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ABSTRACT 

It is estimated by the year 2050 the global population will reach nine billion.  

This growth in population presents a very imposing problem, “how will 

agriculturalists produce the needed food and fiber to feed and clothe the world?”  A 

potential solution to increasing agricultural production is through agricultural 

innovation systems.  An innovation system of particular interest is the Agricultural 

Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS).  What has not been studied before is the 

role that the International Federation of Agricultural Journalists (IFAJ) has in this 

system. 

This study sought to describe the IFAJ, its role within AKIS, describe issues 

facing the membership related to agricultural innovation systems, and record the 

practices members feel are best to identify stories of interest, create interesting media 

pieces, and subsequently disseminate those media pieces. 

The results of the study indicate the majority of respondents work as 

journalists/reporters, and a large portion of organizations employ less than five people.  

In respect to the AKIS model, understanding is above the mid-point, and journalistic 

and corporate communicators do not understand the system significantly differently.  

Most (46.1%) respondents see themselves as being represented by an arrow in the 

AKIS model indicating that IFAJ members see themselves as facilitators of knowledge 

movement.  Journalistic and corporate communicators do significantly differ in their 

perceived objectivity.  Respondents felt that their audience trusted government sources 

of information least, and farmer-sourced information most.  Talking to stakeholders 
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was the most popular method of identifying stories of interest, involving the farm 

perspective was most popular for the creation of interesting media pieces, and the use 

of digital and traditional media was the most popular method to disseminate their 

work.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

The inspiration for this study emerged from the aftermath of the tsunami that 

struck the coast of Japan in 2011.  In the years that followed, a need was identified to 

study the role agricultural journalists and communicators play in identifying relevant 

information, creating engaging media, and sharing this output with their audiences 

who benefit from their work, not only in times of crisis, but in their day-to-day farm 

operations.   

Queck (2009) wrote about the origins of the International Federation of 

Agricultural Journalists (IFAJ) on its website, tracing the organization back to 1933 

and the formation of the International Federation of the Agricultural Press in Belgium. 

However, it was not until after the fall of Fascism in Europe did the formation 

accelerate.  Twenty years later in 1954, the foundations for the International Union of 

Agricultural Journalists were laid.  This formation came as a directive from the 

Organization for European Economic Cooperation and the organization became 

official in 1956 (Queck, 2009).   

From the beginning, the organization’s focus has been to work as “agricultural 

consultants.”  In the hope to become a truly international organization, the union 

corresponded with the American Agricultural Editors’ Association (AAEA) 

encouraging the association to join.  The AAEA voted in favor of joining the union, 
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but only if the union would change its name to the International Federation of 

Agricultural Journalists (Queck, 2009). 

 Under the guidance of Dr. Masaru Yamada of Meiji University, Dr. Jim Evans 

of the University of Illinois, Dr. Owen Roberts of the University of Guelph, and Dr. 

David Doerfert of Texas Tech University, the direction of the study was developed to 

study how journalists and communicators migrate information to stakeholders to aid in 

recovery and economic development.  This study sought to record the practices 

communicators use globally to mobilize agricultural knowledge.  The results will 

serve as a starting point for communications researchers to examine the intricacies 

between nations’ agricultural knowledge mobilization practices.  

Knowledge mobilization research has been conducted previously, but primarily 

in the context of healthcare research (Sudsawad, 2007).  Levin (2008) defined 

knowledge mobilization as the relationships between researchers and decision-makers. 

There has also been research preformed on the role extension agents play in 

communicating practices (Rogers, 2010), but a dearth of research on the role that 

journalists play in communicating technology to their audiences.  Of the research 

conducted in the healthcare industry, the purpose of their research was to examine the 

effectiveness of researcher practices in sharing their potentially lifesaving practices 

with their end users—healthcare professionals (Tabak, Khoong, Chambers, & 

Brownson, 2012).  Some of this research has investigated the roles mass media played 

in the process as well as the challenges facing science communication (Waddell, 

2005).  
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In terms of agricultural practices, the idea of adoption of an innovation was 

pioneered in the agricultural industry by Everett Rogers and his widely accepted work 

“The Diffusion of Innovations” (2007).  In Rogers’ work, communication is discussed 

in great detail and overarching generalizations are made.  This study sought to record 

and describe the practices international communicators have found successful and how 

they operate in the process of knowledge mobilization in agriculture.  

Statement of the Problem 

This study was conducted at a crucial time in human history as the United 

Nations predicts that global population will rise to nine billion people by 2050.  This 

growth, according to the UN, is predicted to occur in less developed regions (The 

United Nations, 2004).  At the time this document was published, globally more that 

1.3 billion people were living at or below the poverty line.  Of that 1.3 billion, 75 % of 

those were living in rural areas depending on agriculture for sustenance.  In addition, 

the UN FAO (2000) projected that by 2025, the need for food in developing countries 

could possibly double.   

This increase in population will further tax global food and fiber production 

systems.  In response to this challenge, agricultural systems will need to operate in the 

most efficient means possible.  A number of models have been developed to visualize 

the flow of communication and innovation within the global agricultural industry.  

One system of particular interest is the Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation 

System (AKIS).  AKIS holds potential for making production more efficient by 

making the flow of knowledge within the agricultural industry more efficient (Rivera, 
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Alex, Hanson, & Birner, 2006).  This system was developed to illustrate the flows of 

knowledge within the global agricultural industry.  One such role within AKIS yet to 

be studied is the role agricultural journalists and communicators play in the system.  

Although the role has never been formalized, it can be assumed agricultural 

communicators play a role in migrating knowledge from knowledge producer to end-

user.   

 Along with the growing population and growing need for increased agricultural 

production, this study is further warranted by examining the time elapsed between 

production of scientific knowledge and application.  In the healthcare industry, 10 to 

20 years can pass between research and when it is used within the healthcare industry 

(Sussman, Valente, Rohrbach, Skara, & Pentz, 2006).  It has been argued diffusion 

models for the healthcare industry grew out of the agricultural innovation research of 

Everett Rogers (Curran, Grimshaw, Hayden, & Campbell, 2011).  What is unclear is 

what is the typical time elapsed related to the utilization of agricultural research and if 

reducing the time lapse would reduce food shortages and/or foster rural development.  

Purpose and Objectives 

 This study sought to assess international agricultural communicators’ perception 

of research quality and quantity, assess agricultural communicators’ perception of 

audience understanding, assess where in the AKIS model agricultural communicators 

believe they operate, and describe what practices agricultural communicators have 

found to identify information about topics important to their audiences, create stories 

of interest to their audience, and disseminate the media pieces they have brokered. 
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 For agricultural production to operate at its most efficient level possible, 

accurate, science-based information needs to be in the hands of those who are making 

on the farm decisions.  Agricultural publications play a role in putting this information 

into the hands of farmers (Naile, 2006).  By knowing whether or not communicators 

can determine the quality of research, interventions may be made in the future so 

communicators can be able to accurately determine research quality and interpret the 

research in question so the transition from research to application can be made in the 

most efficient means possible.  

 To accomplish this, five objectives were devised to systematically perform the 

research.  Those objectives were: 

1. Describe respondents in terms of their IFAJ guild of origin, employment 

position, and size of employing organization. 

2. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's perceived personal bias and the type and number of 

communication channels used to complete their knowledge mobilization 

activities. 

3. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's understanding of the AKIS model and their perceived 

role/position within AKIS model. 

4. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of knowledge mobilization. 
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5. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

their knowledge mobilization practices. 

Definition of Terms 

1. Agricultural Knowledge and Information System (AKIS) - Organizations or 

individuals linked by interactions with the goal of creating, transforming, 

recording, diffusing, and utilizing knowledge and information related to 

agricultural production (Röling & Engel, 1990).  

2. Corporate Employment Type - consists of those respondents who selected they 

work as an industry communications professional.  Select “other” responses 

were recoded into the corporate employment type depending on what their 

response was when prompted to describe their employment position. 

3. Governmental Employment Type - consists of those who respondents who 

selected they work as government communications professionals.  Select 

“other” responses were recoded into the governmental perspective depending 

on what their response was when prompted to describe their employment 

position. 

4. Heterophily - If communicators are different in education, occupation, and/or 

social status they are considered to be heterophilic (Rogers, 2010). 

5. Homophily - If communicators are similar in education, occupation, and/or 

social status they are considered to be homophilic (Rogers, 2010).  

6. Innovation - Rogers defines an innovation as a product, idea, or behavior  

considered new (Rogers, 2010).  Edquist differentiates between product 
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innovations and process innovations.  A product innovation is a new physical 

item or service, and a process innovation is a way to produce an item or 

complete a service (Edquist, 2005). 

7. Institutions - Norms, laws, regulations, or habits that influence the behavior of 

organizations within a system of innovation (Edquist, 2005).  

8. Journalistic Employment Type - consists of those respondents who selected 

they work as a journalist/reporter, an editor, or a publisher. Select “other” 

responses were recoded into the journalistic employment type depending on 

what their response was when prompted to describe their employment position.  

9. Knowledge - Information interpreted by the experiences one has had in an 

individual context that has been reflected upon (Davenport, David, & Beers, 

1998).  

10. Knowledge and Information System - A network of actors and organizations 

whose goal it is to work together to support knowledge processes in a 

respective domain (Röling, 1992).  

11. Knowledge Broker - An individual whose responsibility it is to migrate 

knowledge, and bridge the gap between researcher and end user (Meyer, 

2010).  

12. Knowledge Exchange (KE) - The multidirectional exchange of information 

between any number of stakeholders (Manning, 2013).  

13. Knowledge-to-Action Framework - A framework consisting of two areas: 

knowledge creation and action.  The two areas have no border restricting when 
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knowledge is created or acted upon, alluding to collaboration between the 

knowledge producer and knowledge user, and each phase can influence the 

other (Sudsawad, 2007). 

14. Knowledge Transfer (KT) - The unidirectional process by which knowledge is 

sent from a source to a receiver (Manning, 2013).  

15. Organizations - Formal structures with a defined goal within a system of 

innovation (Edquist, 2005). 

16.  System of Innovation - The culmination of the determining factors of the 

process of innovation, the diffusion of an innovation and the adoption of an 

innovation. These factors can be social, educational, political, or economic 

(Edquist, 2005). 

17. Technology - the means by which uncertainty of an innovation is reduced 

(Rogers, 2010).  

18. Understanding-User-Context Framework - Framework developed to increase 

familiarity of stakeholders.  The framework is focused on the interactions 

amongst different groups.  The groups are the user group, the issue, the 

research, the researcher-user relationship, and the dissemination strategies 

(Jacobson et al., 2003). 

Limitations of the Study 

 Due to the particular nature of the study a number of limitations exist.  Since 

maintaining privacy was an issue for the IFAJ executive members, we could not 

control for duplicate responses or use random sampling techniques.  The results of this 
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study cannot be generalized to populations beyond the respondents.  

 The study was conducted in English, the operating language of the IFAJ; 

however, understanding of English is said to vary within its membership.  

Misunderstandings could have an effect on the results.  

 A search of the IFAJ’s website concluded there was no relevant, formal research 

on IFAJ members to guide this research.  Studies from the healthcare industry were 

used for theory as well as sample questions.  

Assumptions 

For this study it will be assumed journalists and communicators do not 

necessarily provide an innovation in the physical sense, but rather disseminate 

information or knowledge. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 The literature contained in this section relies on two converging fields of 

research.  This chapter first examines the field of knowledge transfer in terms of its 

theoretical definition.  From this will emerge an examination of the related theories 

and models that are currently used in rural development, as well as the research being 

conducted outside of the agricultural industry, namely in the healthcare industry.  This 

examination will conclude with a review of the current knowledge movement models 

within the agricultural industry.  

 Prior to discussing the frameworks used to evaluate knowledge movement, it is 

important to define what is knowledge.  Knowledge, according to Davenport et al. 

(1998), is “information combined with experience, context, interpretation, and 

reflection.”  Manning (2013) stated there are two ways of gaining knowledge: the first 

way is by knowledge transfer (KT), and the second is knowledge exchange (KE).  KT 

is the process in which knowledge is transferred from a source to a user.  KE is the 

exchange of knowledge from multiple sources to multiple users.  One feature further 

separates KE from KT.  When knowledge is exchanged, no one person or group is 

seen to be a holder of all of the knowledge.   

For this study, Manning’s definitions of KT and KE will be used for 

simplicity.  A number of definitions exist describing the movement of knowledge.  

The body of research related to knowledge transfer is deep, due in part to the wide 

dispersion of researchers and practitioners (Levin, 2008).  McKibbon et al. (2010) 
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found that over 100 terms have been used to describe knowledge transfer or an aspect 

of the process.  Since research is spread over multiple disciplines, barriers to 

compiling a comprehensive analysis of the body of knowledge are difficult 

(McKibbon et al., 2010; Levin, 2008).  

Knowledge Transfer 

Knowledge transfer, per the definition Manning (2013) provided, and the 

definition this study is using, is the one-way flow of knowledge.  The UK Office of 

Science and Technology (OST) offers a mildly contradictory definition of KT.  

According to Levin (2008), the OST describes KT as the transfer of research, skills, 

and ideas between universities, businesses and relevant organization.  Levin writes 

that there is little agreement pertaining to terminology related to the field of 

knowledge mobilization (2008).   

Wolfe (2006) likened the KT process to the Shannon-Weaver communication 

model.  Early communication models omitted two-way arrows in their depiction of 

communication flow.  The Shannon-Weaver Model (1949) is where two elements 

exist, a sender and a receiver.  Wolfe added that the Shannon-Weaver Model is a 

linear, one-way model assuming that once the content is sent from sender to receiver 

the communication is processed in the correct manner.   

The linear nature of knowledge transfer can also be seen in the linear model of 

innovation offered by Leeuwis et al. (2004, Figure 2.1).  However, according to 

authors, some researchers were getting their ideas for innovation from farmers, which 
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this system in its current state does not allow for.  Feedback is allowed for in models 

and description associated with the foundations of knowledge exchange.  

 

 

Figure 2.1: The Linear Model of Innovation (Leeuwis et al., 2004) 

Knowledge Exchange 

Knowledge exchange is the focus of this study as the researcher recognized 

that in the agricultural industry, knowledge originates from a number of sources.  This 

study investigated respondents’ perceptions of the extent farmers trust their typical 

information sources: university, corporate, government, and other farmers.  Levin, 

Cross, and Abrams (2002) studied trust with respect to the movement of knowledge.  

The researchers proposed that strong ties, meaning strong relationships and high levels 

of trust, would positively impact knowledge transfer outcomes.  The researchers also 

found people get knowledge from sources they have strong ties to.  They add users get 

this knowledge from those ties because they are viewed as “trusted and competent.”  

Knowledge Exchange Models 

 A discussion of knowledge exchange models should begin by establishing the 

underlying processes of the system before introducing the system and of innovation as 

a whole.  Edquist (2005), a contributing author to The Oxford Handbook of 

Innovation.  Edquist’s contributions to the book explained the different parts of an 
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innovation system.  He began by discussing an innovation with a definition similar to 

the definition that Rogers (2010) provided.  Rogers (2010) defined an innovation as a 

product, idea, or behavior considered new.  Rogers clarified the difference between a 

technology and an innovation by adding a technology is an instrument to reduce 

uncertainty of an innovation.   

From the innovation, Edquist (2005) moved to a larger, macro level of an 

innovation system.  Systems of innovation are, according to Edquist (2005), the 

necessary economic, social, governmental, educational, and organizational factors 

needed to develop and diffuse an innovation.  Edquist (2005) added the components 

and the relations of the components constitute systems of innovation. Components in 

the system are organizations and institutions.  Organizations are formally established 

and have a goal.  Institutions are habits, norms, laws or regulations that dictate 

behavior (Edquist, 2005).  The study sought to describe the relationships agricultural 

communicators and journalists have with researchers, as well as elicit the issues they 

are facing, which may tie back to the institutions they operate within.  Per Edquist’s 

definition, agricultural communicators, journalists, and researchers are organizations, 

and the study sought to describe the relationships, which are institutions.   

 A review of the work by Estabrooks et al. (2008) titled “The Intellectual 

Structure and Substance of the Knowledge Utilization Field: A Longitudinal Author 

Co-Citation Analysis, 1945 to 2004” provides an overview of contributing authors to 

this field of study.  The authors stated researchers have been studying technology 

transfer since the end of World War II.  The authors point out one of the most cited 
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authors contributing to the concept of knowledge transfer was Everett Rogers.  

Estabrooks et al.’s (2008) research concluded Rogers was, from 1965 to 2004, the 

most cited author in terms of knowledge diffusion.  Rogers’ (2010) work defined the 

diffusion of innovation process into four key elements: the innovation, the channel, 

time, and the social system.  Rogers’ four elements consisted of various aspects 

affecting the adoption of an innovation.  

 Rogers’ (2010) addition of the “characteristics of innovation” to the field 

identified the key characteristics of an innovation being adopted.  These characteristics 

are: relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability.  

Rogers’ contended if an innovation is perceived to be more advantageous and/or more 

compatible and/or less complex and if the end-user can use an innovation before 

purchasing and/or observe the innovation in use, the rate of adoption will increase.  

 Rogers’ (2010) discussion of communications channels addressed not only the 

mode of communication, but quality of the mode as well.  Rogers’ 5th edition of 

Diffusion of Innovations introduced the new categorization of channels: mass media, 

interpersonal, and interactive.  Mass media included radio, television, and print 

formats, which Rogers contended are the fastest and most efficient modes.  However, 

the most effective method according to the author is the interpersonal channel.  

Rogers, Williams, and Rice (1988) wrote about interactivity in communication 

technologies describing interactivity as a being high in its ability to communicate from 

“many-to-many.”  The authors also stated interactive channels allow communicators 

to assume the communication roles of the other and take control of aspects of the 
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communication process.  The aspects interactive channels allow communicators to 

take control of are time, content, and sequence of communication (Williams et al., 

1988). 

 Rogers’ (2010) connection to knowledge transfer theory is made in his 

discussion of heterophily and homophily.  Rogers defined the two terms as the amount 

of likeness shared between sender and receiver.  If the parties communicating are 

different, they are said to be heterophilic, and if similar, homophilic.  Rogers claimed 

as the differences between sender and receiver increases, the effectiveness of 

communication decreases.   

 Furthermore the effectiveness of a communication is reliant on trust among 

those communicating (Renn & Levine, 1991).  Renn and Levine (1991) discussed 

communicator objectivity, stating that it factors into trust and subsequent behavioral 

changes.  The researchers defined communicator objectivity as the perception of a 

communicator lacking bias (Renn & Levine, 1991).  To avoid possible confusion, 

future references to communicator objectivity/bias will simply use the term bias.  

 A possible solution to increasing communicator likeness and communication 

effectiveness may come in the form of a knowledge broker.  Knowledge brokers are 

defined as those responsible for making connections between a researcher and 

audiences (Sverrison, 2001).  A knowledge broker works to increase the similarities 

between researcher and audience in hopes that communication becomes more 

effective (Meyer, 2010).  Levin and Cross (2004) added to the discussion regarding 

knowledge producer and consumer likeness through the terms “knowledge seekers” 
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and “knowledge providers.”  The authors contended those who seek knowledge may 

experience feelings of inadequacy because they must personally identify a weakness in 

themselves resulting in the need to interact with the knowledge provider.  An 

agricultural communicator could be seen as an intermediary, providing information to 

the user, without requiring direct interaction with the knowledge seeker.  Naile (2006) 

substantiated this stating farmers use agricultural publications to seek information on a 

variety of topics.  

 To answer why farmers use agricultural publications, motivation research 

illuminates underlying factors driving information seeking behavior.  Byström and 

Hansen (2005) stated information seeking is the result of a task that requires additional 

information to complete. 

Moving from the component parts and interactions to the system as a whole, 

the Rural Economy and Land Use Programme (RELU) offered four general models of 

knowledge exchange (Manning, 2013).  The models follow a hierarchy of sorts 

beginning with the smallest opportunity for feedback and ending with a model that is 

highest in feedback.  The first model is a linear model.  This is the model of KT, 

where knowledge is sent to the receiver and no feedback occurs.  The second model in 

the hierarchy is the feedback model, which allows for feedback that enhances the 

knowledge exchange process.  The third model is the collaborative model; this model 

allows for KE between producer and user.  The final and richest model RELU has is 

the joint production of knowledge model.  This model is the ultimate goal of a 

knowledge system.  This model values each member equally and allows for any one 
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member to be both a knowledge producer and user.  The RELU models can be seen in 

Figure 2.2.   

 

 

Figure 2.2: Rural Economy and Land Use Programme (RELU) Models of Knowledge 

Exchange (Manning, 2013)  

 Kitson and Straus (2010) stated to evaluate the knowledge transfer process, a 

researcher should identify gaps in the process.  Numerous frameworks exist 

illustrating the idealized process of knowledge movement.  According to Sudswad 
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(2007) The Understanding-User-Context Framework is used by the Canadian 

Institutes of Health Research.  Jacobson et al. (2003) developed this framework.  

Another framework used in knowledge mobilization research is Logan and Graham’s 

Knowledge-to-Action (KTA) Framework (1998).  Once adapted these frameworks can 

be used to identify the gaps perceived by agricultural communicators in the AKIS 

model.  Murnaghan et al. (2013) evaluated three Canadian providences knowledge 

exchange systems, which according to the authors, were based on the KTA 

Framework, and the Understanding-User-Context Framework.  The researchers used 

interviews and case studies over the course of three years to establish the providences’ 

readiness in terms of KE, types of KE products created, and KE activities.  Their 

findings illuminated issues within respective KE systems, and how individuals 

involved in KE are working to exchange healthcare-related knowledge.  In the 

authors’ discussion, they noted that their methodology and findings contribute to the 

lack of empirical data related to KE models.   

 Jacobson et al.’s (2003) Understanding-User-Context Framework is used to 

evaluate knowledge translation.  Their work evaluated the process by focusing on five 

areas they identified as important to knowledge translation.  The five areas are “the 

user group,” “the issue,” “the research,” “the researcher-user relationship,” and “the 

dissemination strategies.”  

 The user group is evaluated by a researcher’s understanding of an end-user.  For 

the purposes of this research, gaps in the user group were identified by the perceived 

level of understanding agricultural communicators have of their audiences.  This 
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information will shed light on communicators’ perceived understanding of audiences 

as well as perceived relevance of the research being conducted in the communicators’ 

respective countries.  The research area, according to Jacobson et al. (2003), is 

evaluated on the quantity and quality of the research available to users.  Quality is 

evaluated in two methods: quality of research and research relevance.  According to 

Sudswad (2007) knowing how users interpret research quality and quantity allows 

researchers insights into the “relevance, congruence, and compatibility” of available 

research.  The researcher-user relationship is assessed in terms of perceived trust and 

interaction between researcher and research user.  The last area that this framework 

evaluates is the dissemination strategy.  In this area, deficiencies are appraised in 

terms of channel of communication and knowledge of appropriate channels.  

Communicator-audience trust was not evaluated based on Tsfati and Ariely’s (2013) 

findings that media consumption and trust were positively correlated.  

 The second framework utilized to judge deficits within the AKIS is the 

Knowledge-to-Action Framework (Logan et al., 1998).  The Knowledge-to-Action 

Cycle (KTA) consists of two portions.  The first section is the knowledge creation 

section, and the second is the action section.  The knowledge creation section consists 

of three subsections.  As knowledge moves through the three sections, it becomes 

more usable.  In the first stage of knowledge creation, knowledge is at is most 

unorganized level, it is of questionable quality, and is not readily accessible.  From 

this first stage, knowledge is refined in the second stage of the cycle.  This stage is 

where the knowledge is aggregated with preexisting knowledge.  Knowledge reaches 
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its most polished form in the third stage.  This stage is where “knowledge tools” are 

created.  Knowledge tools are described as an explicit format that assists in the use of 

the knowledge (Logan et al., 1998).    

 The action cycle was created form the synthesis of planned-action theories, 

models, and frameworks (Logan et al., 1998).  From the researchers synthesis of 

frameworks, similarities began to emerge.  Of the commonalities, two were used in the 

creation of this study’s instrument.  The first was identifying a problem area while the 

second was to identify knowledge relevant to the problem.  Other commonalities of 

the frameworks were irrelevant to this study, so they were not used in the formulation 

of the questionnaire.  The KTA Framework is pictured in Figure 2.3 
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Figure 2.3: The Knowledge-to-Action Cycle (Logan et al., 1998) 

 

AKIS 

In a discussion of literature pertaining to innovation in rural settings, it would 

be unwise to disregard the Rapid Appraisals of Agricultural Knowledge Systems 

(RAAKS) methodology.  RAAKS is a systems perspective methodology for assessing 

knowledge systems (King & Jiggins, 2002).  Engel (1995) stated RAAKS’s purpose is 

to assess system limitations, elicit opportunities for improvements, make actors aware 

of the systems’ other actors, and identify actors who will be of a benefit to the system.  
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Actors are, as defined by Engel and Solomon (1997) as groups, individuals, or 

organizations.  Studies performed via RAAKS methodology occur in three sequential 

stages; first, define the problem and the system, then identify issues and opportunities, 

and finally develop an intervention (Engel et al., 1997).  The first two stages of the 

RAAKS methodology align well with the scope of this study, but the third stage 

requires respondent participation far too personal for the limitations of this study, and 

is not economically viable due to the global dispersion of respondents.  The RAAKS 

methodology, according to Hulsebosch (2001), identifies system actors and how they 

work in the system.  The authors of the book “Communication for Rural Innovation: 

Rethinking Agricultural Extension,” encouraged system assessments that vary 

depending on the context of the situation (Leeuwis et al., 2004).  The context and 

limitations of this study do not lend themselves to fully utilizing the RAAKS 

methodology.  

 The Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS) illustrates the flows 

of knowledge within the global agricultural industry drawing connections between 

various groups with arrows showing two-way information flow.  The system 

perspective of this model, the idea that consequences of actions are not linear, was 

integrated by Niels Röling (1992) by means of his “formative experiences” working in 

various countries in agricultural extension capacities.  The AKIS model emerged from 

an earlier model depicting system members connected by two-way flows of 

communication (Röling, 1988).  Figure 2.4 is the original AKIS model (Rivera, 

Qamar, & Mwandemere, 2005). 
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Figure 2.4: The Original Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS) 

Model (UN FAO, 2000) 

 
 From this original model an “idealized” model emerged, the “Pakistan Model,” 

which includes one aspect previously omitted—support systems (Rivera et al., 2005).  

This model is depicted in Figure 2.5.  The UN describes support systems as creditors, 

suppliers, and markets.  The UN notes even this model does not fully describe all of 

the pieces of the agricultural industry.  Scholars have raised concern over this model 

pointing out the Agricultural Innovation Systems (AIS) Model has a greater focus on 

countries respective markets.  Assefa et al. (2009) points out AKIS’s focus is 

communication and is knowledge transfer oriented, the focus of this study.  The 

authors reconcile the AIS Model and the AKIS model by stating that the two are 

complementary of each other because of their focus on innovation spurred by social 

interactions.  
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Figure 2.5: The Pakistan Model (Rivera et al., 2005) 

 (Rivera et al., 2006) reviewed the changing landscape of innovation systems 

related to agriculture beginning with a discussion of the foundation of AKIS.  AKIS 

grew out of the National Agricultural Research System approach (NARS).  According 

to Beye (2002), a National Agricultural Research System is the culmination of 

organizations, public or private, within a country committed to providing research.  

 Rivera et al. (2006) reviewed some of the highlights of the AKIS model.  One of 

the major highlights is the emphasis the system places on the needs of the farmer.  

Previous systems were top down approaches.  Table 2.1 is a comparison of the various 

systems. 
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Table 2.1 

Agricultural Innovation System Comparison (The World Bank, 2006) 

 NARS AKIS AIS 

Purpose Planning agricultural 
research and 
development of 
innovations 

Bolstering 
communication and 
facilitation of 
knowledge delivery. 

Increasing innovation 
abilities across the 
agricultural industry 
as well as the market. 

Goals Technology Transfer Diffusion of 
technologies. 

Organizational and 
physical innovation 
within all sectors 
associated with 
agricultural 
production. 

Actors Researcher 
Organizations, 
Farmers, 
Universities and 
Extension Agents 

Farmers, Universities, 
Extension Agents, 
Businesses, Non-
Governmental 
Organizations, and 
Research 
Organizations 

Potentially everyone 
associated with the 
creation, adoption, 
and modification of 
an agricultural 
technology. 

Strengths Development of 
Infrastructure and 
Human Resources. 

Coordinating 
communication 
among actors 

Increasing actor 
interaction, creating a 
pro-innovation 
environment.  

Cause of 
Innovation 

Technology Transfer Interactive Learning Interactive Learning 

 

 Both the AKIS and AIS work to cause innovation via interactive learning (The 

World Bank, 2006).  Millar and Curtis’ (1997) sought to describe the factors 

influencing group learning.  Their findings were based off of two case studies 

involving adult education classes pertaining to Australian grazing strategies.   From 
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the case studies they found when farmers, extension agents, and scientist freely 

exchanged knowledge there was a “synergistic” affect on the knowledge.  This 

exchange increased the farmers’ understanding of the subject, while the discussion 

allowed the extension agents and scientists to adapt and reconfigure their knowledge 

to local contexts (Millar & Curtis, 1997).  Ultimately the researchers found group 

learning outcomes were assisted by five elements: group autonomy, experiential 

learning, integration of information, effective facilitation, and ongoing relationships.   

 Group autonomy pertains to those involved having their opinions heard in issues 

such as when and where meetings are held.  The use of hands-on activities and using 

local knowledge incorporated experiential learning into the adult education events.  

The authors state dealing with complex situations and scientific information allows a 

facilitator to integrate information into their events.  The leader allowing ample 

amounts of time for discussion, valuing local knowledge, accounting for the needs of 

the participants, and fostering a non-pretentious environment, assists in effective 

facilitation.  The study found ongoing relationships lend to the success of adult 

education events.  Maintaining ongoing relationships, according to the authors relies 

on respect for the participants’ knowledge and building trust (Millar & Curtis, 1997).  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Purpose and Objectives 

 The goal of this chapter were to establish a thorough record of the steps taken 

by the researchers during this study by explaining the limiting factors affecting the 

study, the study’s research design, and the purpose and objectives of the study.   

The purpose of this study was to determine international agricultural 

communicators’ understanding, perception, and behaviors within their role in the 

exchange of knowledge to their audience.  To accomplish this purpose, a set of five 

objectives was established.  The objectives were: 

1. Describe respondents in terms of their IFAJ guild of origin, employment 

position, and size of employing organization. 

2. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's perceived personal bias and the type and number of 

communication channels used to complete their knowledge mobilization 

activities. 

3. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's understanding of the AKIS model and their perceived 

role/position within AKIS model. 

4. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of knowledge mobilization. 
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5. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

their knowledge mobilization practices. 

Research Design 

The design of this study was descriptive utilizing a researcher-developed 

online questionnaire to collect data towards the expressed purpose and objectives of 

this study. 

Respondents 

 The accessible respondents for this study were the members of the 

International Federation of Agricultural Journalists (IFAJ) who receive email 

communications from their respective guilds.  According to Queck (2009) IFAJ 

membership is limited to individuals who are members of an IFAJ due-paying national 

guild in a country with a free press.  Members of this organization represent 32 

countries (IFAJ, 2010).  These countries are listed in Figure 3.1. 

All respondents were made aware of their rights as research participants prior 

to beginning the questionnaire.  Participants were not rewarded in any way for their 

participation.  Participants were made aware that at anytime they could cease 

participation by exiting their web browser.   

Recruitment during both the pilot test and formal data collection processes was 

completed in a purposive manner due to the unique limitations of the study.  The IFAJ 

presidium and their wish to restrict access to their membership’s email addresses was 

a limiting factor.  This did not allow the researchers the ability to randomly sample the 
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population or send directed reminder and thank you emails.  A purposive, non-

probabilistic sample was chosen as it was an easily accessible international group of 

individuals involved in agricultural communications and agricultural journalism.   

International Federation of Agricultural Journalists (IFAJ) Guilds 

Albania Finland Kenya Slovakia 

Argentina Germany Madagascar Slovenia 

Australia Great Britain Netherlands South Africa 

Austria Hungary New Zealand Spain 

Belgium India Norway Sweden 

Canada Ireland Philippines Switzerland 

Czech Republic Italy Poland Ukraine 

Denmark Japan Serbia and 
Montenegro 

United States 

Figure 3.1: International Federation of Agricultural Journalists (IFAJ) National Guilds 

as listed on IFAJ.org on July 30, 2013 

Instrumentation 

The data collection instrument was created by incorporating questions from 

preexisting knowledge mobilization literature (Sudsawad, 2007), as well as questions 

developed by a panel of agricultural communications experts.  The final web-based 

questionnaire contained closed and open-ended question formats (Appendix A).   

The first section of the questionnaire sought to describe perceptions held by the 

agricultural journalists.  Questions related to perceptions were measured using a 
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Likert-type scale with a one to four-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 

= Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree).  Respondents were also offered two additional 

responses for these questions: “Don’t know,” and “Doesn’t apply to me/my 

organization’s media.”  These additional response choices were not included during 

statistical analyses.   

Two sets of semantic differential word pair scales were used to elicit 

respondents’ personal beliefs of their understanding of the AKIS model, as well as 

respondents’ perception of their own bias.  Initial word sets for the understanding 

semantic differential scale came from Charles E. Osgood’s 1964 work, “Semantic 

Differential Technique in the Comparative Study of Cultures.” 

Also in this section respondents were asked where they feel they operate in the 

AKIS model.  If a respondent felt they were an arrow or arrows, a follow-up question 

was presented to determine which arrow.  Arrows were assigned letters alphabetically 

moving in a counterclockwise fashion moving from the outer arrows inward.  The 

resulting diagram is pictured in Figure 3.2. 

The second section of the questionnaire sought to describe the practices 

agricultural journalists have found successful in collecting information, creating media 

pieces, and disseminating their pieces.  This section also included an open-ended 

question seeking to uncover the issues facing agricultural communicators and 

journalists in the dissemination of their media pieces.  As the respondent’s language 

presented an issue and since each question looked similar, the portion of the question 

that differed was bolded and highlighted in blue in an attempt to reduce the chance 
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that respondents would assume the questions were the same.  The questions were 

placed at the end of the questionnaire hoping respondents would not become 

discouraged early on in the questionnaire and cease participation.  

 

Figure 3.2: AKIS Model with Assigned Letters 

Pilot Test 

Prior to deploying the questionnaire to the full IFAJ membership, the 

instrument was pilot tested.  The pilot test consisted of members of the IFAJ’s 

presidium.  According to the IFAJ’s constitution, presidium consists of the president, 

vice president, treasurer, and secretary general.   

Four responses were used to factor the Cronbach’s alpha score for the 

understanding semantic differential objects.  Due to the email address privacy 

restrictions there is no way to definitively know whether or not members of the 

presidium responded to the questionnaire during the full deployment.  The pilot test 
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began on May 6, 2013, two days after the informative article was posted on the IFAJ’s 

website (Appendix B).  Table 3.1 shows the chronology of the data collection 

processes used in this study including the pilot test procedures. 

Table 3.1  

Chronological Reference of Data Collection Events of this Study  

Date Event 

May 4, 2013 Informative Article Posted on IFAJ’s Website 

May 6, 2013 Pilot Test Recruitment Email Sent 

May 6, 2013 Recruitment Article Posted on IFAJ’s Website 

May 13, 2013 Informative Tweet Tweeted 

June 4, 2013 Initial Recruitment Email Sent  

June 17, 2013 First Reminder Email  

June 24, 2013 Second Reminder Email  

 

 From the pilot test data, a Cronbach’s alpha score was calculated on the 

semantic differential pairs for the purpose of reducing the number of pairs in the final 

instrument.  From an original set of 14 pairs, seven pairs were retained resulting in a 

Cronbach’s alpha score of .95 (α = .95).  Figure 3.2 lists the word sets retained or 

eliminated.   
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Table 3.2  

Final Understanding Semantic Differential Pairs Following Instrument Pilot Test 

On the scale below, please rate your understanding of the AKIS model… 

Understood* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Misunderstood 

Narrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Broad 

Terrible  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Outstanding 

Helpful* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Unhelpful 

Adequate* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Inadequate  

Valuable* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Worthless 

Complex* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Simple 

Contemporary* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Traditional  

Conceptual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Applicable 

Random 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Logical 

Ineffective  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Influential 

Stimulating* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Dull 

Intuitive  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Analytical 

Irrelevant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Relevant 

NOTE: * Indicates item is reverse coded.  Strikethrough indicates item was not 
included in the final instrument.  
 

Table 3.3 indicates the means, standard deviations, corrected item-total 

correlations, and Cronbach’s alpha scores if items were deleted.  
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Table 3.3   

Understanding Word Pairs’ Respective Means, Standard Deviations, Corrected Item-
Total Correlations, and Cronbach’s Alpha Scores 

 Mean SD 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Alpha if Item 
Deleted 

Understood/Misunderstood* 11.00 1.00 -0.81 0.83 

Narrow/Broad* 9.67 3.21 0.28 0.80 

Terrible/Outstanding 8.67 1.53 0.81 0.74 

Helpful/Unhelpful 8.00 1.53 0.71 0.74 

Adequate/Inadequate  10.00 1.00 0.75 0.76 

Valuable/Worthless 9.00 2.00 0.71 0.74 

Complex/Simple* 5.00 3.61 0.84 0.71 

Contemporary/Traditional* 5.33 1.53 -0.15 0.81 

Conceptual/Applicable * - - - - 

Random/Logical 9.67 1.55 0.90 0.74 

Ineffective/Influential 7.33 1.53 0.98 0.73 

Stimulating/Dull* 7.00 1.00 0.08 0.80 

Intuitive/Analytical* 6.00 2.00 -0.29 0.83 

Irrelevant/Relevant 8.00 1.73 0.99 0.72 

NOTE: * Indicates the pair was removed from the final list.  Respondents were provided a 
semantic differential scale with 14 bipolar evaluative adjective word pairs with a 12-point scale 
between the words.  Respondents indicated their level of perceived understanding by indicating 
the position between the word pairs that best reflects their evaluation of their understanding of 
the AKIS model.  The number relates to their position on that scale with a higher number 
reflecting the positive adjective as it relates to the AKIS model.  Conceptual/Applicable was 
not factored and was deleted due to only receiving two responses in the pilot test.  Valid N = 4. 
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Final Instrument 

The results from the pilot test were used in refining the final form of the 

questionnaire.  The pilot test participants offered recommendations for changes needed 

in the final format.  A panel of international agricultural communications scholars 

from Canada, Japan, and the United States made additional suggestions for 

refinements based on the pilot test results.  The panel’s expertise includes higher 

education instrumentation, as well as experts in agricultural communications and 

agricultural journalism.  

The final version of the AKIS understanding set consisted of seven pairs on a 

12-point scale. The final objectivity set consisted of four pairs, also on a 12-point 

scale, word sets in this set was created based off of the suggestion by the researcher 

and panel of experts.  

A post hoc analysis of the semantic differential scaling pertaining to bias 

resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha score of .81 (α = .81).  The word pairs for this scaling 

can be found in Table 3.4. 

QualtricsTM was used to deploy the instrument during data collection.   
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Table 3.4 

Final Semantic Differential Pairs to Measure Respondent’s Potential Bias 

Using the continuum represented by the scale below, please describe where your 
company/organization's media product(s) tends to be located on each pair… 

Objective*  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Persuasive 

Offering a 
Point of View 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Unbiased 

Journalistic* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Advocating  

Balanced* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Biased 

NOTE: *Item is reverse coded.  

Data Collection 

Following the timeline shown in Table 3.1, recruitment efforts began on May 

4, 2013.  To sample the accessible respondents—IFAJ members, an email (Appendix 

D) containing a link to the questionnaire was sent from the researchers to a member of 

the presidium, which was then sent to the IFAJ’s secretary.  The secretary then sent 

the email to national guild executive members, who forwarded the email to their 

guild’s respective membership. 

On May 4, 2013, an informative article describing the study was posted on the 

IFAJ’s website for the purpose of eliciting volunteers for the full deployment 

(Appendix B).  On May 13, 2013, Dr. Owen Roberts, IFAJ’s immediate past 

president, sent out a tweet from his personal Twitter account directing his followers 

who were IFAJ members to be aware of the upcoming study (Appendix E).  Upon 

integrating the recommended changes into the questionnaire, IFAJ members were 
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recruited to participate by following the aforementioned chain of emails.  The initial 

recruitment email was sent on June 4, 2013.  In accordance with the recommendations 

provided by Dillman regarding response rate, a reminder email (Appendix F) was sent 

out on June 17, 2013, and a final reminder email was sent out on June 24, 2013 

(Dillman, 2007).  Data collection ended July 17, 2013, when the data were 

downloaded from QualtricsTM and imported into SPSS.  A total of 167 responses were 

collected.  Of the 167 collected, 102 were complete resulting in a completion rate of 

62%.  Due to the limitations beyond the control of the researchers, there is no way of 

knowing the number of potential respondents.   

Data Analysis 

 Data analysis for the quantitative section of the instrument was performed 

using SPSS Version 20.  To transfer the data from QualtricsTM to SPSS, the data were 

downloaded from QualtricsTM in the form of comma-separated values (a .csv file).  

The CSV file was organized and cleaned of erroneous entries then imported into 

SPSS.  Within SPSS, the file was further refined so appropriate data types and data 

labels were established (categorical, scale, etc.).  Select word pairs from the 

understanding portion were reverse coded so the word representing poorest 

understanding was coded as one, and best understanding was coded as 12.  For the 

perceived bias word pairs, the word that indicated most biased was coded as one, and 

the word indicating least bias was 12.  Word pairs from the understanding and bias 

semantic differential scales were then summated to create construct scores for each 
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respondent.  Summation resulted in a range of potential scores for the summated 

understanding score from 7 to 84.  The resulting range for bias was 4 to 48.  

 During data analysis it was realized that, for the most part, respondents could 

be grouped into one of three employment types.  The journalistic employment type 

consisted of journalists/reporters, publishers, and editors. The corporate employment 

type consisted of those whose response indicated they were industry communications 

professionals.  The governmental employment type consisted of those whose 

responses indicated they were government communications professionals.  Initially 

eight “other” responses were collected.  Of those, six could be recoded into one of the 

three preexisting employment types.  For the purposes of comparing means between 

employment type, the remaining two “other” responses were not used as they could 

not be confidently recoded.  

Due to the non-probabilistic nature of this study, statistical analyses consisted 

of means, medians, modes, standard deviations, ranges, measure of relationship, 

analyses of variance, and post hoc reliabilities.  

 For the open-ended section of the questionnaire, data were analyzed by open 

coding.  Open coding refers to the process by which qualitative data is labeled and 

separate into categories (Pandit, 1996).  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this research was to describe the roles, interactions and 

practices that IFAJ members have in order to facilitate knowledge transfer.  The 

objectives that guided this study and will be used to report the results were:  

1. Describe respondents in terms of their IFAJ guild of origin, employment 

position, and size of employing organization. 

2. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's perceived personal bias and the type and number of 

communication channels used to complete their knowledge mobilization 

activities. 

3. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's understanding of the AKIS model and their perceived 

role/position within AKIS model. 

4. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of knowledge mobilization. 

5. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

their knowledge mobilization practices. 

Objective One 

Objective one was to describe respondents in terms of their IFAJ guild of 

origin, employment position, and size of employing organization. 



Texas Tech University, William Nelson, December 2013 

 40 

Table 4.1 shows the number of respondents from responding national guilds. 

Of the 111 respondents completing this question, the largest portion of respondents 

was from the United States (n = 36; 32.5%), followed by Canada (n = 22; 19.8%) and 

South Africa (n = 16; 14.4%).   
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Table 4.1 

Location of Respondents by IFAJ Guilds (N = 111) 

Guild Frequency Percent 

United States  36 32.5 

Canada 22 19.8 

South Africa  16 14.4 

Belgium  4 3.6 

Finland 4 3.6 

Great Britain 4 3.6 

Japan 4 3.6 

India 3 2.7 

Sweden 3 2.7 

Australia 2 1.8 

Kenya 2 1.8 

Philippines 2 1.8 

Slovakia  2 1.8 

Switzerland 2 1.8 

Denmark 1 0.9 

Hungary 1 0.9 

Ireland  1 0.9 

Serbia and Montenegro 1 0.9 

Ukraine 1 0.9 

Total 111 100.00 
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Table 4.2 shows the employment positions indicated by the respondents.  

Journalists/reporters represented the largest portion of respondents with 46.2% (n = 

47) of respondents.  Publishers represented the smallest number of respondents at 

2.9% (n = 3).  Respondents were presented with the option to select “other” as their 

employment position.  If “other” was chosen a dialogue box was available to indicate 

precisely what their employment position was.  Initially eight “other” responses were 

collected; six of those could be confidently recoded into the existing categories 

resulting in only two remaining classified as “other.”  

Table 4.2  

Respondent’s Current Employment Position 

Position Frequency Percent 

Journalist/Reporter 47 46.2 

Editor 24 23.5 

Industry Communications 
Professional 

20 19.6 

Government Communications 
Professional 

6 5.8 

Publisher 3 2.9 

Other 2 2.0 

Total 102 100.00 

Note: Nine study participants did not respond to this question. 
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For subsequent analysis and reporting, the employment types of 

journalist/report, editor and publisher were collapsed into a single category and given 

the label of journalist.  The responses from the “Other” employment types were not 

included in subsequent data analysis. 

Table 4.3 illustrates the employment sizes of the organizations represented by 

the respondents.  The most frequently indicated organization size were those 

consisting of less than five employees (f = 32; 31.1%) with more than 62 percent of 

the respondents being found in organizations with 20 or less employees.  Within the 

employment categories, similar proportions were found with the majority of 

respondents within each category being employed by organizations with less than 20 

employees.  
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Table 4.3 

Number of Employees at Respondent’s Organization Broken Down by Respondent’s 

Type of Employment 

Organization 
Size 

Overall Journalistic  Corporate  Governmental 

n % n % n % n % 

< 5 32 31.1 19 27.1 10 50.0 2 33.3 

5 - 10 15 14.6 12 17.1 1 5.0 2 33.3 

11 - 15 8 7.8 5 7.1 3 15.0 0 0.0 

16 - 20 9 8.7 7 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

21 - 30 6 5.8 4 5.7 1 5.0 0 0.0 

31 - 40 5 4.9 5 7.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

41 - 50 2 1.9 1 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 

51 - 75 3 2.9 2 2.9 0 0.0 1 16.7 

76 - 100 5 4.9 1 1.4 2 10.0 1 16.7 

> 100 18 17.4 14 20.0 3 15.0 0 0.0 

Total  103 100.0  70 100.0  20 100.0  6 100.0 

NOTE: Eight participants chose not to respond to this question. 
 

Objective Two 

Objective two sought to describe potential differences between employment 

type categories and respondent's perceived personal bias and the type and number of 

communication channels used to complete their knowledge mobilization activities. 
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Table 4.4 shows the word pairs that comprised the semantic differential scaling 

for the perceived bias of respondents.  Respondents were provided a semantic 

differential scale with four bipolar evaluative adjective word pairs (e.g. persuasive – 

objective) with a 12-point scale between the words.  Respondents indicated their 

personal belief by indicating the position between the word pairs that best reflects their 

evaluation of their personal.  The number relates to their position on that scale with a 

higher number reflecting the least biased adjective. 

Respondents in a journalistic employment type consistently indicated a higher 

level of objectivity followed by government and corporate respondents. 

Table 4.4  

Bias Semantic Differential Word Pair Results Broken Down by Respondent’s Type of 

Employment (n = 95) 

 
Overall 

Journalistic  
(n = 69) 

Corporate 
(n = 18) 

Governmental 
(n = 6) 

 µ SD µ SD µ SD µ SD 

Persuasive: 
Objective  8.3 2.9 9.1 2.4 5.9 2.7 8.0 3.3 

Offering a Point 
of View: 
Unbiased 

6.7 3.3 7.1 3.3 5.3 3.2 6.0 3.2 

Advocating: 
Journalistic 8.2 3.2 9.0 2.8 6.1 3.2 7.2 4.0 

Biased: 
Balanced  8.6 2.7 9.1 2.6 6.8 2.4 8.0 2.8 

NOTE: Sixteen of the study participants did not complete this section of the study. 
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 Figure 4.1 provides a graphical representation of the various respondent 

employment categories and their respective means in reference to the bias semantic 

differential scaling.  The figure indicates all employment categories tend to offer their 

point of view when communicating with no category having achieved a mean of 12.  

The blue line represents the mean scores for all respondents.  The orange line 

represents the scores from journalistic employment category; pink represents the 

corporate respondent category; and green for the government respondent category.  As 

the lines in Figure 4.1 illustrate, differences appear to be present between the 

employment categories. 

 

Figure 4.1: Graphical Representation by Employment Category of Respondent Bias 

Semantic Differential Word Pair Means  

To further examine the extent of potential bias between the three employment 

categories, a summated score was calculated from the respondent’s word pair data.  

Table 4.5 displays the summated scores of the semantic differential scaling.  The mean 

for all respondents was 31.8 (SD = 6.6).  The corporate perspective’s mean was lowest 
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at 23.3 (SD = 8.4) indicating higher potential bias than the other employment 

categories. 

Table 4.5  

Respondents’ Perceived Bias Based on Summated Response Score to Semantic 

Differential Scale Pairs (n = 95) 

Employment Category n µ SD 

Journalistic  69 34.4 8.4 

Corporate  18 23.3 8.4 

Government  6 29.2 5.3 

Grand Mean  95 31.8 6.6 

NOTE: Sixteen of the study participants did not complete this section of the study. 

 To examine if these summated scores were also statistically different, a 

oneway ANOVA test was conducted.  Results indicated that respondents were 

significantly different in their perceived bias scores (F = 12.54; p < .001).  The results 

of this test can be seen in Table 4.6.  
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Table 4.6 

Oneway ANOVA test on Perceived Bias Summated Scores 

 Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F p 

Between Groups 1821.21 2 915.61 12.54 < .001 

Within Groups  6571.52 90 73.02   

Total  8402.73 92    
 

Table 4.7 shows the results of an LSD post hoc test performed in conjunction 

with the oneway ANOVA test on perceived bias.  The post hoc test results indicate the 

journalistic and corporate employment types do significantly differ (p ≤ .05).  The test 

also indicates the governmental employment type did not differ significantly from the 

corporate or governmental perspective. 

Table 4.7 

LSD Post Hoc Test Results for Oneway ANOVA Test on Perceived Bias 

 Corporate  Governmental 

Journalistic  p < .001 p = 0.24 

Corporate   p = 0.12 
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Table 4.8 shows the frequency and percentage of communication channels 

respondents use to disseminate information to their audience.  Magazines represented 

the largest percentage of channels used (n = 71, 69.6%), followed email (n = 67, 

65.7%).  Podcasts were the least used communication channel (n = 15, 14.7%).  

Table 4.8 

Type of Communication Channels Respondents use to Disseminate Information to 

Their Audience (N = 102) 

 
Overall 

Journalistic  
(n = 74) 

Corporate  
(n = 20) 

Governmental  
(n = 6) 

Channel Type f % f % f % f % 

Magazines 71 69.6 51 68.9 15 75.0 4 66.7 

Email 67 65.7 44 59.5 18 90.0 3 50.0 

Social Media 66 64.7 47 63.5 15 75.0 3 50.0 

Newsletters 51 50.0 30 40.5 15 75.0 5 83.3 

Internet Video 49 48.0 35 47.3 10 50.0 3 50.0 

Blogs 40 39.2 31 41.9 8 40.0 0 00.0 

Newspaper 39 38.2 30 40.5 10 50.0 4 67.0 

Radio 30 29.4 13 17.6 12 60.0 5 83.3 

Television 18 17.6 12 16.2 5 25.0 1 16.7 

Podcasts 15 14.7 12 16.2 2 10.0 1 16.7 

NOTE: Employment types may not equal 102 due to nonresponse and “other” 

responses.  Respondents could indicate more than one channel 
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Table 4.9 shows the number of channels respondents commonly use to 

disseminate information to their audience.  The results indicate the respondents and 

their organizations commonly use multiple channels to disseminate information to 

their audiences with 92.8 percent (n = 92) using at least two channels to disseminate 

information.  The average number of channels used to disseminate information was 

4.48.  As many as 10 different channels are being used to dissemination information 

with the most frequent number of channels reportedly used being five (19.8%). 
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Table 4.9 

Number of Communication Channels Respondents Use to Disseminate Information to 

Their Audience (N = 106) 

Number 
of 

Channels 
Overall 

Journalistic 
(n = 72) 

Corporate 
(n = 20) 

Governmental 
(n = 6) 

f % f % f % f % 

One 14 13.2 10 13.9 1 5.0 1 16.7 

Two 13 12.3 13 18.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Three 10 9.4 9 12.5 1 5.0 0 0.0 

Four 13 12.3 8 11.1 2 10.0 2 33.3 

Five 21 19.8 11 15.3 7 35.0 1 16.7 

Six 11 10.4 6 8.1 5 25.0 0 0.0 

Seven 14 13.2 9 12.5 1 5.0 1 16.7 

Eight 7 6.6 4 5.6 2 10.0 1 16.7 

Nine 2 1.9 2 2.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Ten 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 5.0 0 0.0 

NOTE: The average number of channels used was 4.5.  Employment types may not 

equal 106 due to nonresponse and “other” responses. 
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Objective Three 

Objective three sought to describe potential differences between employment 

type categories and respondent's understanding of the AKIS model and their perceived 

role/position within AKIS model.   

Table 4.10 shows the word pairs of a semantic differential scale eliciting 

respondents’ perceived understanding of the AKIS model.  Respondents were 

provided a semantic differential scale with seven bipolar evaluative adjective word 

pairs with a 12-point scale between the words.  Respondents indicated their level of 

perceived understanding by indicating the position between the word pairs that best 

reflects their evaluation of their understanding of the AKIS model.  The number 

relates to their position on that scale with a higher number reflecting the positive 

adjective as it relates to the AKIS model.  The word pairs were then summated to 

create an overall understanding score.  
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Table 4.10 

Semantic Differential Word Pair Results Indicating AKIS Model Understanding 

Broken Down by Respondent’s Type of Employment (N = 87) 

 
Overall 

Journalistic  
(n = 62) 

Corporate  
(n = 17) 

Governmental  
(n = 6) 

 µ SD µ SD µ SD µ SD 

Terrible: 
Outstanding  7.6 2.6 7.3 2.6 8.2 2.7 9.2 1.9 

Unhelpful: 
Helpful  7.4 3.0 7.2 3.0 7.6 2.5 8.7 3.8 

Inadequate: 
Adequate  7.9 2.9 7.6 3.1 8.4 2.3 9.7 2.0 

Worthless: 
Valuable  7.5 2.6 7.1 2.7 7.9 2.1 9.5 2.3 

Random: 
Logical  8.0 3.0 7.8 3.1 8.1 2.9 8.8 2.6 

Ineffective: 
Influential  6.3 2.7 6.0 2.7 6.8 2.4 8.2 2.6 

Irrelevant: 
Relevant  7.0 2.9 6.8 3.0 6.8 2.3 8.7 2.6 
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 Figure 4.2 is a graphical representation of the respective AKIS understanding 

means by employment category.  The blue line represents the mean scores for all 

respondents.  The orange line represents the scores from journalistic employment 

category; pink represents the corporate respondent category; and green for the 

government respondent category.  As the lines in Figure 4.2 illustrate, differences 

appear to be present between the employment categories.  

 

Figure 4.2: Graphical Representation by Employment Category of Respondent 

Understanding of the AKIS Model Using Semantic Differential Word Pairs Means.  
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 To further examine the understanding of the AKIS model between the three 

employment categories, a summated score was calculated from the respondent’s word 

pair data.  Table 4.11 presents the means and standard deviations from the summated 

understanding scores by each employment category.  Little difference exists between 

the three employment types’ means and standard deviations.  

Table 4.11 

Respondents’ Perceived Understanding of the AKIS Model Based on Summated 

Response Score to Semantic Differential Scale Pairs (N = 87) 

Group N µ SD 

Journalistic  62 45.5 6.9 

Corporate  17 44.8 6.2 

Governmental  6 46.0 6.0 

Grand Mean  87 45.3 6.7 

NOTE: Employment Types may not equal 87 due to nonresponse and “other” 

responses. 

 To examine if these summated scores were also statistically different, a 

oneway ANOVA test was completed.  Results indicated that respondents do not differ 

significantly in their perceived understanding of the AKIS model (F = 0.10, p = 0.90).  

The results of the test can be seen in Table 4.12  
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Table 4.12 

Oneway ANOVA test on Perceived Understanding 

 Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F p 

Between Groups 9.20 2 4.60 0.10 0.90 

Within Groups  3734.94 82 45.54   

Total  3743.69 84    
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Respondents were presented with a depiction of the model and were asked to 

identify themselves as working as a researcher, an extension agent, a support system, 

an educator, or as an arrow or arrows within the AKIS model.   

Figure 4.3: AKIS model with associated letters for data collection purposes 

 
Table 4.13 shows the percentage and frequency of the positions.  Respondents 

most frequently saw their role as an arrow in the AKIS model indicating their role as 

facilitators of information flow between the groups represented in the model (n = 47, 

46.5%).  The second largest response was that as being an educator (n = 30; 29.7%), 

indicating they see themselves as causing learning to occur as compared to the arrow 

role of providing information for consumption. 
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Table 4.13 

Respondent’s Perceived Location in the AKIS Model (N =101) 

 Overall Journalistic 

(n = 74) 

Corporate 

(n = 19) 

Governmental 

(n = 6) 

Position f % f % f % f % 

Arrow 47 46.5 37 50.0 8 40.0 2 33.3 

Educator 30 29.7 26 35.1 3 15.0 0 0.0 

Support 
system 

15 14.9 8 10.8 6 30.0 1 16.7 

Researcher 6 5.9 2 2.7 1 5.0 2 33.3 

Extension 
agent 

3 3.0 1 1.4 1 5.0 1 16.7 

NOTE: Employment Types may not equal 101 due to nonresponse and “other” responses. 

For the respondents who selected “an arrow or arrows,” a follow-up question 

was presented to the respondents asking which arrow they represented in order to 

determine which groups they facilitate information flow.  Figure 4.3 shows the letters 

associated with the arrows of the AKIS model and Figure 4.4 shows the frequency and 

percentages of the arrows selected by all respondents.  Respondents commonly 

perceived their role in the AKIS model as the conduit between a potential information 

source (researcher, Extension agent, educator, or support system) and the agricultural 

producer, with the most frequent connection being the conduit between researchers 

and the agricultural producer (n = 36; 76.6%).   
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Figure 4.4: AKIS Model Arrows Selected by All Respondents 

Figure 4.5 shows the frequency and percentages of the journalistic employment 

category.  Primarily (n = 31; 41.9%) journalists viewed themselves as operating as the 

arrow between researchers and producers where they facilitate information exchange. 
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Figure 4.5: AKIS Model Arrows Selected by Journalistic Employment Category 

Respondents 

Figure 4.6 shows the frequency and percentages of arrows selected by 

corporate communicators.  Largely (n = 4; 20%) those of the corporate employment 

type also felt they operated as the researcher-producer arrow. 
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Figure 4.6: AKIS Model Arrows Selected by Corporate Employment Category 

Respondents 

Figure 4.7 shows the frequency and percentages of governmental 

communicators.  Due to the low number of governmental communicators no clear 

majority arrow exists, but governmental communicators primarily selected arrows 

originating from the researcher part. 
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Figure 4.7: AKIS Model Arrows Selected by the Governmental Employment 

Category Respondents 

 
To examine if difference were present between the respondent employment 

categories, a Chi-square test was completed.  Table 4.14 shows the results of a Chi-

square test performed to determine if significant differences exist between the 

journalistic, corporate, and governmental employment categories and their perceived 

operational positions within AKIS.  The data indicate that the three employment types 

do see themselves in differing roles within the AKIS model. 
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Table 4.14 

Chi-Square Results for Perceived Operational Position (n = 47) 

AKIS Model 
Position 

Employment Category   
Journalistic Corporate Governmental χ2 Φ 

Researcher 2 1 2 23.58** 0.49 

Extension Agent 1 1 1   

Support System 8 6 1   

Educator 26 3 0   

Arrow 37 8 2   

NOTE: ** = ρ ≤ .05.  
 
 Table 4.15 shows the results of further inquiry into the represented arrows.  

The data indicate that the three employment types significantly differ in their 

perceived operational arrows.  Those arrows are Arrow E, the arrow between 

extension agents and producers, and Arrow H, the arrow between educators and 

producers.   
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Table 4.15 

Chi-Square Results for Perceived Operational Arrow (n = 47) 
 Number by Employment Type   

 
Journalistic Corporate Governmental χ2 Φ 

Arrow A      

Yes 14 1 1 2.27 0.15 

No 60 19 5   

Arrow B      

Yes 10 2 1 0.25 0.05 

No 64 18 5   

Arrow C      

Yes 7 1 0 0.98 0.10 

No 67 19 6   

Arrow D      

Yes 11 0 0 4.34 0.21 

No 63 20 6   

Arrow E      

Yes 28 3 0 6.71** 0.26 

No 46 17 6   

Arrow F      

Yes 31 4 1 4.31 0.21 

No 43 16 5   

Arrow G      

Yes 26 3 1 3.58 0.19 

No 48 17 5   

Arrow H      

Yes 25 1 0 9.02** 0.30 

No 49 19 6   
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NOTE: ** = ρ ≤ .05. Respondents could select more than one arrow 

Objective Four 

Objective four sought to describe potential differences between employment 

type categories and respondent's beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of knowledge 

mobilization.  To assess this objective, 12 Likert-type questions were asked to 

quantify respondents’ feelings about research, who their audience trusts, and their 

understanding of their audience.  Respondents selected their level of agreement with 

each statement using a four-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree).  Two other responses (Don’t Know and Doesn’t 

Apply to our Company/Organization’s Media) were also available choices.  If 

respondents selected either of these answers, their responses were not factored in the 

data analysis.  Table 4.16 shows the mean and standard deviation of respondents’ 

agreement to statements about researchers.  Respondents agreed that the research that 

was available to them was also relevant to their audience (µ = 3.16, SD = 0.57).  Those 

of the governmental perspective were not in exact agreement (µ = 2.8, SD = 0.84) 

about the relevance of available research to their audience.  Respondents also agreed 

(µ = 3.04, SD = 0.65) there was an ample amount of research available to them from 

university sources. 
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Table 4.16 

Respondent Perceptions about Research Quality and Quantity  

Statement 

Overall Journalistic  Corporate  Governmental  

N µ SD N µ SD N µ SD N µ SD 

The research that is available to us is 
relevant to our audience. 94 3.16 0.57 70 3.20 0.58 17 3.06 0.43 5 2.80 0.84 

There is an ample amount of 
research available to our 
organization from university sources.  

91 3.04 0.65 69 3.03 0.64 17 3.00 0.71 3 3.33 0.58 

We can easily determine the quality 
of research.  88 2.89 0.67 65 2.82 0.66 16 3.06 0.68 5 3.00 0.71 

There is an ample amount of 
information available to our 
organization from government 
sources. 

96 2.78 0.82 71 2.82 0.82 17 2.47 0.87 6 3.00 0.63 

Researchers and media work 
together regularly. 92 2.73 0.67 69 2.71 0.67 17 2.82 0.73 5 2.60 0.55 

Researchers frequently seek 
feedback from those who use their 
research.  

78 2.44 0.77 57 2.37 0.75 14 2.43 0.65 5 3.00 1.23 

NOTE: A four-point Likert-type scale was used to measure level of agreement with each statement with 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree 
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 Table 4.17 shows the perceived levels of trust that respondents feel their 

audiences have of various sources.  Perceived trust of government sources was the 

lowest with a mean of 2.65 (SD = 0.70).  Trust of information from other farmers was 

perceived highest with a mean of 3.54 (SD = 0.52).  
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Table 4.17 

Respondents’ Perception of Their Audience’s Trust of Various Information Sources 

Statement 

Overall Journalistic Corporate Governmental 

N µ SD N µ SD N µ SD N µ SD 

My audience trusts information from 
other farmers. 95 3.54 0.52 70 3.53 0.53 18 3.72 0.46 5 3.20 0.45 

My audience trusts information from 
university sources. 92 3.23 0.54 68 3.18 0.52 18 3.39 0.50 4 3.50 0.58 

My audience trusts information from 
corporate sources. 81 2.68 0.57 60 2.67 0.54 18 2.61 0.61 2 3.50 0.71 

My audience trusts government 
information sources. 86 2.65 0.70 64 2.58 0.64 17 2.94 0.83 3 3.00 1.00 

NOTE: A four-point Likert-type scale was used to measure level of agreement with each statement with 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree 
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 Table 4.18 includes the mean and standard deviation of respondents’ 

perceptions of their own understanding of their audience.  The respondents were more 

confident in their understanding of what issues were important to their audience than 

they were in which communication channels their audience was using.  Across all 

questions, respondents from all perspectives agreed (mean greater than or equal to 

three) about their knowledge of important issues and effective channels of 

communication. 
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Table 4.18 

Respondents’ Perceptions About Their Audience 

Statement 

Overall Journalistic  Corporate  Governmental  

N µ SD N µ SD N µ SD N µ SD 

We understand what issues are 
important to our audience  97 3.66 0.48 71 3.68 0.47 18 3.61 0.50 6 3.50 0.55 

We know the most effective 
channel to communicate with our 
audience. 

84 3.19 0.63 62 3.19 0.60 17 3.24 0.66 4 3.25 0.96 

NOTE: A four-point Likert-type scale was used to measure level of agreement with each statement with 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree 
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Objective Five 

Objective five describe potential differences between employment type 

categories and their knowledge mobilization practices.  Of initial interest was 

understanding what issues or challenges the respondents perceive may be impacting 

their ability to complete their responsibilities.  Data collected in this objective were 

collected via open-ended questioning.  Table 4.19 contains an overall view of the 

issues/ challenges facing IFAJ members as well as a breakdown of how the issues 

affected the respective perspectives.  Research availability affected the whole 

membership and the journalistic perspective the most.  Those of a corporate 

perspective were affected by financial constraints in a higher proportion than those of 

a corporate perspective.  Only two responses were collected from individuals from the 

governmental perspective. 
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Table 4.19 

Issues facing the IFAJ membership (N = 72) 

 
Overall 

Journalistic 
(n =52) 

Corporate 
(n =16) 

Governmental 
(n =2) 

 n % n % n % n % 

Lack of research availability  13 18.06 11 21.15 1 6.25 0 0.00 

Financial constraints 11 15.28 6 11.54 4 25.00 1 50.00 

Time constraints 10 13.89 8 15.38 2 12.50 0 0.00 

Lack of communicators’ 
understanding of the audience 8 11.11 7 13.46 1 6.25 0 0.00 

Audience side issues (financial, 
understanding, concern) 7 9.72 5 9.62 0 0.00 1 50.00 

Organizational conflict 6 8.33 6 11.54 0 0.00 0 0.00 

Information credibility  6 8.33 3 5.77 3 18.75 0 0.00 

Information overloading the 
audience 5 6.94 2 3.85 3 18.75 0 0.00 

Audience’s Internet accessibility 4 5.56 3 5.77 1 6.25 0 0.00 

Governmental Constraints 2 2.78 1 1.92 1 6.25 0 0.00 
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Table 4.20 contains a list of best practices IFAJ members provided in terms of 

identifying stories of interest.  Overall responses referencing “talking to stakeholders” 

were the most popular method.  It was also most popular among the journalistic and 

corporate perspectives as a method to identify stories of interest.  
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Table 4.20 

Best Practices to Identify Stories of Interest (N = 61) 

 
Overall 

Journalistic  
(n = 42) 

Corporate  
(n = 15) 

Governmental 
(n = 4) 

 n % n % n % n % 

Talking to stakeholders 23 37.70 17 40.48 6 40.00 0 0.00 

Maintaining relationships 13 21.31 6 14.29 5 33.33 2 50.00 

Surveillance of social media 11 18.03 8 19.05 2 13.33 1 25.00 

Attending relevant meetings 11 18.03 8 19.05 2 13.33 1 25.00 

Cooperating with other 
organizations 3 4.91 3 7.14 0 0.00 0 0.00 

NOTE: Employment Types may not equal 61 due to nonresponse and “other” responses. 
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Table 4.21 references the means by which IFAJ members are creating stories 

of interest for their audiences.  “Involving the farm perspective” was overall, and 

amongst perspectives, the most popular response.  Journalistic and corporate 

communicators both considered involving the farm perspective as the best method to 

create stories of interest. 
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Table 4.21 

Best Practices to Create Stories of Interest (N = 47) 

 
Overall 

Journalistic  
(n = 33) 

Corporate 
(n = 10) 

Governmental 
(n = 3) 

 f % f % f % f % 

Involve the farm perspective 16 34.04 9 27.27 5 50.00 2 66.67 

Involve researchers or research 
findings 

13 27.66 9 27.27 3 30.00 1 33.33 

Show the relevance to the reader 6 12.77 4 12.12 1 10.00 0 0.00 

Commitment and time 6 12.77 5 15.15 1 10.00 0 0.00 

Brevity 2 4.26 2 6.06 0 0.00 0 0.00 

Attend meetings and/or conferences 2 4.26 2 6.06 0 0.00 0 0.00 

Show the practice/product 2 4.26 2 6.06 0 0.00 0 0.00 

NOTE: Employment Types may not equal 47 due to nonresponse and “other” responses. 
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Table 4.22 contains the data collected in reference to the best practices for 

disseminating media pieces.  Convergence, or the use of multiple channels to 

communicate a message, was the most popular (59%) method of dissemination 

overall.  Convergence was also the most popular method among the perspectives as 

well.  Traditional media was defined as print and/or radio, and digital media was 

defined as web-based media (e.g. social media). 
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Table 4.22 

Best Practices to Disseminate Media Pieces (N = 41) 

 
Overall 

Journalistic 
(n = 27) 

Corporate  
(n = 12) 

Governmental  
(n = 2) 

 n % n % n % n % 

Use of digital and traditional media 
(Convergence)  24 58.5 16 59.3 6 50.0 2 100.0 

Traditional media 13 31.7 9 33.33 4 33.33 0 0.00 

Digital media 4 9.8 2 7.4 2 16.7 0 0.00 

NOTE: Employment Types may not equal 41 due to nonresponse and “other” responses. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECCOMENDATIONS 

 
 This study’s aim was to assess international agricultural communicators’ 

perception of research quality and quantity, assess agricultural communicators’ 

perception of audience understanding, assess where in the AKIS model agricultural 

communicators believe they operate, and describe what practices agricultural 

communicators have found to identify information about topics important to their 

audiences, create stories of interest to their audience, and disseminate the information 

which they have brokered.  This chapter will include conclusions resulting from the 

data collected, discuss implications emerging from the results, and provide 

recommendations for future research and practice.  The conclusions and implications 

are organized by the study’s five objectives:  

1. Describe respondents in terms of their IFAJ guild of origin, employment 

position, and size of employing organization. 

2. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's perceived personal bias and the type and number of 

communication channels used to complete their knowledge mobilization 

activities. 

3. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's understanding of the AKIS model and their perceived 

role/position within AKIS model. 
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4. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

respondent's beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of knowledge mobilization. 

5. Describe potential differences between employment type categories and 

their knowledge mobilization practices. 

Conclusions and Implications for Objective One 

Objective one sought to describe respondent’s guild, employment position, and 

size of their employing organization.  Fifty-two percent (52.0%) of the responses to 

this international study were from the North American countries of the United States 

and Canada.  

Since over half of the respondents were from the U.S. and Canada, the data 

collected in subsequent questions for the remaining study objectives will be more 

representative of the U.S. and Canada than the other countries surveyed.  

Unfortunately, it is not known what the demographic composition is of the IFAJ 

membership, so the data may or may not be representative of the organization’s 

membership.  

Conclusions and Implications for Objective Two 

The second objective was to describe potential differences between 

employment type categories and respondent's perceived personal bias and the type and 

number of communication channels used to mobilize knowledge.  Of the respondents, 

the largest employment segment responding were journalists/reporters.  The 

employing organization of the respondents varied greatly in size (1 – 100+).  How 
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information is disseminated by the respondents included magazines (70%), email 

(66%), social media (65%), and newsletters (50%) with more than 92 percent of the 

respondents using multiple channels to communicate their messages.  From the data 

collected on communication channels, it can be concluded a trend of convergence (the 

use of multiple channels by an organization to communicate) exists within IFAJ 

member organizations. 

The summated overall bias score was 31.8 on a scale of four (completely 

biased) to 48 (completely unbiased) with a standard deviation of 6.6.  The journalistic 

employment type’s average was 34.4 with a standard deviation of 8.4 and the 

corporate employment type’s was 23.3 with a standard deviation of 8.4.  The 

governmental employment type’s mean was 29.2 with a standard deviation of 10.4.  

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) found that there were significant differences 

between perspectives in relation to potential bias.  It stands to reason that journalists 

perceive themselves as less biased, and that corporate communicators perceive 

themselves as communicating with an agenda.  Corporate communicators commonly 

work to persuade or promote their organization and/or their organization’s products or 

services.  This difference may mean there is a chasm within the membership of the 

IFAJ between those who communicate with and without an agenda.   

Conclusions and Implications for Objective Three 

 Objective three was to describe potential differences between employment type 

categories and respondent's understanding of the AKIS model and their perceived 

role/position within AKIS model.   
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 Respondents primarily (46.1%) viewed themselves operating within the AKIS 

model as conduits for information flow (as represented as an arrow or arrows in the 

AKIS model).  A notable percentage (29.4%) of respondents viewed themselves as an 

educator within the AKIS model.  Of the journalistic employment type, 50 percent saw 

themselves as arrows and 35.1 percent as educators.  A large percentage (42.1%) of 

the corporate employment type selected “an arrow or arrows.”  However, unlike the 

journalistic employment type, an educator was not the second most selected position.  

For the corporate employment type, “support systems” were seen as the second most 

popular capacity to operate as 31.6 percent of those operating in a corporate capacity 

viewed their jobs to be that of a support system.  Respondents selected arrows E 

through H (the inner set of arrows) in higher amounts than arrows A through D.  This 

seems to indicate IFAJ members are moving information from researchers, extension 

agents, support systems, and educators to producers as opposed to moving information 

between researchers, extension agents, support systems, and educators.  This presents 

two situations pertaining to the communications among researchers, extension agents, 

support systems and educators.  The first, is the IFAJ’s membership lacking the 

communicators who fulfill these roles, or are there simply few of communicators 

performing these roles?  

It was determined through the use of a chi-square test that the corporate and 

journalistic employment types do operate differently in the AKIS model in three 

places.  The first place they operate differently is the part (educator, extension agent, 
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support system, researcher).  The second place they operate differently as is the “E” 

arrow.  The final place where the perspectives differ is the “H” arrow.  

To further examine respondents’ understanding of the AKIS model, a semantic 

differential set was presented to respondents with a summated score being generated 

from the set of pairs.  The overall mean of the set was 45.3, the corporate perspective’s 

mean was 44.8, and the journalistic perspectives mean was 45.5.  An analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) determined that there was no significant difference between the 

employment types’ means indicating that the different respondent employment types 

were statistically equal in their understanding of the AKIS model.  

 Even though there appears to be a difference between corporate and 

journalistic communicator perspectives, the two groups’ understanding of the AKIS 

model is statistically similar.  As such, the differences that emerged by perspective as 

to their location in the AKIS model was likely an accurate representation of their 

belief of their role in the model and was not due to differences in their level of 

understanding of the AKIS model.  

Conclusions and Implications for Objective Four 

Objective four sought to describe potential differences between employment 

type categories and respondent's beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of knowledge 

mobilization. 

 Knowledge mobilization was evaluated in five areas: the researcher-media 

interaction, research quantity, research quality, source trust, and audience 

understanding.  Throughout the literature, the importance of these five areas to 
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knowledge mobilization was established.  Knowledge mobilization questions were 

assessed on a four-point Likert-type scale ranging from one indicating that the 

respondent strongly disagree with the statement to four indicating strong agreement 

with the statement.  

In the researcher-media interaction area, the lowest ranked statement was 

“researchers frequently seek the feedback from those who use their research.”  The 

next lowest ranked statement was, “researchers and media work together regularly.”  

Millar and Curtis’ (1997) research found that positive outcomes regarding knowledge 

were reached when researchers reached out to their consumers.  What positive 

outcomes could be attained if researchers and media were to work together more 

regularly?  The aforementioned statements were the only two statements eliciting the 

feelings that journalists and communicators may have about their interactions with 

researchers.  

 Research quantity was assessed using the same scale as researcher-media. 

Respondents agreed (µ = 3.04) with the statement, “there is an ample amount of 

research available to our organization from university sources.”  Respondents were 

less agreeable (µ = 2.78) with the amount of research available from government 

sources.  The government sources statement had the largest standard deviation of all of 

the research-related questions of 0.82 indicating greater variance among the 

respondents in terms of their perceptions of governmental research. 
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 Respondents agreed (µ = 3.16) that the research that was available to them was 

relevant.  However respondents were not in complete agreement (µ = 2.89) as to their 

ability to easily determine the quality of research.  

 Source trust was established in the review of literature as a pivotal element in 

the mobilization of knowledge.  In this study, source trust was evaluated using a four-

point Likert-type scale.  Governmental sources were perceived as least trusted by 

respondents’ in respect to which sources their audience trusts (µ = 2.65, SD = 0.67).  

Respondents indicated corporate sources were slightly more trustworthy than 

governmental sources (µ = 2.68, SD = 0.57).  Respondents agreed (µ = 3.16, SD = 

0.57) their audience trusted university sources.  Farmer-sourced information was the 

most trusted with a mean of 3.54 and a standard deviation of 0.52.  

 Like trust, audience understanding is important to mobilizing knowledge.  Two 

statements were presented to respondents to evaluate their perceived audience 

understanding.  From the results, it can be concluded that journalists and 

communicators perceive they understand their audience.  

 Respondents’ low valuation of researcher interactions may imply the quality of 

interactions between researcher and journalists/communicators is not optimal.  

However on a scale from one to four, the two means were technically higher than 

“disagree,” but below “agree.”  

  Like the respondents’ perception of researcher interaction, governmental 

research availability was valued above “disagree,” but below “agree.”  The less than 

stellar valuation of the availability coupled with the 0.82 standard deviation and lack 
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of trust of governmental sources implies issues with governmental research.  Contrary 

to governmental sources, university sources were ranked much higher in trust and 

availability.  The data indicate that journalists and communicators should opt for 

university-sourced or farmer-sourced research for greatest impact, especially if 

producing media pieces for international consumption.  The evaluation of source trust 

is in agreement with Rogers’ discussion of source similarity—homophily (Rogers, 

2003).  Rogers stated as differences increase, the likelihood of successful 

communication decreases.  We can see as the source increases its difference with the 

audience, trust decreases.  The importance of communicator trust is imperative to 

behavioral change (Renn et al., 1991).  This presents the conclusion; if a journalist or 

communicator wishes to affect the adoption of a technology, opt for the perspective of 

a farmer.  

Conclusions and Implications for Objective Five 

Objective five sought a description of potential differences between 

employment type categories and their knowledge mobilization practices. 

 Overall and between employment types, talking to stakeholders was the most 

popular method to identify stories of interest.  The corporate employment type 

responded with statements valuing maintaining relationships as a means to identify 

stories.  Those of the journalistic employment type valued surveillance of social media 

and attending relevant meetings in order to identify stories of interest.  The methods 

presented to identify stories of interest (talking with stakeholders, maintaining 

relationships, attending relevant meetings and surveying social media) are methods 
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that allow for feedback.  Rogers discusses the need for feedback in his discussion of 

formative research.  The methods identified by respondents serve as a journalist or 

communicator’s formative research.  Rogers stated that greater effectiveness comes 

when messages are formulated based on feedback.  

 Involving the farm perspective and involving research findings emerged as two 

themes among the journalistic and the corporate employment types as methods to 

creating interesting media pieces.  Twenty-seven percent (27%) of those of the 

journalistic perspective valued involving the farm perspective, and half of those of the 

corporate employment type valued this theme.  Involving a researcher or research 

findings was also popular among the employment types as well.  Twenty-seven 

percent of those of a journalistic perspective valued integrating a research element, 

and 30 percent of those of a corporate employment type valued this.  Connections can 

be drawn between Rogers’ discussion of observability and journalistic and corporate 

communicators value for involving the farm perspective in their media pieces.  The 

high valuation by corporate communicators can be justified by Rogers’ explanation of 

observability.  Rogers’ generalization that as observability increases, adoption 

increases.  If one were communicating with an agenda, showing the potential adopters 

the innovation is wise. 

 Both journalistic and corporate communicators value the use of both digital 

media (social media, the Internet, etc.) and traditional media (print publications) as the 

best method of disseminating their work.  Only seven percent of journalistic 

communicators stated strictly digital was the best and only 17 percent of corporate 
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communicators made the same statement.  Strictly traditional media was most popular 

amongst one-third of both journalistic and corporate communicators.  Sixty percent of 

journalistic communicators and 50 percent of corporate communicators valued the use 

of both formats.    

Recommendations for Future Research 

The first recommendation for future research would be to make modifications 

to the quantitative section of the instrument.  It could be speculated within the AKIS 

model, journalists and communicators may see themselves as more than one element, 

meaning a communicator may see herself as both a member of the support system and 

also an arrow or arrows.  The instrument used for this study only allowed respondents 

to be one or the other.  Allowing respondents to select all that applies may allow for a 

richer, more representative result.  

Another modification that should be made, in the event this instrument is used 

again, is to insure beyond a shadow of a doubt that each and every guild is included in 

the list of guilds.  A mistake was made in this study was overlooking one country in 

the list.  Once the mistake was realized modifications were made to include the 

country.  While responses were not collected from that country, the researcher is 

uncertain if the omission was the cause for this lack of response. 

Another instrument modification potentially resulting in more representative 

results would be for future researchers to take the list of issues this study generated 

and transition that list, which was collected in a qualitative manner, to a question to 
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the effect of, “please select the issue which hinders/affects you most?”  It can be 

speculated that response rate to a question of this type would be higher.  

Based on the results of this study, future researchers may be interested in the 

facets affecting group learning devised by Millar and Curtis (1997).  Their research 

determined several factors exist impacting group learning outcomes in farmers in 

reference to a knowledge exchange process.  They determined that experiential 

learning, integrating information, effective facilitation, group autonomy, and ongoing 

relationships were critical in farmers transitioning from being passive learners to being 

active in the learning process.  Millar and Curtis’ elements could be used in the 

evaluation of responses to the open-ended question regarding the practices agricultural 

journalists and communicators use to create interesting media pieces or a journalist or 

communicators could select actions they perform, and these actions could be scored 

against the Millar and Curtis Model.  A content analysis relating to their research may 

also be an option in terms of future inquiry. 

Each facet is impacted by certain activities.  These activities align with the 

activities that journalists and communicators responded with for the best practices to 

creating engaging media pieces question.   

Experiential learning could be evaluated by the aspects journalists integrate 

into their media pieces.  Perhaps integrating information, involving scientific 

principles, and the approach journalists/communicators take to deal with complexity 

could be used as a metric.  The channels and level of interactivity a 

journalist/communicator provides can be likened to effective facilitation.  Effective 
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facilitation could also be evaluated based on the journalist/communicator participating 

in dialogue regarding their media pieces, and is the communicator addressing 

stakeholder concerns?  Group autonomy pertains to enabling ownership and 

integrating local resources.  Evaluation of group autonomy could be accomplished by 

the level of control a journalist or communicator’s audience has over the direction, 

format, and timing of media pieces.  Ongoing relationships could be assessed by a 

journalist or communicator’s self-evaluations of audience-communicator relationship, 

response to feedback, and long-term commitment to relevant topics.   

Recommendations for Practice 

 Four overarching recommendations can be made from the findings of this 

study to enhance the performance of agricultural journalists and communicators 

worldwide.  

 The first recommendation is to be present on social media.  The data collected 

by this study indicates internationally journalists and communicators are utilizing 

social media for their benefit.  The first way social media should be used to one’s 

benefit is for monitoring for developing stories.  Numerous times it was mentioned in 

the open-ended section regarding identifying stories of interest via social media 

monitoring.  The second method of using social media is for the dissemination of 

media pieces.   

 Also, it was found many practitioners are identifying stories of interest by 

talking to stakeholders.  Also a notable percentage of practitioners are going beyond 
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simply talking to stakeholders, but creating and maintaining relationships with 

stakeholders as a means to identify stories.  

 The data collected by this study found showing is important to creating 

interesting media pieces.  Showing the farm perspective, showing best practices, and 

showing the relevance of an innovation emerged as popular themes to integrate into 

media pieces.  

 The final recommendation is more may be better in respect to the channels 

used to communicate.  Few communicators used only one channel to communicate.  

Five channels appeared to be a popular mix.  Practitioners should also be aware that 

less than one percent of respondents used all ten channels presented to them in the 

study. 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear agricultural journalist,    
       
As part of the IFAJ your work as an agricultural journalist or communicator is very 
important to agricultural development both locally and globally.            
 
The research that is being performed examines the role agricultural journalists and 
communicators play in mobilizing knowledge.  Once complete the research will help 
describe the flows of knowledge within the agricultural industry.  The knowledge 
gleaned from you and other IFAJ members will be shared throughout the federation 
for the benefit of all agricultural journalists.      
      
The researchers understand that privacy is very important, and at no point in the 
questionnaire will you be asked to provide any personally identifying 
information.  Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and you can 
stop taking the questionnaire at anytime by exiting your browser.            
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.     
 
 Your organization's role in AKIS   
 
In this section we would like to know what you feel your role is in the Agricultural 
Knowledge and Innovation System. 
 
The Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation System depicts knowledge flow within 
the agricultural industry. Connections between researcher, extension agent, support 
systems and producer are formalized within this system. The purpose of AKIS is to 
“develop practical ideas to support innovation.” Support systems reflect the roles that 
entities such as credit institutions, markets and corporations play. The figure below is 
a depiction of the information flow within the agricultural industry.      
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4 

 
 
5 On the scale below, please rate your understanding of the above diagram. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Terrible:Outstanding                         
Helpful:Unhelpful                         

Adequate:Inadequate                         
Valuable:Worthless                         

Random:Logical                         
Ineffective:Influential                         

Irrelevant:Relevant                         
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6 Which part do you feel you represent? 
 Researchers 
 Extension Agents 
 Support Systems 
 Educators 
 An arrow or arrows 
 

 
 
8 In the AKIS model, which arrow or arrows do you feel you represent. Select all that 
apply. 
 A 
 B 
 C 
 D 
 E 
 F 
 G 
 H 
 
9 A little about you.  In this section we would like to know a little bit about you. 
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10 Please specify your position type? 
 Journalist/Reporter 
 Editor 
 Publisher 
 Government Communications Professional 
 Industry Communications Professional 
 Other 
 
11 You've selected "other" as your position type, please specify. 
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12 To which national guild of IFAJ do you belong? 
 Albania 
 Argentina 
 Australia 
 Austria 
 Belgium 
 Canada 
 Czech Republic 
 Denmark 
 Finland 
 Germany 
 Great Britain 
 Hungary 
 India 
 Ireland 
 Italy 
 Japan 
 Kenya 
 Madagascar 
 Netherlands 
 New Zealand 
 Norway 
 Philippines 
 Poland 
 Serbia and Montenegro 
 Slovakia 
 South Africa 
 Spain 
 Sweden 
 Switzerland 
 Ukraine 
 United States 
 Slovenia 
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13 A little about the company or organization you work for To help us compare 
responses amongst similar companies or organizations, in this section we would like to 
know about your company or organization's media product(s) (radio, newspaper, 
magazine, etc.). 
 
14 Please tell us approximately how many people are employed to gather, create, and 
produce your company/organization's media product(s)? 
 Less than 5 
 6-10 
 11-15 
 16-20 
 21-30 
 31-40 
 41-50 
 51-75 
 76-100 
 More than 100 
 
15 Using the continuum represented by the scale below, please describe where your 
company/organization’s media product(s) tends to be located on each pair. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Objective: 
Persuasive                         

Offering a 
Point of 
View: 

Unbiased 

                        

Journalistic: 
Advocating                         

Balanced: 
Biased                         
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16 Of the different commodity categories, which is your company/organization's 
primary focus? 
 Citrus 
 Coffee 
 Fiber Production (Wool, Cotton, Forestry) 
 Fruit Production 
 General Agricultural Topics 
 Large animal (Cattle, Sheep, Horses) 
 Poultry 
 Small animal (Cats, Dogs) 
 Small Grains 
 Sugar Production (Sugar Beets, Cane, Sweet Sorghum) 
 Tobacco 
 Wine 
 Other 
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17 You selected "other" for your company/organization's primary commodity focus, 
please tell us what that focus is. 
 
18 Which of the following media channels is your company/organization using to 
regularly share information with your audiences? Please select all that apply. 
 Blogs 
 Email 
 Internet Video (eg. YouTube) 
 Magazine 
 Newsletters 
 Newspaper 
 Podcasts 
 Radio 
 Social Media (e.g. Facebook) 
 Television 

 
20 Your beliefs, attitudes and perceptions  In this section we would like to know how 
you feel about your organization’s role in the process of knowledge mobilization. 
 
Please select the extent to which the following statements describe your organization's 
media. 
 
We understand what issues are important to our audience. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
There is an ample amount of research available to our organization from  university 
sources. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
There is an ample amount of research available to our organization from government  
sources. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
We can easily determine the quality of research. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
The research which is available to us is relevant to our audiences 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
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Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
 
22 Please select the extent to which you believe the following statements describe the 
users of your work. 
My audience trusts information from universities. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
My audience trusts information from corporate sources. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
My audience trusts information from other farmers. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
My audience trusts government information sources. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
Researchers frequently seek feedback from those who use their research. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
Researchers and media work together regularly. 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
We know the most effective channel of communicating with our audience 
Strongly Disagree   Disagree   Agree    
Strongly Agree   Don't Know   Doesn't apply to our company/organization's 
media 
 
23 Best Practices  In this section we would like to know what are the best practices 
you have found in your career to communicate with your audience. 
 
24 In your opinion, what do you feel are the limiting factors to disseminating best 
practices to your primary audience? 
 
25 In your career, what is the best practice you have found to identify agricultural and 
rural development issues or stories of interest to your primary audience. (If you are 
willing, please provide a link to this example if available). 
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26 In your career, what is the best practice you have found to create agricultural and 
rural development stories or messages of interest to your primary audience. (If you are 
willing, please provide a link to this example if available) 
 
27 In your career, what is the best practice you have found to disseminate agricultural 
and rural development stories or messages of interest to your primary audience.(If you 
are willing, please provide a link to this example if available) 
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMATIVE ARTICLE POSTED ON IFAJ.ORG 

 
The IFAJ, in collaboration with Texas Tech University’s Department of Agricultural 
Education and Communications, is starting a first-of-its-kind research study to explore 
the roles of IFAJ members in exchanging agricultural knowledge with producers, a 
term called "mobilizing" knowledge.  
 
The research, which is being conducted through a global survey, hopes to shed light 
on the existing best practices IFAJ members have used to share information to their 
audiences.  The findings will allow members to learn from their global colleagues’ 
successes, and help better serve readers, listeners and viewers.  
 
The researchers are taking exceptional care to protect the privacy of respondents.  No 
names, ages or employers’ names will be asked during the questionnaire.  The study’s 
success depends on participation from members, so please check your email for a link 
to the questionnaire.  IFAJ leaders of the study are Drs. Masaru Yamada of Japan and 
vice-president Owen Roberts of Canada. 
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APPENDIX C 

HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX D 

RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

 
Dear IFAJ Executive Member, 
 
Part of your work as an agricultural journalist or communicator is agricultural 
development. 
 
This email is to ask for your help in facilitating a research study that is being 
conducted in partnership with Texas Tech University’s Department of Agricultural 
Education and Communications.  Dr. David Doerfert and William Nelson will be 
working to compile and analyze the data gathered.  The study’s purpose is to assess 
the flows of knowledge within the agricultural industry.  The knowledge gleaned from 
IFAJ members’ contributions will benefit the federation and all agricultural journalist 
and communicators. 
 
We ask of you to forward the below text to your guild’s membership.  
 
Thank you for your assistance with this study, 
 
Dr. Masaru Yamada & Dr. Owen Roberts. 

 
 

Dear agricultural journalist, 
  
As part of the IFAJ, your work as an agricultural journalist or communicator is vital to 
agricultural development, locally and globally. 
  
This email is to ask for your help with research that is examining the role of 
agricultural journalists and communicators in mobilizing knowledge and sharing it 
with farmers. 
  
We are fortunate to have this study is being conducted at no cost to IFAJ through 
Texas Tech University’s Department of Agricultural Education and Communications.  
  
Once complete, the research will help describe the flows of knowledge within the 
agricultural industry.  The knowledge gleaned from you and other IFAJ members’ 
contributions will benefit the federation and all agricultural journalists.  
  
The researchers understand the need for privacy.  So, at no point in the questionnaire 
will you be asked to provide any personally identifying information.   
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As well, your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and you can stop 
taking the questionnaire at anytime by exiting your browser.  Completing the 
questionnaire should not take longer than 30 minutes.  This study has been approved 
by Texas Tech’s Human Research Protection Program to ensure that the research at no 
time will risk your personal information or responses.  For more information about 
these protections visit www.hrpp.ttu.edu. 
  
This link will take you to the questionnaire. 
https://aecttu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0NbLOcc5pfEK6JD 
  
Thank you for your help with this study.  Your responses will help build a better 
understanding of the unique role agricultural journalists and communicators play in 
rural development.  
  
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, please contact me or the 
researcher or go to the link below for more information.  
  
http://www.ifaj.org/news-blogs/news-detail/article/2013/05/04/title/research-
ask.html?no_cache=1&cHash=287a3f47eae970ab23581420401dc304  
  
Dr. Masaru Yamada & Dr. Owen Roberts 
  
Research Team:  
  
Masaru Yamada, Ph.D. 
Visiting Professor 
School of Agriculture  
Meiji University 
  
David L. Doerfert, Ph.D. 
Associate Chair and Professor 
Dept. of Agricultural Education & Communications 
Texas Tech University 
  
William Nelson  
Graduate Research Assistant 
Dept. of Agricultural Education & Communications 
Texas Tech University  
  
Owen Roberts, Ed.D., P.Ag.  
Vice-President 
International Federation of Agricultural Journalists 
University of Guelph 
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APPENDIX E 

RECRUITMENT TWEET 

 
IFAJ Members: Check your email for a link to an organization-related study.  Please 
take the time to participate.  Participation is voluntary. 
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APPENDIX F 

REMINDER EMAIL 

Dear agricultural journalist, 
  
Recently I sent you an email about a study being conducted to help benefit the IFAJ 
membership.  The study looks at the varying roles agricultural journalists and 
communicators play in mobilizing knowledge.   
  
If you have already completed the questionnaire, we are grateful that you took the time 
to do so.  
 
If not, could you please do so? 
 
Here is a story about the research: 
 
Informative Article 
 
Here is a link to the survey: 
 
https://aecttu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0NbLOcc5pfEK6JD  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, please contact myself or the 
researchers noted below.  
  
Best regards, 
 
Owen Roberts 
Vice-president, IFAJ 
 
* * * 
YAMADA, Masaru, Ph.D. 
School of Agriculture  
Meiji University 
  
David L. Doerfert, Ph.D. 
Associate Chair and Professor 
Dept. of Agricultural Education & Communications 
Texas Tech University 
  
William Nelson 
Graduate Research Assistant 
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Texas Tech University 
 
Owen Roberts, Ed.D., P.Ag. (Hon.)  
Director, Research Communications 
Adjunct professor, Animal and Poultry Science 
445 University Centre 
University of Guelph 
 

 




