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CHAPTER I 

INTODUCTION 

Background and Settinq 

In the field of agriculture, risk communication has become a major priority 

as national coverage of agricultural risks, such as BSE (mad cow disease) and 

biological technology, consumer and media concern has escalated. In a study by 

the International Food Information Council (IFIC), media reported more on the 

harms of biotechnology in 2001 than in 1999 by an increase of 20%, 

Biotechnology, specifically the genetic modification of organisms (GMO), 

is of greater interest to consumers due to the nature of the materials being 

modified (food and wearables). Many believe that by labeling GMO products, the 

consumer will have the choice of purchasing a product that has been genetically 

modified. 

As of July 5, 2002, the European Parliament voted for "full labeling and 

traceability of genetically modified foods and animal feeds" (Farmers Guardian, 

2002), starting a trend for legislation to allow consumers the choice to avoid 

GMO's if they so choose. This vote was prompted by a Euro barometer survey 

that showed 94% of the public wanted the choice of purchasing a GMO (Farmers 

Guardian, 2002). 

In November 2002, the state of Oregon voted on this same choice. The 

vote failed by a margin of 71 % to 29%, If the referendum vote was approved, all 



GMO food and food additives sold in Oregon, including stores and restaurants as 

well as food distributed from the state, would have been labeled (Cain, 2002), 

Referendum opponents were afraid that labeling foods would imply a risk that is 

not there and "push the cost of product development into the stratosphere" 

(Miller, 2002). Opposing groups, such as the Greenpeace True Food Network, 

argue that little research has been done on the long-term effects of GMO use 

and consumers have the right to know what they are eating (Cain, 2002). 

According to Woods (2002), risk communication "is to provide a means for 

bridging the gap between experts' and lay persons' views of risk" (p, 154). 

Because little research has been done on the effects of genetic modification of 

foods, there are perceived risks or the perception of risk involved with consuming 

products that contain GMOs. The Oregon situation may indicate that Americans 

do not see GMOs as a serious risk, yet. As biotechnology moves forward and 

science enables more transgenic crops, consumers are becoming more and 

more concerned with the risks of this new technology. It is important to bridge 

the gap between the consumer and the experts and provide unbiased information 

in order for consumers to make informed decisions. Much of the time this "gap" 

is filled by the media. 

Media plays a huge role in informing the consumer. In a study performed 

on low-income United Kingdom women concerning food-related experiences and 

beliefs, researchers found that "information was generally obtained from 



television and radio programs, magazines, or newspapers...most did not trust 

newspapers" (Dibsdall, Lambert, & Frewer, 2002, p. 304), 

Agbiotech (2002) stated that consumers rely on the media (newspapers, 

magazines, television, Internet) as a means of obtaining information. Since 

consumers rely so heavily on the media for information, it is important that media 

communicate accurately. Slovic (2002) said that "mass media exert a powerful 

influence on people's perceptions of the world,.." (p. 192). Critics argue that the 

media often misinforms the public, specifically dealing with risk issues such as 

disease, nuclear power, DNA research and cancer (Slovic, 2002), 

In defense of the media, Slovic (2002) explains that journalists often face 

limitations such as deadlines, competition for the story (exclusives), or limitations 

with space or time, which may cause distorted or misinformed stories (Slovic, 

2002). According to Slovic (2002), one of the major limitations of risk stories is 

the nature of science reporting, "because of the technical complexity of the 

subject matter, journalists must depend upon expert sources" (p, 192), Often a 

reporter will be asked to contact many different experts and other local sources 

for a story and the scientific information may be difficult to understand or 

contradictory between expert sources (Slovic, 2002), Arguably, it is important to 

understand how the media utilize the information that is available to them, where 

they get this information and how accurately they are translating it to the public. 



statement of the Problem 

Considering the recent debate of labeling genetically modified organisms 

in the United States and the way consumers access their information and 

perceived risks of biotechnology, a perception/knowledge study on 

GMOs/biotechnology will be administered to determine the ability of media 

professionals in the National Association of Farm Broadcasters (NAFB) to report 

accurate information to the public. This group was selected due to the results of 

studies that show consumers rely mostly on television and radio for their 

information. This data will reveal the knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions of 

GMO's and biotechnology from agriculturally-focused media professionals and 

determine the ability of farm broadcasters to report on the constantly changing 

technology. The data will identify the content and level of which farm 

broadcasters report on, how they are reporting and the skills and processes 

which they use to report on biotechnology. This study will also examine personal 

attitudes and behaviors of farm broadcasters toward biotechnology. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine: (1) the importance for and 

perceived understanding of biotechnology by media professionals who are 

members of the National Association of Farm Broadcasters, (2) their current 

reporting practices and procedures for reporting biotechnology, and (3) their 



attitudes and personal behavior toward GMO's. In addition, the survey will reveal 

any fears or concerns that farm media professionals have toward GMO's. 

Research Questions 

As a means of accomplishing the purpose of the study, answers to the 

following questions were sought: 

1, How do media professionals currently report on genetically modified 

organisms and biotechnology? 

2, How do farm broadcasters view their audience's perceived risk 

associated with biotechnology that (a) are consumed by people, (b) 

eaten by animals that are consumed by people, and(c) fibers that are 

worn by people. 

3, How do farm broadcasters receive their information on 

biotechnology? 

4, Do media professionals feel that industry needs to do more to 

educate the media? 

5, How do farm broadcasters personally perceive risk involved in 

biotechnology? 



Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms were defined as follows: 

Biotechnology, Any technological manipulation of the biological process 

(Priest, 2001) 

Bi-modal Design Method, A method designed to collect data using both 

the internet and mail as a contact and data collection source. 

Consumer. One that consumes. A person who acquires goods or 

services (Webster's II, 1995). 

Consumer perception. The perceptions and beliefs of a consumer on a 

topic based on judgment. 

Genetically modified organisms (GMO). The modification of the genetic 

characteristics of a micro-organism, plant or animal by inserting a 

modified gene or a gene from another variety or species (ten Kate & 

Laird, 1999), 

Greenpeace True Food Network, A group that is interested in the 

abolishment of GMO foods in the U,S, and supports the campaign for 

labeling GMOs in the U.S, (truefoodnow,org, 2003), 

Labeling. To identify or designate with a label; describe or classify 

(dictionary.com, 2002). 

Risk, That the situation being discussed has the potential for undesirable 

consequences, and that there is some uncertainty associated with the 

circumstances (Jardine & Hrudey, 1997). 

http://dictionary.com


Risk Communication, An interactive process of exchange of information 

and opinion among individuals, groups and institutions (National 

Research Council, 1989), 

Risk perception. Risk perception is ones opinion of the likelihood of risk 

(the probability of facing harm) associated with performing a certain 

activity or choosing a certain lifestyle (University of Guelph, 2002) 

Science Reporting. A story or news spot that deals specifically with 

science issues or any material that involves scientific explanation. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study had three limitations that should be considered in interpreting 

the findings: 

1. This study was limited to members of the National Association of 

Farm Broadcasters as retrieved from the on-line membership 

database located at http://www.nafb.com/index on January 8, 2003, 

Farm broadcasters who were not members of NAFB at the time the 

list was downloaded were not included in this study, 

2. This study was limited to the respondents of the survey, 

3. This study was limited to the perception of risk from respondents. 

http://www.nafb.com/index


Significance of the Study 

The need for this study was based on the importance of understanding the 

media's perception of biotechnology, specifically GMOs, and the current 

practices they use to collect information for stories on biotechnology. This study 

will aid university leaders, specifically curriculum developers, in determining if 

knowledge of biotechnology is important in the agricultural communications 

curriculum. In addition, this study will give a better understanding of current 

reporting practices of farm broadcasters and a better understanding of today's 

farm broadcaster. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This review is intended to provide a theoretical basis for researching the 

ability of farm broadcasters to communicate biotechnology news and information 

to the consumer. This review also provides an understanding of the subjects of 

biotechnology, genetically modified organisms, risk, risk perception, how 

consumers view biotechnology, science reporting, the media and biotechnology, 

media bias, and risk communication. 

Biotechnology 

Biotechnology can be considered the "catch-all" term for "any 

technological manipulation of a biological process, ranging from wine-making to 

the construction of mechanical prostheses" (Priest, 2001, p. vii). Priest (2001) 

added that now the term is most closely related to the active manipulation of 

DNA or what is often referred to as genetic engineering (GE). According to Nill 

(2001), the definition of biotechnology is the means or way of manipulating life 

forms (organisms) to provide desirable products for man's use. Most commonly 

in the United States, however: 

Usage of the word biotechnology has come to mean all parts of an 
industry that knowingly create, develop, and market a variety of 
products through the willful manipulation, on a molecular level, of 
life forms or utilization of knowledge pertaining to living systems. 
(Nill, 2001, p,1) 



For the purpose of this study, biotechnology will refer to genetic 

engineering only, "Genetic engineering (GE) is the process of taking a gene from 

one strain of a plant, animal, or virus and inserting them into another, with the 

goal of reproducing characteristics of the original species in the receiving 

species" (Agreocology/Sustainable Agriculture Program, 2002, p, 1), According 

to Lalley and Vertefeuille (2001), genetic engineering is different from 

conventional breeding which only allows transfer of genes between plants of the 

same species. GE allows genes to be transferred from not only different species 

of plants, but from different kingdoms altogether (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001). 

One example of genetic engineering is crossing a flounder (animal) gene with 

strawberries (plant) to make strawberries frost resistant. Lalley and Vertefeuille 

(2001) explained that this is different from crossing broccoli with cauliflower to 

make broccoflower, Broccoflower is not genetic engineered, but a hybrid. 

The first genetic engineered plant was a tobacco plant crossed with a 

yeast gene in 1982 by Mary Dell Chilton and Andrew Binns (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 

2001). In 1990 chymosin, the first food product was genetically engineered. 

Chymosin, which is used to substitute an essential enzyme to make cheese, is 

now used in more than half of all cheese produced in the United States (Lalley & 

Vertefeuille, 2001). Today, 45 GE crops have been approved for sale in the 

United States (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001). 

There are currently three kinds of GE crops on the market; herbicide-

tolerant crops, Bt crops and virus-resistant crops. According to Lalley and 
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Vertefeuille (2001), transgenic herbicide crops are engineered to withstand 

chemicals that would otherwise kill the crop. This technology allows farmers to 

spray an entire field rather than spot spraying for weeds. Currently, herbicide 

tolerant crops account for about three-quarters of all GMO crops planted in the 

United States and worldwide (Benbrook, 2002), Benbrook (2002) explains that 

herbicide resistance and continued reliance on herbicides are two major 

environmental concerns of herbicide-tolerant crops. 

Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) crops are the second most common GE crop 

(Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001). Bt crops are those which produce their own 

insecticide. Originally used as a spray, Bt can be found in crops such as 

potatoes, corn and cotton to kill insect larvae (Estes & Watson, 2002), Concerns 

about using Bt products are the effects that Bt may have on non-target beneficial 

insects and resistance in the insects that Bt is intended to kill. Today, versions of 

Bt cotton, Bt corn, and Bt potatoes are being grown in the United States, 

Canada, Argentina, South Africa, France, and Spain (Estes & Watson, 2002). 

Virus-resistant crops work in much the same way as vaccines for humans. 

Crops that are susceptible to viral infections are injected with a piece of the virus 

into the DNA (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001). According to Lalley and Vertefeuille 

(2001), some crops are engineered for resistance with as many as nine viruses. 

There are some concerns with virus-resistant crops however. According to 

Cummins (2003), there are three kinds of hazards incorporated with virus-

resistant crops, recombination, transcapsidation, and synergism. Recombination 
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is the scrambling of genes to create new virus gene combinations that could 

create new more deadly viruses. Transcapsidation occurs when the virus coat is 

taken and used by an invading virus and synergism refers to the process of the 

virus gene in the plant cell "potentiating" the effect of the incoming virus 

(Cummins, 2003). 

There are many GE products in development such as technology 

protection systems, work with flowers, trees, rice, animals (fish), pharming 

practices and nutraceuticals (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001), Technology protection 

systems are being created by companies who produce GE crops in order to 

protect their seeds from piracy as well as protect crops from cross contaminating 

with organic crops (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001). 

Over 40 kinds of animals have been genetically engineered in the United 

States "for biomedical research to produce drugs and organs for humans, 

increase animal growth rates, resist diseases and improve feed efficiency" (Lalley 

& Vertefeuille, 2001, p. 14), According to Lewis (2001), it is deceptively simple to 

make [italics added] a transgenic animal. First, a scientist isolates the gene that 

portrays a trait that is desired to be transferred. Then a molecular vehicle is 

created that will carry the gene into the nucleus of the cell and permanently 

integrate it into the chromosome (Lewis, 2001). 

Pharming is the process of raising plants or animals for use as 

pharmaceutical or industrial substances. Much research is being done in this 

area. Researchers at Cornell University are currently working on a banana 
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bearing vaccines (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001), Other studies include engineering 

cattle, sheep and goats to secrete vaccines through their milk. According to 

pharming,com (2003), "the high production efficiency of transgenic milk 

technology, together with the lower production costs and the strongly reduced 

capital investments open the way to more economically developed healthcare 

products". 

Nutraceuticals are foods that contain something beyond basic nutritional 

value. Often nutraceuticals add a therapeutic or medicinal benefit (Lalley & 

Vertefeuille, 2001). An example of current research is efforts to increase the 

level of vitamin A in rice, a staple food for much of the world and a critical nutrient 

in disease prevention. Researchers also hope to develop nuts, wheat and other 

foods with reduced levels of allergens (Alliance for better foods, 2003). 

Researchers are currently working on adding lycopene, a compound found in 

tomatoes that may reduce cancer, in apples (Lalley & Vertefeuille, 2001). 

Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) 

Terms such as biotechnology and biotech foods are typically referred to as 

genetically modified foods or genetically modified organisms by the media (IFIC, 

2002), According to the Agroecology/ Sustainable Agriculture Program (ASAP) 

website, "genetically modified organisms (GMOs) are organisms that have been 

genetically engineered." GMOs have been around since the 1980's but it was 

not until 1994 that GMO ingredients were included and sold in products. Today 
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more than 70 percent of all foods consumed in the United States have been 

genetically altered (Weber & Glickman, 2003), 

There are three government agencies that oversee the production of 

GMOs, They are the United States Department of Agriculture (USGA), the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Food and Drug Administration 

(FDA) (ASAP, 2002). These agencies oversee the following: 

1, USDA grants permission for companies to field test promising 
crop lines providing they set up buffer zones to prevent the escape 
of GE/GM pollen and destroy the crop remains after the test. Prior 
to commercialization, the company must prove to the USDA that 
the crop won't have any significant effect on the environment, such 
as creating herbicide-resistant weeds. In essence, it regulates 
whether GE/GM plants can be grown and under what conditions, 

2, EPA may or not play a role, depending upon whether the crop 
produces insect-killing proteins, such as Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) 
toxins. The effects of potentially marketable GE/GM crops are 
tested on the same animal groups as chemical pesticides, 

3, At present, FDA does not mandate pre-market safety tests. 
However, it does review companies' voluntary GE/GM toxicology, 
nutrition, and allergenicity testing results. 

According to the Natural Environmental Research Council website (2002), 

•genetic modification of organisms can offer enormous benefits to medicine and 

agriculture," GMOS are currentiy being used or developed for medicinal 

purposes as antibiotics, painkillers, vaccines and specific substances such as 

insulin and growth hormones. GMO uses in agriculture have been developed or 

being considered in improving existing plant crops, protection of plant crops from 

pests and disease, altering plants for novel products, controlling animal 
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reproduction via contraceptive vaccines, solving environmental problems, and 

treating genetic disorders (National Environmental Research Council, 2002). To 

date, GMOs involve all forms of agriculture, such as; crops of grain, soybeans, 

cotton, etc.; beef, pork, turkey and other forms of meat. 

Risk 

"The word risk is one of the most notable examples of words with 

multiple and disparate meanings that may not be commonly 

acknowledged" (Jardine, 1997, p. 490). Jardine and Hrudey (1997) 

explained that: 

Risk may have a technical meaning, referring to chance or 
probability ("risk of exposure"), a consequence or impact ("the risk 
of smoking), or a perilous situation ("a hazardous waste plant 
creates risk). The word may have a colloquial or intuitive 
meaning of danger, venture, or even opportunity. Risk can also 
refer to a financial or insurance risk, where chance is important 
but uncertainty may be seen as the greatest risk. p. 490 

Researchers have stated that any definition of hsk is likely to carry an 

element of subjectivity, depending on the nature of risk and what it is 

applied to (Slovic, 1997). 

"There is no all encompassing definition of risk" (Chicken & Posner, 1998). 

Chicken and Posner (1998) offer an interpretation of risk as Risk = Hazard X 

Exposure. They define each variable as hazard-the way in which a thing or 

situation can cause harm, and exposure- the extent to which the likely recipient 

of the harm can be influenced by the hazard (Chicken & Posner, 1998), 
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Sandman (1993) explains risk as hazard + outrage. In this case, risk 

hazard equals magnitude X probability, which is how risk assessors have 

measured risk in the past. Sandman (1993) explains that outrage is what the 

public means by risk. Outrage is what people worry about that the experts often 

ignore. The word outrage in this definition was used partly for its ambiguity and 

also because it suggests strong emotion that is justified (Sandman, 1993). 

As indicated by Woods (2002), risk involves four elements: frequency, 

severity, confidence in our estimates and public perception. Frequency refers to 

how often an event will occur. Severity is a value judgment that asks, "What are 

the likely consequences?" Confidence in our estimates, explains how sure we 

are in our knowledge and do we really understand them. Finally, public 

perception refers to how the views of the public differ from the experts (Woods, 

2002). 

Experts of risk generally agree on seven rules to avoid risk. These 

rules may be applied to the public as well as private sectors (Covello & 

Allen, 1988). Covello and Allen (1988) state that although some rules may 

seem obvious, many are broken in everyday practice. The rules are as 

follows: 

1) Accept and involve the public as a legitimate partner 
2) Plan careful and evaluate your efforts 
3) Listen to the public's specific concerns 
4) Be honest, frank and open 
5) Coordinate and collaborate with other credible sources 
6) Meet the needs of the media 
7) Speak clearly and with compassion. 
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Risk Perception 

Slovic (2002) states, "mass media exert a powerful influence on people's 

perceptions of the world...morning papers and TV newscast seems to include a 

report on some new danger to our food, water, air or physical safety" (p, 192), 

The beginning of risk perception research can be traced to the nuclear debate of 

the 1960s (Sowby, 1965), The "what" and "why" certain groups share or 

disagree about certain risks have intrigued risk communicators and researchers. 

In research, it is common to see that perception is cause for much concern with 

certain risk. These perceptions of risk or risk perception has been the focus of 

policy makers and researchers for decades (Sjoberg, 2000). Sjoberg (2000) 

stated that, "risk perception appears to hold a central position in the political 

agenda of many countries and is crucial for the understanding of involvement in 

the environment and opposition to technology" (p. 1). 

Practitioners must know the perceptions of risk in order to communicate 

the information. Risk perception cannot be easily accounted for due to the 

differences in each individual. Sjoberg (2000) measured the perceptions of 

consumers. Within one group, variation in age, gender, cultural background, 

weight, income, knowledge, and marital status, all affected perception. This 

example is why it can be difficult to develop strategies for communicating risk. 

Sjoberg (2000) explained that, "risk perception is a phenomenon in search 

of an explanation" (p. 1). In other words, risk communicators must look at each 
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variable and each individual to determine the "why" of risk perception. Early 

studies of risk show that the public's risk perception is very much 

multidimensional (Fischhoff, 1982 as cited in Sjoberg, 2000). 

Sjoberg (2000) explains that culture is hypothesized as being the main 

variable for determining risk perception. A cultural theory of risk perception was 

developed in early research for quantitative studies (Dake, 1991). "The theory 

specifies that there are four types of people: egalitarian, individualistic, hierarchic 

and fatalistic" (Sjoberg, 2000, p 5). Egalitarians choose [italics added] to be 

concerned with technology and the environment. Individualists are concerned 

with war and any threat to the markets, Hierarchists tend to be more concerned 

with law and order and fatalists with none of the above mentioned (Sjoberg, 

2000), 

In a study presented by Rogers (1997), information was offered that 

experience has an effect on perception. According to Rogers (1997): 

Human perception rests on a foundation of experience. Because 
nsks are potential hazards they are by definition perceived; 
however, they are perceived from a foundation of overall 
experience that seldom includes experience with the specific 
hazard, p, 747 

Viscusi (1989) argued, "when risk events occur, the information associated with 

them is factored into the perception calculus at a fractional value with all other 

relevant experiences" (p. 6). 

"Risk research has expanded from the domains of technology, statistics, 

and economics, into social and behavioral science" (Gustafson, 1998 p, 805), 
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Psychological studies have shown noteworthy subjective components in 

individuals' perceptions of risk, while sociologists and anthropologists have 

reported that risks can also be socially and culturally constructed. In addition, 

gender research has shown that gender does make a significant difference and 

that neither social nor scientific knowledge about reality is gender neutral 

(Nicholson, 1997). Gustafson (1998) said, "it is widely accepted among risk 

analysts that women and men differ in their perceptions of risk" (p, 806), The way 

in which men and women differ is difficult to understand because different 

methodological approaches tend to show different, sometimes contradictory 

pictures of gender differences. 

According to Gustafson (1998), two researchers Jakobson and Karlsson 

investigated risk perception. Through qualitative interviews in a study in Sweden 

where women and men differ very little in the labor force, asking what risks 

people were concerned about and found distinct gender differences: 

Women were more oriented toward home and family, mainly 
perceiving nsks as threats to their family and other persons with 
whom they had close relations and to their home (e.g, fire). 
Accident risks, health risks, and risk of death were often mentioned. 
Men's concerns were to a higher degree related to their working 
life, e,g, risks of unemployment, and economic problems, (p, 806) 

Other studies found that women frequently mention environmental risk 

where men commonly are more concerned with certain health risks and safety 

(Fisher, 1991). In addition, other findings exposed men were more concerned 
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with industrial accidents and women worried more about overexertion injuries 

and disease. 

How Consumers View Biotechnoloqy 

Many environmental interest and consumer groups have expressed strong 

opposition toward the production of genetically engineered foods. These groups 

may have valid arguments, but misperceptions and disinformation about GMOs 

have also been reported, 

A research study conducted by the British Food Standards Agency seven 

human volunteers who for various reasons had their lower intestine removed. 

After being fed a burger containing genetically engineered soy, the researchers 

compared their stools with 12 people with normal complete digestive systems. 

The study found that the individuals who were missing a portion of their 

intestines, had a relatively large portions of genetically modified DNA survived 

the digestive tract. No traces of genetically modified DNA were found in those 

individuals who had complete digestive systems. This was seen as a "dynamite" 

breakthrough by Friends of the Earth, an activist group (Vidal, 2002), However, 

this study only affected the seven with portions of their intesfines removed, 

studies have also shown that this type of individual is more susceptible to other 

forms of illness (Vidal, 2002). 

Another group of activists during a protest at a local grocery store in 

Toronto, Canada dressed in costumes that symbolized [italics added] negative 
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effects of GMOs, One particular costume was a woman dressed as a tomato 

with a fish head and eyes coming from the belly of the tomato. During the protest 

a newspaper captured the moment and the costume in a picture used to 

accompany the story. The costume was directed at the splicing offish genes into 

tomatoes to add a longer shelf-life. According to Addario (2002), there are no 

supermarket tomatoes [in Canada] that are packed with fish genes. However, 

since the photograph of this costume was published in the paper, it is likely that it 

created a negative percepfion of GMOs in at least a few of the readers. 

In the United States, most Americans are not aware of how much food 

biotechnology has become a part of their food supply (Hoban, 2001), In a study 

performed by the Pew Foundation for Agricultural Biotechnology, almost half 

surveyed did not know if genefically modified foods were safe (Hoban, 2001), 

Hoban (2001) explains that acceptance of certain biotechnology innovafions 

(insect protected crops, disease resistant animals, faster growing fish) has 

lowered from 1992 to 2000, Insect resistant crops were accepted by 63 % of 

those surveyed in 1992 compared to 51% in 2000, Disease resistant animals 

were accepted by 54% of those surveyed in 1992 compared to only 38% in 2000, 

and faster growing fish went from 32% acceptance in 1992 to 23% in 2000 

(Hoban, 2001). 
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Science Reporting 

"Many people underesfimate how difficult scientific writing is" (Alley, 1996, 

p,1), One of the difficulties involved with science reporting is the "inherent 

complexity of the subject matter" (Alley, 1996; Slovic, 2002). In addition, science 

reporting can be difficult due to the "inherent complexity of the language" (Alley, 

1996). Alley explains that there are four constraints involved in science writing; 

audience, format, mechanics, and polifics. For the purpose of this review, only 

audience and politics will be explained further. 

Audience determines which words to define and how in-depth you go into 

the subject. Alley (1996) stated that "success in science writing depends on you 

making a bridge to your audience" (p. 4). Politics affects scientific wrifing in 

many ways. Scientist and engineers must remain honest, yet safisfy lawyers and 

bureaucrats. This often leads to poor communication between science and 

media (Alley, 1996), 

According to Washington Post reporter Marc Kaufman, "science is hard, 

but you can boil it down" (Agbiotech, 2002). Science reporters often report on 

controversial and evolving sciences where the "story" changes from week to 

week, Slovic (2002) defends journalists because of difficulties that face media in 

reporting science news: 

Journalists operate under many constraints, including tight 
deadlines, the pressure of competition to be first with a story and 
limitations on space or time (for TV reports). But the major 
difference stems from the inherent complexity of risk 
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stories...Because of the technical complexity of the subject matter, 
journalists must depend upon expert sources, p. 192 

According to T. Ten Eyck (2003) media coverage, specifically of scientific 

and technological issues, tend to form a progressive frame during the early or 

developmental stages. Media then shifts to a more polemic debate with a 

negative frame as society becomes more aware of the possible risks associated 

with the technology. Ten Eyck (2003) used examples such as nuclear power and 

flight. Dunng the beginning stages of nuclear power and fime leading up to 

World War II, media framed stories with a positive message. As the technology 

formed, more reports of dangers, such as Three Mile Island and the Cold War 

were covered more than benefits illustrated in the media (Ten Eyck, 2003). With 

flight, when Orville and Wilbur Wright first left the ground, media reported on the 

endless possibilities of this new invention, rather than the dangers involved with 

fiying or the negative implications such as war vehicles and weapons of 

destruction. 

Media and Biotechnology 

Much of the information people receive about nsks comes from the mass 

media (Frewer, 2002). According to Agbiotech (2002), media coverage is not 

monolithic: 

Media coverage varies widely from television to magazines to 
newspapers to the Internet. Even within individual media forms, 
such as newspapers, biotech stories may be presented in a 
spectrum ranging from short non-bylined news pieces to long. 
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exhaustive series that include graphics and explanatory sidebar 
stories. Radio and television also handle science stories with 
varying degrees to thoroughness. (p.1) 

According to Whaley and Doerfert (2003), "television, newspapers and 

magazines consistently rank high as consumer information sources about food 

safety, the food system and food-related risks" (p. 1). 

Since the beginning of biotechnology, the media have reported on it. In a 

content analysis performed by Ten Eyck (2003) on the New York Times, a June 

29, 1980 article on genetic engineering said that "reassembled DNA might be 

used to make pharmaceuticals cheaper, produce whole new classes of drugs, 

turn out chemicals more efficiently, clean up toxic wastes or accelerate food 

production" (p, 10), On November 26, 1993, the New York Times reported that 

genetic engineering could be used to reach higher yields, nutrifional value, flavor 

and insect resistance- all benefits. Recently, much of the media has switched 

gears and has used words such as "frankenfood" in articles and headlines to 

describe GMOs, obviously displaying a negafive theme (Addario, 2002). 

Like Ten Eyck, Logan (2000) agrees that media have covered 

biotechnology since its existence, but argues that media have been using the 

wrong news beats. In many newsrooms in the United States, biotechnology 

stories were covered as a business story, "focusing on the growth and 

investments of biotechnology firms, their economic and social challenges, and 

the reaction by product users and fiscal prospects of the future" (p. 197), Logan 

(2001) states that, "some of news media's challenges and problems in covering 
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agrobiotechnology might be linked to structural organization and tradifions within 

the nation's newsrooms" (p, 194). Logan (2000) explains that there are 

excepfions. Some reporters have covered the impact that biotechnology will 

have on the environment. 

In an executive summary released by the Internafional Food Information 

Council Foundation (IFIC) (2002), "coverage of biotechnology doubled in 2001" 

(p. 2), IFIC (2002) states that biotechnology made big news in 1999 due to trade 

disputes with the European Union and the United States and a scientific study 

claiming biotech crops had harmed monarch butterflies. 

Vestal and Briers (2000) studied the knowledge, attitudes and perceptions 

of newspaper journalists in the United States regarding food biotechnology. 

Their findings indicated that newspaper journalists in the United States have a 

lack of knowledge about food biotechnology, when over 75% said they had an 

average to somewhat high knowledge level of food biotechnology (Vestal & 

Briers, 2000), Newspaper journalists believed that genetic modification of 

humans were somewhat unacceptable, of animals and forest/landscape plants 

was somewhat acceptable, and that biotechnology will have a positive effect on 

world hunger. Vestal and Briers (2000) asked newspaper journalists to rate their 

faith (i,e,, accurate and unbiased) in sources used. The most faith was given to 

university professors and the least faith was given to biotechnology companies. 

Journalists' level of acceptance increased with the increase of perceived 

knowledge of food biotechnology. Vestal and Briers (2000) explain that there 
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was a positive correlation with journalists' knowledge and their acceptance of 

biotechnology. 

Media Bias 

The media attempts to control bias by balancing the story by pitting one 

voice against another. By balancing news stories, the media often feel that bias 

is controlled. The problem with balancing science stories is that sometimes a 

Nobel Prize-winning scientist is countered by an acfivist who may have strong 

opinion, but lack the expertise of a scienfist (Agbiotech, 2002), 

In a study by Whitaker and Dyer (2000), sources of bias in agricultural 

news reporting were sought. Their purpose was to "determine how selection of 

informafional sources and media presentafion contributed to the bias levels of 

articles in types of periodicals, news and agricultural, in regards to the 

environment and food safety" (p, 125), In this study, the researchers found that 

62,1% of environmental and food safety issues was reported in news magazines 

such as Newsweek and Time, The study also found that news magazines 

reported a higher number of articles on environmental and food safety than 

agricultural magazines. According to Whitaker and Dyer (2000), this is due to the 

percentage of articles in news magazines versus articles of environment and 

food safety. Their research also found that most of the sources used were 

educafional and governmental. 
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In a study by Whaley (2002), news magazines were analyzed using 

keywords such as, genetically modified food, genetically engineered food, 

biotech food, and genetically engineered crops. The news magazines used were 

Business Week, Newsweek, Time and U.S. News & World Report (Whaley, 

2002). Of the stories analyzed, 62% were determined to be neutral in story 

appeal (bias), while only 23% were considered to be negative (Whaley, 2002), 

Although some bias was found (posifive or negative) in the study, the majority of 

stories remained neutral (Whaley, 2002). 

The Internafional Food Information Council (2002) noted in their execufive 

summary that the media debate over biotechnology was "notably lopsided" (p. 2). 

The IFIC (2002) reported that biotechnology was framed by its "alleged threats to 

human health, comments about known or possible negative health 

consequences of food biotechnology outpaced benefit claims by eight to one" (p. 

2). The study also showed that arguments over the possibility of the harms from 

food biotechnology came out strongly on the side of danger. Two out of three 

opinions (67%) presented biotechnology as a risk, while one of three defended 

the safety of food biotechnology (IFIC, 2002). 

Understanding of Audience 

Risk Communicafion 

We now live in a society of risk with industry, employers, and government 

asking society to accept more risks everyday (Beck, 1992), As agricultural 
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communicators, it is important to understand the risks of consumers within our 

own industry. This understanding along with the knowledge of risk 

communication will aid practifioners in developing a means of relaying 

information to consumers and will extinguish any mispercepfions the consumer 

might have (Woods, 2002), 

By definition, risk communication "is a science-based approach for 

effectively communicafing in high concern, low-trust, sensitive or controversial 

situations "(Covello, 1992, as cited in Woods, 2002, p, 159), Risk communication 

can also be defined as, "the interactive process of exchange of information 

among individuals, groups and institutions" (National Research Council, 1989, as 

cited in Woods, 2002, p, 159). Risk communicafion has derived from the field of 

risk analysis rather than communicafions, therefore restricfing risk 

communication to a limited basis in the tenets of communications (Fischoff, 

1998). Initially, the understood assumption of risk communicafion was that risk 

perception could be changed if people were given additional informafion 

(Covello, 1988). Later, "the goal of risk communicafion focused more on the 

process of incorporating public interests in decisions involving risk" (Rogers, 

1997, p. 745). Fischoff, a leading psychologist and researcher in the field of 

decision-making, derived a summary of the evolution of risk communicafion over 

the last 20 years by suggesfing an eight-stage table that shows development of 

the "focal communications strategy that practitioners hoped to be effective" 

(Fischoff, 1995, p, 137), Even though risk communicafions has evolved, each 
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stage builds on the latter, not replacing them, however. The table is as follows 

(Table 2,1). 

Table 2.1. Focal Communicafions Strategy 

Stage 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Action 

All we have to do is get the numbers right 

All we have to do is tell them the numbers 

All we have to do is explain what we mean by the numbers 

All we have to do is show them the that they've accepted 
similar numbers in the past 

All we have to do is show them that it's a good deal for them 

All we have to do is treat them nice 

All we have to do is make them partners 

All of the above 

Purpose of Risk Communicafion 

The essenfial purpose of risk communication is to inform (changing 

knowledge), persuade (changing attitude/behavior), and consult (Renn, 1998). 

Renn also suggests that risk communicafion exists: 

• To make sure that all receivers of the message are able and 
capable of understanding the meaning of the messages they 
receive; 

• To persuade receivers of a message to change their attitudes or 
their behavior with respect to a specific cause or class or risks; 
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• To provide the conditions for a dialogue on risk issues so that all 
affected parties can take part in an effective, competent and 
demographic conflict resolution process, (p. 1) 

"The National Research Council has proposed that risk communication serve 

two purposes, that of providing information and that of influencing behaviors" 

(Frewer, 1997, p, 759). 

Summan/ of Review of Literature 

The complexity of today's agriculture industry creates the need for the 

science of risk communication. This need can be measured by the amount of 

potential and real risk within this ever growing and technologically improving 

industry. Risk communications is no longer limited to business, rather, now to 

the cooperation of the media and business. This exchange will allow greater 

understanding for both groups. This knowledge exchange will allow consumers 

to better understand risks of agriculture, particularly GMOs, and to extinguish any 

misperceptions they might have. Agricultural-based businesses will better 

understand the consumer's concerns and be able to inform the public with the 

proper informafion to make an educational judgment. 

The literature illustrates that percepfions of risk can be distorted and/or 

underreported. In addition, perceptions can differ within the general public (such 

as between genders). 

Genetic engineering is sfill a new process with little long-term research to 

answer any questions of risk. With this technology changing so rapidly, many 
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activist groups fear what may come from these products. These groups have 

utilized tactics and methods to increase the percepfion of risk. Even though 

major government agencies within the United States allow the production of 

genetically engineered products, consumers fear the risks that may occur with 

consuming these products may be increasing. 

It is the duty of the mass media to inform the public. This includes 

reporting the potential risks and benefits of agricultural biotechnologies. At 

present, studies have been done on journalisfic or print mediums but little is 

known on how radio and television broadcasters interpret and report on 

biotechnology. It is important that we fill this gap in our industry and determine 

the ability of the media to accomplish this task. In doing so, we must understand 

how the media obtains their informafion and where they receive it from. We must 

also identify any factors that might cause a story to become distorted. The 

results of this study will impact the preparafion of future agricultural 

communicators as well as the introducfions of the agriculture industry with the 

media. 
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CHAPTER 111 

METHODOLOGY 

The major purpose of this study is to determine: (1) the importance for and 

perceived understanding of biotechnology by media professionals who are 

members of the National Association of Farm Broadcasters, (2) their current 

reporting pracfices and procedures for reporting biotechnology, and (3) their 

attitudes and personal behavior toward GMO's, In addition, the survey will reveal 

any fears or concerns that farm broadcasters have toward GMOs, As a means 

of accomplishing the purpose of the study, answers to the following quesfions 

were sought: 

1, How do media professionals currenfiy report on genetically modified 

organisms and biotechnology? 

2, How do farm broadcasters view their audience's perceived risk 

associated with biotechnology that (a) are consumed by people, (b) 

eaten by animals that are consumed by people, and (c) fibers that are 

worn by people 

3, How do farm broadcasters receive their information on biotechnology? 

4, Do media professionals feel that industry needs to do more to educate 

the media? 
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5, How do farm broadcasters personally perceive risk involved in 

biotechnology? 

Design of the Study 

This study was conducted using a descriptive-correlational design. 

Descriptive research is quantitative-based and is used to "ask questions about 

the nature, incidence or distribufion of variables and the relationships among 

variables" (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1996 as cited in Villareal, 2002). 

Population and Sample 

The target population of this study is actual farm broadcasters who are 

members of the National Association of Farm Broadcasters as listed in the on

line databases on January 8, 2003, The database was reviewed to determine 

which members were farm broadcasters and which were only members of the 

NAFB, A census on all farm broadcasters was ufilized for this study for a 

resulting N of 141, 

Instrumentation 

A descriptive questionnaire was created to conduct this study. The 

researcher drew upon information gathered through a review of literature as well 

as questions from Wingenbach, Rutherford, and Dunsford (2003) to construct the 

questionnaire. This quesfionnaire was designed to collect informafion regarding 
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farm broadcasters' knowledge and percepfions of biotechnology and their current 

reporting pracfices. The questionnaire was designed in both print and electronic 

format located at a specific website. 

The questionnaire consisted of five sections. Secfion 1 determined the 

importance of knowing about biotechnology within the farm broadcasters' 

position. This secfion was constructed as a quantitafive gathering procedure and 

consisted of five questions, 

Secfion 2 was devised to understand the current reporting pracfices of 

farm broadcasters. Constructs were created to determine what these practices 

might be. Some questions within the secfions were open-ended in order to 

receive a more detailed response. 

Secfion 3 was used to determine the broadcaster's perceptions of 

consumers and consumer behavior toward biotechnology. This secfion 

contained four quesfions, 

Secfion 4 was used to determine the knowledge level of farm 

broadcasters dealing with specific biotechnology issues. This section included 

eight quesfions from a study conducted by Wingenbach, Rutherford, and 

Dunsford (2003) to measure the biotechnology knowledge level of agricultural 

college students. These questions were used to measure farm broadcasters 

knowledge of biotechnology. 

The final secfion, Section 5, was used to accumulate demographic 

information from the respondents. 
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In order to establish the content validity of the instrument, the instrument 

was presented to a panel of professors at Texas Tech University, graduate 

students within the agricultural communicafions department at Texas Tech 

University and media professionals for review. Based on feedback from the 

panel, changes were made before administering the survey to the population. 

Data Collection 

A bimodal survey method (Brashears, Bullock, & Akers, 2003) was used 

to collect data for this study. Each subject received a pre-notice letter by mail 

oufiining the study and its importance on June 19, 2003, On July 7, 2003, a 

survey packet was sent via e-mail to all participants. The signatures of the 

researcher and chairperson of this thesis committee appeared on the cover 

letter. Each quesfionnaire was coded to identify respondents. On July 14, 2003, 

a thank you/reminder email was sent to all the participants encouraging non-

respondents to participate. On July 22, 2003, a second survey packet with cover 

letter was sent via mail (U.S, Postal Service) to all non-respondents, A second 

thank you/reminder postcard was mailed to the remaining non-respondents on 

August 5, 2003. On August 19, 2003, the last and final round of sun/eys was 

mailed to the remaining participants. Those who had not responded to this final 

mailing were called on August 28-29, 2003, by the researcher to further 

encourage their participation in the study. Respondents were grouped into two 

categories, early and late respondents. The final response was 63 (44,6%) 
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participants. These groups were compared to non-respondents to check for any 

significant differences with none being found. Therefore, non-respondent 

answers will be assumed similar to late respondents (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers 

2001). 

Data Analysis 

Questionnaire responses were coded and entered into a Microsoft Excel 

computer file for Windows XP PC version. A team of graduate students and 

professors at Texas Tech University performed a content analysis on the 

qualitative responses to determine which predetermined categories the 

responses should be placed in. In order to permit statistical treatment, numerical 

values were assigned to categories. Data was analyzed using the Statisfical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Descriptive stafistics were applied to 

demographic background and responses to quantitative answers of the subjects, 

T-tests and ANOVAs were conducted to compare responses with demographic 

informafion, but no significant differences were found. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS AND RESULTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine the ability of media 

professionals in the National Association of Farm Broadcasters (NAFB) to report 

accurate informafion to the public. Farm broadcasters were selected and 

questioned to determine how they choose stories, where they get their 

information from (sources), personal perceptions of biotechnology (bias) and how 

they viewed their audience's perception on biotechnology issues. 

The previous chapter described the methodology used in this exploratory 

study. The methods used to collect data, steps taken to improve validity, and 

data analyses were discussed. This chapter will present the data collected from 

the respondents. 
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In order to better understand farm broadcasters, demographic 

characteristics were sought. The gender of respondents is shown in Figure 4,1 

Most respondents were male (73,8%), while only 16 (26.2%) were female. 

G e n d e r 

Fema le 
2 6 % 

El Male m Female 

Male 
7 4 % 

Figure 4,1 Gender of Respondents 

The median age of all respondents (60) was 43,5 years of age. When 

divided into categories of 35 years or less, 36-50 years, or over 51 years; each 

age category was similar (Table 4.1). The over 51 category was the largest with 

35% of respondents, followed by the 36-50 group (33.3%) and 35 or younger 

group (31.7%), respectively. 
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Table 4,1, Age of Respondents 
Age in years Number of responses Percentage (% 

35 or less 19 317 

36 - 50 20 33,3 

51 and over 21 35.0 

Total 60^ 100,0 

2 missing cases 

Most (84,2%) were married, while a few (12.3%) were single. There was 

one respondent who was divorced and one who was widowed (Table 4.2). 

Table 4.2. Marital Status of Respondents 

Response Number of Responses Percentage (%) 

Married 48 84^2 

Single 7 12.3 

Divorced 1 1.8 

Widowed 1 1,8 

Totai 57^ 100.0 

^ 6 missing cases 

The majority (86.2%) of respondents work only in radio, while a small 

number (13.8%) worked in both radio and another medium (Table 4,3), 
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Table 4,3. Broadcast Position(s) of Respondents 
Medium 

Multiple Media ( Radio +) 

Radio Only 

Total 

Number of responses 

8 

50 

58^ 

Percentage (%) 

13.8 

86,2 

100,0 

4 missing cases 

Educafion level was another factor used to describe the respondents. The 

data pertaining to educafional level is found in Figure 4.4. Over half (58.6%) of 

the respondents had a bachelors degree, while 16 (27.6%) had some college 

training but had not completed a degree. A very small percent (8.6%) had 

advanced degrees. The majority of bachelor degrees were in journalism or 

agricultural communicafions. Few degrees were sought outside of the 

communication or agricultural fields. 
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Table 4,4, Education Level of Respondents 
Education Level 

High School Diploma 

Some College 

Bachelors Degree 

Masters Degree 

Total 

Major 

Communicafions 

Ag Communicafions 

Agricultural Related 

Other 

Total 

Number of responses 

3 

16 

34 

5 

58" 

Number of Responses 

14 

7 

7 

4 

32 

Percentage (%) 

5,2 

27,6 

58,6 

8.6 

100.0 

Percentage (%) 

43.8 

21.8 

21.8 

12.6 

100.0 

4 missing cases 

Respondents were asked to provide audience size for further 

interpretation. The majority (57.6%) of respondents have an audience size of 

50,000 or over, while 14 (23.7%) have audience sizes between 20,001-50,000 

(Table 4.5), 

Table 4,5, Audience Size of Respondents 
Audience Size Number of Responses Percentage (% 

<20,000 

20,000-50,000 

>50,000 

11 

14 

34 

18,6 

23.7 

57.6 

Total 59' 100.0 

3 missing cases 
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Research quesfion one was to describe how media professionals currently 

report on genetically modified organisms and biotechnology. The following 

tables present informafion about farm broadcasters and how they are reporting 

on biotechnology. 

The percentage of farm broadcasters who reported on GMOs is shown in 

Table 4,6, Most (93,4%) had reported on GMOs in their career as a broadcaster. 

Only four respondents (6,6%) have never reported on GMOs, 

Table 4,6. Respondents Who Reported on GMOs at Least Once 
Did you report? Number of responses Percentage (%) 

Yes 57 93,4 
No 4 6,6 

Total 61" 100,0 

1 missing data 

Of the respondents who have reported on GMOs, the majority of their 

story topics were balanced and showed no posifive or negative framing (Table 

4,7), 

Table 4.7. Framing of Respondent Stories 
Framing Number of Responses Percentage (%) 

Positive 5 10.2 

Neutral 35 71.4 

Negative 9 18.4 

Total 49^ 100.0 

14 missing cases 
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Most respondents reported on producer issues such as trade, regulations, 

and seed crop technology. Many consumer issues were also reported on such 

as risks and concerns, benefits and the future of biotechnology (Figure 4,2). 

33% 

12% 

H Producer issues 

im Consumer Issues 

^Future 

S Benefits 

M Risl<s/Concerns 

DPoiitical 

Figure 4,2, Story Themes of GMO Story Topics that Respondents have Reported 
on 

The majority (82,5%) of farm broadcasters reported on genetically 

modified organisms or topics that relate to GMOs on a weekly basis (Table 4,8), 

The largest group (56,1%) responded that they report on a weekly basis while 

only three (5,3%) report on an annual basis. 

43 



Table 4,8, Frequency that Respondents Report on GMOS 
When reported 

Daily 
More than once a week 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Annually 

Total 

Number who 
reported 

6 
9 

32 
7 
3 

57" 

Percentage (%) 

10,5 
15,8 
56,1 
12,3 
5,3 

100,0 
5 missing cases 

Most (71.7%) farm broadcasters believed it was extremely important to 

have a knowledge base of the subject before reporting on it (Figure 4.3). Only 

1.7% (1) felt it was not important, while 16 respondents (26.7%) believed having 

a knowledge base was somewhat important. 

Most respondents believed that having a knowledge base on the subject 

they were reporting made it easier to report. Other respondents felt that knowing 

the subject made them more credible to their audience, while others felt that a 

knowledge base would prevent any mistakes or misinformation on the subject. 

The few respondents that did not feel a knowledge base was important used bias 

as a reason. These respondents believed that not having a knowledge base 

would allow broadcasters to collect factual and opinions from all sources, limifing 

bias. 
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as 

LL 

03 

71.7% 

26.7% 

1.7% 

Extremely Important Somewhat Important Not Important 

Figure 4,3, Importance of Knowledge Base According to Respondents 

Over half (51,6%) used current issues as their major source for 

biotechnology story ideas. About one-fourth (25.8%) got their story ideas from 

press releases, while 11,3% used some other source, such as the internet or ag 

radio networks (Table 4,9), 
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Table 4,9. Story Idea Sources for Biotechnology 
Source Number of Respondents Percentage (% 

Press Releases 

Current Issues 

Other Publications 

Audience Interests 

Other 

16 

32 

1 

1 

7 

25.8 

51.6 

1.6 

1.6 

11.3 

Total 57= 91,9' 

responses reported on 
'^ percentage of reported responses 

Respondents primarily used industry professionals (47,5%) as a source in 

biotechnology related-stones. University professors (16,9%) and government 

agencies (15,3%) were also noted as primary sources for biotechnology stories 

(Figure 4,4), 

11 % 17% 

16% 

B University Professors 
3: Government Agencies 

>Js Local Sources 
^y. Industry Professionals 
g Consumers 

a Other 

Figure 4,4. Primary Biotechnology Source used by Respondents 
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Significance was sought to determine variables to why respondents 

reported on biotechnology the way they did. To accomplish this objective, a chi-

square test was used to determine if the frequency of which respondents 

reported on biotechnology had any correlafion with the size of their audience. 

There were no significant differences (.452) found (Table 4.10), 

Table 4,10. Chi-square Analysis on Frequency of Reporting by Audience Size 
Frequency 

(Percentage) 
Audience Size 

Frequency of reporting <20,000 20,001-50,000 >50,000 Total 
More than once a week 

Weekly 

Less than once a week 

Total 

2 
(20%) 

7 
(70%) 

1 
(10%) 

10 
(100%) 

5 
(41.7%) 

4 
(33.3%) 

3 
25%) 

12 
(100%) 

7 
(21.9%) 

19 
(59.4%) 

6 
(18.8%) 

32 
(100%) 

14 
(25.9%) 

30 
(55.6%) 

10 
(10%) 

54 
(100%) 

Note: Chi-Square= 3.676, p= .452 

No significant difference (p=.179) was found between the frequency 

respondents reported on biotechnology and the broadcast coverage area (Table 

4.11). Broadcast coverage area was determined by categorizing responses. 

Local was considered to be broadcasts that only reached a small area such as a 

few cities or a state. Wide coverage consisted of multiple states or a nafionally 

syndicated broadcast. 

47 



Table 4,11, Chi-Square Analysis on Frequency of Reporting by Broadcast 
Coverage Area. 

Frequency of 
reporting 
More than once a 
week 
Weekly 

Less than once a 
week 

Total 

Broadcast 
Local 

5 
(16.7%) 

18 
(60%) 

7 
(23,3%) 

30 
(100%) 

Coverage 
Wide Coverage 

7 
(41,2%) 

7 
(28%) 

3 
(17.6%) 

17 
(100%) 

Total 

12 
(25.5%) 

25 
(53.2%) 

10 
(21.3%) 

47 
(100%) 

Note: Chi-Square= 3.441, p= .179 

Research question two was to determine how farm broadcasters perceive 

their audience's potenfial risk associated with biotechnology that (a) are 

consumed by people, (b) eaten by animals that are consumed by people, and (c) 

fibers that are worn by people. Figure 4,5, describes farm broadcasters 

perception of their audience's potenfial concern dealing with consumer 

consumption of genetically modified organisms, consuming organisms that have 

eaten GMOs, and consumers wearing GMO fibers. Over half (55,7%) felt that 

their audience perceives consuming GMOs as a risk, while 36,1% (22) believe 

that their audience does not perceive consuming GMOs as a risk. Respondents 

believe that 42,6% of their audience perceives eafing organisms that have 

consumed GMOs as a potential risk, while 52, 5% believe their audience does 

not perceive this as a risk. Three (4.9%) did not have an opinion. Most (83,6%) 

respondents did not perceive their audience being concerned with wearing GMO 
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fibers. Some (4,9%) did believe their audience perceived GMO fibers as a risk, 

while 11,5% did not have an opinion. 

B Yes 

D No 

El No 
opinion 

mng GMOS feting organisms that 
have eaten GMOs 

Wearing GMOs 

Figure 4.5. Farm Broadcaster Percepfion of Audience Concern About 
Consumption of GMOs 

Farm broadcaster's perception of their audience's concern about potential 

risks involved with GMOs and farm broadcaster gender were cross tabulated to 

determine any significance between the variables. No significant differences 

were established (Table 4,12). 
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Table 4.12. Chi-Square Analysis on Farm Broadcaster Perception of Their 
Audience's Concern with GMOs by Farm Broadcaster Gender 

Farm Broadcaster Percepfion 

Do consumers perceive consuming GMOS as 
a risk?" 

Total 

Yes 

No 

No opinion 

Do consumers perceive eafing organisms that 
have consumed GMOs as a risk? 

Total 

Yes 

No 

No opinion 

Do consumers perceive wearing GMO fibers 
as a risk?'̂  

Total 

Yes 

No 

No opinion 

Ger 
Male 

25 
(55.6%) 

15 
(33.3%) 

5 
(11.1%) 

45 
(100%) 

21 
(46,7%) 

21 
(46,7%) 

3 
(6,7%) 

45 
(100%) 

3 
(6,7%) 

35 
(77.8%) 

7 
(15.6%) 

45 
(100%) 

Frequency 
(Percentage 
ider 

Female 

9 
(56.3%) 

7 
(43,8%) 

0 
(0%) 
16 

(100%) 

11 
(68,8%) 

5 
(31,3%) 

0 
(0%) 
16 

(100%) 

0 
(0%) 
16 

(100%) 
0 

(0%) 
16 

(100%) 

y 

Total 

34 
(55,7%) 

22 
(36,1%) 

5 
(8,2%) 

61 
(100%) 

32 
(52.5%) 

26 
(42.6%) 

3 
(4.9%) 

61 
(100%) 

3 
(4.9%) 

51 
(83.6%) 

7 
(11.5%) 

61 
(100%) 

'^ Note: percent within gender 
^ Chi Square= 2,134, p= ,344 
^ Chi-Square= 2,822, p= .244 
'̂  Chi-Square=4.253, p= .119 
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The majority of respondents (70%) believe that the greatest risk 

percepfion of consumers is eafing GMOs. Almost one-fourth (21.7%) believe 

that consumers do not see any concern associated with GMOs (Table 4.13), 

Table 4,13, Greatest Consumer Risk Concern Perceived by Respondents 

Concern Number of responses Percentage (°/ 
Eafing GMOS 42 70,0 
Eating animals that ate 5 8.3 
GMOS 
Wearing GMO fiber 0 0,0 
None of the above 1^ 21_J 

Tota^ 60^ 100,0 
" 2 missing cases 

The respondents believe that consumers look for quality and value in food 

products over other attributes. Heath concerns and diet issues were also 

perceived by farm broadcasters as something consumers look for when buying 

food products. 

Research quesfion three was to determine how farm broadcasters receive 

their information on biotechnology. Table 4,14 shows where respondents get 

most of their personal informafion on biotechnology. The majority (n=23, 41,8%) 

chose the "other" category, while 30,9% (n=17) received their informafion from 

trade publications. The "other" category was receded due to the amount of 

responses. Responses in this category were broken into; Internet, government 

agencies, radio, news/wire services. 
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Table 4.14, Respondent Source for Personal Biotechnology Informafion 

Response 

Newspapers 

Trade Publicafions 

Food Companies 

Other 

Total 

Number of responses 

8 

17 

7 

23 

55" 

Percentage (% 

14,5 

30,9 

12.7 

41.8 

100.0 

Other responses Number of responses Percentage (% 

Internet 

Government Agencies 

Radio 

News/Wire services 

4 

5 

2 

4 

26.7 

33.3 

13.3 

26.7 

Total 15' 100.0 

^ 7 missing cases 
'' 8 missing cases 

Research question four was to determine if farm broadcasters felt that 

industry professionals should do more to educate the media about biotechnology. 

The majority (93.4%) of respondents felt that it is the responsibility of industry 

professionals to educate the media about biotechnology, while only 6.6% (4) 

believed that it was not (Figure 4.6), 
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93.4 

OYes 

HNo 

Yes No 

Figure 4,6, Respondent Perception of "Should Industry Educate the Media?" 

Those who responded that industry professionals have a responsibility to 

communicate informafion to the media feel that this information helps balance 

stories as well as aids in the accuracy of reporting. In addition, many 

respondents felt that it was industries responsibility to inform the public about 

their products. The overall theme of respondents was that better understanding 

of a subject leads to more informed decisions. The respondents who do not 

believe industry has a responsibility to inform the media felt that industry was not 

looked at by their audience as a believable/credible source. The respondents 

believed that industry is bias toward their products and would not be factual in 

their statements (Table 4,15), 
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22 
3 

10 

18 
4 

38,6 
5,1 

17,6 
31,6 
7,1 

Table 4,15, Categories Formed by Respondent Responses to "Should Industry 
Educate the Media? 

Category Number of Percentage (%) 
Responses 

Better understanding by audience 

Better understanding relieves fear 

Truth/accuracy 

Industry is credible/responsible 

Industry is bias 

Total 57 100,0 

" 1 missing case 

Research question five was to determine farm broadcaster's personal 

perceptions about risk involved with biotechnology and their attitudes toward 

biotechnology. In Table 4,16, questions that were asked to farm broadcasters 

are listed with the mean average of the respondent responses. A five point 

Likert-type scale was used to determine responses. Respondents (x= 4.28) 

strongly agreed that the United States food supply was safe, whereas most (x= 

2.16) disagreed that they regularly buy organic food. 
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Table 4.16. Respondent Answers to GMO Attitude Quesfions 
Questions Mean 

Our food supply is safe, 4.28 

1 regularly read the ingredient or nutritional labels. 3.30 

1 am concerned with the way food is produced in the United 2.79 

States. 

I regularly buy organically labeled food. 2.16 

Farm products are less acceptable to consumers when genetically 2.43 

modified seed is used. 

I would buy vegetables that have been genefically modified to 3.92 

reduce the risk of cancer or heart disease. 

Food containing genefically modified ingredients should be 3.20 

labeled. 
Currenfiy the majority of food I consume has been genefically 3.20 

modified. 

The benefits of genefically modified foods outweigh their risks. 3.93 

Note: Scale used was 5= Strongly Agree; 4= Agree; 3= Undecided, 2= Disagree; 
1= Strongly Disagree 

The majority (67.8%) of respondents believed that GMOs were not a risk 

to future generations. Twelve respondents (20.3%) did think there were risks 

involved with GMOs for future generafions, while 11.9% (7) did not have an 

opinion on the topic (Figure 4,7). This was different than how farm broadcasters 

perceive their audience's percepfions on risk for future generafions. Farm 

broadcasters perceived their audience as being more concerned with GMOs for 

future generafions (47.5%). 
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S Aojdience Perceived 

D Farm Broadcaster 
percepfion 

Yes No No opinion 

Figure 4.7 Are GMOs a Risk for Future Generations? 

Respondents noted that when it came to buying food products, health and 

diet issues were the major determining factor. Quality was also a main factor in 

deciding upon food products. Other factors such as origin of growth (local/U,S.), 

value and appearance were also mentioned. When respondents were asked to 

explain what they avoided when buying food products, again health and diet 

issues were a factor, but appearance and taste ranked higher as factors to avoid 

than it did when buying food products. 

Informafion was sought to determine the knowledge level of farm 

broadcasters on biotechnology. Quesfions about biotechnology issues were 

asked and respondents were scored according to the amount of quesfions they 
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answered correcfiy. There was variation within how many questions the 

respondents answered correcfiy. A third (33,3%) answered five of eight 

questions correct, while 22,2% answered four of eight correct and 27,8% 

answered three correct (Table 4,17), 

Table 4,17, Respondent Test Total Answered Correcfiy 
Questions correct Number of respondents Percentage (% 

Two 2 5.6 

Three 10 27,8 

Four 8 22,2 

Five 12 33,3 

Six 4 11,1 

Total 36^ 100,0 

" 26 missing cases 

In Table 4,18, the amount of respondents who answered each question 

correct is shown. The majority of respondents (96.4%) answered the question 

about bt corn correct, while only 27.7% answered the ripening of tomatoes 

question correct. 

57 



Table 4.18. Test Quesfions Answered Correcfiy by Respondents 
Questions 

Ripening of tomatoes is being modified 
by introducing: genes of the tomato 
inserted in reverse form 

Bacillus thurgiensis (Bt), a naturally 
occurring bacteria found in the soil, is 
genetically engineered into corn to 
protect the plants from: European corn 
borers 

Number 
who 

responded 
47 

55 

Number of 
responses 

correct 
13 

53 

Percentage 

27.7 

96.4 

Approximately, how many acres of 
genetically engineered crops were 
planted in the United States and 
worldwide in 2000? 75 million and 130 
million 

48 19 39.6 

Proteins produced by genes that have a 48 
toxic effect on specific insects are called: 
insecticidal proteins 

Protecting cotton from pests accounts for 45 
about[40%]of all agricultural pesficides 
used in the U.S. 

19 

10 

39.6 

22,2 

The greatest known risk associated with 54 
the use of genetically engineered insect 
corn is the possibility of: insects 
becoming resistant to the toxin 

Season-long insect control using Bt 44 
cotton will expose two to three 
generations of insects to the toxin and 
will speed up the development of Bt 
resistant insects 

39 72,2 

25 56,8 

Glyphosate herbicide (e,g. Roundup) has 
been found to be: effective and safe to 
use in and around water where fish and 
aquafic organisms thrive 

50 35 70 
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Differences in early and late respondents were sought. In Table 4.19, 

respondents were compared by their response date and their test scores. Test 

scores were receded to "Pass/Fail" and early and late responses were 

determined by coding all responses before August 1, 2003, as early and all 

responses after August 1, 2003, as late. 

Table 4,19, Test Score Versus Early/Late Response 

Test Score Early Late Total 

12 

(12) 

24 

(24) 
Total" 33 3 36 

(expected count) (33) (3) (36) 

^Chi-Square= 0,00; p=1.00 

In Table 4.20, education level was compared with early and late 

responses. Education level was receded into categories of; less than Bachelor's, 

Bachelor's degree, and graduate degree. No significant differences were 

concluded (chi-square= 1.760, p= .415). 

Pass 

(expected count) 

Fail 

(expected count) 

11 

(11) 

22 

(22) 

1 

(1) 

2 

(2) 
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Table 4.20. Education Level of Respondents Versus Early/Late Response? 

Education Level 

Less than Bachelor's 

Bachelors Degree 

Graduate Degree 

Early 
(expected) 

15 
(16,4%) 

30 
(29,3%) 

5 
(4.3%) 

Late 
(expected) 

4 
(2,6%) 

4 
(4,7%) 

0 
(0,7%) 

Total 
(expected) 

19 
(19,0%) 

34 
(34,0%) 

5 
(5.0%) 

Total 50 8 58 

Age was compared to response fime to determine any significant 

differences. Age was categorized as 35 & younger, 36-55, and older than 55 

years of age. No significant differences were found (Table 4.21). 

Table 4.21. Age of Respondents Versus Early/Late Response 
Age Categories 

35 & younger 

36-55 

Older than 55 

Total" 

Early 
(expected) 

15 
(16.2%) 

28 
(26.4%) 

8 
(8,5%) 

51 

Late 
(expected) 

4 
(2,8%) 

3 
(4,7%) 

2 
(1,5%) 

9 

Total 
(expected) 

19 
(19,0%) 

31 
(31,0%) 

10 
(10,0%) 

58 

"Chi-Square= 1,431, p= 489 

In addifion, gender was compared to early and late responses to 

determine any significant differences. There were no significant differences 

found between response fime and gender of respondents (Table 4,22), 
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Table 4,22. 
Gender 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Gender 

a 

versus Early/Late 
Early 

(expected) 
39 

(38.4) 
13 

(13,6) 
52 

Responses 
Late 

(expected) 
6 

(6.6) 
3 

(2.4) 
9 

Total 

45 

16 

61 
Chi-Square= ,275, p= .600 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summan/ 

This chapter provides a summary of the study, conclusions, implicafions 

and recommendations based on the findings of this study. 

The objecfives of this study were to determine: (1) the importance for and 

perceived understanding of biotechnology by media professionals who are 

members of the Nafional Association of Farm Broadcasters, (2) their current 

reporting pracfices and procedures for reporting biotechnology and (3) their 

attitudes and personal behavior toward GMO's. In addition, demographic 

information was collected to better understand farm broadcasters. 

The population for this study was farm broadcasters who were members 

of the National Association of Farm Broadcasters. The population totaled 141 

broadcasters. A census was taken on the populafion. Of the total population, 63 

(44.6%) responded to the study. The findings and conclusions of this study 

should only be generalized to this populafion. 

Data were collected and analyzed for demographic vahables to better 

understand who farm broadcasters were. The majority of respondents (73.8%) 

were male, while a small number (26.2%) were female. The age of the 

respondents ranged from 23 to 75 with a median age of 43.5. Respondents were 
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categorized by age into groups that included; 35 years of age or less (31.7%), 

36-50 years of age (33.3%), 51 years of age and over (35%). 

The majority (86.2%) of respondents worked only as a radio broadcaster 

and had no other responsibilifies, while 13.8% of the respondents worked in radio 

and in another medium. Other mediums listed were television, Internet and print 

journalism. 

Over half (58.6%) of the respondents had a bachelors degree. The 

majority of these degrees were in the field of communications or agriculture. Few 

degrees were outside these two areas, while some did list business and political 

science as there degrees. Few (8.6%) of the respondents had advanced 

degrees, yet none of the respondents had a degree higher than a Master's. Most 

(94.8%) of the respondents had some college or a college degree. 

The majority (93.4%) of respondents have reported on GMOs and 82.5% 

report on GMOs on at least a weekly basis. Only 5.3% of respondents report on 

GMOs annually. A small number (6) of respondents claim they report on GMOs 

on a daily basis. 

Most respondents believed that having a knowledge base on the subject 

they were reporting made it easier to report. Other respondents felt that knowing 

the subject made them more credible to their audience, while others felt that a 

knowledge base would prevent any mistakes or misinformafion on the subject. 

The majority (71.7%) of respondents believed it was extremely important to have 
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a knowledge base on the subject which they were reporting, while only one 

(1.7%) did not believe it was important to have a knowledge base. 

Respondents used a range of sources for biotechnology stories. Industry 

(47.5%) was the most cited source with university professors (16.9%) and 

government agencies (15,3%) following. Local sources and consumers were 

also cited as being primary sources for biotechnology stories. 

Correlations were run to determine what variables might affect the way in 

which farm broadcasters report on biotechnology. No statistically significant 

correlafions were found between frequency of reporting and broadcast coverage 

area (p= 179) and frequency of reporting and audience size (p=,452). 

Respondents believe that their audience is more concerned with eating 

GMOs than eating organisms that have consumed GMOS or wearing GMO 

fibers. Over half (55,7%) of farm broadcasters perceive their audience is 

concerned with eafing GMO products. Over half (52.5%) of farm broadcasters 

believe that their audience is not concerned with consuming organisms that have 

eaten GMO products. The majority (83.6%) of respondents feel that consumers 

are not concerned with wearing GMO products. There were no stafistically 

significant differences among responses and gender of the respondents. 

Respondent's attitudes toward GMOs were that our current food supply 

(GMO and other) is safe. On a Likert-type scale with one being Strongly 

disagree, two being Somewhat disagree, three being undecided, four being 

Somewhat agree, and five being Strongly agree, the mean average was 4.28 
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(Somewhat agree). In addition, respondents averaged a 2,16 (Somewhat 

disagree) on the same scale when asked if they regularly buy organic food. The 

majority (67.8%) of respondents did not perceive GMOs as a risk for future 

generations. 

Conclusions 

The findings from this study indicate that farm broadcasters are currenfiy 

reporting on biotechnology news and issues on a regular basis. With over three-

fourths of the respondents reporting on biotechnology weekly, it is evident that 

farm broadcasters are becoming a voice for biotechnology. Considering how 

many times farm broadcasters report on biotechnology, it is not a surprise to 

determine that most feel a strong knowledge base in the subject is important. 

Respondents believed that it was important to know your subject before reporting 

on it, especially biotechnology because it made reporting much easier for them. 

Issues such as credibility and accuracy were also noted by farm broadcasters as 

reasons why a knowledge base was important. 

Farm broadcasters are using a wide range of sources for their stories, but 

industry professionals were the majority of primary biotechnology sources. Farm 

broadcasters also noted that it is industry's job to educate the media on 

biotechnology. The respondents noted that industry helps to balance the story, 

which ensures accuracy in their reporting. Other reasons that farm broadcasters 

feel that industry should educate the media were to better inform the public and 
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industry has a responsibility to educate consumers about their products. Farm 

broadcasters who were against industry educating the media noted that industry 

professionals were not a credible source because they were one sided and bias 

about their products. In addifion, some respondents believed that industry 

should not educate the media because they would have no control over how the 

media used their information. 

For the most part, farm broadcasters believe their audience is concerned 

with GMOs. This perception of their audience is supported by studies on 

consumers concerning biotechnology (Hoban, 2001). The majority of 

respondents perceive their audience to be concerned with consuming GMOs, but 

not wearing or consuming organisms that have eaten GMO products. In 

addition, farm broadcasters feel that consumers are concerned with the risks 

GMOs may have on future generations. 

For the most part, farm broadcasters' attitudes toward biotechnology are 

posifive. The majority of respondents did not see GMOs as a risk to future 

generafions. In addifion, most felt that our food supply was currenfiy safe. There 

were some variafion in responses to GMO related quesfions, but most of the 

average responses fell within the undecided or neutral category. 

Farm broadcasters choose food products much like they perceive their 

audience chooses food. Most look for food that fits their diet or is considered 

healthy. Others looked for quality or value when it came to choosing food 
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products. None of the responses mentioned GMOs as a deciding factor when it 

came to choosing food. 

Farm broadcasters do not know biotechnology related content as well as 

anficipated. This is supported by Wingenbach, Rutherford & Dunsford (2003) 

study on college students and their knowledge of biotechnology. None of the 

respondents answered all the knowledge questions correcfiy, yet almost 50% of 

respondents answered over half the questions correct. 

Implications and Recommendations 

This study and its findings support much of the research on science 

reporting and print journalism studies in the areas of sources used and practices 

used to report (Whitaker & Dyer, 2000; Vestal & Briers, 2000). Perception 

research on risks and the perceptions studied were different in that gender or 

locafion had no difference on the percepfions of farm broadcasters. This was not 

consistent with gender research (Gustafson, 1998; Nicholson, 1997) which states 

that women are more concerned with potential risks and risks that are closely 

related to the home. There is, however, evidence that the more someone knows 

about a subject, the less concerned they are with the perceived nsks involved 

with that subject. This supports Vestal and Briers (2000) and their findings with 

newspaper journalists. 

Farm broadcasters do not seem to be concerned with the long term 

effects of GMO use in the United States, In fact, most farm broadcasters showed 
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a positive attitude toward GMOs. This may be evident in the stories that farm 

broadcasters report on. Much of the topics, however, that farm broadcasters are 

reporting on are neutral in how they frame the story; balancing concerns with 

benefits and internafional concerns with myths about biotechnology. 

Future research on farm broadcasters concerning bias should be 

conducted. Many statements such as, "if we (U,S,) are to continue to provide the 

world with an adequate food source, we have to tell the story that GMOs are 

great," lead the researcher to believe that personal bias is driving much of their 

news stories. Accomplishing this goal, may be as simple as a content analysis 

on their programming, stories, and topics. It is also important to note that farm 

broadcasters feel they are different than mainstream media in that they are the 

voice of farmers, ranchers, and agriculture. 

Other recommendations are to compare this study with a similar study on 

mainstream broadcasters. This could aid in showing farm broadcaster bias as 

well as help understand more about who farm broadcasters are and what 

purpose they serve to their audience, A study of this nature would also 

determine how mainstream broadcasters perceive biotechnology and how they 

are reporting on biotechnology. 

Future research should be sought to determine the "why" of this study. 

The how, when, and what were discovered, yet "why" farm broadcasters report 

the way they do about biotechnology was not determined. This will enable 
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researchers to understand what is driving this population to report on what they 

do, 

A perception study on farm broadcaster audience concerns should be 

sought to determine their percepfion of risks involved with GMOs, This study 

could be compared to how farm broadcasters perceive their audience to 

determine in they know their audience as well as they think they do. In addition, 

a consumer study may show where consumers are going for their information on 

biotechnology. 

The eight knowledge quesfions about biotechnology showed that farm 

broadcasters understand the technology that is currenfiy in use but newer 

technology and biotechnology products that are in development are not common 

knowledge to the respondents. Considering that industry is the primary source 

used in biotechnology stories by farm broadcasters, research should be sought 

to determine why farm broadcasters do not understanding new developments. 

This study was an exploratory study on a population that is becoming 

smaller in size. Research should be sought to determine what factors are driving 

this group of broadcasters into non-existence. Research should be sought to 

determine if there is a need for farm broadcasters and who is replacing them in 

reporting agriculture issues or if their numbers are a sign of the fimes and radio is 

becoming a lesser medium. 
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TEXAS TECH UNT/ERSITY 

Office of Research Services 

Box 41035, 203 Holden HaU 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1035 
(806) 742-3884 
FAX (806) 742-3892 

June 26, 2003 

Dr, D L Doerfert 
Mr, Tanner Robertson 
Ag Ed & Communications 
MS 2131 

RE: Project 03147 Ability of Farm Broadcasters to Report on Biotechnology News 
and Information' 

Dear Dr. Doerfert: 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved 
your proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from June 1, 2003 through May 30, 
2004. You will be reminded of the pending expiration one month prior to May 30, 2004 so that 
you may request an extension if you wish. 

The best of luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Richard P. McGlynn, Chair 
Human Subjects Use Committee 

An EEO / Affirmative .-{ction Institution 
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Dear NAFB member, 

Texas Tech University is conducting a study to determine the importance of 
farm broadcaster's knowledge and reporting practices related to 
biotechnology issues. This information will be used to evaluate current 
curriculum within the agricultural communications field. 

This study is voluntary, but your participation is greatly appreciated. The 
questionnaire will consist of about 30 questions and should take 10-15 
minutes to complete. The questionnaire will be sent via E-mail on July 7, 
2003. A hard copy of the questionnaire will be mailed to you only if you 
choose to not complete the electronic version. 

In order to reach you via E-mail, we need a current E-mail address. Utilizin 
the National Association of Farm Broadcasters Directory, we have printed 
your E-mail address on the mailing label of this postcard. Please verify that 
this E-mail address is correct. If any changes need to be made, please 
contact Tanner Robertson at (806) 742-2816 or t.robertson@ttu.edu. 
Thank you in advance for your participation. 
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Page 1 of 

Robertson, T 

Robenson.T 
cehrenfeld@lubbockonhne.com 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject; Pilot Survey 
Attachments: 

Sent:Fn 6/27/2003 10-27 AM 

Charlie, 

Thank you for participating in this pilot study, I know that many questions will not pertain to you or your field of study, but please answer 
as best you can. The survey should take you about 10 to 15 minutes to complete. Please comment on readability of the questions, content 
and overall design. Below is a link to the online survey. If for any reason, the survey does not open, please E-mail me at 
I.roben5on@ttu.edu. Again, thank you for participating and your comments are important to this study. 

htl;p://www5 tUc ttu,edu/mibrashe/robertson/default.asp?tin=91-

https:/7mail.ttu.edu/exchange/t.robertson/Sent%20Items/Pilot%20Survey-4.EML?Cmd-open 10/13/20C 
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Page 1 of 1 

Robertson. T 

From: Robenson.T 
To: Robertson, T 
Cc: 
Subject: Farm Broadcaster Questionaire 
Attachments; 

Sent:Mon 10/13/2003 1.23 PM 

July 7, 2003 

-As promised in a previous E-maii, below is a link to the queshonnairc 
that will be used to determine the importance of farm broadcaster's 
knowledge and reporting practices related to biotechnology issues. Again, 
this study IS voluntary anti will only take 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 

Please take the time to complete the questionnaire. We know that your 
time IS valuable and your participation is greatly appreciated. To take 
the survey click on the link below or cut and paste the link into your web 
browser If you prefer a hard copy of the questionnaire, then disregard 
this E-mail and a hard copy will be sent to you. 

Again, thank you for your participation and time. 

Sincerely, 

Tanner Robertson 
Research Assistant 

Or, David Doerfert 
Assistant Professor 
Texas Tech University 

To access the survey, click on the link below or copy and paste it into 
your browser 

'̂:^-^.'''-" '̂'-'i--'iI^—' ''''"/mihrashe/mhertsoii/default.asp?tinl = 145 

htms-Z/mai 
.tt , ie.d,i/e.vr.han<.f./trnhen..nn/Tnhox/F.mi%2nRrnatir.a.st.er%2n0..estmnaire.RMT,?r.rTi<i^nen in/rv^nni 
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I. - Importance of Knowing About Biotechnology in an Agricultural 
Broadcast Position 
This section has been designed to determine how important it is for future farm 
broadcasters to know or understand the subject of which they are reporting, specifically 
biotechnology. Please mark the radio button in fi^ont of your answer 

1. Have you ever reported about genetically modified organisms? 

'"" Yes 
.̂-. No (If no, proceed to 

Question 4) 

2. If yes, please explain the topic(s) that were reported. 

1 

I J - J 

3. On average, how often do you report on genetically modified organisms (GMO) 
or topics that relate to GMOs? 

'"• Daily 

Once a week 

Once a month 

Once a year 

- Less than once 

a year 

4. In your opinion, how important is it to have a basis of knowledge of a subject 

before reporting on it? 

-'"" Extremely Important 

'" Somewhat Important 

••- Not Important 
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5. Do you find it easy or difficult to report on subjects that you know more about? 
Please explain your answer. 

II. - Current Reporting Practices and Procedures 
This section is designed to determine how farm broadcasters obtain information for their 
stories. Please mark the radio button in front of your answer. 

6. Overall, where do you get the majority of your story ideas? (Choose only one) 

'•" Press releases 

••'" Current issues mvolving agriculture 

^' Other publications 

Audience interests 

Other • Zrj 
(Specify)i_ ;_ '• ' 

7. Please rank from 1-5 ("1" = most frequently used) the following in order that you 
use most as a source for reports or stories. 

University professors 

Government agencies 

Local sources (e.g. farmer/rancher) 

Industry professionals 

— Other I 
(Specify) ' 
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8. Where do you get the majority of your story ideas about agricultural 
biotechnology-related topics? (Choose only one) 

r Press releases 

Current issues involving agriculture 

Other publications 

Audience interests 
Other r • • 
(Specify)' 

9. On average, what is your primary source for biotechnology-related stories? 
(Choose only one) 

University professors 

Government agencies 

Local sources (farmer/rancher) 

Industry professionals 

'^ Consumers 

,. Other -
(Specify)' 

10. In a focus group about genetically modified food labels, participants noted that 
most people do not know enough about the issues and ramifications surrounding 
genetically modified foods. Do you feel that you and/or your organization have a 
responsibility to educate your audience about genetically modified foods? 

Yes 

No 
Please explain your answer: 
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11. In response to the previous question, do you feel that companies who produce 
genetically modified foods have a responsibility to communicate informafion about 
genetically modified foods to the media organizafion? 

'" Yes 

•• N o 

Please explain your answer: 

IM. Your Perceptions of Consumers & Consumer Behavior on 
Biotechnology 
This section will be used to better understand how farm broadcasters perceive their 
audience. Please mark the radio button in front of your answer. 

12. In your personal opinion, consumers feel there are risks involved in: (Choose 
only one answer for each statement below) 

Consuming genetically modified organisms (fruits, vegetables, grains) 

Eating organisms that have consumed genetically modified feeds (meat, 
dairy, and poultry products) 

Wearing genetically modified fibers (cotton) 

13. In your personal opinion, which of the following causes more concern for 
consumers: (Choose only one) 

Consuming genetically modified organisms 
Eating organisms that have consumed genetically 
modified feeds 
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Wearing genetically engineered fibers 

None of these are consumer concerns 

14. Do you believe that consumers feel genefically modified organisms might 
a risk for future generafions? (children, grandchildren, etc.) 

"" Yes 

•̂"' N o 

•'' No opinion 

15. What characteristics do you feel consumers look for when buying food 
products? (Please hst all) 

...,. I 

IV. Awareness About Food Biotechnology 
This section has been designed to determine the Icnowledge level of farm broadcasters 
about biotechnology. From the responses available, select the one that correctly 
completes the statement by clicking the radio button. 

16. Ripening of tomatoes is being modified by introducing: 

genes of apples which have a longer shelf life 
,- genes of vegetables which have a longer shelf 

hfe 

'" genes of soil bacteria 

'•' genes of the tomato inserted in reverse form 
17. Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt), a naturally occurring bacteria found in the soil, is 
genetically engineered into corn to protect the plants from: 

•'̂  European com borers 
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Canadian com borers 

Combelt com borers 

Midwest com borers 

18. Approximately, how many acres of genetically engineered crops 
were planted in the United States and worldwide in 2000? 

U.S. Worldwide 

'̂  50 million & 100 million 

'" 75 million & 110 million 

•'" 100 million & 120 million 

•'• 125 million & 130 million 

19. Proteins produced by genes that have a toxic effect on specific insects are called: 

'" genetic proteins 

'•" gene protein insecticides 

•" toxic proteins 

•"^ insecticidal proteins 

20. Protecting cotton from pests accounts for about of all agricultural 
pesticides (insecticides, fungicides, and herbicides) used in the United States. 

•~ 20% 

~ 30% 

'- 40% 

•" 50% 

21. The greatest known risk associated with the use of genetically engineered insect 
resistant corn is the possibility of: 

•"" the farmer being exposed while handling the seed 

'" wildlife and birds feeding in or around treated com 

•" insects becoming resistant to the toxin 

'" new allergens detected in the treated com 
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22. Season-long insect control using Bt cotton will expose two to three generations 
of insects to the toxin and will: 

speed up the development of insect resistant plants 

•~ slow the development of insect resistant plants 

'̂  slow the development of Bt resistant insects 

''~ speed up the development of Bt resistant insects 

23. Glyphosate herbicide (e.g. Roundup) has been found to be: 

'" effective and safe to use in and around water where fish and aquatic organisms thrive 
P mobile in soil causing concem for rivers and streams in watersheds at lower 

elevations 
,^ a new generation herbicide that will replace all other herbicide products is 

manufactured and sold by a single agricultural chemical company 

V. Personal Opinions and Behaviors on Biotechnology 
This section will be used to determine how farm broadcasters perceive biotechnology -
more specifically genetically modified organisms. Please mark the radio button in front 
of your answer. 

24. Do you believe genetically engineered organisms might cause risks for future 
generations? 

'"• Yes 

r No 

'•' No opinion 

25. Where do you get most of your information associated with food risks? (Choose 

only one) 

r Newspapers 

Magazines 

Trade publications 

Food companies 
Other 
(Specify) 
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2U. Please click the radio button for your response for each statement below: 

a. Our food supply is safe. 

oSg fee ° - ^ - U " " - ^ ^ ^ Agree ^^o^^^^-

"̂' i'" c c c 

b. I regularly read the ingredient or nutritional labels on the food I buy. 

S e e « ' - ^ - Undecided Agree ^ . o ^ ^ f 

r r c r r 

c. I am concerned with the way food is produced in the United States. 

^^°^S^y Disagree Undecided Agree ^^^^^ 
Disagree " ^ Agree 

r r r r r 

d. I regularly buy organically labeled food. 

Strongly T... n J -J J A Strongly .^. Disagree Undecided Agree ^ ° -^ 
Disagree ° ° Agree 

e. Farm products are less acceptable when genetically engineered seed is used to 
grow the food. 

Strongly „ . ^.. , ., , . Sfrongly 
^ . * -̂  Disagree Undecided Agree . 
Disagree ^ * Agree 

f. I would buy a vegetable that has been genetically engineered to reduce the risk of 
disease. 

Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree ^fj^f/ 
Disagree Agree 

r r r r r 
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g. Food containing genetically engineered ingredients should be labeled. 

ofsagfee ^''^^ree Undecided Agree ^'^"J^fj 

• ^' r r r 

h. Currently, the majority of food that I consume has been genetically modified. 

S I^i-Sree Undecided Agree ^^^^fj 

r r r 

i. The benefits of genetically modified foods outweigh the possible risks. 

S e e ° -Bree Undecided Agree ^ ^ ^ f 

r (i- r 

27. What characteristics do you look for when buying food products? 

28. What characteristics do you avoid when buying food products'; 

« I 

Vi. Demographics 
Please provide the following information about yourself and your company. 

29. How old are you (Age in years) 
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30. Gender 

-̂ Male 

•'" Female 

31. Marital status: 

Married Single Divorced Widowed 

32. How many children under the age of 18 live in your household^ 

33. In what medium do you work? (Choose all that apply) 

r Radio 

r Television 

r Print 
,- Other { — 

(Specify) ^ 
34. What is your highest level of education learned? (Please choose only one) 

Some high school 

"' High school degree 

'"• Some college 

Bachelors degree (Specify major) 

Masters degree (Specify major)) 

*" Doctorate degree (Specify major)! 

35. How many years of experience do you have: 

In current position 
With current 
employer 
Total years in 
broadcasting 
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36. How many reporters work with you at your company? 

37. What is the size of your audience? 

•' < 5,000 

^ 5,001 - 10,000 

'•" 10,001 - 20,000 

^^ 20,001-50,000 

^' > 50,000 

38. How large (in miles) is your broadcast area? 

39. At what time of day do you typically broadcast? 

40. Are your broadcasts available via other media (e.g., Internet, webpage, etc.) 

-̂ Yes 

'•^' N o 

If yes, please provide web address below: 
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41. Additional Comments 

Submit i Reset 
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Dear Farm Broadcaster, 

I would like to take this time to thank those of you who have responded to the 
questionnaire about the importance of farm broadcasters and biotechnology issues. Your 
contribution to this study is appreciated. 

If you have not responded we would like to encourage you to participate. The survey 
will only require 10 -15 minutes of your time and will help us to better prepare future 
broadcasters. The link at the bottom will take you to the questionnaire. If you have any 
questions, please E-mail t.robertson^ttu.edu. Again, thank you in advance for your 
participation. 

Sincerely, 

J. Tanner Robertson 
Research Assistant 
Texas Tech University 

David L. Doerfert, Ph.D 
Assistant Professor 
Texas Tech University 
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August 19, 2003 

Dear, 

Due to the small population of farm broadcasters, it is important that we have as many 
respondents as possible to the biotechnology-issues questionnaire. Please take the time to 
fill out the enclosed questionnaire. If you are unable to do so, we understand and thank 
you for your time. 

Enclosed is a self addressed envelope and a survey. Please return the completed survey 
as soon as possible. This survey is voluntary but your participation will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Your survey will have a code number to determine non-respondents. Please do not put 
your name anywhere on the survey. All individual responses will be kept confidential. 

If you have any questions, please contact Tanner Robertson via E-mail at 
t.robertsonfg.)ttu.edu or by phone, (806) 742-2816. 

Thank you again for your time and participation 

Sincerelv, 

J. Tanner Robertson David L. Doerfert, Ph.D 
Graduate Assistant Associate Professor 

99 

http://ttu.edu


APPENDIX H 

MAIL VERSION OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

100 



w 1 — 

c -' = 

o 
Q 
C 
r-
U 

(!) 
O 
^ 
*̂  
o 5 

J3 .2 
fa ^ 
r^ en 

= 0 
•- a 5 -
0 2 

c ̂  o 2 Q 
03 w 
O J3 
c — 
<o to 
•c 5 
O w 
0 - 3 
E .2 

• • " "hM 

' ca 
_ : fs 

"! -
~ " 
J 

•J 

:-
= 
' 
J 

-3 
. i 

—' • • ; 

—. ^ \ • ' 

-
.1-
• t ' 

-T 

7Z 

'~ 
"^ 
~ 
[I 

-f 

-• 
-
^ _1 

^ 
"̂  
,, .̂  _r 
J 
-

;. 
; 
— J 

-
-̂1 
::; 

^ V 

.; — ~ > 
t -

:: 
-; 
— 

n J 

101 



2 ?t 

e 5 

>• 
2J 

~ dfc. 
« I 

'̂  
3 

—• 
t 3 

c 

-S 

-
o 
rJ. 
H 

"5 
:z. 
£ 
u 
D 

— 
^ 
i^ 

— 

'S 

^ j£_ 

^ C 

c 

3 

™ 

?_> 

c: 

H
f 

"2; 
• ' ^ 

3 
U 

*-• 
« • - • 

W 

'•0 

— 1 - ^ 

^ 
; j 
: i 

^ a 

c-

JJ 

- - — — J? ?̂  

i - -
3 Z 
T3 ~-
a: 
o .2 
O -.:̂  
Q. ; 

C -i 

s i i. .| 

C ", £ 

1. a ^ 

o 

? V 

i3 — -i — 

"-. '̂ ' 

^ [> xi ;.j 

?j — — 

w 

n 

--*. 

'7-
• A 

1 ~ 

'~j, •-
— V 

"nC 

i2 

- C 

__> 

T 

^ ' '" 

T 

d 

—̂  

^ 
-•/? 

SI 

'w 

•*-"> 

TM 

u - — 

3 ^ ^ - .~ — 

- ; - • , / . J3 

102 



5 1 3 i 

- "̂  .2 J 

c 
o 
u 

(U 

E 
- J 
in 
c 
o 
u 
"o 
1/1 
c 
2 
Q. 
OJ 
O 

03 
a 
t . . 

3 
O 
> 

• 
~ 

>. 
a 
o 
o 
c j = 
u 
01 

_o 
Z 
c 
o 
I h . 

_o 
'> 
ra 
.c 
0) 

j a 

•J 

'4 

-
'.1 
r! 

? 
- i 
;̂̂  
' 

"V 

— 
' 
" 
.̂  
••' 

^ 
~ 

:. V. '' .< 

>, 
o -
o _ 

o 

C 
o 

o 
> 

. 3 

ra 
I/) 

'E 
• Q . 
o 

o 

OJ 

Q -

n c r 

103 



~t &, - • 

= a, ^ 

-.,=: = 

•a . 
• 3 

U 3 

Q . -
<3 -• 

CD -

e ^ 

5̂  i! 

3 *? 

I r 5 f -

•.J 3 ^̂  7 

-2 r J: r' 5 

S - = 3 
=- i S r 

?i 5 J = 

c; 5 ;i, ,; -

— 5 - . - , .T3 

104 



i. z 

-' i . J-. 

u 

T 

? 

^ 
-
£ 

~ 
-

jc J : 

i j g 

- i _v 

— Z' 

"* "J 

T '•' 

u c' 

*- JL 

— ^ C 

i ? ~ 

- i i 
^ - .̂  ^ — — 
~ 3 ~ 
" 4 "5 
7 - 2 
- i''-^ 
— 1 r 

- f c 
:Li. S J 
-̂  - !̂  

— 3 -

^ 1. " 

- 'i::; = 

Ji - _i 
y - j ; 
= ^ ,̂  

^ - 3 

— 5 Jl 

— T ~ 

— — — 
' — • — -

•= •= ; r 

= = ^ 
1 - — V 

1 ̂  '̂ 

z: 3 - L :. : i > •, - i -̂  

^ i C C E C ^ . n c c c r -.^^ECCC: '^•it.C.tt. 
^ — 
C ! 

.- .'' 

^ 5 IX 

o 
c 

2 
ii 
T3 
O 
o 

UL 

o 

< 

« 
c 
03 

ts 
5 
< 

:;' V 

= " Jii 4 

i "̂ GCicic: - I c c c c CCLC 

105 



^ = -^ 

•:/! <1J 5 = 
-Bfc NHH ^ ^ 

o 

-4—• 

> 

P 

^ 

V i 

r.,-! 

u 
. ^ H 
'X-
Co 

^ 
mmm 

.5 
IMV 

£* 
< 

w 

= ^ 1 E 

s 3' • 

— ?^ \ 

~ ^ § -X 

> • > 

"̂  
.̂  '^ :::, 

,'S> 

y . 
3 

."J 

<̂, 
r - i 
- T 

r* l 

T 

I'^ 

>f. 

-^4 
' J 
0 

^ 

s 
' IS 

<••) 
- f 
t^ 

5c 

v 
5 

S 
.•̂  
3 

• ^ 

72, 

(ta
v 

,-̂  «3 

— - ™ ^ ^ 

S = "if'~ 
_" li'. .5 -a 

5 = -̂  5 
-s ™ S '5 

o «f ^ 
T I--I 5 

S ~J K 
•a Q 

U.̂  . ^ OS -.• r>j • - ' -

E 

g.s 
82 -J 

106 



APPENDIX I 

REMINDER/THANK YOU POSTCARD 
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Dear NAFB member, 

Texas Tech University would like to thank you for participating in the farm 
broadcaster survey. This information will be used to evaluate how current 
curriculum within the agricultural communications field is being facilitated. 

If you have not responded, I would like to remind you that this study is 
voluntary, but your participation is greatly appreciated. The questionnaire 
consists of about 30 questions and should take 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 
If you need another copy of the survey, please E-mail at 
t.robertson@ttu.edu or call at 806 742-2889. 

Because of the amount of farm broadcasters within the sample, participation 
from as many as possible will better the study. If you are not a farm 
broadcaster, please respond and let us know or pass this information on to 
someone who is a farm broadcaster. Again, thank you for your participation 
and help. 

J.Tanner Robertson 
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APPENDIX J 

QUALITATIVE ANSWERS 
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Question 2- Please explain the topics reported on genetically modified 
organisms 

1. I have done news reports about genetically modified com and soybeans... and 
more recently, numerous reports about the controversy surrounding genetically 
modified wheat -- consumer acceptance, crop segregation, etc. 

2. Cotton & com 
3. Cotton & com 
4. Any news released to us from AP or farm groups. 
5. RoundUp Ready Technology 

Stacked Hybrids 
European Acceptance (or lack thereof) 
Starlink 

6. Livestock & Human Consumption 
7 Soybeans, Com, Vegetables 
8. RR Soybeans, Bt com (both, for European com borer and com rootworm), RR 

wheat, 
European Union GMO trade issues; Brazihan soybeans (GMO or not); Chinese 
soybean import restrictions; pharmacuetical com 

9. biotech crops and the benefit to farmers and consumers, 
myths about biotech crops. 
mistakes made during the last 6 years in marketing biotech. 
future of biotech. 

10. trade issues, usage, new products, Africa's refusal to accept, possible g-m-o wheat 
use in U.S., conems and benefits. 

11. mostly com and soybean related. The latest wheat developments some cotton and 
stories that relate to the marketing challenges of these crops. 

12. the positive aspects of biotech, and the importance of future of bioteclmology use 
in agriculture. 

13. Our coverage has included conversations with biotech firms, fanners who plant 
biotech varieties, and we've done at least one program with a biotech opponent. 
I've also written at least two articles on the subject for the Topeka Capitol 
Journal....including one dealing with the heated debate over biotech wheat. 

14. % gmo's planted, export issues, benefits of using. 
15. EU and GMO's 

Consumers and GMO's 
Veneman's Science and Technology Expo 
WTO and GMO's 
FAO and GMO's 
VARIOUS RESEARCH PROJECTS INVOLVING GMO'S 
Reporting on new GMO crops available. 

16. production issues related to GMO 
EL̂  Biotech Ban and related WTO case 
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South American biotech status 
Japan Starlink com status 

17. Various, the advantages of growing for the farmer, the resistance from the 
European Union and Organic farmers and consumers wanting to eat only 
"healthy" foods....I guess no one has eaten a tomato in the past 20 years. The 
pirating of technology m Brazil and some farmers in the US....among other 
stones. 

18. round-up,liberty link, star link, ect. 
what are they how do fit today production ag. 

19. Roundup Ready soybeans 
Biotech com and wheat 

20. the benefits, controversy, the negatives 
21. Roundup ready canola and spring wheat 
22. Genetically modified com, beans - insect and weed reaction to those GMO's. I've 

discussed international reaction to GMO's - consumer nsk with GMO's, cattle;ho? 
risk with GMO's - future GMO development. The whole gamut of GMO news. 

23. We cover mostly com and soybeans, so the main topics are genetically enhanced 
crops like Roundup Ready soybeans and Bt com. But there certainly a lot more to 
biotechnology than that as far as gene selection for different traits we try to talk 
about those things from both a producer and consumer standpoint. 

24. GMO's come up almost on a daily basis. If it's not about the European Union ban 
on GMO's or the Starlinl< settlement deadline that was extended this summer, it's 
in the latest from the WTO. 

25. roundup beans, gmo com, tobacco plants in research, tomatoes research, cotton 
26. Consumer awareness, com, beans, wheat? and the effects on inputs to farmers 
27. It varies. Mostly food safety assurances and bnenefits...as well as trade issues 

regarding GMO's 
28. The topics that were discussed focused on a few subjects. The main one we 

cover is what is going in the European Union and their GMO policies. Another 
topic would be Monsanto and their desire to bnng GMO wheat into the 
marketplace. Yet another topic would be the growing of GMO crops that would 
be used for medicinal purposes. 

29. How GMO is affecting trade. How GMO is accepted by producers and in the 
market. 

30. Possible health & environmental concerns. Trade publications 
31. Wheat varieties (potential). EU vs U.S. com seed. Soybean seed. Japan starlink 
32. fruits & vegetables-consumer acceptance. Field crops 
33. EU ban. Africa refusing GMO food 
34. Reports were on the star-link issue, and also on the E.U.'s refused to accept GMO 

products. 
35. com rootworm protection. Com borer protection. Round-up ready technology 
36. S.t.a.r. com contamination. GMO export issues 
37. round-up ready crops. Gmo rice. And others 
38. all aspects, farm, environmentahsts. .̂ 11 sides of all issues and comments 
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39 gmo soybeans, com. E.U. concems. Japan trade issues with gmos 
40.seed 
41. virtually everything related to gmos 
42. too numerous to hst 
43. trade problems with gmo grains 
44. hundreds of stories over the past 10 years 
45. importance to agriculture. Why the E. U. hates them 
46. various com/soybean hybrids, impact on herbicide/pesticide use, impact on 

markets 
47. mostly from ag research network in Yuma, AZ 
48. starlink com controversy 
49. com, soybeans 
50. bt, round-up ready 
51. we've done stories on gmo crops- com especially both on their evolution and their 

uses. We've also done a lot on soybeans and vegetables and also about continuing 
research on gmos 
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Question 5- Do you find it easy/difficult to report on subjects that vou 
know more about? 

1. Easier. We produce a daily program, 15 minutes m length. It is a demanding 
process for the only station m the Philadelphia metro who does a farni show, h is 
always helpful to have such material m audio fomi. We welcome that approach. 

2. It easier ifknowledge is greater. That way the reporter can sound more 
knowledgeable and credible. It also helps in doing interviews to know your 
subject. 

3. It is, obviously, easier to report on such subjects.. Although that doesn't 
necessarily mean you will do a better job of reporting. In some cases, lack of 
knowledge prompts the best questions. 

4. Much easier to report on items we understand. Asking the conect question at the 
conect time in the interview is everything. 

5. Easier, The questions and follow-up questions come more easily 
6. Much easier. When you know more about the subject matter, it lends to one's 

credibihty and professionalism. The average radio hstener, television viewer and 
newspaper reader aren't stupid: they know when those entmsted to report are 
clueless about particular issues. 

7. It is easier, because you can deliver m information in a manner that is 
understandable to the listener. 

8. In some ways it's more difficult because I may assume the hstener knows 
background info and it's difficult to be thorough and accurate and "radio-bnef' all 
at the same time. 

9. easy to avoid simple mistakes...but more difficult to remain objective. 
10. easy, because you Icnow more about the product, its uses, benefits and concems. 

Farmers know a fake from a mile away, so if you don't know about a subject, it 
doesn't take long for them to realize you don't know what you're talking about. 

11. easier. The broadcast format usually limits the time to get the message dehvered 
and understood. Working knowledge of the topic often helps make that time 
better spent. 

12. Easier. I am a farm broadcaster BECAUSE I was a farmer 4 years ago. I have 
been told that I'm easy to listen to. I don't think it's my voice or delivery; it's just 
because I KNOW exactly what I'm talking about... Rural America can spot a 
fraud 15 miles away in the fog. I never try to bluff my way through anything. 

13. It's clearly easier to report on subjects that we have a working knowledge of 
However, many stories we cover ~ including those deahng with biotech crops -
often have a human or emotional side that may not be reflected in the facts or the 
science behind the story. We have a responsibility to cover the human element of 
Ag news ~ especially when it can help lend credibility to the facts. 

14. Easier... producers expect you to know what you're talking about, and credibility 
demands it. Producers can tell if vou have no idea about the information vou're 
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trying to convey, just like most things, it's easier to learn if you have a basis to 
start from, on reporting what you know, it's a whole lot easier to ask questions if 
you have a basis to draw from, you are able to go more in-depth m an interview, 
and get all the details for your producer listeners, versus skimming the top with no 
understanding. 

15. Obviously it is more important to report on subjects that you have read about, 
heard about, done research on, and have kept up with the latest information on the 
subject. If you do not you are quickly left behind in the ever increasing high tech 
world of ag. 

16. It is obviously easier to ask intelligent questions and provide a more accurate 
story if you know about the subject. However, I feel its challenging to report on 
new subjects and as long as you ask good questions and double check your facts it 
should be no different than any other story. 

17. It is easier to report on something you know about. The background work, the 
research, has already been done...to a large extent. 

18. It IS harder the more i know because I don't the questions I know the answers to 
and my listeners may not know as much on the topic, my job is not to be the 
expert to laiow who th expets are and get them on the air with the storey. 

19. It is always easier to report on subjects I know more about. Knowledge makes it 
easier to identify information that is new. With this knowledge I can more easily 
identify what is really news and what is just more public relations. 

20. Easy, If you have some relevant concept of the topic, it is easier to relay the 
message to the listener. 

21. It depends on the subject, sometimes a reporter can be too informed on a subject, 
and it's easy get too m depth on it. so the hsteners could become confused. I feel 
with biotech in particular, it is important to have the basic information, as the info 
can become very scientific and difficult to understand in a hurry. 

22. Obviously it's easier to report on subjects you're more familiar with. You can 
understand answers from your guests more thoroughly, and ask more probing 
questions if you know something about the subject. It's also a responsibility of 
the journalist to sift through some of the "pr" materials and get to the news hooks 

you can only do that with an understanding of the subject. 
23.1 find it easier to report on subjects I know more about. I feel I can ask more 

thorough questions and have a better idea of what questions are important. 
However, I will admit that at times it can be good to know little about a topic, 
because you often end up asking the questions that your audience may be asking. 

24. Of course it's easier to report on a subject you know more about. One example is 
we utilize the Associated Press newswire and you can sure tell on the agncuhural 
topics in which the writer of the story has limited knowledge on the subject. We 
find ourselves rewnting the AP stones so they are more accurate. Some of the .\P 
reporters just don't do their "homework" enough on ag stories. 

25. ft is vital that a farm broadcaster be aware of every facet of GMO's and the 
research that has gone on in the past and will continue m the fumre. It is easy to 
report on an issue such as GMO's when you believe in them and convey this to 
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your listeners. Tomatoes are a result of hybridization or GMO if you will and we 
are better off as a resuh. I tell this story as often as I can. 

26. Easy, I am more aware when questioning, interv-iewing, I feel more comfortable 
27 We farm and so issues that I personally relate to and know the significance of 

Also I strive to inform the pubhc. 
28. Most of the time...I find it easier to report on subjects that I know more about. A 

better working knowledge of the subject...makes it much easier to talk about it 
"off the hip". However...you will mn into occasional times where you think you 
have a pretty good working knowledge of the subject... yet find out you don't 

29. Easy- the more you know about the subject, the more you will ask specific 
questions and look at the subject from different angles. 

30. Easy, the more you know about a subject the easier it is to point out important 
information, and the easier to spot misinformation. 

31. Easy in that I understand the concept. Difficult to cut to the point and not get to 
wordy. 

32. Easy-1 always try to save informafion on subjects I cover on air- Interview with 
experts in the field are a real plus. 

33. Of course easier. Always welcome info. 
34. It always helps to get more info on issues. Background info is vital to reporting 
35.1 find it easier to report on issues I know more about. I find it easier to ask the 

hard questions, not with an agenda but with questions I think farmers would ask. 
So the more I know about an issue the better prepared I am. 

36. Typically it is easier because you have that base knowledge. However, it can be 
at times easy to let your bias about a topic influence you're reporting and you 
must put aside your own feelings. 

37. Much easier because I have information on how or why people feel the way they 
do. Also I know the technical aspects to (I.E. sound science) 

38.1 talk in a conversation way with listeners and take phone calls. I must know 
what I'm talking about 

39. Easy- the more you understand a subject it easier it is to get a message across. 
40. difficult-1) real news /joumahsts can know, 2) conjured reports (PR), 3) public 

relations product, 4) environmentalists releases, 5) topic treated very likely 
41. BAD QUESTION! Of course its easier to report on what you already know 

about! 
42. Easy- knowledge of background information allows you to ask the right questions 

in a small amount of time 
43. easier-1 don't understand how anyone could intelligently report on something of 

which they had no knowledge 
44. easy- especially when comphcated concepts and terms are involved 
45. easy- more confidence in my reporting, can better relate to hsteners the 

importance of the news, listeners want to know (feel) the report is tme from a 
knowledgeable report 

46. easy- you cannot report on a subject if you have little or no knowledge 
47. yes it is easier for me to talk about cattle because we raise them 
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48. difficult-1 don't have to did as deep with doing the story and therefore might 
overlook interesfing points 

49. easy-when you know more about the subject quesfions are easier to ask and can 
be more in depth 

50. easier, the more you know of course 
51. each story is different knowledge is simply a baseline leading to specific study of 

an issue 
52. sometimes difficuft to decide what to report when you have so much knowledge 

and so httle time 
53. it is easier to ask in depth questions about famihar topics 
54. no 
55. It is about neutral. If you have a good interview. Its easy to understand & explain 

the topic to your audience 
56. easy 
57. It's definitely easier to report on subjects I'm familiar with since the listener can 

and does rely on farm broadcasters information. It allows me to go into more 
depth about the subject and present more than one side since I have access to 
more "experts" on a particular topic. .It also allows me to look at both the farm 
and consumer side. 
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Question 10- In a focus group about genetically modified food labels, 
participants noted that most people do not know enough about the 
issues and ramifications surrounding genetically modified foods. Do 
you feel that you/your organizafion have a responsibility to educate 
your audience about genefically modified foods? 

1. You bet. The situafion with Kraft Cheese is a good example 
2. It is important to educate the audience so that they better understand the issue and 

can make intelligent decisions on using or not using the products. 
3. To understand the issue will relieve fear. 
4. People need to know the tmth about GM foods. Wouldn't you want to know what 

you're putting into your body, or in your children's? 
5. It is in all out interests to know what the future holds. 
6. we in ag have A responsibihty to inform...but it is up to others in industry and the 

consumer to share the work of education. 
7. New information comes almost daily and I feel it is important to put that 

informafion out. Then it is up to the hsteners to make up their own opinions on all 
of the informafion out there. 

8. Our farm listener wants to know how producfion using GMO effect my operation 
cans and how will/are consumers responding to the concept. 

9. The majority of the public tmsts us... (farm broadcasters) and we should be (an 
we do) tell the story of agriculture. We ARE the farmer's voice in a dwindling 
population when it comes to telling the public about what it is that agriculture 
does. 

10. As agricultural broadcasters I feel we do have a responsibility to make sure our 
audience (including consumers) is aware of the facts surrounding biotechnology. 
However, that doesn't mean we have a responsibility to "sell" the 
technology or to become sounding boards for biotech firms that wish to market 
certain biotech varieties such as wheat. We also have mission to remind growers 
that they have certain responsibilifies when they grow biotech variefies. 

11. The job of a farm broadcaster is to put as much information about a topic out on 
the table, it is then the listeners job to form an opinion about the topic. 

12. Many scientists admit that they did not do a good job in explaining this science 
and its safety. Therefore, we fry very hard to get the message out that the only 
GMO's released are based on sound science. 

13. As a radio stafion it is m our best public interest to not only provide information, 
but to help educate our listeners on all fronts. Farm broadcasters are the best 
vehicle for educating the public about biotech, and the biotech industry would be 
well ahead to use them as a tool for delivering their message to both rural and 
urban audiences. 

117 



14. My responsibility is to keep my listeners as informed as possible on every issue 
impacting their bottom line and their survival. 

15. I do a business report for farmers we have very limited consumer audience If can 
provide informafion to my growers so they can talk about the issue that's fine. 

16. News stories, when appropriate continually discuss the issues and ramifications. I 
do not harp on labeling because we are yet to see it in action. Once it is bemg 
used, then education will take place. 

17 We are here for the people and for the people to become educated 
18. As the farm broadcaster, I have a responsibility to my listeners about any topic 

that could directly affect how they market their commodity. 
19.1 believe that my job as a farm broadcaster includes, but is not limited to, 

explaining in understandable terms what GMO's are - and what consumers can 
expect from them. 

20. It IS important for farm broadcasters to provide agriculture and agribusiness 
professionals with the information they need, but it is just as important, in my 
opinion, to educate consumers and the general public about the ways agricultural 
issues affect their lives. Biotechnology and genetically modified foods 
information are perfect examples of this need. 

21. If we are to continue to provide the world with an adequate food source, we have 
to tell the story that GMO's are great. 

22. It a no brainer, I try to squelch the fever about the subject common sense 
23. The audience needs to know the tmth about GMO'S. There's so much 

misinformation that is out there...and credible sources such as Farm 
Broadcasters...can provide an outlet for the Ag audience. 

24. That's why we are here- to inform the pubhc on a variety of issues. GMO just 
happens to be one of many 

25.1 feel I'm have some responsibility along with local, state & federal government. 
Industry sources are too prone to do a sales job. 

26. We are to be an unbiased source of info 
27. People can sometimes fear the unknown-From research people I have talked to -

GMO foods are safe. 
28. of course 
29. Educating the audience on all issues is always something we strive for. 
30. Farm broadcasters, while being reporters are also considered by listeners to be the 

voice of agriculture. One of my jobs is to teach the non-agriculture hstener about 
agriculture.. .to inform about why producers use or do not use bio-tech products. 

31. We try to present all sides of a topic. We are however a total ag radio station and 
our typical audience believes in GMO's because we use them. 

32. we should separate facts from fiction 
33.Thatismyjobpenod. EDUCATION 
34. People want to be told the story of safeness of products, the media can fill that 

need. Radio has a story influence on listeners. 
35. we are thought to have credibility 
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36. FARM BROADCASTERS ARE EDUCATORS-1 tell stories (wntten) by me 
about the issues. Some are news and some are comment 

37. Promotion of the most scientifically accurate infor is critical to the farming 
industry 

38. We need accurate information. The more accurate and rehable the info, the more 
credible we are and the more favorable the company is looked upon 

39. farm programming is more than "np and read", its all about informing and 
educating 

40. we have a responsibihty to provide information on all facets of any issue. GMO's 
affect consumers, producers, processors, etc. 

41.1 feel I am as close to agricultural industry as I am to the media industry. And I 
feel the more knowledgeable producers and consumers are, the better for 
agriculture 

42. the more people know the better they are about making informed decisions 
43. to a degree.. .but more importantly the industry has a responsibihty to invest in 

those of us who maintain news airwaves on behalf of agriculture 
44. our audience is made up of both producers and consumers- they should expect to 

hear about all sides of the issues 
45. education about an issue leads to more informed decisions 
46. the public, the buying public has a right to know 
47. if we can't explain the benefits of gmos how can we expect the general media to 

cover it correctly 
48. as a radio personality it is our duty to inform audiences on new technology & hot 

topics 
49. our obhgation is to make them aware of the choices they have and encourage 

them to seek more information on their own. Hopefully, we are educating them 
as to the benefits and ethics of gmos 
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Quesfion 11- In response to the previous quesfion (quesfion 10), do 
you feel that companies who produce genefically modified foods have 
a responsibility to communicate information about genetically 
modified foods to you/your organization? 

1. Yes, often our listeners think it's "Fake Food" 
2. It IS one of the best ways to get info to the pubhc. The reporter can use that 

information along with information from all sides of the issue to help inform 
the public. 

3. Many groups distributing false information. 
4. See above answer... 
5. We can only do so much. They must give ample information on the pros and 

cons of the work they are doing. 
6. to have a balanced story...i need info from every side. 
7. They're the ones that create the product and know it inside and out. 
8. I feel they should make the information available as current guide lines 

dictate. 
9. My message to the bio tech companies is "don't be afraid of the loud and 

annoying misinformation and dooms day message from the 
enviroMENTAList. 

10. The firms that market biotech should clearly take a lead role in 
communicating information about the technology...with emphasis on direct 
consumer benefits. Unfortunately, they are also perceived to be the least 
believable since they will be among the first to reap the economic benefits. 

11. Cause and effect, we'll be able to make better decisions, and not Icnee-jerk 
reactions, with as much information as possible. 

12. It is through them that we can leam more about the new products coming onto 
the market and any problems that might occur 

13. Its a two way street. The only way for reporters to provide the most accurate 
and timely information is to get it from the horses mouth and m many cases 
that is the biotech company. 

14. The more information provided on any subject only enhances the facts to be 
told correctly. For the questions below... I am assuming we are talking about 
the average U.S consumer: 

15. It is their product they re asking farmers to buy it so they need to help the end 
user understand what it is. 

16. Yes, each pubhc relafions department will have a big role to play in education. 
Show how similar their efforts are and how it all makes sense. 

17. If the companies would like consumers, whoever they may be to use their 
products, it should be there number 1 goal to educate 

18. For the most part, companies are pretty open about new technology. For 
consumer acceptance, the more open they are early on, the better. 
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19. Not every media outlet has a competent farm broadcaster. Without assistance 
from the companies creafing these products - the consumer will continue to 
feel alienated from the process and fear becomes a larger factor in their views. 

20.1 don't mean that companies should have to explain or specifically label each 
time they use something genefically modified. What I do mean is that they 
have a responsibility to understand their products and present them to the 
public and the general media in a way that is honest and straightforward. 

21. Many of the media have believed false infomiafion about GMO's. There ha\e 
been too many network foul-ups when reporting on such. An example was 
the apple industry taking a huge hit several years ago about the alor issue. 

22. I believe they do a good job getting informafion about the current bio tech to 
broadcasters 

23. It wouldn't do them any good if they didn't speak of the benefits of the 
products they offer. 

24. They do have this responsibility but one must remember they are selling their 
product and will be one sided 

25. Not a responsibility, but it would sure make good sense 
26. If they want consumers to use their products- The must be willing to talk 

about GMO science where people can understand it 
27. need to Icnow to report 
28. if they don't, the public feels they are hiding or suppressing information 
29. I need as much information as possible so I can relay the most accurate 

information available to listeners 
30. we are a resigned source of information and can be available oo to get the 

message out about a product 
31. if they want us to be accurate they need to show us non-biased info! 
32. People need to know the truth -no sugar coating 
33.1 think the companies have the ultimate responsibility to test and educate the 

public on bio-tech 
34. other sources are more responsible 
35. of course 
36. All points of view are important and often the latest advances anse from R & 

D departments 
37. if not, someone wiU do it for them 
38. they have a responsibility to provide this information to consumers, and we 

are a direct line to that audience 
39. Icnowledge makes for fewer misconceptions 
40. people are more acceptable when they know more about the subject matter 
41. more importantly they also have a responsibility to utilize our 

communications networks m () of airtime investment and not just offer more 
PR material in attempt to given news time for the cause 

42. many are hesitant to provide meaningful information to the media, fearing a 
lack of control over the message- the resuh are consumers who hear more 
information from bio-tech opponents 
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43. consumers need clear info not hype 
44. both sides of an issue should provide information for fair & balanced coverage 

of an issue 
45. they want the pubhc to buy it and we have a responsibility to inform the 

listener. The listener must then draw their own decisions 
46. they are the main source for correct info 
47. it can be a pretty scary topic- for reporters. Producers & consumers. The 

more everybody knows the better 
48. the media is the best and fastest way to get information to the public. By 

providing needed information to broadcasters conceming all aspects of gmos, 
they can at least short circuit potential misconceptions. 
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Question 15- What characterisfics do you feel consumers avoid when 
buying food products? 

1. There is large interest among our audience about organically grown "Fresh 
Produce" Several majoj supermarket chains here promote this factor 

2. Overall consumers look for quaUty of the product and value. I don't think 
American consumers are as concerned about GMO's as other countries are. 

3. convenience 
cost 
taste 
health 

4. Fresh, free of blemishes, good color, good smell, past expenence 
5. Freshness 

Color 
Texture 

6. Expiration date(s) on certain products, ingredients, size of food, costs involved. 
7 Price, quality, quantity and safety. 
8. Quality, Cost, Taste, Convenience 
9. price...taste...brand...packaging...convenience...local market... 
10. price, appearance, texture, taste, ingredients and quality. 
11. Quality availability, price, where produced and any tie to rehable branding. 
12. Safeness 

Fresliness 
Nutritional value 
Price 

n .Pnce 
Quality 
availabihty 

14. freshness, price, where grown or produced... 
15.Pnce 

Taste 
Freshness 
Known labels 
nutrition 
fat content 
calories 

16. quality 
value 
food safety 
taste 

17. Quahty and low cost. The American farmer produces the best and lowest pnced 
food in the world. 
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18. price and convenience only. 
it cheap and pre cooked so all they have to is open a bag and start eating they will 
buy it. 

19. Safety, freshness, economical, availability. 
20. pnce 

appearance 
ingredients 

21. Price, freshness, and making sure the product is blemish-free 
22. Color 

Quality - size, shape 
Price 
Origin 

23.1 think food quality and food safety are very important. Consumers also look for 
nutritional value and many are cost conscious. That being said, I think brand 
names make a big difference to many consumers, whether they are willing to 
admit it or not. 

24. Safety in the product, some knowledge of that product from previously using it, 
price, that it has been tested before and found safe. 

25. Overall, price 
26. l)Is it safe to eat? 

2)Where did the food come from? 
3)Price 

27. pnce too high. Not fresh. Brand name 
28. non-organic 
29. the trend is towards organic -non GMO foods 
30. fear of the unknown or a lack of knowledge rather than truly feeling that GMOs 

pose a threat 
31. unloiown ingredients 
32. high prices 
33. those with major changes in the biotech traits 
34. cholesterol 
35. In general, the more a food item has been modified either genetically or 

chemically, the less likely I feel they are to purchases them 
36. low quality. High price 
37. high fat content is much more important to our consumer-hstener than gmo. 
38. any hint of chemical or antibiotic carry over 
39. don't know 
40. many avoid what they consider to be "unnatural" or those which may have 

additives unnecessary for nutrition 
41. not sure 
42. anything with modified on the label can be scary- at least to consumers 
43. high priced, high in fat & cholesterol 
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Quesfion 27- What characteristics do you look for when buying food 
products? 

1. Freshness and location of harvest. 
2. Good quahty and good value. A good balance of nutrients and other ingredients. 
3. convenience 

taste 
cost 
health 

4. Free from insects and spoilage 
5. Expiration date(s) on certain products, ingredients, size of food, costs involved. 
6. Price, Presentation, quahty. 
7. Appearance, quality, taste, cost, 
8. value...taste...packaging...origin...convenience 
9. price, appearance, taste, texture, ingerdients and quality 
10. I'm less concerned about price than I am about quality and nutrition. I prefer to 

buy US products over imports, when domestically-produced products are 
available simply because I wish to support American farmers and livestock 
producers. 

11. quality, quantity, price, loyalty to manufacturer 
12. Quality 

Freshness 
Taste 
Labels that have a good reputation 
Sometimes I buy organically produced foods such as 
Coleman Beef because I think it tastes better. 

13. value and quality 
14. Quality and cost...fresliness, locally grown products, reputation for taste and 

quality 
15. pnce 
16. need, availability, cost, 
17. price 
18. Price, Freshness, origin, quality 
19. Pnce 

Quality 
20. Convenience and quality 
21. Since my husband is diabetic I look at carbohydrates a lot more now. I also look 

at calories, fat, saturated fat, and sah 
22. Quality, price, label 
23. Price, quality 
24. Price and convenience 
25. safety 
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26. freshness, local, grown 
27. origin (I'd like to buy domestic, local) 
28. freshness-color-smell-appearance. Absence of insect damage 
29. color, freshness 
30. taste, quality, affordability 
31. pnce, appearance, expiration date 
32. quality and price 
33. price/quality 
34. a good eating experience fresh, tasty, good eye appeal 
35. fat content 
36. price. Freshness, best possible taste 
37. whether or not it fits my diet 
38. fresh-low sodium 
39. fresh/attractive 
40. low fat, sodium 
41. price and palatability 
42. quality and cost 
43. reasonable prices 
44. fresh as possible 
45. clear, natural, healthy in appearance 
46. freshness, price, organic products if possible 
47. fresh, taste 
48. fat grams, calories 
49. fresh, low fat, high protein 
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Question 28- What characteristics do you avoid when buying food 
products? 

1) Processed food and produce in large supermarket chains. I beheve 
quality control in such companies such as ACME and GIANT foods is 
lacking. 
2) Overuse of salts and sugars. Very high fat and low fiber. 
3) Rotten 
4) certain brand names, expirafion dates... 
5) Natural, Organic, Grass-Fed 
6) Ready to serve 
7) brand only purchases...the cheapest... 
8) over priced, appearance not appealing, tastes bad or is bad for me. 
9) poor 
10) High samrated fat content 
11) High salt content 
12) Visible signs of spoilage 
13) Short shelf life 
14) high processing, frozen 
15) Generic labels 
16) High Fat content 
17) High calorie content 
18) Junk food. 
19) high price 
20) expiration date (do not seU after..) I do not much imported food. 
21) high price 
22) things I don't like. 
23) price 
24) old, blemishes, foreign (when possible) 
25) Pnce 
26) Foreign products - if opfions available 
27) If they're high m carbohydrates or salt. 
28) whether it is gmo 
29) Dated food stuffs 
30) Organic, Natural 
31) none 
32) Foreign foods. Dairy products with MFC 
33) off smell. Not fresh-fruit mushy. Discolored 
34) color, freshness, genetic eng. 
35) bad appearance or smeU, outdated 
36) poor quahty 
37) old, stale product, products that's been modified in I know nothing 
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duuui uie piucesb ui lebuits 
38) high fat foods 
39) I seek value but will pay up for asparagus and some other veggies 
(fresh) (can be organic) 
40) high carbohydrate/fat content 
41) high sodium-high calorie-high fat 
42) costly/unattractive 
43) high fat foods 
44) high price 
45) fat 
46) false foods and composites 
47) overripe, soft, discolored items 
48) products with additives, etc 
49) flies in the produce area 
50) high calories 
51) high fat, low protein 
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