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Flocking to the Farm: An Agritourism Incubator for Veteran-led Farms

Abstract

Despite agritourism’s growth to $1.26 billion in U.S. farm revenue, few training programs are
in place to help farmers develop viable operations. This paper documents the curriculum
design and pilot implementation of the Agritourism Incubator Program (AIP), a seven-
component model piloted with veteran farmers in South Carolina. Grounded in a translation
model that adapts existing military competencies to agricultural entrepreneurship, the
curriculum integrates the Entrepreneurial Skills (ET-7) framework, Community Capitals
Framework, and entrepreneurial exaptation theory. The program includes conference
participation, intensive cohort-based training emphasizing asset-based development,
individualized business planning, execution support, and collective marketing. Preliminary
observations from the inaugural five-farm cohort suggest participants demonstrated all ET-7
skills and developed multiple community capitals. The curriculum’s modular design,
theoretical foundations, and place-based theory of change offer insights for national
agritourism capacity-building initiatives. This work addresses critical questions about
effective curriculum components for developing agritourism entrepreneurial capacity and
structuring incubator-based training for scalability.

Keywords: agritourism, incubator programs, veteran farmers, entrepreneurial education,
community capitals, curriculum design

Introduction

Agritourism is a growing industry in the United States (U.S.). According to the 2022 U.S. Census
of Agriculture, 28,617 farms received agritourism and recreation revenues of almost $1.26 billion, up
from $949 million in 2017 (USDA NASS, 2024). On-farm direct sales accounted for another $3.3 billion.
Farms are engaging in agritourism to provide “direct sales in order to increase income, provide family
employment, and educate the public about agriculture, among other reasons” (Quella et al., 2021, p. 287).
Yet, despite the potential of agritourism revenue (see Barbieri, 2008), minimal programming and training
programs are available to farmers interested in adding value to their organizations through agritourism
(Schmidt et al., 2022)

Several extension, nonprofit, and governmental guides are available, including comprehensive
resources such as the South Carolina Department of Agriculture’s Agritourism 101 guide (J. Moore,
2022) and the AgPlan agritourism business planning template. However, few in-person training programs
exist to translate these resources into operational capacity. Within agriculture and tourism academic
programs, there are only a handful of certificates available with a focus on agritourism and no specific
agritourism degree programs (e.g. Oregon State University, 2021; Sheridan College, n.d.; University of
[llinois, n.d.). This gap between available resources and implementation support leaves farmers,
particularly new and beginning operators, struggling to develop viable agritourism programs aligned with
their operational capacities and market contexts.

Dickes et al. (2020) examine agritourism as an entrepreneurial endeavor, asserting “small and
medium sized farmers have needed to be more entrepreneurial to survive” (p. 3). Examined as an
entrepreneurial activity, at an a priori level, agritourism development can be encouraged through
incubation. An incubator approach is common across the agriculture sector to encourage new and
beginning farmers. Typically, these programs include access to land, training and mentoring, access to
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resources, and marketing support (Bose & Kiran, 2014; Lelekacs et al., 2014; Liang, 2018; Weinberg,
1987). The same approach should be considered to develop thriving agritourism programs on existing
farms with access to land: providing an agritourism incubator program can help participants establish a
cohesive and sustainable agritourism program on their farms.

The veteran farming population represents a particularly promising target for agritourism
incubation. Veterans are disproportionately engaged in agriculture, with 9% of U.S. producers indicating
military service (USDA NASS, 2024). South Carolina hosts an especially robust intersection of veteran
farming and agritourism infrastructure, ranking second only to Florida in producers with military service
per capita, with half operating small farms under 50 acres (USDA NASS, 2024). The state’s strong
agritourism network—including the South Carolina Agritourism Association (SCAA), Clemson
Cooperative Extension support, and the nation’s largest free farm and art tour with over 85,000 visitors
since 2012 (Clemson University Cooperative Extension Service, n.d.)—provides an ideal environment to
pilot an agritourism incubator program. Khanal et al. (2020) found that higher numbers of veteran-led
agritourism farms have a positive influence on the sector overall. As such, developing capacity among
veteran farmers may catalyze the broader growth of the agritourism sector.

This paper presents the curriculum design and implementation model for the Palmetto Veterans
in Agribusiness Agritourism Incubator Program (AIP), a pilot program focusing on building agricultural
entrepreneurial capital among new and beginning veteran farmers in South Carolina. The program
integrates networking, cohort-based training, individualized business planning, execution support, and
collective marketing into a comprehensive incubator model designed for replicability across diverse
regional contexts. While piloted with veteran farmers in South Carolina, the curriculum framework and
theory of change offer insights for national agritourism development initiatives seeking to build operator
capacity through structured, evidence-based training programs.

Purpose Statement

This study documents the development and design of an agritourism incubator curriculum that
builds entrepreneurial capacity among new and beginning farmers. The curriculum integrates
entrepreneurial skills development, place-based learning, and business implementation support to address
the gap between available agritourism resources and farmer capacity to implement sustainable operations.
Two research questions guide this work:

Research Question 1: What incubator components effectively develop agritourism

entrepreneurial capacity in veteran farmers?

Research Question 2: How can incubator-based agritourism training be structured for national

scalability and adaptation across diverse regional contexts?

Literature Review

Definition of Concepts

Researchers often use agency or sector-specific terminology, which may reduce readers’
comprehension and therefore this paper begins by defining key terms operationalized in this study. This
study aligns with the South Carolina Agritourism Association definition: “Agritourism is the crossroads
between agriculture and tourism. It includes any activity carried out on a working farm or ranch that
allows the public for recreational, entertainment, or educational purposes, to view or enjoy rural
activities” (SCAA, n.d.). The U.S. Department of Agriculture defines a ‘Veteran Farmer or Rancher’ as
one who served in the U.S. military, was released under conditions other than dishonorable, and either has
not operated a farm or ranch, or has operated for not more than 10 years, or who first obtained veteran
status during the most recent 10-year period (USDA, n.d.). A ‘Beginning Farmer or Rancher’ is anyone
who has operated a farm or ranch for less than ten years (this paper will refer to these populations just as
‘veteran farmers’ and ‘beginning farmers”).

Entrepreneurial capacity (EC) is the acquired and developable competencies that enable
entrepreneurial action, including problem-solving, ambiguity tolerance, failing forward, empathy,
creativity with limited resources, responsiveness to critical feedback, and teamwork (ET-7 framework).
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This represents human capital dimensions that can be cultivated through targeted education and
experiential learning, providing actual economic value (Chhabra et al., 2023; Liu, 2024; Peschl et al.,
2021; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018).

Veterans in Agriculture and Farming

Historical precedent ties veterans to farming and agriculture and the strength of the rural
community. The promise of a land grant enticed military service from pre-Revolutionary War times
(Hayden-Smith, 2018). Following World War 11, the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act provided pathways
to farm ownership and agricultural training opportunities, such as the Institutional On-Farm Training
Program. Over 690,000 returning veterans during this time received agricultural training (Moore, 2019).
These programs laid the foundation for a robust agricultural sector and thriving rural communities, which
were intrinsically tied to military service.

Veterans remain disproportionately engaged in agriculture, with 9% of U.S. producers claiming
military service (down from 10.9% in 2017), compared to 6% of the U.S. adult population (USDA NASS,
2024). There are significantly fewer beginning farmers who are veterans, with only 23% of veteran
producers having ten years or less on the farm, compared with 29% of all producers. In South Carolina,
the proportion of producers with military service reaches 12%, higher than the national average. The state
has 4,309 farms with a veteran producer, half of which are 50 acres or less, and 36% make $1,000 or less
of annual farm income (USDA NASS, 2024).

The 2022 National Survey of Military Affiliated Entrepreneurs provides insight into the rural
veteran farm and ranch population (Maury et al., 2023). The majority (52%) of rural veteran farmer
respondents indicated that they are social entrepreneurs, with 7% operating as a 501(c) (3) organization.
Rural farm respondents indicated that their main entrepreneurial concern is access to capital (54%);
furthermore, the lack of capital caused some great deal of stress (78%), and 50% were turned down for
credit or did not receive the credit they requested. Despite these challenges, farm or ranch respondents are
more positive about the future of their endeavor than urban or non-farm rural respondents, indicating they
considered it realistic that their business would double over the next five years and the growth would not
risk the survival of their business (Maury et al., 2023, Section Growth of Rural-Veteran Owned
Business). Critically, despite the large population of rural veterans, they are more likely than urban
respondents to report “finding a local business incubator or nonprofit that helps business owners to be
difficult or very difficult (53% vs 44%)” (Maury et al., 2023). This gap between entrepreneurial capacity
and access to incubator support represents a key point for intervention.

To date, little agritourism research has emphasized a veteran connection, likely due to the lack of
available census data on veterans prior to 2017. However, Khanal et al. (2020) noted that higher numbers
of veteran-led agritourism farms had a positive influence on the sector, estimating that one agritourism
farm would be added for every 200 veteran-owned farms in a county. The authors explain this finding:
“As agritourism captures recreational and hobby aspects of agriculture, it could be a well-suited enterprise
for retired veterans or veteran’s family” (Khanal et al., 2020, p. 116). Thus, adding veteran-led
agritourism farms could promote the sector at large.

Agritourism

Although agritourism lacks a precise, universal definition, Gil Arroyo et al. (2013) proposed a
broad definition: “Farming-related activities carried out on a working farm or other agricultural settings
for entertainment or education purposes” (p. 45). Regardless, the body of literature surrounding
agritourism in the U.S. is steadily growing, developing associated typologies (Chase et al., 2018; Phillip
et al., 2010), examining the motivations of operators and participants (Amoako, n.d.; Barbieri &
Mshenga, 2008), and quantifying the impact (Hollas et al., 2021, 2024; Schmidt et al., 2023). Chase et al.
(2018) developed a conceptual framework to define agritourism “including direct sales, education,
hospitality, outdoor recreation, and entertainment, as well as core and peripheral tiers” (p. 18) (See Figure
1). This conceptual framework is commonly cited in agritourism research, as it is the most inclusive
framework currently available for assessing agritourism.
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Barbieri (2013) found that agritourism provided increased revenue and profit to a farm. Her
findings further suggest that agritourism farms promote positive social and environmental change over
other farm diversification strategies. Dickes et al. (2020) examined the growth of agritourism through an
entrepreneurial lens, focusing on motivations, environmental conditions, and cognitive factors,
concluding that “the motivation of operators may also be impacted by external organization and financial
incentives” (p. 11). Providing free or low-cost training, small business development programming, or
financial incentives may incentivize farmers to try something new.

Figure 1.

Conceptual Framework for Agritourism (Source: Chase, L., Stewart, M., Schilling, B., Smith, B., & Walk,
M. (2018). Agritourism: Toward a Conceptual Framework for Industry Analysis. Journal of Agriculture,
Food Systems, and Community Development, 1-7. https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2018.081.016)

Agricultural Incubator Programs

While no agritourism specific incubator programs were identified, examining more traditional
agricultural incubators is helpful. Analyzing nine North Carolina farm incubator programs, Lelekacs et al.
(2014) posited that providing opportunities to “develop the skill set and experience essential to run a
successful farm, and help developing a business plan” will lead to greater financial sustainability (p. 2).
Successful programs incorporate marketing and branding strategies to support participants. Sohail et al.
(2023) analyzed incubator programs through mechanisms that foster the development of entrepreneurial
culture, finding that networking support, training and coaching, access to resources, and collective
support structures effectively build entrepreneurial capital. These findings suggest an incubator approach
adapted for agritourism could address the implementation gap between available resources and
operational capacity.

Veteran and Entrepreneurial Pedagogy

Military pedagogy focuses on standards-based experiential learning through a crawl-walk-run
methodology applicable at individual and collective unit levels (Department of Army, 2019). The military
training process emphasizes assessment, evaluation, and critical feedback within complex and uncertain
environments. Hunter-Johnson (2020) notes that military learning environments are grounded in
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behaviorist pedagogy, characterized by rigid structure, discipline, and positioning learners as active
participants in structured scenarios, a context quite different from traditional agricultural extension
education.

Entrepreneurial pedagogy has shifted from trait-based to competency-based approaches,
recognizing that individuals can learn and develop entrepreneurship skills. Peschl et al. (2021) identified
seven Entrepreneurial Skills (ET-7) critical for success: problem-solving, tolerance for ambiguity, failing
forward, empathy, creativity with limited resources, responding to critical feedback, and a teamwork
approach. Recent empirical work reveals a more nuanced relationship between military service and
entrepreneurial capacity. While veterans possess many traits aligned with entrepreneurship—resilience,
high self-efficacy, risk tolerance, and comfort with ambiguity (Cater & Young, 2020; Heinz et al.,
2017)—Phipps and Skimmyhorn (2025) found that veterans are less likely than civilian peers to become
entrepreneurs on aggregate, and when they do, they earn less and report lower financial satisfaction. This
apparent paradox requires theoretical explanation.

Drawing on Weberian ideal type methodology, veteran entrepreneurship represents a distinct
configuration that requires translation rather than transformation. The “Vetrepreneur” ideal type exhibits
three core characteristics that distinguish it from other entrepreneurial archetypes: (1) mission-oriented
value creation, where entrepreneurship serves as service continuation rather than pure profit
maximization—reflected in Maury et al.’s (2023) finding that 52% of rural veteran entrepreneurs identify
as social entrepreneurs; (2) systems-thinking resource optimization, or what might be called ‘logistical
entrepreneurship’—the ability to accomplish complex missions with limited resources through systematic
planning and improvisation; and (3) collective action orientation, where team mission accomplishment
takes precedence over individual heroic entrepreneurship (Kerrick et al., 2014).

The most analytically interesting aspect of the Vetrepreneur lies in a paradox: military training
explicitly prepares personnel for uncertain, high-stakes environments while providing structured
frameworks for decision-making under pressure (Jackson et al., 2012). Veterans demonstrate comfort
with operational uncertainty within systematic analytical frameworks. This explains why veterans may
struggle in traditional entrepreneurship programs, which are often designed around individual initiative
and unstructured opportunity recognition, whereas they may potentially thrive in systematic, team-based
approaches that provide analytical frameworks for navigating uncertainty. The Vetrepreneur does not
need to develop risk tolerance but requires translation tools for applying military decision-making
frameworks to independent, civilian business contexts.

This translation model has profound implications for curriculum design. Rather than attempting
to instill entrepreneurial traits, effective veteran entrepreneurship programs should facilitate contextual
adaptation of existing capabilities. Military leadership experience translates well to entrepreneurial
contexts, but it requires adaptation from hierarchical to collaborative styles. Problem-solving capabilities
transfer directly but benefit from exposure to market-based rather than mission-based problem definitions.
The capacity for “failing forward” applies directly to entrepreneurial learning but may require reframing
from tactical to strategic failure analysis. Most critically, the strong social capital developed through
military networks often does not transfer effectively to civilian business contexts, representing not a
deficit but a translation challenge that requires systematic exposure to civilian business networks (Tihic et
al., 2025).

Rural contexts create particularly favorable conditions for Vetrepreneur development due to
alignment between military culture and rural community values. Rural communities often exhibit veteran-
friendly cultures, appreciation for service orientation, and preference for straightforward, relationship-
based business practices that align with military communication styles. The Vetrepreneur’s collective
action orientation aligns closely with the embedded nature of rural entrepreneurship (Jack & Anderson,
2002). Where urban entrepreneurship often emphasizes individual competition, rural entreprencurship
requires community collaboration for marketing, infrastructure development, and creating visitor
experiences—precisely matching the strengths of veterans. Military experience in resource-constrained
environments translates naturally to rural resource limitations, creating opportunities for veterans to apply
established skills in resource optimization.
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The ET-7 framework thus provides a natural bridge between veteran capacities and
entrepreneurial skill development. Service members train for complex and uncertain environments,
demonstrating problem-solving skills, a high tolerance for ambiguity, and effective teamwork. Feedback
and assessment are fundamental to military training systems. Resilience and perseverance reflect “failing
forward” capacity. Service members are masters of creativity with limited resources in austere
environments. Rather than developing these skills from scratch, veteran-focused entrepreneurship
programs should facilitate their translation into civilian agricultural contexts, precisely the approach
underlying the design of the Agritourism Incubator Program curriculum.

Incubator Program Architecture and Theory

South Carolina agriculture is inextricably linked to the veteran population, with the second-
highest level of veteran producers per capita in the nation. As examined by Khanal (2020), higher levels
of veteran-led farms lead to increased agritourism operations. As veterans establish more small- to mid-
sized farms across the state, many adopt agritourism activities as a supplemental source of income. Two
recently funded U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Enhancing Agricultural Opportunities for
Military Veterans (AgVet) grants focus extensively on building agritourism capacity on veteran-led farms
(USDA NIFA, n.d.). One award, presented to Project Victory Gardens, a South Carolina nonprofit, aims
to establish an agritourism incubator program and a national marketing and branding initiative for
veteran-led agritourism farms. Support for these programs from the USDA indicates an acknowledgment
that veterans are well-positioned to expand the agritourism field. Given the extension program focus of
the AgVets grant, the development, implementation, and evaluation of the AIP utilizes the Cooperative
Extension Program Development Model (Franz et al., 2015).

Theory of Change

The theory of change guiding this AIP (pictured in Figure 2) operates at three distinct levels, each
serving different functions for evaluation and replication. Adapting the concept of a pre-fabricated house
on a local foundation from Patton (2008), the theory of change acknowledges that the program is rooted
in place.

South Carolina represents a unique locale, particularly in relation to agriculture, and as such,
programs created here do not necessarily travel (i.e., the South Carolina Ag + Art Tour). The geography,
diverse agricultural base, and relational nature of farming and agritourism in particular provide a unique
base from which to launch the AIP. Three layers of necessary conditions (‘the local context’) must exist
before program implementation: (1) Structural Prerequisites, including adequate land access, market
proximity, and supportive policy context; (2) Participant Readiness, including baseline social’human
capital, time availability, and financial stability; and (3) Contextual Supports, including family support
and community acceptance. If the foundation is weak on multiple dimensions, even high-fidelity
implementation will fail. This explains why identical programs succeed in one location and fail in
another, not due to differences in implementation quality, but rather to contextual appropriateness.
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Figure 2.
Agritourism Incubator Program Theory of Change Diagram

Agritourism Incubator Program
Theory of Change Diagram
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The Core Structure (roof) represents non-negotiable elements that define program identity: cohort
model, asset-based approach, military pedagogy, and CCF framework. An asset-based approach
emphasizes building on what participants already possess, such as land, skills, networks, and experiences,
rather than focusing on what they lack. For veteran farmers, this means reframing their military leadership
and agricultural experience as marketable strengths and viewing existing farm resources as the foundation
for an agritourism enterprise. The Primary Activities (walls) can be adapted in format but not eliminated:
a state or regional agritourism conference, the curriculum program, business planning support,
networking, and coaching. The Mechanisms (interior systems, visualized as gears) specify how the
program works: (1) Social Capital Activation provides access to tangible resources and reduces perceived
risk; (2) Cognitive Reframing enables seeing farm assets as entrepreneurial opportunities; (3) Identity
Integration legitimizes military experience as marketable cultural capital; (4) Self-Efficacy Building
reduces perceived knowledge gaps; (5) Resource Mobilization bridges networks to material resources;
and (6) Normative Influence creates peer accountability for implementation. These mechanisms must
activate for outcomes to occur; high-fidelity activity implementation without mechanism activation
produces null results. Adaptations should be customized to local foundations (delivery format, emphasis
areas, coaching intensity) while preserving core structure.

Short-term outcomes (0-6 months) include increased intent and refined plans. Medium-term
outcomes (6-18 months) include the launch of agritourism activities. Long-term outcomes (18+ months)
include sustained revenue and CCF capital spiraling-up. The feedback loop represents how successful
cohorts strengthen the foundation, success stories reduce perceived risk, generate political capital, and
build community acceptance for future cohorts.

This framework generates testable predictions: (1) Programs in weak-foundation contexts will fail
regardless of implementation quality; (2) Each mechanism should be independently observable; and (3)
Capital accumulation should follow CCF-predicted sequences. With n=15, evaluation focuses on
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mechanism activation (qualitative process tracing, within-case analysis) rather than population-level
effect estimation. Three failure scenarios are distinguishable: weak foundation + high fidelity =
contextual mismatch (not program failure); strong foundation + high fidelity but no mechanism activation
= program theory wrong (requires revision); strong foundation + mechanism activation = success
(program works as theorized). This prevents attributing null findings to ‘implementation failure’ when
context was inappropriate. For replication, the foundation assessment must precede implementation to
determine contextual suitability.

Conceptual Framework for Agritourism Incubation
Integrating the Peschl et al. (2021) Entrepreneurial Skills (ET-7) framework with the
Entrepreneurial Culture Development Mechanism (ECDM) developed by Sohail et al. (2023) in a veteran
agritourism context provides the foundation for curriculum development (See Figure 3). The ET-7 skills
correspond directly with veteran competencies developed through military service: problem-solving,
tolerance for ambiguity, teamwork, responding to critical feedback, failing forward, and creativity with
limited resources. This alignment honors existing veteran human capital while requiring translation into
civilian agricultural contexts. The one ET-7 skill less explicitly developed through military service—
empathy—is defined by Peschl et al. as the “ability to design and deliver new products that will be
adopted by customers” (p. 8), essentially customer-centered design thinking. Veterans develop this
capacity through understanding diverse stakeholder perspectives in complex operational environments,
though they may not recognize it as ‘empathy’ in traditional entrepreneurial terms.

Figure 3.

Veteran Agritourism Entrepreneurial Capacity Development Framework
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By embedding these skills throughout the program, incubator activities, including selection,
exposure and networking, curriculum, individualized business planning, execution, and marketing and
branding, activate the seven mechanisms that build entrepreneurial capacity: social capital development,
human capital development, self-efficacy, resource mobilization, collective support, network

development, and place attachment. These mechanisms operate simultaneously and recursively, reflecting
the Community Capitals Framework’s recognition that capitals interact and amplify each other (Emery &
Flora, 2006; Flora et al., 2015). This framework is further expanded by incorporating CCF as a systems-
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oriented lens for assessing how program activities build participant capacity across natural, cultural,
human, social, political, financial, and built capitals (Flora et al., 2015). Findings are expected to align
with CCF’s “spiraling-up” pattern, where initial gains in social and human capital catalyze development
of financial, cultural, and built capital (Emery & Flora, 2006).

In the context of the Agritourism Incubator Program, veteran farmer participants receive
networking support, training and coaching, access to resources, and collective marketing support. By
building on the ET-7 skills within the ECDM structure and assessing outcomes through CCF, the program
design facilitates entrepreneurial development and sustainable business launch.

Incubation Program Design and Implementation

The Agritourism Incubator Program combines multiple delivery methods and learning contexts to
translate military competencies into civilian agricultural entrepreneurship capacity. The program
comprises seven components: selection, exposure and networking, cohort-based curriculum,
individualized business planning, execution, marketing and branding, and evaluation. This paper will
focus on the first six components; further work will discuss programmatic evaluation and participatory
experience.

The curriculum design is grounded in the conceptual framework presented earlier, ensuring each
component advances specific ET-7 skills, activates ECDM mechanisms, and builds community capitals.
The cohort-based structure reinforces teamwork and collective action while expanding social capital
networks. Throughout the curriculum, instructors incorporate “adaptive anxiety” (Peschl et al., 2021, p.
9), beginning from a position of challenge or failure and iteratively advancing through problem-solving
cycles. This aligns with the veteran paradigm of training for complexity and uncertainty, honoring
familiar learning patterns while introducing agricultural business contexts.

Incubator Activity 1: Selection

Program leaders will evaluate applications based on the strength of the application (available
upon request) and the current business plan. Selection criteria include veteran status, access to land, an
established or developing business plan, and available farm assets. Priority is given to state-wide
geographical dispersion (at least one farm from Lowcountry, Pee Dee, Midlands, and Upstate regions)
and demographic diversity (at least one female-led and one socially-disadvantaged-led farm). Bonus
consideration is applied for prior participation in USDA-funded Beginning Farmer or Rancher
Development Programs, the South Carolina New and Beginning Farmer Program, the SCDA
Agribusiness Center for Research and Entrepreneurship (ACRE) Curriculum Program, or equivalent
training.

The selection process itself serves a developmental function. The application requires participants
to articulate their agritourism goals, assess current farm assets, and identify capital development priorities
using the Community Capitals Framework language. This exercise initiates the translation process from
military to agricultural entrepreneurship by requiring an explicit connection between available resources
and business objectives, a familiar strategic planning exercise in an unfamiliar context.

Incubator Activity 2: Exposure and Networking

All selected participants will participate in the South Carolina Agritourism Association (SCAA)
Conference. The SCAA Conference is an annual event and includes networking opportunities, a tour of
agritourism operations, and guest speakers. The conference is well-attended by agritourism operators
from across the state and typically includes an opening reception and networking event, a bus tour with
stops at six to eight agritourism operations, and a farm-to-table dinner. The tour stops feature training
opportunities on various agritourism topics. The conference provides ample opportunity for incubatees to
network with other agritourism operators, resource providers, and state agricultural leadership.

This component directly addresses the Vetrepreneur translation challenge: strong social capital
within military networks that does not automatically transfer to civilian business contexts. Rather than
generic networking skill development, the conference creates structured opportunities for veterans to
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observe civilian agritourism culture, identify potential mentors and partners, and begin building industry-
specific relationships. The bus tour format is particularly effective, as it provides low-stakes social
interaction during travel while demonstrating diverse agritourism business models in operation.
Participants will also receive a one-year membership to the South Carolina Agritourism
Association. Membership includes a metal agritourism liability sign, access to private message boards,
and enhanced marketing opportunities through the SCAA newsletter, S.C. Agritourism Directory and
Passport, and S.C. Farm Hikes program. This sustained connection maintains network development
beyond the intensive training period.

Incubator Activity 3: Cohort-Based Curriculum Program
The third component is the in-person cohort-based curriculum program. The four-day curriculum
includes lectures, group work, hands-on and participatory experiences, field trips to other agritourism
operations, and a capstone pitch event. The curriculum in Table 1 includes eleven training modules, three
farm tours, and the capstone event. Building on the conceptual framework, training will be presented
through the lens of the ET-7 and will incorporate adaptive anxiety. Culminating in an 8-minute Pitch
Competition, participants must present their conceptual agritourism business plan to a team of experts in
agriculture, tourism, and business.

Table 1. Curriculum modules
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Physical, Heritage Participants will work through a Approach o Cultural Capital
worksheet to help them see what they « Entrepreneurial
already have to work with. Capital
Module Four: Why do people visit agritourism « Empathy « Social Capital
Agritourist farms? Who are they? Are they more » Human Capital
Motivations likely to visit veteran-owned/-led o Cultural Capital
farms?
Module Five: Introduce the requirements for the 8- | « Teamwork « Human Capital
Discussion of §- Minute Pitch Activity. Approach « Entrepreneurial
Minute Agritourism Capital
Business Plan Pitch
Module Six: How can you incorporate guests into « Problem « Social Capital
Cropsfit: your day-to-day farm activities? What Solving « Human Capital
Agritourism are the safety concerns on your farm? | « Creativity
Opportunity in the What is the guest experience? with Limited
Mundane Resources
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 Responding
to Critical

Feedback

Module Seven: The | Participants are expected to have a  Problem « Social Capital
Agritourism business plan before acceptance into Solving « Human Capital
Business Plan: the cohort. Using the AgPlan « Responding | « Financial Capital
AgPlan Agritourism Business Plan, to Critical « Entrepreneurial

participants will develop the Feedback Capital

agritourism specific sections of their » Teamwork

plan for presentation in the Capstone Approach

Module.
Farm Tour Value Added Production, Farm Store,

Museum, Signage

Module Eight: Farm

Participants will partake in a Farm to

o Creativity

« Social Capital

to Table: A Chef’s Table dinner at Project Victory with Limited | ¢ Political Capital
Dinner Experience Gardens. Discussions of menu Resources
planning, working with partner farms, | « Teamwork
and the importance of scene setting Approach
will take place throughout the dinner.
Farm Tour On-farm events, guest management,
partnerships
Module Nine: Participants will be exposed to various | « Problem « Social Capital
Agritourism agritourism activities and settings and Solving « Human Capital
Experience Design analyze their property in the context » Failing « Built Capital
of the guest experience to identify Forward « Natural Capital
appropriate agritourism activities. « Empathy
o Creativity
with Limited
Resources
« Teamwork
Approach
Module Ten: Discussion of the principles of o Creativity « Social Capital
Marketing your agritourism marketing, how to create with Limited | « Human Capital
Agritourism a marketing plan. Identification of Resources « Financial Capital
Program agritourism consumer demographic « Teamwork « Entrepreneurial
analysis. Discussion of the 4(+)Ps of Approach Capital
Marketing. Discussion of available
agritourism marketing networks and
partnership opportunities.
Module Eleven: The | A panel discussion featuring experts « Problem « Social Capital
‘L’ words: Legal on policy, legal, and liability concerns Solving « Human Capital
concerns and related to agritourism in South « Tolerance for | « Financial Capital
liability — ADA Carolina. Ambiguity « Political Capital
requirements,
insurance, zoning
Farm Tour We’re Glamping now!
Capstone: 8-minute | Capstone assignment to assess the « Empathy « Tie all capitals
Pitch Competition growth of Entrepreneurial Capacity, « Responding together

knowledge of the agritourism
environment, and business planning.

to Critical
Feedback
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The curriculum program aims to challenge participants’ ideas about agritourism, building a
cohesive, individualized program focused on experience design that leads to sustainable farm income
streams. Participants will create a curated agritourism program tailored to their farm, target demographics,
and available resources. The curriculum module outline (available upon request) includes the title, major
topics, description, unit instructional objectives, hook, content and references, approach, formative
assessment, and summary for each module. The ET-7 and interventions are included in the approach
section. Aligning the modules to the ET-7 reinforces entrepreneurial skill development and
acknowledgment.

Example Module: Asset Assessment. The Asset Assessment module (Module 3) serves as the
conceptual foundation for all subsequent business planning work. The module introduces asset-based
development through the Community Capitals Framework, teaching participants to inventory natural,
cultural, built, and financial capitals on their properties and within themselves. This approach
operationalizes entrepreneurial exaptation and spatial bricolage, theoretical frameworks that are
particularly relevant to the development of agritourism in peripheral rural environments.

The “otherness” of peripheral environments (Anderson, 2000), which characterizes most
agritourism operations, creates opportunities for spatial bricolage (Korsgaard et al., 2021) and
entrepreneurial exaptation (Gaddefors et al., 2020). What rural communities lack in traditional economic
and entrepreneurial drivers, they compensate for through recombination and adaptation opportunities.
Agritourism provides a unique lens for examining these processes, as it is inherently evolutionary, rooted
in existing farm or ranch operations rather than greenfield ventures.

Gaddefors et al. (2020) introduce the concept of entrepreneurial exaptation, borrowed from
evolutionary biology, to describe how rural regions develop through the repurposing of resources,
knowledge, and capabilities for purposes different from their original design or intent. Exaptation
operates through three interconnected mechanisms: (1) epistemological displacement—applying
knowledge from one domain to another, such as farmers applying agricultural knowledge to tourism
service delivery or military veterans transferring leadership skills to farm business management; (2)
morphological adaptation—physical transformation of existing assets; and (3) functional reassignment—
changing the purpose or function of assets while maintaining their physical form.

The Asset Inventory Exercise. The module begins with adaptive anxiety: “What assets do you have on
your farm right now that could generate agritourism revenue this season?”” Most participants initially
respond with obvious answers without recognizing tourism value in seemingly mundane or obsolete
elements. Participants receive aerial imagery or topographic maps of their properties and systematically
inventory four types of capital (natural, cultural, built, and financial). The critical instruction: “List
everything, even if it seems irrelevant, broken, or ‘just junk.” We’re inventorying, not evaluating.” This
prevents premature filtering that obscures exaptation opportunities. Following individual inventory,
participants exchange maps with partners who review assets through a visitor lens: “What catches your
attention? What questions would you ask? What would you want to experience?” This peer perspective-
taking activates the empathy ET-7 skill while introducing tourism rather than production framing.

Two Cohort 1 examples (See Figure 4.) illustrate how reframing interventions activate exaptation
mechanisms to transform farm assets into agritourism attractions. The tractor example demonstrates
functional reassignment of built capital (production equipment becoming heritage interpretation), while
the wetland example shows epistemological displacement applied to natural capital (ecological
knowledge informing experience design). Both exemplify spatial bricolage: leveraging peripheral
“otherness” as a competitive advantage through capital recombination.
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Figure 4.
Asset-Based Development Through Entrepreneurial Exaptation

Existing Asset Reframing Intervention Exaptation Agritourism
(Capital Inventory) (Visitor Lens) Mechanism Qutcome
L\Ion-operat\on.a| Partner: “That's not Functional .
ractor stored in > . k - that's heri M > h »| Heritage photo
barn Junk - that's heritage. Reassignment attraction
4
) Guided tours
o “It's just junk—it Morphological photography
doesn’t run.” Adaptation workshops
. . Homeschool
N_aﬂve wgtland . Ins_tructo(;’ hlgflﬂlg_hts| .| Epistemological | Groups
with carnivorous > ri_srlty_an ecologica ?| Displacement >
plants significance.

“They're just there.”

The Cognitive Shift. Farmers evaluate assets through production efficiency: Does this land grow crops
profitably? Does the equipment function? Agritourism requires visitor experience evaluation: Is this
interesting? Photogenic? Educational? Interactive? This module does not teach resource optimization, as
veterans already excel in this area through their military experience. It translates that capability into
agritourism contexts by providing new evaluative frameworks that honor veteran strengths (systems-
thinking, creativity with limited resources) while introducing tourism-specific applications.

The module explicitly addresses empathy (from the visitor’s perspective), creativity with limited
resources (asset repurposing), problem-solving (reframing liabilities as opportunities), and tolerance for
ambiguity (assets serving multiple or evolving purposes). It activates human capital development (new
analytical frameworks), self-efficacy (confidence in existing resources), and resource mobilization
(identifying no-cost revenue opportunities) while building natural, cultural, built, and financial capitals
simultaneously.

Why This Is Foundational. Every subsequent module builds on the asset inventory. Financial projections
reference identified assets; marketing uses inventory elements as differentiation stories; business models
match assets to market preferences. More fundamentally, this module addresses a barrier in veteran
entrepreneurship: veterans often delay launching their businesses, awaiting “perfect” conditions or
adequate capital (Maury et al., 2023). By demonstrating that valuable assets already exist through
exaptation mechanisms, the module accelerates implementation. The message: “You don’t need to wait.
You can start now with what you already have.”

Participants leave with capital inventories that become living documents, updated throughout the
program as they discover additional applications. Several Cohort 1 participants reported the exercise
changed how they walked their properties—constantly asking “What else could this be? What story does
this tell?”—representing successful translation of Vetrepreneur systems-thinking into agricultural tourism
practice.

Incubator Activity 4: Individualized Business Planning

Following the curriculum component, participants work individually with Clemson Agribusiness
Extension Agents, the Small Business Development Center, or the Veteran Business Outreach Center to
establish their Agritourism Business Plan. The Agritourism AgPlan from the Center for Farm Financial
Management provides an excellent resource for this component. This individualized support phase
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typically spans approximately six months, during which participants receive approximately ten hours of
one-on-one sessions and ongoing email/phone consultations.

A strong business plan is critical for participants seeking funding opportunities through grants,
loans, or lines of credit. Ensuring the participants have an established relationship with business
development experts will greatly further their ability to seek funding opportunities. All of the business
development experts within the program are well-versed in grant writing, including veteran-specific
programs, and outside funding requests.

Incubator Activity 5: Execution

Acceptance into the Agritourism Incubator Program requires a long-term commitment and a
strong desire to establish a viable agritourism program. The execution phase is the culmination of this
commitment. Following the individual counseling phase, participants must submit an agritourism
business plan encompassing their program calendar, marketing campaign, and agritourism experience
design concept. Micro-grants may be available to support program implementation for participants.

The 2026 South Carolina Ag+Art Tour will feature a statewide, veteran-led tour highlighting
veteran-owned farms and artisans. Incubator participants serve as regional coordinators and participating
farms, providing both implementation accountability and leadership development opportunities. Regional
coordinator roles expand networks, build confidence through mentoring other veteran farmers, and
demonstrate Vetrepreneur collective action orientation. This execution phase activates place attachment
(strengthening connection to veteran farming identity and South Carolina agricultural community) while
building built capital (physical agritourism infrastructure) and cultural capital (contributing to state
agricultural tourism culture).

Incubator Activity 6: Marketing and Branding

In 2023, Project Victory Gardens launched Farms of the Brave ™, a marketing and branding
program for veteran-led agritourism operations in South Carolina. Currently, 33 farms are certified Farms
of the Brave, and it is gaining momentum across the state. Certification entitles farms to use the collective
logo, appear on the Farms of the Brave website and marketing materials, and participate in coordinated
promotional campaigns.

Collective branding addresses a persistent challenge for small agritourism operations: individual
farms often lack resources for effective marketing, but collective efforts create visibility that benefits all
participants. The Farms of the Brave brand also communicates values (veteran-operated, mission-driven)
that resonate with target demographics seeking authentic, values-aligned agritourism experiences.
Through South Carolina Agritourism Association membership, participating farms share events on the
statewide calendar, apply for tourist-oriented directional signage, and appear in widely distributed
directories and passports.

This component fosters social capital (collective marketing relationships), cultural capital (a
veteran agricultural identity), and financial capital (increased visibility that drives customer traffic). It
operationalizes the Vetrepreneur mission-oriented value creation characteristic; farms succeed not just
individually but by strengthening the collective veteran agricultural community.

Early Findings and Transferability

The inaugural Agritourism Incubator Program cohort, implemented in 2025, included five
veteran-led farm businesses spanning floriculture, livestock, fiber production, and homesteading
education. While rigorous evaluation remains ongoing, preliminary observations suggest alignment with
the program’s theoretical foundations and practical effectiveness. Participants demonstrated all seven ET-
7 entrepreneurial skills throughout the intensive training. Problem-solving emerged during discussions of
visitor pathway design and infrastructure challenges. Creativity with limited resources manifested as
participants reframed existing assets. For instance, one participant reconceptualized a non-functional
vintage tractor as a heritage interpretation and photo attraction, rather than scrap metal, while another
recognized native carnivorous plants as distinctive educational programming content. Empathy proved
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particularly powerful during pitch sessions, where participants provided emotional support alongside
constructive feedback, transforming the capstone event into what one participant described as “a healing
community.” Teamwork orientation was consistently demonstrated, from collaborative tent-raising during
the glamping demonstration to peer coaching through business plan revisions.

Community Capitals and EC development became visible across multiple dimensions. Human
capital growth was evident through increased confidence in public speaking and entrepreneurial clarity,
with several participants noting that the asset inventory exercise fundamentally changed how they
managed their own properties. Social capital developed rapidly within the cohort; participants who
initially clustered by farm type (floriculture producers together and livestock producers together)
demonstrated cross-disciplinary collaboration by the end of the week. Cultural capital recognition proved
transformative as the participants began valuing their own stories, military service experiences, family
traditions, and even other languages spoken at home as integral assets in agritourism, rather than as
irrelevant personal background. Political capital building occurred through direct engagement with a state
legislator visiting the program; every participant asked questions or shared regulatory barriers they faced,
demonstrating comfort with civic advocacy. Together, these developments across human, social, cultural,
and political capitals demonstrate robust entrepreneurial capital formation—participants’ growing
capacity to identify, mobilize, and strategically recombine farm resources for agritourism enterprise
development.

The translation model’s effectiveness appeared in unexpected ways. When introducing journey
mapping for experience design, one participant questioned whether designing the “unexpected” was even
possible. Another countered: “Honestly, that can just be you. Great customer service alone feels novel in
today’s world.” This exchange revealed that participants recognized their existing military-developed
interpersonal skills translated directly into tourism hospitality without requiring a fundamental
transformation. Participants also demonstrated rapid application of exaptation thinking beyond the formal
asset inventory exercise. During a farm tour to an established agritourism operation, cohort members
critiqued inadequate signage and unclear visitor flow, not from naive criticism but from systems-thinking
perspective, immediately connecting observed gaps to concepts introduced in earlier modules. One
participant noted after the conference exposure component: “It helped clarify not only what to do, but
what not to do. We don’t want helicopter Easter egg drops or giant slides. That’s not who we are.” This
discernment suggests participants internalized asset-based development principles rather than adopting
generic tourism formulas. These preliminary observations, although not constituting a rigorous
evaluation, suggest that the curriculum’s theoretical foundations translate into observable participant
outcomes that warrant systematic longitudinal assessment.

The AIP offers a model for agricultural extension systems, rural development organizations, and
policymakers seeking to build agritourism capacity beyond South Carolina’s veteran farming population.
While piloted in a specific context among veteran farmers in a state with robust agritourism infrastructure,
the program’s core design principles, theoretical foundations, and curriculum framework address
challenges common across emerging agritourism regions and diverse operator populations.

At its foundation, the AIP embodies a translation model: effective entrepreneurship training must
translate existing capabilities rather than instill generic traits. This insight applies far beyond veteran
populations. Beginning farmers bring diverse backgrounds that provide entrepreneurial assets requiring
contextual adaptation rather than wholesale replacement. Extension programs might assess incoming
farmer cohorts for existing competencies and design bridging curricula that honor rather than dismiss
these capabilities. The crawl-walk-run pedagogical approach, borrowed from military training, mirrors
adult learning principles that are broadly applicable to experiential agricultural education, creating
familiarity with structure while introducing unfamiliar content.

The asset-based development approach through entrepreneurial exaptation addresses a universal
barrier across rural regions: capital constraints that delay or prevent the launch of agritourism. The asset
inventory exercise, utilizing the Community Capitals Framework and entrepreneurial exaptation theory,
provides a replicable methodology that requires minimal inputs. This approach may prove particularly
valuable in resource-constrained rural regions where farmers may dismiss agritourism as requiring
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infrastructure investment they cannot afford. The cognitive shift from evaluating production efficiency to
evaluating visitor experience is transferable across agricultural contexts, regardless of region or operator
background.

The cohort-based collective support structure reflects research on successful agricultural
incubator programs and addresses social capital development challenges common to beginning farmers,
regardless of background. Cohort structures create accountability, reduce the isolation endemic to rural
farming, provide diverse perspective-taking opportunities, and build networks that persist beyond formal
programming. The question for adaptation becomes not whether to use cohorts, but how to optimize their
composition and structure. Geographic diversity within cohorts expands networks and exposes
participants to different agricultural contexts; farm type diversity generates cross-pollination of ideas; and
demographic diversity enriches perspective-taking, which is essential for empathy development.

However, successful replication requires honest assessment of contextual conditions and strategic
adaptation. The AIP assumes existing agritourism infrastructure, such as state associations, established
operations willing to host tours, extension agents with agritourism expertise, and collective marketing
programs. Early-stage regions might sequence development differently, perhaps identifying two or three
pioneering operators and providing intensive individual support to establish demonstration sites before
launching cohort-based programming. Those demonstration sites then become the farm tour locations and
mentorship sources for subsequent cohorts. Alternatively, regions might partner across state lines for
exposure components by sending participants to established agritourism regions for networking and farm
tours, while delivering curriculum locally.

Agricultural and tourism contexts likewise demand curriculum customization while maintaining
structural integrity. South Carolina’s agritourism emphasizes shoulder-season activities, with peak
visitation occurring during the spring and fall. It serves a diverse range of markets, including local
residents, regional tourists, and coastal vacationers. Northern regions with severe winters require different
seasonality strategies, potentially emphasizing value-added products that extend revenue beyond growing
season, winter activities like maple sugaring or winter festivals, or aggressive shoulder-season marketing.
Western arid regions might emphasize water conservation narratives, indigenous agricultural heritage, or
the integration of outdoor recreation that leverages dramatic landscapes. Regulatory environments vary
significantly. South Carolina’s agritourism liability law provides operator protections not available in all
states, which can significantly impact the content of risk management curriculum. Chase et al.’s (2018)
conceptual framework categorizing agritourism across direct sales, education, hospitality, outdoor
recreation, and entertainment dimensions helps regions identify which dimensions align with local
agricultural assets and market demand, focusing curriculum accordingly without abandoning the
underlying pedagogical approach or theoretical foundations.

The curriculum framework focuses on process rather than prescribing content. The asset
inventory exercise is applicable in any region and for any farm type, as it teaches a methodology for
viewing existing resources through new lenses. The specific resources inventoried matter less than the
cognitive shift the exercise facilitates. The Experience Design module’s focus on exaptation mechanisms
transfers whether participants operate grain farms, livestock operations, or specialty crop producers. What
changes are the specific examples and case studies used to illustrate concepts, not the underlying
frameworks. Regional adaptation thus requires agricultural knowledge to generate contextually
appropriate examples but does not require redesigning curriculum architecture.

Organizations considering incubator program development must assess personnel capacity
honestly. Effective delivery requires facilitators with cross-domain expertise or carefully coordinated
teams. Ideal qualifications include knowledge of agricultural production that establishes credibility with
farmers, understanding of tourism and hospitality to teach experience design principles, business
development skills encompassing financial planning and marketing, and training in adult education and
experiential pedagogy. Many extension systems possess these capabilities distributively but lack
mechanisms for coordinated programming. Incubator development may necessitate formal cross-
departmental collaboration, team-teaching approaches, or investments in instructor professional
development. A tourism specialist may need agricultural immersion to understand farm operations, while
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an agricultural agent may need tourism training to comprehend visitor experience design. These
investments pay dividends beyond single program implementation as cross-trained personnel bring
integrated perspectives to all extension programming.

Funding realities shape program sustainability. The AIP benefits from USDA AgVets grant
funding, which covers participant costs, including conference attendance, lodging during the intensive
curriculum, and membership fees, as well as program administration. Most regions lack access to veteran-
specific funding, but they may be eligible for USDA Beginning Farmer and Rancher Development
Program grants, state agricultural department innovation grants, Rural Development Block Grants,
economic development funding, or cost-sharing mechanisms. However, cost-sharing risks excluding
socially disadvantaged farmers or those with the greatest capital constraints, precisely the populations
who might benefit most from incubator support. Sliding scale tuition, scholarship funds, or hybrid models
where some costs are shared while others are subsidized merit exploration.

Time commitments deserve a realistic assessment. Program leaders should anticipate substantial
investment: curriculum development and customization requires forty to sixty hours initially plus ten to
twenty hours annual revision; participant recruitment and selection consumes twenty to thirty hours;
intensive curriculum delivery spans four days instruction plus preparation time; individualized business
planning support demands four to six hours per participant across two to three months; execution phase
coordination varies depending on collective activities planned; and evaluation remains ongoing
throughout. Multi-year grant funding provides optimal conditions, enabling programs to refine their
approaches based on early cohort experiences. Single-year projects risk under-resourcing the
individualized support and execution phases, potentially leading to disappointing outcomes that
discourage future investment.

The incubator model does not replace existing agritourism guides and planning tools but serves a
complementary function, addressing different needs. Written resources, such as the South Carolina
Department of Agriculture’s Agritourism 101 or the AgPlan agritourism template, provide comprehensive
information but often lack implementation support, peer learning, and accountability structures.
Incubators create conditions for applying written resources through facilitated translation, structured
problem-solving, and sustained relationships. A farmer might read about liability insurance in a guide but
not act until an incubator cohort discussion reveals how peers addressed insurance challenges, what
coverage costs realistically, and which providers understand agricultural tourism. Written resources
answer “what” and “how” questions; incubators address “why am I stuck” and “how did you actually do
this” questions. Optimal systems integrate both: incubators introduce concepts and frameworks, written
resources provide detailed reference materials, individualized counseling applies resources to specific
contexts, and peer networks sustain motivation through implementation challenges.

Conclusions

Viewed as an entrepreneurial activity, agritourism can be incubated through a concerted and
holistic program focused on entrepreneurial traits and interventions. The population of small veteran-led
farms in South Carolina provides a novel focus for piloting an Agritourism Incubator Program. In
designing the AIP, intentionality was given to the components of the program: selection, exposure and
networking, curriculum, individualized business planning, execution, and marketing and branding, as a
method of increasing entrepreneurial capacity. Designing the curriculum modules around the ET-7 (e.g.
problem solving, tolerance for ambiguity, failing forward, empathy, creativity with limited resources,
responding to critical feedback, and teamwork approach) ensures a focus on entrepreneurial capacity
development. The initial cohort of the AIP showed promising early outcomes aligned with theoretical
foundations of veteran-focused pedagogy that builds on the notion of veterenpreurs, with a focus on
developing entrepreneurial capacity. In this regard, participants demonstrated key entrepreneurial skills,
asset-based thinking, empathy, teamwork, and systems-oriented problem-solving, while building human,
social, cultural, and political capital. The AIP’s translation model helped veteran participants reframe
current assets into viable agritourism offerings and internalize experience design principles that would fit
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their farm context. Thus, the AIP offers a potentially viable and replicable framework for extension
programs and/or rural development organizations.

This paper outlines the development of an Agritourism Curriculum for veteran-led farms. Further
research should be conducted to evaluate the implementation, efficacy, fidelity, and transferability of this
program on the financial, social, and environmental sustainability of participating farms, as well as the
adoption of innovations presented in the incubator. A thorough mixed methods case study of participant
experience is necessary to gauge the growth of entrepreneurial capacity and Community Capitals growth.

Reflexivity Statement

As a military veteran, a farmer, and a nonprofit director in the veteran agribusiness space, I am
deeply engaged in this topic and provide an emic perspective. My 23-year Army career colors my
perspective on military and veteran issues. As a Sergeant Major in the U.S. Army, I served in senior
positions of rank and responsibility. Within the veteran community, rank structure is firmly entrenched
and may affect future qualitative research regarding the efficacy of this program. Furthermore, this
academic work will be applied to the Palmetto Veterans in Agribusiness project, which is funded by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s National Institute for Food and Agriculture, and I serve as the grant
administrator.
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