement an agroforestry enterprise, but require 

additional training to what they received at the Academy in order to do so. In keeping 

with participants’ desire for more concrete, practical information and learning activities, 

as well as the above recommendation regarding changes to the case study design project, 

this research recommends the creation of a hands-on module in which Academy 

participants would be guided—with instructor feedback—through the creation of a 

simplified agroforestry enterprise budget. Such an activity could be integrated into the 

case study design project if desired, as could a similar module regarding agroforestry 

marketing, another area in which participants desired additional training. 

Landscape-level transformation of America’s farmland toward robust multi-

functionality is only possible with farmers, landowners, and agricultural support 

professionals who possess a solid grasp of the knowledge and skills that enable savvy 

stewardship. By enhancing the educational outcomes of the Agroforestry Academy, this 

research contributes to the development of such necessary expertise throughout the 

agricultural landscape. 

Future Research 
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Turning toward future research endeavors, this study draws attention to the value 

in approaching agroforestry learners as full and dynamic individuals who are embedded 

in impactful social contexts. Recommendations for future research span this range from 

individual to collective focus. 

At the individual level, the discussions of Agroforestry Academy demographic 

data presented in Chapters 3 and 4 suggest a potentially fruitful area of research 

surrounding the identification of characteristics of agroforestry ‘change agents.’ By 

interrogating the present demographic make-up of participants, rather than simply 

accepting it as inevitable, this line of thinking opens up more conscious consideration of 

who the Agroforestry Academy aims to serve, and why. Are there certain people who 

have the capacity to catalyze greater change within their communities than other, when it 

comes to the spread of agroforestry and other sustainability practices? Are there certain 

people who are better poised to contribute to UMCA’s transformative vision for the 

American agrarian landscape than others? What characteristics position these particular 

people to enact such changes? And how can educational programs—as well as farmer 

support programs more generally—identify, seek out, and best serve these particular 

learners? 

At the community, or group, level, this research demonstrates the clear need for 

greater understanding of the role that social facilitation can play in agroforestry learning 

and adoption. And while instructors possess a wide range of innate social facilitation skill 

and inclination, as with teaching, training and practice can greatly enhance the ability of 

all instructors to manage social dynamics and support social networks in a manner that is 

effective for the participants and personally sustainable for the instructor. As such, further 
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research into best practices surrounding social facilitation—both within the framework of 

an educational program, such as the Agroforestry Academy, and beyond, as in the case of 

a practitioner network—is needed in order to develop training opportunities for 

agroforestry instructors and other sustainable agriculture educators. 

Finally, ongoing engagement with Agroforestry Academy participants to monitor 

outcomes and changing needs over an even greater timeline will be essential to 

maintaining and growing the Academy’s capacity to support agroforestry practitioners 

while contributing to an expanding dataset surrounding agroforestry learning and 

adoption experiences. Continued examination of the Agroforestry Academy case will 

enable researchers to track changes in participant experiences in relation to programmatic 

changes and evolving learning and implementation contexts. A growing cohort of 

research participants will also enable the use of more powerful statistical techniques in 

order to further crystallize the relationship trends that this research has begun to sketch. 

By strengthening the Agroforestry Academy, this and future research may contribute to 

the availability of more robust agroforestry education models, thereby strengthening the 

network of agricultural stewards equipped to proliferate richly multi-functional 

agroecosystems throughout the temperate landscape. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A – Interview Protocol 

 

OPENING REMARKS 

Thank you for agreeing to talk with me about your experience with the Agroforestry 

Academy and agroforestry adoption. The goal of interviews like this is to understand how 

UMCA’s Agroforestry Academy impacted your experience with agroforestry adoption, 

and to find out how UMCA could better support participants in agroforestry adoption. My 

job today is to help guide and shape our conversation. I want to remind you that there are 

no right or wrong answers; I am simply interested in your experiences. Our conversation 

will probably last about an hour. Do you have any questions before we begin? (Pause.) If 

not, we will go ahead and get started. 

Note: language will change slightly depending on whether the interview subject is a natural 

resource professional or a farmer/landowner, in order to appropriately indicate the 

context in which they would be using agroforestry. 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. How did you become interested in agroforestry? 

2. What made you decide to attend the Agroforestry Academy? 

3. What was your experience with the Agroforestry Academy like? 

4. What would your ideal agroforestry training program be like? 

5. What has your experience with agroforestry been since participating in the 

Academy? 

6. What do other people in your workplace/farming community think of 

agroforestry? 

7. Whom do you talk to about agroforestry? 

8. What are your personal agroforestry goals now? 

9. What would help you better be able to meet your agroforestry goals? 

 

CLOSING QUESTION 

10. Is there anything else that you want me to know, that I haven’t asked about? 

DEBRIEF 

Thank you so much for sharing with me. In terms of what happens next, I’ll transcribe 

this interview and then send it back to you to look over, if that’s alright. This is a chance 

for you to correct me on anything that you feel is “off.” Finally, I will send you a 

summary of the themes that I find through this research process. Do you have any 

questions about next steps? [Pause] If not, thank you again for making the time to talk to 

me! 
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Appendix B – Summary of Interview Themes 

 

Themes Sub-Themes Units 

First Exposure Alternative agriculture; Forestry; Group; Published materials; Research; Research 

farm; Word of mouth; Workshops & trainings 

Motivation Conservation; Economics; First-hand learning; For work; Intrinsic; Problem-solving; 

Provisioning; Relationship 

Enabling factors Background expertise; Ecological good fit; Knowing someone; Scholarship; 

Someone else couldn’t; Work-sponsored 

Constraints Age; Attitude/social; Cost; Damage; Equipment/infrastructure; Gender; 

Geo/eco/climate; Labor; Lack of research/info/knowledge; Regulations; Scalability; 

Time; Treadmill 

Favorites Breadth; Case study; Connection with instructors; Field trips; Fullness; Info 

resources; New perspective; Overall; Silvopasture; Students; Usefulness 

Desired Changes Structure & 

style 

Demonstrations; Depth-breadth balance; Hand-on & active 

learning; Social facilitation; Jam-packed 

More on... Financials; Forest farming; Human & social capital; 

Personalization; Post-harvest; Safety; Scaling 

“Not my cup 

of tea” 

Case study; Monocrop production; Physical discomfort 

Desired New Focus areas Hydrology; Markets; Native plants; Value-added 

Outreach Alumni; Community development extension; Consultations; 

Networking; Referrals; Youth 

Programming Equipment-sharing; Facilitated groups; Focused workshops; Local 

workshops; Master Agroforesters; Refresher 

Resources Adapting practices; Contacts list; Curricula; Impact report; 

Practitioner-focused newsletter; Regulatory toolkit; Resource 

guide; Updated informational materials 

Implementation Continued 

learning 

Using connections; Using info resources 

Primary Alley cropping; Berms; Buffers; CRP, EQIP, etc.; Forest farming; 

Fruit; Nuts; Pollinators; Silvopasture; Value-added 

Secondary Assisting implementation; Research; Talking it up; 

Teaching/facilitation 
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Plans Business; Collaboration with UMCA; Infiltrate mainstream; Infrastructure; 

Invasives; Land; Network; Personal consumption; Plantings; Research; Scale up; 

Silvopasture; Workshops, education, outreach 

Social Learning 

& Community 

Negative Clueless; Conservative; Crazy-weird; Harm; Isolated; Sparse 

Positive Bottom-up; Champions; Encouraging relationships; Good 

neighbors; People people; Sharing info & resources 

Suggestions Alumni network; Community-led classes; Facilitated groups; 

Making champions; Social learning at AFA) 

Margins Conceptual; Social; Spatial 
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Appendix C – Survey Instrument 

 
 

Start of Block: Intro 

 

Q1 Since 2013, the University of Missouri Center for Agroforestry has offered the Agroforestry Academy, 

a week-long introduction to agroforestry planning and design based on the application of the five core 

temperate agroforestry practices. As part of our effort to ensure that the Center offers quality educational 

programming that meets the needs of participants, UMCA is seeking feedback to guide improvement of the 

Academy and the development of complementary programming and resources.  

 

As a participant in the Agroforestry Academy, you have been invited to participate in this survey, which 

asks questions about your experience with and related to the Academy. The survey should take about 15 

minutes to complete. 

 

Your participation is voluntary. You may refuse to take part in this research or exit the survey at any time 

without penalty. You will receive no direct benefits from participating, and there are no foreseeable risks to 

participation. Your survey responses will be collected through the Qualtrics online platform, where data 

will be stored in a password protected electronic format. While the survey link is personalized and should 

not be shared, your responses are anonymous.  

 

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact Sophie Mendelson at 

semghb@mail.missouri.edu. If you have questions regarding your rights as a participant in this research, 

you may contact the University of Missouri Institutional Review Board at (573) 882-3181 or 

irb@missouri.edu. 

 

By clicking the arrow below, you are consenting to participate in this study. If you choose to participate, 

click the arrow and continue. 

 

 

End of Block: Intro 
 

Start of Block: Demographic Information 

 

Q2 Which of the below options best describes your age? 

o < 25 years  

o 26-35 years  

o 36-45 years  

o 46-55 years  

o 56-65 years  

o 65 years  

o Prefer not to answer  
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Q3 Which of the below options best describes your race? (You may select more than one) 

o White  

o Black or African American  

o American Indian or Alaska Native  

o Asian  

o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  

o Latinx  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to answer  

 

 

 

Q4 Which of the below options best describes your gender? 

o Female  

o Male  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to answer  

 

 

 

Q5 What is your highest level of education? 

o High School  

o Technical School  

o Community College/Junior College  

o College  

o Graduate Studies  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to answer  

 

 

Q6 In which geographic region do you currently live? 

o Western US (Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New 

Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, American Samoa, Guam, Micronesia, N. 

Marianas Islands)  

o Southern US (Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North 

Carolina, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, US Virgin Islands, 

Virginia)  

o Northeast US (Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 

New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Washington DC, West 

Virginia)  

o North Central US (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, 

North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin)  

o Outside of the US  
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Q7 Which year(s) did you participate in the Agroforestry Academy? (You may select more than one, if 

relevant) 

o 2013  

o 2014  

o 2015  

o 2016  

o 2017  

o 2018  

o 2019  

o I don't recall  

 

 

 

Q8 Which of the below options best describes the "role" in which you attended the Agroforestry Academy? 

(We understand that more than one of these may apply. Please select the option that was most relevant to 

your decision to attend the Academy.) 

o Government Agency Staff (e.g., NRCS)  

o Educator (e.g., Extension educator, college professor)  

o Other Natural Resource Professional (e.g., National Wild Turkey Federation)  

o Farmer  

o Student  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Demographic Information 
 

Start of Block: Topics and Components 

 

Q9 In retrospect, which topics covered in the Agroforestry Academy do you remember being the most 

engaging/enjoyable? You may select up to three choices. (Note: Some of these topics may not have been 

covered in the year that you attended. If so, please disregard those options.) 

o Alley cropping  

o Forest farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and upland forest buffers  

o Wildlife benefits of agroforestry  

o Native plants  

o Natural bee keeping  

o Mapping tools  

o Marketing agroforestry products  

o Agroforestry economics and financial tools  

o Infrastructure for agroforestry adoption (including funding and regulations)  

o Creating an agroforestry plan  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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Q10 In retrospect, which topics covered in the Agroforestry Academy have proven most useful to you in 

the year(s) since? You may select up to three choices. 

o Alley cropping  

o Forest farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and upland forest buffers  

o Wildlife benefits of agroforestry  

o Native plants  

o Natural bee keeping  

o Mapping tools  

o Marketing agroforestry products  

o Agroforestry economics and financial tools  

o Infrastructure for agroforestry adoption (including funding and regulations)  

o Creating an agroforestry plan  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o I'm not sure yet  

 

 

 

Q11 In retrospect, which topics covered in the Agroforestry Academy do you remember being the 

least engaging/enjoyable? You may select up to three choices. 

o Alley cropping  

o Forest farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and upland forest buffers  

o Wildlife benefits of agroforestry  

o Native plants  

o Natural bee keeping  

o Mapping tools  

o Marketing agroforestry products  

o Agroforestry economics and financial tools  

o Infrastructure for agroforestry adoption (including funding and regulations)  

o Creating an agroforestry plan  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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Q12 In retrospect, which topics covered in the Agroforestry Academy have proven least useful to you in 

the year(s) since? You may select up to three choices. 

o Alley cropping  

o Forest farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and upland forest buffers  

o Wildlife benefits of agroforestry  

o Native plants  

o Natural bee keeping  

o Mapping tools  

o Marketing agroforestry products  

o Agroforestry economics and financial tools  

o Infrastructure for agroforestry adoption (including funding and regulations)  

o Creating an agroforestry plan  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o I'm not sure yet  

 

 

 

Q13 Are there topics that the Agroforestry Academy did not cover that, in retrospect, you wish it had? 

o Yes (please specify all topics) ________________________________________________ 

o No  

 

 

 

Q14 Do you have any other comments regarding the topics covered in the Agroforestry Academy? 

(Optional) 

 

 

Page Break  

 

Q15 In retrospect, which components of the Agroforestry Academy programming were most 

engaging/enjoyable to you? You may select up to three choices. 

o Farm visits  

o Classroom lectures  

o Hands-on demonstration activities  

o Case study to develop the agroforestry plan  

o Unstructured time (meals, breaks, etc.)  

o Forming relationships with other practitioners  

o Interacting with instructors  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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Q16 In retrospect, which components of the Agroforestry Academy programming have proven most useful 

to you in the year(s) since? You may select up to three choices. 

o Farm visits  

o Classroom lectures  

o Hands-on demonstration activities  

o Case study to develop the agroforestry plan  

o Unstructured time (meals, breaks, etc.)  

o Forming relationships with other practitioners  

o Interacting with instructors  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o I'm not sure yet  

 

 

 

 

Q17 In retrospect, which components of the Agroforestry Academy programming were least 

engaging/enjoyable to you? You may select up to three choices. 

o Farm visits  

o Classroom lectures  

o Hands-on demonstration activities  

o Case study to develop the agroforestry plan  

o Unstructured time (meals, breaks, etc.)  

o Forming relationships with other practitioners  

o Interacting with instructors  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

Q18 In retrospect, which components of the Agroforestry Academy programming have proven least 

useful to you in the year(s) since? You may select up to three choices. 

o Farm visits  

o Classroom lectures  

o Hands-on demonstration activities  

o Case study to develop the agroforestry plan  

o Unstructured time (meals, breaks, etc.)  

o Forming relationships with other practitioners  

o Interacting with instructors  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o I'm not sure yet  
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Q19 In retrospect, are there any changes to the Agroforestry Academy programming that would have 

improved your learning experience? You may select more than one. 

o More demonstrations  

o More hands-on learning  

o More social facilitation  

o More group project time  

o Less group project time  

o Less busy days (more relaxed pace)  

o Shorter days  

o Longer length of overall program  

o Covering the basics ahead of time with online lectures so that the week of the Academy could 

focus on hands-on learning  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q20 Which of the resources that you received during the Agroforestry Academy do you now utilize? Select 

all that apply. 

o Agroforestry Training Manual  

o Agroforestry Planning Handbook  

o Notes from presentations  

o UMCA website  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

o I do not use any of the resources I received at the Academy  

 

 

 

Q21 Do you have any other comments regarding your experience with the programmatic components of the 

Agroforestry Academy? (Optional) 

 

 

Page Break  

 

Q52 From here on, you will be directed to certain questions based on how you responded to previous 

questions in this survey. As such, after this point, you will not be able to move backwards and change your 

answers. If you would like to review or change the way you responded to previous questions, take the 

opportunity to do so now. When you are ready, return to this question and click the arrow in the bottom 

right corner to proceed to the next part of the survey. 

 

End of Block: Topics and Components 
 

Start of Block: Farmer on-farm 

 

Q22 Since participating in the Agroforestry Academy, have you incorporated agroforestry practices on 

your farm? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

End of Block: Farmer on-farm 
 

Start of Block: Farmer > Q22 "yes" 
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Q24 Which agroforestry practices have you incorporated on your farm? You may select more than one. 

o Forest Farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Alley Cropping  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and Upland Buffers  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q25 Of the agroforestry practices that you've adopted on your farm, have you been able to implement them 

to the full extent that you desire? 

o Yes, I have been able to implement all of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o I have only been able to implement some of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o No, I have not been able to implement the practice(s) that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o I'm not sure yet whether I have been able to implement the practice(s) that I chose to the full 

extent that I desire.  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Of the agroforestry practices that you've adopted on your farm, have you been able to implement t... 

!= Yes, I have been able to implement all of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I desire. 

 

Q26 What barriers, if any, have prevented you from implementing agroforestry practices on your farm to 

the full extent that you desire? 

End of Block: Farmer > Q22 "yes" 
 

Start of Block: Farmer > Q22 "no" 

 

Q27 Why haven't you incorporated agroforestry on your farm? 

 

End of Block: Farmer > Q22 "no" 
 

Start of Block: Farmer off-farm 

 

Q28 Since participating in the Agroforestry Academy, have you applied agroforestry in a context other than 

your farm? (e.g., helping another farmer; offering a workshop; etc.) 

o Yes (please describe) ________________________________________________ 

o No  

 

End of Block: Farmer off-farm 
 

Start of Block: Non-farmer professional context 
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Q31 Since participating in the Agroforestry Academy, have you incorporated agroforestry into your 

professional work? (If you're a student, this would include your studies and/or research) 

o Yes  

o No  

 

End of Block: Non-farmer professional context 
 

Start of Block: Non-farmer Q31 "yes" 

 

Q32 Which practices have you incorporated into your professional work? You may select more than one. 

o Forest Farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Alley Cropping  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and Upland Buffers  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q33 Of the agroforestry practices that you're engaged with professionally, have you been able to 

incorporate them into your work to the full extent that you desire? 

o Yes, I have been able to implement all of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o I have only been able to implement some of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o No, I have not been able to implement the practice(s) that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o I'm not sure yet whether I have been able to implement the practice(s) that I chose to the full 

extent that I desire.  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Of the agroforestry practices that you're engaged with professionally, have you been able to inco... 

!= Yes, I have been able to implement all of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I desire. 

 

Q34 What barriers, if any, have prevented you from implementing agroforestry practices in your 

professional context to the full extent that you desire? 

 

End of Block: Non-farmer Q31 "yes" 
 

Start of Block: Non-farmer Q31 "no" 

 

Q35 Why haven't you incorporated agroforestry in your professional work? 

 

End of Block: Non-farmer Q31 "no" 
 

Start of Block: Non-farmer personal context 
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Q36 Since participating in the Agroforestry Academy, have you incorporated agroforestry in a personal 

context for non-professional reasons? (e.g., on personal land) 

o Yes  

o No  

 

End of Block: Non-farmer personal context 
 

Start of Block: Non-farmer Q36 "yes" 

 

Q37 Which agroforestry practices have you incorporated in a personal context? 

o Forest Farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Alley Cropping  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and Upland Buffers  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q38 Of the agroforestry practices that you've adopted in a personal context, have you been able to 

implement them to the full extent that you desire? 

o Yes, I have been able to implement all of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o I have only been able to implement some of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o No, I have not been able to implement the practice(s) that I chose to the full extent that I 

desire.  

o I'm not sure yet whether I have been able to implement the practice(s) that I chose to the full 

extent that I desire.  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Of the agroforestry practices that you've adopted in a personal context, have you been able to im... 

!= Yes, I have been able to implement all of the practices that I chose to the full extent that I desire. 

 

Q39 What barriers, if any, have prevented you from implementing agroforestry practices in your 

professional context to the full extent that you desire? 

 

End of Block: Non-farmer Q36 "yes" 
 

Start of Block: Non-farmer Q36 "no" 

 

Q40 Why haven't you incorporated agroforestry in a personal context? 

 

End of Block: Non-farmer Q36 "no" 
 

Start of Block: Incorporating practices comments 
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Q41 Do you have any other comments regarding your adoption of agroforestry practices following 

participation in the Agroforestry Academy? 

 

End of Block: Incorporating practices comments 
 

Start of Block: Additional Training 

 

Q42 Do you feel the need for additional training related to agroforestry? 

o Yes  

o No  

o I'm not sure  

 

End of Block: Additional Training 
 

Start of Block: Q42 not "no" 

 

Q43 Which kind(s) of additional training in agroforestry would you want to participate in? You may 

choose more than one. 

o Workshop(s) focused on a particular agroforestry practice (e.g., silvopasture, or forest 

farming)  

o Workshop(s) focused on a particular agroforestry skillset (e.g., chainsaws, or enterprise 

budgeting)  

o Workshop(s) focused on particular perennial crops (e.g., chestnut, or pawpaw)  

o Refresher course  

o "Master Agroforesters" (modeled after the Master Gardeners program)  

o Online training (e.g., webinars, podcasts, videos)  

o Agroforestry apprenticeship  

o On-farm field days  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q44 Which agroforestry topic(s) would you like additional training in? You may choose more than one. 

o Alley Cropping  

o Forest Farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and Upland Buffers  

o Wildlife Benefits of Agroforestry  

o Native Plants  

o Natural Bee Keeping  

o Mapping Tools  

o Marketing Agroforestry Products  

o Agroforestry Economics and Financial Tools  

o Infrastructure for Agroforestry Adoption (including funding and regulations)  

o Creating an Agroforestry Plan  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 
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Q45 Is it important to you that additional agroforestry training take place close to where you live? (Within 

100 miles) 

o Yes, very important (I will not attend if it is not close to me)  

o Yes, somewhat important (I might attend if it is not close to me)  

o I don't care if it is close to me or not (I'm just as likely to attend either way)  

 

End of Block: Q42 not "no" 
 

Start of Block: Additional Resources 

 

Q46 Would you like to have access to additional types of agroforestry resources? 

o Yes  

o No  

o I'm not sure  

 

End of Block: Additional Resources 
 

Start of Block: Q46 not "no" 

 

Q47 Which of the following types of resources would you like to have additional access to? You may 

choose more than one. 

o Agroforestry curricula  

o Impact reports from agroforestry education and outreach programming  

o A practitioner-oriented newsletter  

o Regulatory toolkit for agroforestry (i.e., a resource describing different regulations that apply 

to agroforestry)  

o Agroforestry resource guide  

o Updated agroforestry informational materials  

o Directory of agroforestry practitioners  

o Contact list of Agroforestry Academy alumni  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q48 Which topic(s) would you like additional resources to address? You may choose more than one. 

o Alley Cropping  

o Forest Farming  

o Silvopasture  

o Windbreaks  

o Riparian and Upland Buffers  

o Wildlife Benefits of Agroforestry  

o Native Plants  

o Natural Bee Keeping  

o Mapping Tools  

o Marketing Agroforestry Products  

o Agroforestry Economics and Financial Tools  

o Infrastructure for Agroforestry Adoption (including funding and regulations)  

o Creating an Agroforestry Plan  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Q46 not "no" 
 

Start of Block: Additional Social 
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Q49 Would you like to have greater access to a community of practice for agroforestry? 

o Yes  

o Maybe  

o No  

 

End of Block: Additional Social 
 

Start of Block: Q49 not "no" 

 

Q50 Which type(s) of social learning opportunities/infrastructure are most appealing to you? You may 

select more than one. 

o Facilitated agroforestry group (in-person)  

o Facilitated agroforestry group (online)  

o Alumni network  

o Agroforestry Academy reunions  

o Equipment-sharing program  

o Community-led classes (e.g., agroforestry "skill-share")  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Q49 not "no" 
 

Start of Block: Final Comments 

 

Q51 Do you have any final comments regarding your experience with the Agroforestry Academy and with 

agroforestry following participation in the Academy that you'd like to share? 

 

End of Block: Final Comments 
 

Start of Block: Closing 

 

Q51 Thank you so much for your time and insight! 

 

End of Block: Closing 
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