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ABSTRACT 
 
 

The Role of Utah Farmers in Farm to School Programming 
 
 

by 
 
 

John L. Hawley, Master of Science 
 

Utah State University, 2017 
 

 
Major Professor: Kelsey L. Hall, Ph.D. 
Department: School of Applied Sciences, Technology and Education 
 
 
 Many studies have observed the involvement of stakeholders in farm to school 

(FTS) programming to further understand their role, yet no study had previously assessed 

the role of Utah farmers in FTS programming. As a result, the purpose of this research 

was to describe Utah farmers’ role in FTS programming and their interest in institutional 

marketing of local foods. The researcher sent an online descriptive survey to 5,470 

farmers belonging to Utah Farm Bureau. The survey used Dillman’s Tailored Design 

Method. Of the 184 survey responses received, 143 surveys were usable.  

 The theory of planned behavior was the theoretical framework for the study. 

Respondents reported a positive attitude toward FTS programming, although a majority 

(83.6%) had not participated. They indicated that building relationships with community 

members and increasing awareness of local food were top benefits associated with FTS 

programming. Top barriers to participation in FTS programming included a lack of 

information about schools seeking to purchase local products and restriction of growing 
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seasons. Respondents indicated that they intended to host farm tours for students and 

food service personnel. Their training and resource needs related to FTS programming 

included small business assistance. Demographics characteristics revealed a majority of 

respondents were male and had more than 22 years of farming experience. The subjective 

norm and perceived behavioral control components of the theory of planned behavior 

statistically predicted the intention of respondents to participate in farm to school 

programming. Theory components, including attitude, accounted for 67.2% of the 

variance in intention to participate in FTS programming. These findings suggest other 

influences contributed to the intention of respondents to participate in FTS programming.  

 One future research recommendation for FTS programming includes conducting 

similar studies with different groups of farmers. The researcher recommends continued 

use of the theory of planned behavior as a theoretical framework for studies assessing 

involvement in FTS programming. Variables not included in this study may discover 

further influences on farmers’ intention to participate in FTS programming. One 

recommendation is to increase outreach and marketing to farmers who may be interested 

in FTS programming. 

(107 pages) 
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT 
 
 

The Role of Utah Farmers in Farm to School Programming 
 
 

John L. Hawley 
 
 

This purpose of this study was to describe Utah farmers’ role in farm to school 

(FTS) programming and their interest in institutional marketing of local foods. The 

researcher sent a survey to farmers belonging to the Utah Farm Bureau to discover the 

role they play in FTS in Utah.  

 Respondents held positive attitudes toward FTS programming and agreed that 

building relationships with community members and increasing awareness of local food 

were benefits. They cited a lack of information about schools seeking to purchase local 

products and restriction of growing seasons as barriers to their participation in FTS. They 

displayed their willingness to host farm tours for students and food service personnel. 

Respondents also indicated they are interested in training and resources related to small 

business assistance. The majority of respondents were male and had more than 22 years 

of farming experience. Subjective norms and perceived behavioral control, components 

of the theory of planned behavior, statistically predicted the intention of respondents to 

participate in farm to school programming. The results of this study suggest that other 

factors influenced respondents’ intention to participate in FTS programming.  

 Additional research should discover the role of farmers in FTS in other states and 

regions. One suggestion was for stakeholders to increase outreach and marketing to 

farmers who may be interested in FTS programming. A broader understanding of the role 
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of farmers’ in FTS programming may allow stakeholders to more effectively work with 

farmers.  
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Farm to school (FTS) programs aim to increase the consumption of locally 

sourced agricultural products and increase student knowledge of and engagement with 

agriculture, nutrition, and health (Schafft, Hinrichs, & Bloom, 2010). FTS programs are 

defined by three major objectives: (1) procurement of local food for school meals; (2) 

education-related activity, addressing agriculture, nutrition, and local food systems; and 

(3) school gardening activity, including hands-on learning through gardening (Izumi, 

Wright, & Hamm, 2010; National Farm to School Network, 2016).  

FTS programs have existed in the U.S. since 1997 (National Farm to School 

Network, 2016). Through the operation of workshops and public events, the FTS 

movement expanded exponentially in the late 1990s and early 2000s (Vallianatos, 

Gottlieb, & Hasse, 2004). A record 42,587 schools were in FTS programming in 2016, 

serving more than 23.6 million students (National Farm to School Network, 2016).  

Many factors played a role in the creation and growth of FTS programming 

(Bagdonis, Hinrichs, & Schafft, 2009). With the effects of poor nutrition expanding in 

adulthood, growing industrialization in the U.S. food system, and an increasing distance 

from modern food supplies, the interest in and development of FTS programming has 

increased (Bagdonis et al., 2009). The rising prominence of these programs could also 

attribute their growth to demands for fresh, safe, and local food. Bagdonis et al. identified 

economic benefits and increased community identity with local products as contributing 

factors increasing interest in FTS programming. 
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Various programs and practices targeting American youth have engaged the topic 

of childhood obesity, with consumption of healthy foods or increasing exercise being the 

primary focal points (Joshi, Azuma, & Feenstra, 2008). Both state and federal legislatures 

have mandated wellness programs (Bagdonis et al., 2009). According to the National 

Farm to School Network (2016), 40 states have wellness policies and health initiatives 

supportive of FTS programming. Utah is among 10 states that has not enacted policies 

supportive of FTS programming (National Farm to School Network, 2016).  

Programs instituted at the federal level have similarly played a role. Federal 

legislation created the National School Lunch Program, one of the nation’s largest 

nutrition programs, which intermeshes with existing FTS programs to form a network of 

both producers and distributors of school food (Conner, King, Koliba, Kolodinsky, & 

Trubek, 2011). The primary goals of the National School Lunch Program and FTS 

programs are identical: enhance childhood nutrition while providing market support for 

U.S. agricultural products (Conner et al., 2011). Another federal effort directed by the  

U.S. Department of Agriculture is the Know Your Farmer Know Your Food Initiative. 

Launched in 2009, the program attempts to unite U.S. Department of Agriculture 

resources and efforts related to local food systems and provide federal support for FTS 

programming (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2016).  

In some instances, regional advocates seeking to start new programs in schools 

work to establish FTS programming (Winston, 2011). Groups within many states and 

regions attempt to unite various stakeholders with interest in FTS programming. For 

example, the Utah State Board of Education procured a U.S. Department of Agriculture 
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Farm to School grant to connect various school officials and other stakeholders, such as 

farm to school advocates and food service managers, with farmers through a training 

workshop solely focused on FTS programming and education (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, 2015). County-based teams, consisting of local organizations, farm to school 

advocates, and extension professionals, work to connect farmers to FTS programs 

(Hanson et al., 2011). In some instances, these partnerships have greatly increased sales 

of local foods through FTS programs. 

Success of FTS programs is often predicated by mutual interest among various 

stakeholders, including farmers, professionals, nutritionists, health and agriculture 

advocates, educators, and policy makers (Izumi, Rostant, Moss, & Hamm, 2006; Joshi et 

al., 2008). Support from these stakeholder groups is critical for the success of FTS 

programs and eventual economic benefits coming to farmers (Feenstra & Ohmart, 2010; 

Izumi et al., 2006; Joshi et al., 2008). 

 
Statement of the Problem 

 
 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Farm to School Census (2015) reported that 

35% of school districts in Utah participated in FTS programming. This percentage 

accounted for 349 schools and 220,881 students. Despite the number of schools 

participating, few studies have sought to examine the perspectives of primary 

stakeholders, such as farmers, in FTS programming (Izumi, Wright, & Hamm, 2010; 

Joshi et al., 2008). Lack of literature on the role of farmers in FTS programming presents 

a problem for stakeholders interested in program creation and success. Without 
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understanding the roles of all stakeholders involved in FTS programming, the 

relationships between groups such as farmers and food service directors may not occur 

and involvement in FTS programs may not increase (Izumi, Alaimo, & Hamm, 2010). 

This study addressed a gap in the literature by analyzing the role Utah farmers have in 

FTS programming. By surveying Utah farmers, the researcher attempted to discover the 

attitudes, barriers, benefits, resources, and farm characteristics relevant to involvement in 

FTS programming. Survey results provided information on how to involve farmers more 

effectively in the Utah State Board of Education’s farm to school initiative. This 

information would help Utah’s Farm to Fork task force increase the amount of locally 

sourced products in school systems, expand educational activities in the classroom, and 

establish more school gardens. 

 
Purpose and Research Objectives 

 
 

The purpose of this study was to describe respondents’ role in FTS programming 

and their interest in institutional marketing of local foods. Additionally, the researcher 

examined the attitudes and willingness of farmers to participate in FTS programming. 

Research objectives addressing the purpose of the study were as follows. 

1. Describe’ attitudes toward farm to school participation.  

2. Identify respondents’ perceptions of the benefits associated with farm to school 
programming. 

3. Identify respondents’ perceptions of the barriers associated with farm to school 
programming. 

4. Explain the subjective norms that influence respondents’ participation in farm to 
school programming. 
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5. Describe respondents’ participation in farm to school activities. 

6. Describe respondents’ perceived behavioral control toward farm to school 
participation.  

7. Discover respondents’ intention to participate in farm to school programming.  

8. Explore respondents’ interest in resources and training needs in farm to school 
programming that could enable them to work with K-12 schools. 

9. Describe respondents in terms of their demographic and farm characteristics. 

10. Test the theory of planned behavior and describe the relationship between 
respondents’ attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control in 
predicting intentions to participate in farm to school programming. 

 
 

Limitations of the Study 
 

 
The instrument was an online survey where participants could skip questions, 

which could result in random errors of measurement. Electronic communications sent via 

email were a concern as email blocking systems or errors with email addresses can 

represent barriers to contact potential participants. The researchers conducted a pilot test 

to address this limitation. Additionally, the quantitative nature of this study did not allow 

participants to provide additional information or further explain their answers. Because 

the researcher collected data by survey, the findings only represented the period during 

which the survey was completed. Data collected from this study is limited to those who 

responded and are not generalizable.  

 
Basic Assumptions 

 
 

The following basic assumptions were made during this study. 

● Each participant filled out the questionnaire with honesty. 
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● Those in the sample knew how to use computers and the internet. 

● Those in the sample did not need to have experience or interest in farm to 
school programming. 

 
 

Significance of the Study 
 
 

The importance of understanding current participation, non-participation, or 

termination of participation can be critical for developing pathways to include farmers of 

all backgrounds in the FTS movement (Thornburg, 2013). To complement existing 

research on farmers’ experiences, motivations, perceptions, and practices related to FTS 

programming, this study examined not only participating farmers, but also those who had 

not engaged in FTS programming. By accounting for all perspectives, the potential exists 

to create opportunities in FTS programming for more farmers in Utah. 

Another important factor representing the significance of this study were the 

numerous studies exploring the involvement of other stakeholders aside from farmers in 

FTS programming (Conner et al., 2012; Feenstra & Ohmart, 2010; Izumi, Wright, & 

Hamm, 2010; Joshi et al. 2008). Few studies have included the perspective of farmers 

(Izumi, Wright, & Hamm, 2010; Joshi et al. 2008); yet, farmers are the most vital 

components of FTS programs (Conner et al., 2012). Without the participation of farmers 

in FTS programs, the full benefits provided through their adoption would not come to 

fruition (Conner et al., 2012). 

No study existed examining the perceptions of farmers involved in Utah FTS 

programming. Understanding the perceptions of all stakeholders involved in FTS 

programming can provide a broader picture of the phenomenon and contribute by 



7 
 

 

exploring gaps highlighted in previous literature. 

 
Definition of Terms 

 
 

Attitudes: Represented by a summation of psychological objects captured by 

individuals in such attribute dimensions as good-bad, harmful-beneficial, pleasant-

unpleasant, and likable-dislikable (Ajzen, 2001).  

Behavior: The intention of individuals to make decisions predicted by three main 

components: attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991). 

As detailed in the theory of planned behavior, the direct factor associated with an 

individual’s behavior is their intention to engage in the behavior.  

Decision: Occurs when individuals engage in activities that lead to a choice to 

either accept or reject an innovation (Rogers, 2003). 

Diffusion of innovations: Popularized by Everett M. Rogers, diffusion of 

innovation theory explains the movement of innovations throughout social systems and a 

detailed diffusion process (Rogers, 2003).  

Farm to School (FTS): According to the Farm to School Network (2016), FTS 

programs enrich the connections communities have with providing fresh, healthy food 

and local products. This occurs through changes to food purchasing and education 

practices at schools and preschools. FTS programs differ by location, but always include 

at least one of the following: procurement, education, or school gardens. 

Hybrid social ecological model: A modified social ecological model used to 

develop an evaluation framework for FTS programming (Joshi, Henderson, Ratcliffe, & 



8 
 

 

Feenstra, 2014).  

Intention: Intention is the culminating factor detailed in TPB and can be explained 

as an individual’s perception of the ease of performing a specific behavior (Fielding, 

Terry, Masser, & Hogg, 2008). 

Perceived behavioral control: The third factor detailed in TPB defined by an 

individual’s perceived ease or difficulty in taking part in a specific behavior (Ajzen, 

1991). 

Perceptions: Subjective evaluations derived from personal experience and a 

crucial component for explaining behavior (Rogers, 2003). Individual’s perceptions of 

innovations impact rates of adoption.  

Subjective norms: A factor in the theory of planned behavior that measures 

individuals’ decisions to accept or reject a behavior based on perceived social pressure 

(Hrubes, Ajzen, & Daigle, 2001).  

Theory of planned behavior: A theory developed by Icek Ajzen to predict the 

intent of individuals to act on specific behaviors. Three independent variables are 

identified by the theory: attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control 

(PBC; Ajzen, 2001).  

U.S. Department of Agriculture: The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) is 

an entity of the U.S. Federal Government providing leadership on food, agriculture, 

natural resources, rural development, nutrition, and related issues based on sound public 

policy, the best available science, and efficient management (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, 2015). 



9 
 

 

Utah Farm to Fork Task Force: A group of stakeholders consisting of educators, 

nutrition professionals, and other Utah leaders with a vested interest in the development 

and expansion of FTS programs in Utah schools (Jonas, 2017).  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 

The theoretical framework for this study was the theory of planned behavior. The 

diffusion of innovation theory and the hybrid social ecological model provided the 

conceptual framework. While the conceptual framework did not directly relate to the 

study’s research objectives, the researcher used it to analyze and understand the findings 

of the research. A literature review expanded on farmer participation in FTS 

programming, the barriers and benefits associated with farmers’ involvement in FTS 

programming, resource and training needs, and farm and farmer characteristics. 

 
Theoretical Framework 

 
 
 First introduced by Icek Ajzen, the theory of planned behavior (TPB) seeks to 

explain how beliefs develop the foundations that determine behavior (Ajzen, 2011). 

Although beliefs may come from a lack of knowledge, inaccuracy, or bias, they 

nevertheless play a key role in determining behavior (Ajzen, 2011).  

 As an extension of the theory of reasoned action, TPB exhibits a central focus on 

an individual’s intention to display a certain behavior. Volitional control, the ability of an 

individual to act on a behavior, is a necessary component of TPB (Ajzen, 1991). Three 

factors (attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control) are included in TPB 

as the precursor to behavior as seen in Figure 1. These items interact with one another to 

form intent, eventually leading to the behavioral outcome in question (Ajzen, 1991).  

Attitude represents an individual’s summary evaluation of psychological concepts 



11 
 

 

 

Figure 1. Theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) Reprinted with permission (see 
Appendix E).  
 
 
or objects described in such paradigms as good-bad, harmful-beneficial, pleasant-

unpleasant, and likable-dislikable (Ajzen, 2001). Individuals exhibit certain attributes 

associated with specific behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). When those attributes link to the 

specific behavior in question, individuals develop a positive or negative attitude toward 

the behavior (Ajzen, 1991).  

 Subjective norms, the second factor in TPB, are described as the perceived social 

pressures influencing individuals to act on a behavior one way or another (Ajzen, 1991). 

Evidence exists to support the impact of subjective norms on the intention of individuals 

to act on specific behaviors (Sheeran, Norman, & Orbell, 1999).  

 The third factor detailed in TPB is perceived behavioral control (PBC). Perceived 

behavioral control is described as an individual’s perceived ease or difficulty in taking 
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part in a specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991). This factor is associated with experiences and 

the expected complications of performing a new behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Although 

described as an attribute contributing to the formation of intention, PBC also plays a key 

role in affecting behavior directly (Ajzen, 1991).  

 The culminating factors associated with TPB (attitude, subjective norms, PBC) 

form behavioral intention. Behavioral intention is an individual’s perception of the ease 

of performing the behavior in question (Fielding et al., 2008). A general assumption 

regarding the theory is that the more favorable the attitudes and subjective norms are in 

relation to a behavior, and the higher PBC, the chances that the individual engages in the 

behavior becomes greater (Ajzen, 1991).  

 The factors detailed in TPB were a critical component of this study. These factors 

attempt to explain the influences made on farmers and the intentions they develop to 

engage in FTS programming. The theory of planned behavior describes the connection 

between intent and behavior. The choice of farmers to act on their intentions and engage 

in FTS programming is a function of attitude, PBC, and subjective norms (Ajzen, 1991).  

 
Conceptual Framework 

 
 
Diffusion of Innovation Theory 
 
 The innovation decision process is a key component of diffusion of innovation 

theory, which explains the process individuals go through before adopting an innovation 

or behavior change (Rogers, 2003). In the innovation decision process, individuals gain 

initial knowledge concerning the innovation, form attitudes toward the innovation, make 
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a decision to adopt or reject the innovation, implement the innovation, and then confirm 

their decision (Rogers, 2003). Additionally, participants in this process may expand 

beyond individuals when other decision-making units in a social system, such as a 

professional organization or business, become involved.  

 The first stage of the innovation decision process, knowledge, occurs when 

individuals (or other decision-making units in a social system) are exposed to the 

existence of an innovation and obtain an understanding of how it functions (Rogers, 

2003). A visual representation of the innovation decision process can be seen in Figure 2.  

 Persuasion is the second stage in the innovation decision process and occurs when 

individuals (or other decision-making units in a social system) develop favorable or 

unfavorable attitudes towards an innovation (Rogers, 2003).  

 The third stage of innovation decision process, decision, occurs when individuals 

(or other decision-making units in a social system) participate in activities that lead to 

acceptance or rejection of an innovation (Rogers, 2003).  

 Implementation is the fourth stage of the innovation decision process and occurs 

when individuals (or other decision-making units in a social system) put an innovation 

into practice (Rogers, 2003).  

 The fifth stage of the innovation decision process, confirmation, occurs when 

individuals (or other decision-making units in a social system) desire support from others 

concerning the innovation decision already made (Rogers, 2003). The individual or 

decision-making unit may alter their previous decision if feedback from others 

concerning the innovation is conflicting (Rogers, 2003).  
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Figure 2. The innovation decision process (Rogers, 2003) Reprinted with permission (see 
Appendix E).  
 

 
 
The Hybrid Social Ecological Model 
 

The social ecological model focuses on the nature of an individual’s interactions 

with their physical and sociocultural environments (Stokols, 1992). These interactions 

can affect the emotional, physical and social well-being of individuals. Both long and 

short-term exposure to certain physical and sociocultural environments can have varying 

impacts on an individual and their behavior (Stokols, 1992). 

 The Farm to School Network modified the social ecological model to develop an 

evaluation framework for FTS programming (Joshi et al., 2014). FTS programming could 

support public health, community economic development, education, and environmental 

quality outcomes on the multiple levels of the social ecological model. The hybrid model 

includes categories that predict how intrapersonal, interpersonal, organizational 
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environments, community, and public policy factors interact with an individual’s 

behavior related to FTS programming. 

As seen in Figure 3, the intrapersonal level of influence within the model includes 

biological and psychological influences and seeks to define the activity of individuals that 

may be influenced by physical ability or daily patterns leading to specific behaviors 

(Cassel, 2010; Sallis, Owen, & Fisher, 2008). Demographics, such as location and years 

of experience, socioeconomic status, and family dynamics, contribute to this level of the 

model (Sallis et al., 2008).  

 

 

Figure 3. Hybrid social ecological model (Joshi et al., 2014) Reprinted with permission 
(see Appendix E). 
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Interpersonal levels within the model include social and cultural influences, 

including social support from peers and an individual’s engagement in social activities 

within a community (Sallis et al., 2008). The development of relationships with peers and 

the influence of those relationships on behavior is also an important component of this 

level (Joshi et al., 2014).  

Organizational environments within the model include business practices, 

philosophy, and factors such as regulation (Sallis et al., 2008), and the availability and 

use of certain food products at a school or business could be observed by this component 

of the model (Joshi et al., 2014). Advocacy on the part of organizations in favor of a 

behavior change, such as use of local food at a school, is also a key factor (Sallis et al., 

2008).  

The influence of community within the model includes expectations and 

availability of resources (Joshi et al., 2014). Local food availability within schools, 

availability of farmers willing to sell products to schools, and recreational and 

educational activities contribute to the community component of this model (Sallis et al., 

2008).  

 Last, the policy level of the model includes factors influencing individual and 

institutional behavior (Joshi et al., 2014) and includes local regulations on food safety 

and investment and support of local initiatives by local entities, an important factor as 

they influence the growth and development of programs (Sallis et al., 2008). 
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Relevant Literature 
 
 

Participation in Farm to School  
Programming 
 
 Farmers have participated in FTS programming by directly selling products to 

schools and engaging with stakeholders such as principals, teachers, and food service 

managers (Erpelding, Pinard, & Yaroch, 2011; Joshi et al., 2008). Farmers have also been 

involved in FTS program activities, including taste testing, guided farm tours, school 

visits, classroom educational activities, and community outreach events (Erpelding et al., 

2011; Feenstra & Ohmart, 2010; Joshi et al., 2008). Although obstacles to participation 

exist, farmers are generally interested in participating in FTS programming if they find it 

feasible to do so (Erpelding et al., 2011). 

 
Attitudes of Farmers Involved in  
Farm to School Programs 
 
 One study described farmers’ engaged in FTS programming as pragmatic or 

lacking attitude (Izumi, Wright, & Hamm, 2010). The study assessed farmers’ 

involvement in FTS as an effort to diversify their production, although they may not 

necessarily be supportive of FTS programming (Izumi, Wright, & Hamm, 2010). Another 

study used TPB to assess conservation behaviors in different groups of farmers (Beedell 

& Rehman, 2000). The study found that farmers not previously engaged in conservation 

behavior unsurprisingly had a less positive attitude toward the efforts. The attitudes of 

farmers not engaged in conservation behaviors not as heavily influenced by others 

(Beedell & Rehman, 2000).  
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Subjective Norms of Farmers Involved  
in Farm to School Programs 
 
 Beedell and Rehman (2000) found that farmers feel an obligation to carry out 

conservation-like behaviors. Although they feel obligated, social pressures to engage in 

conservation behaviors held little importance to them. The study assessed that the 

subjective norms of farmers are less important than their own internal obligation to 

engage in the behaviors they believe to be beneficial (Beedell & Rehman, 2000). 

Conversely, Hinrichs (2000) found that social pressures influenced farmer involvement in 

local food systems, including from family and friends. However, the study warned that 

social pressures would not necessarily preclude instrumental behaviors or the economic 

influence on farmers’ considering engagement in production and sales of local foods 

(Hinrichs, 2000).  

 
Barriers to Implementing Farm to  
School Activities 
 
 Farmers have faced barriers to participation in FTS programming, related to a 

lack of marketing, resources, facilities training, liability, and adherence to food safety 

standards (Hanson et al., 2011). However, Erpelding et al. (2011) found the inability of 

farmers to offer products year-round was the foremost barrier preventing sale of products 

and involvement in FTS programming. Other barriers include delivery of products, food 

processing (chopping and cutting vegetables), pricing, size of school districts (too small 

or large), and volume (Erpelding et al., 2011). 
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Benefits to Implementing Farm to  
School Activities 
 
 Previous studies have found expanding markets and promotion of local food 

consumption as top benefits to farmers involved with FTS programming (Hanson et al., 

2011; Thompson et al., 2014). Additionally, further benefits include educating children 

about food systems, building relationships, protecting the environment, and selling 

leftover product to schools. Through FTS programs, participants could benefit from fresh, 

healthy, local produce while farmers generated new revenue (Hanson et al., 2011; 

Thompson et al., 2014). Certain benefits could potentially increase the willingness of 

farmers considering engagement in FTS programming. For example, an increased 

customer base could encourage farmer involvement in FTS programming. 

 
Perceived Behavioral Control of Farmers  
in Farm to School Programs 
 
 Beedell and Rehman (2000) reported that farmers with previous experience 

engaging in activities similar to FTS programming found them to be neither too difficult 

nor too easy. Other studies have reported that farmers have found difficulty participating 

in FTS programming due to their inability to process products or provide them at an 

adequate quality (Erpelding et al., 2011; Hanson et al., 2011). Many of these difficulties 

arise because farmers are unable to provide necessities to schools such as food processing 

and refrigeration.  

 
Intention to Participate in Farm  
to School Programs 
 
 A variety of factors influence farmers’ participation in FTS programming, 
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