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ABSTRACT

We live in the age of ubiquitous and readily accessible information, particdiagly
to electronic media. This raises the need to reassess traditional diffuesioy, sources of
information, and delivery modes. Do agricultural producers favor or need personal human
interaction and or analytical interpretation in this new mode? The study sdinveyy of the
producer grant recipients of a federal program; the Value-Added Agredtaducer Grants
(VAPG) to determine, “How do farmers and agribusinesses find, receive, andevalida
knowledge inputs in a world flooded with ubiquitous data and information?” The results of
this study relate to agricultural educators who daily must question their ethoas as
clients or potential clients question the relevance of these educatorssiite nevealed the
use of social networks among these producers is important in obtaining information and
making decisions related to their businesses. Producers use networks (vdtsphaal) to
learn from one another. They rely on trusted sources and interpersonal contioynica
which although may be virtual, is still about relationships. Such findings bring focus to the
adage that “people do business with people.” In this electronic age it appeaustthe t
relationship is quite personal and highly valued. The participants indicated tlcattagal
educators and particularly Extension specialists can play a key roleforghhelping them
in facilitating social networks and by helping them to fit together whatiftes appears to

be disconnected or irrelevant information.



CHAPTER 1
GENERAL INTRODUCTION

From the earliest days, U.S. agricultural producers have explored ways to add value
to crops and livestock, including creating businesses to capture higher prgjiisrar
further processing or creating specialty markets for their productsy Maerican farmers
have sought greater profitability by joining farmer cooperativesniagtaid them with bulk
purchases of inputs, help to aggregate products, or through economies of scale, provide bette
prices.

Some of these cooperatives have been in involved in further processing or
aggregation of commodities. Consumers have come to know some of those farmer-owned
brands and can readily purchase Sunkist Oranges, Sun-Maid Raisins, Land @4diakes
products, Blue Diamond Walnuts, Ocean Spray Cranberries, among others. Hmegkgx
of dominant, large, and well-known farmer-owned cooperatives have produced specialty
products for many years, and generally this activity has occurred on ther Bfésst coasts.

With the exception of dairy processing cooperatives, Midwestern farnmelesdt@ot to be
involved in value-added agriculture or further processing ventures until the late 1990s.

Since the late 1990s there has been surge in development of value-added businesses.
This is indicated by the more than 3,100 grant proposals submitted to USDA anaf¢he m
than 800 USDA Value-Added Producer grants awarded from 2001 thru 2008 (L. Oliver,
personal communication, January 31, 2009; U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Busines
Cooperative Service, 2008). Table 1 shows the popularity of the program arietbadre a
number of firms and businesses being created in this arena who are aigitdess this

program.



Table 1. VAPG Recipients Since the Inception of the Program

Total dollars awarded Total amount Number of
Year (millions $) appropriated (millions $) recipients
2001 58.156 19.9 63
2002 76.500 33.0 231
2003 76.500 28.7 186
2004 76.500 155 96
2005 74.182 155 172
2006 89.221 20.5 185
2007 89.164 19.3 162
2008 92.341 19.1 140

Note.Sources: Boland, Crespi, & Oswald (2008); USDA Rural Development (n.d.).

This recent surge of interest in farmer-owned business ventures that seek to capture
additional value from commodities past the farm gate came about for seveoalsea

= Chronic surpluses of commodities such as corn, soybeans, and wheat kept prices
low for Midwestern farmers. These surpluses were available to be divertéato ot
uses which could add value.

= Biofuels, representing a new market and a new marketplace opportunity.

= Grants, special loan guarantees, tax credits, renewable fuel usagedstamdiar
other federally funded programs moved portions of business risk to the public
sector.

= Legislation in many states created a mechanism to start new gemerfati

cooperatives, which differ from traditional cooperatives. In a traditior@e@tive



delivery rights are not limited, quality standards are broad, and paymeneralgen
on a spot market.
= The new generation cooperatives were also used as a vehicle to raiddarapia
project. Farmers invested in the new generation cooperation. As a mtthaif

capital, they hoped their tradable shares would appreciate in value.

The new generation cooperatives limit delivery rights to the shares ownled psotucer,

guality is often more restricted, and price is usually contracted in somelfothe new
generation cooperative a share unit of ownership buys a producer the right aatioobia
deliver a specific amount of commodity. In other words a new generation ethanol aeeperat
would have shareholders committed to delivering x number of bushels per unit of ownership
in the cooperative. Similar setups were developed in other value-added businessedras
theory, the commitment of commodities to the processing plant reduces compistisvier

the cooperative processor, thus making the investment less risky. Additionally,gyduc
pooling their resources allows them create business ventures that they indivaduldiyot

afford to do.

As a result of these factors, producers and others in rural communities could see a
reasonable-risk vehicle for investment as well as value adding to commaolitegackage
could then be taken to banks and other financing venues to secure funding to start a business.

Particularly from the late 1990s, state and local development agencies and groups
were becoming more aggressive with tax incentive programs, grants, andngVadn
funds to support value-added economic development in the rural areas. Growth and
sophistication of these programs seemed particularly marked in the Midwetstiers of

lowa, Minnesota, and Missouri. The corn surplus and the beginnings of a nationalatitd tow



biofuels, when coupled with various development efforts and interest, helped setfarstage
value-added development more generally. This was this context in 2001 when Congress
enacted legislation which created the Value-Added Agriculture Producer (@riPG)
program.

In 2001, Congress passed legislation authorizing, and later appropriatingdynds f
the VAPG program. The 2002 Farm Bill authorized the program for 6 morg wéhr
annual appropriations of $40 million. From fiscal year 2001 through fiscal year 2008 more
than $170 million has been provided to qualified applicants of value-added agricultural
products following announcements in the Federal Register (see U.S. Deypartme
Agriculture, Rural Business-Cooperative Services, 2008, for the most recent annentcem
The value of these grants given to value-added producers ranged from a minimum of $1,250
to a maximum of $500,000. These funds have been used to subsidize the development and
marketing of value-added agricultural products, aid in the development of value-added
businesses, and augment any other business related expenses including wotking capi

The language in the 2002 Farm Bill authorizing the VAPG program, which weas la
used to create the Notice of Solicitations for Applications (NOSA) aftegfess
appropriated funds for the program, stated that the purposes of the program were:

1. To develop a business plan or perform a feasibility study to establish a viable

marketing opportunity for a value-added agricultural product; or
2. To provide capital to establish alliances or business ventures that allow the
producer of the value-added agricultural product to better compete in domestic or

international markets.



The NOSA emphasized that a successful VAPG should “expand the customer base for the
product or commodity, and result in a greater portion of the revenues derived from the value
added activity that is available to the producer.” To do so, the product must then meet one of
the following criteria to be eligible:

1. The changing of the physical state or form of the product (e.g., processay
into flour, corn into ethanol, slaughtering livestock or poultry, or slicing tomatoes);

2. A product produced in a manner that enhances its value, as demonstrated through a
business plan (e.g., organically produced products);

3. The physical segregation of an agricultural commodity or product in a maaher t
results in the enhancement of the value of that commodity or product (e.g., identity
preservation system for a variety or quality of grain desired by an i@ehéifid-
user or the traceability of hormone-free livestock to the retailer); or

4. The term “value-added agricultural product” includes any agriculturatnoatity
or product that is used to produce renewable energy on a farm or ranch (e.g.,
collecting and converting methane from animal waste to generate energy.

The VAPG Program awards grants to agricultural producers, businesseisymajor
owned by agricultural producers, and organizations representing agriculadgaters for
business planning or working capital expenses associated with marketing-adcdduae
agricultural product. Agricultural producers include farmers, ranchers, Bgggrcultural
harvesters, and fishermen who engage in the production or harvesting of aliuagtic
commodity.

There are several steps to determining eligibility for the programst, Bpplicants

must be eligible. Second, the product to be marketed must meet the definition of vatlie-adde



as noted above. Third, the project expenses must be for business planning actiaties or
working capital expenses. Finally, several other miscellaneous eligiwlisiderations must
be met.

lowa has had the greatest number of grant recipients (104), whereaaNedNew
Hampshire have had the fewest (1 each over the 2001 to 2008 time period). The average
grant amount for all recipients was $153,576 and the average grant amount per neeipient
state ranged from $5,638 in Maryland to $267,270 in Texas. Grant recipients weteeed
in the Midwestern and Great Plains states, which have a strong commoditgefocus
agriculture. In addition, California, Michigan, and Washington, states with aagreaint of
diversity and value-added agriculture, were ranked in the top 10 as recipients. Other
individual state statistics can be found in Appendix 1.

VAPG grants are awarded annually through a competitive process. The scoring
formula is contained in the annual NOSA. Applicants are required to match one dollar of
their own funds for one dollar of grant funds. The VAPG program is unlike most other
federal programs in that the applicant is given cash to pay for any number ofesxpens
including labor (e.g., personnel, accountants, legal), working capital (e.gy, liti§,
commodity products), marketing expenses (e.g., advertising, promotional allgyyvanut
similar expenses. The program is also designed to encourage business invelsanemndtt
otherwise have remained unfunded due to risk and uncertainty.

Purpose of the Study

Little research has been done to characterize this targeted sampl®Gf Mdaipients

or results of their utilization of the program. One study was conducted byd3&legspi,

and Oswald (2008) to identify the determinants for success among USDA Y&&Riiznts.



Their focus was on business success and sustainability, and they analyasdstatt as
increased market share of the recipients, greater sales, and the ralatess ©f the
business. The purpose of the study reported in this dissertation is to:
= Examine producers’ and value-added agriculture businesses’ sources of
education and information, thus looking at the input side of the equation,
= Identify where organizations received information to base their decisions, and
= Evaluate the role of land grant institutions as a source of information and
catalyst of change.

The economic and technological pressures faced by U.S. farmers aréaoeitd
and often complex. Simple desire or some success in delivering product in demand does not
ensure that the firm will remain viable and profitable. Even when capital caansled, other
issues can trip up the enterprise.

This study was conducted to determine where producers acquire knowledge and
access information that may help their businesses to prosper and survive. Thenagul
serve as a guide to service providers and administrators in developing retetiantls and
modes for a rural producer clientele by highlighting their preferermesening desired
content and communications channels for receiving agricultural information.

The author is an Extension specialist with long experience working with this
population. It has been her experience that these business owners appear & be mor
innovative and creative by virtue of their business development than are conventiona
commodity farmers. Given that value adding predisposes a differentiatiorhimititods
and outcomes, their individual characteristics appear to differentiatefittventhe norm as

well. Thus, the study looks at a target population that has self-selected for pergaeal



tendencies. This study analyzes how to work most effectively with this unique set of
producers in their new businesses, who are entrepreneurial and in most casesrhave bee
either early adopters or innovators of new products, technologies or markets.
Author’s Personal Motivation

For several years, with a small staff and little funding, | was the gmognanager for
the lowa State University Value Added Agriculture Program (VAAP), whitdreBervices
to would-be value adding groups and individuals. In 2001, my colleagues and | responded to
a Request for Proposal to fund an electronic virtual value-added agricultural Yéate
developed a consortium of the lowa State University (ISU) VAAP and CiemtAgriculture
and Rural Development (CARD), Kansas State University, and the Univer§iglitdrnia.
This consortium, called the Agriculture Marketing Resource Center (AgMR43) fumded
initially for 3 years at $5 million. In addition to the initial funding, in 2061 tenter
received continuous funding with five percent of the amount allocated to VAPG to be used
for AQMRC. The center attracts more than 2 million unique visitors per Beaause the
VAPG recipients, and others like them who are starting and expanding value-added
agricultural business, are the key user group of AQMRC, it is of value to me and my
colleagues that we understand what type of information the producers need and hgav they
about discovering this needed information.

Funding was available to work on this study through AQMRC. In addition to the
findings of this study, a business profile of each firm, with its permissionywitisn and
posted on the website. These stories of VAPG recipients and their value-addeliuagti

activities were distributed across the business and agriculture media in tbeé Staites.



| have also served as a reviewer almost every year for the VAPG prddoaraver,

the opportunity to follow up with recipients has never been possible. The study afforded the

opportunity to interview several of the firms, including some that | had eedldat their

initial grant proposal funding.

The Chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee (Senator Tom Harkin) hastedjue

follow-up by AgMRC staff to determine “what are the informational needsi®ttientele

group and are they being met?” This study was designed to answer these questions

Objectives

The objectives of this qualitative research with the targeted audiemedave

Determine how this group of entrepreneurial farmer-owned businesses andes
utilize resources,

Discover where producers go for market, technical, and management inbormati
and

Understand the resources producers utilize in developing their business strategie

Research Questions

The primary research questions explored are:

What are the types of technical, business, and marketing assistance VARG firm
need?

How do producers go about finding this information?

What resources do they use to guide their business decisions?

How do they like to receive information and education? Do they prefer to find
information on the Web, or sit down with people, who can help guide them

through the business decisions?
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Whom do they turn to? Do they use consultants? How do they qualify the
expertise of the consultants?

Do they use Web-based resources? If they do, how do they access those
resources?

Limitations

The study has the following limitations:

Findings will be limited to an intentional sample of 80 businesses from a
population of 800 overall recipients of the VAPG program.

Limited time and funding to conduct the interviews were the reasons fotirsglec
this small, but diverse population.

Only those individuals who were willing to share their experiences and opinions
were interviewed. Participants had to agree to be interviewed and find tirhe for t
interview process, which took up to 3 hours.

Producers were asked open-ended questions and were not asked to rank one
source over another. Therefore, unless participants stated it, one cannot infer tha

one method, or resource was better than another.

Steps taken to address internal and external validity are presented im 8hapte

Assumptions

It was assumed that the participants in the study would provide accurate irdarmat

with a high degree of integrity. Ensuring that the study participants understdod a

interpreted correctly the questions asked by the interviewers was aasghenption made.
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Dissertation Organization
Background information about the targeted audience, purpose, and objectives
of the study has been the focus of this chapter. Chapter 2 provides empirical artcc#heore
background for a number of issues that surfaced during the research, includimgt ksage

by producers, communication preferences among farmers, and diffusion of ¢gghnol

Chapter 3 focuses on methodology. Three papers developed for publication iniscientif

journals comprise Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Conclusions and recommendations are the subject of

Chapter 7. Operational terms and definitions used in this dissertation are found in Appendi

B.

Data collection responsibilities were shared by the author and six othkryess of
AgMRC or contract employees. Data analysis and the preparation of theetexthe
responsibility of the author. Business profiles of most of the firms providiegviatvs for
this research study can be viewed at the AQMRC website (“Case Stafi@s):

References
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added producer grant progranfanuscript submitted for publication.
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business_development/strategy _and_analysis/analysis/case_studies.cfm

U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Business-Cooperative Service, Announceiment
Value-Added Producer Grant Application Deadlines, 73 Fed. Reg. 5,157 (January 28,
2008). Retrieved March 1, 2008, from http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/rbs/coops/

vapg%20n0sa%202008.pdf.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review covers theoretical and empirical information onudignie
diffusion and innovation, social learning, and use of communication channels deemed
essential to better understand how value-added agricultural producers accesimrficand
methods; how they adapt new technologies and innovations; and what they use as resources

Warmbrod (as cited in Radhakrishna & Xu, 1997) proposed if researchers are to make
marked progress, they should make their highest priority understandingetreenca,
significance, and issues they research. Crunkilton (1998) and Connors and Swan (2006)
advocated that a research framework provides guidance for researclstbetiraed (i.e.,
the literature review) and the possibilities of where individuals, institsitiexmd the
professional can go in the future. This philosophy guides the work here.

Diffusion of Innovation Theory

The farming sector continues to provide an appropriate background for a study of the
adoption and diffusion processes as it did in earlier research on the process aindiffusi
innovation. Diffusion of innovation theory is based upon the early work of Bruce Ryan and
Neal Gross (1943), who investigated the diffusion of hybrid seed corn amondglomers
and sought to explain why farmers were not using hybrid seed. Even though hybridreeed c
was first introduced in the 1920s, it was not until the late 1940s that the innovation was
widely utilized by farmers (“Pioneer History,” n.d.). This was in spite ofdcethat,
compared to traditional seed, hybrid seed had compelling advantages, such as its vigor
resistance to drought and disease, and higher yield. However at the timal, Isevers

prevented lowa farmers from adopting the hybrid seed corn. One problem was tlyaiithe h
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seed corn would not make good seed the following year, so farmers had to buy new seed
every year instead of holding some back from the previous year’s crop. Thistheeant
hybrid seed was relatively expensive for lowa farmers—a hardship Dejpression. Thus
despite the economic benefit of hybrid seed corn, its high price made adoption amang |
farmers slow (Ryan & Gross, 1943).

Since that initial study, farmers have been one of the most researched grdups on t
adoption and diffusion of innovations in America. Decisions and what resources farmers
used to make decisions have been the subject of research by sociologists, (Fafi)r
economists (Gustafson, Nielson, & Morehart, 1990; Rahm & Huffman, 1984), geographers
(Wallway, Black, Richard, & Mason, 1994), and others (Carter & Batte, 1993; Bepnit
Batte, Jones, & Botomogno, 1992). These studies have identified characteristics of the
adopter as well as types of innovations most likely to be adopted by farmersstaace, in
one study farmers indicated interest in income tax management, outlook for prices of
agricultural inputs, and year-end farm financial analysis (Carter & BE293). A survey
concerning agricultural policies found that farmer preferences varoeddacg to
characteristics such as age and education and size of the farm (Orazg&,Et¢Iman
1989). The decision to adopt reduced tillage was found to vary by characteristics of the
farmer and the farm (Rahm & Huffman, 1984).

Various criticisms have been raised regarding the continuing validity asaff
research. One of these criticisms focuses on the rate and pattern obdiéndiadoption of
innovations. Although Ormrod (1990) did not explicitly criticize this classic ddfusnodel,
he suggested that previous research on patterns of diffusion may not be useful in today’s

world. Ormrod argued the pervasiveness of multi-media technology and aggressive
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promotional efforts often make information about an innovation simultaneously avaidable

all potential adopters. When information about an innovation is available to all at the sam
time the pattern of diffusion is affected by the receptivity of potential addpténe

innovation rather than by the communication of information about the innovation to potential
adopters.

Yet the specific factors identified by Ormrod (1990) as related to redgpti(a) the
relevance of the innovation to local adopters, (b) the viability of the innovation within the
local area, and (c) the availability of resources that allow the innovatios adopted—are
guite similar to those attributes identified by Rogers (2003) and others asithees that
affect the rate of diffusion. The attributes identified by Rogers (2003jagreelative
advantage of the innovation, (b) compatibility of the innovation, (c) complexity of the
innovation, (d) trialability, and (e) observability. In addition, Rogers (2003) ar¢pa¢dther
variables, including the type of decision (optional, collective, or authofity)nature of
communication channels diffusing the innovation, the nature of the social systentin whi
the innovation is diffusing, and the extent of change agents’ promotion effortdfecytize
rate of diffusion. Ormod (1990) argued that focusing on characteristics of the adsptér
as those starting an value-added agriculture business—in addition to or rather than
characteristics of the innovation, provides better information about the likelihoodcallpart
innovation will be adopted.

Nature of Communications Channels

According to DeFleur (1987), Ryan and Gross (1943) sought to explain how the

hybrid corn came to the attention of farmers and which of two channels (i.e., mass

communication and/or interpersonal communication networks) led farmers to adopt the new
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innovation. Each channel had different functions. Mass communication functioned as the
source of initial information, whereas interpersonal networks functioned asltrencd over

the farmer’s decisions to adopt. The adoption of innovation depended on some combination
of well-established interpersonal ties.

Researchers have found that some people use multiple information channels during
the adoption process (Rogers, 2003; Tucker & Napier, 2002). Thus, Extension and other
educational providers, such as Small Business Development Centers, Futurs Barmer
America advisors, and trade groups, use multiple channels to deliver infornoatsavéral
reasons, including the different contributions each channel can make to the phlases of t
adoption process (Lionberger & Gwin, 1982, Rogers, 1995). For example, mass media
channels are used to create awareness of issues, practices, and new teshwhlegas
field days, demonstrations, and other direct one-on-one communications and networks are
often used to help clients test and confirm information (Israel &Wilson, 2006). Rogers
(2003) further asserted that educational providers who communicate with famders
agricultural groups use both interpersonal and mass media communication channels to
diffuse and collect information and to deliver programs, report researclsyresuitengage
in dialogue with constituents.

Network Communication Theory Within the Diffusion Process

The heart of the diffusion process is the modeling by near peers who have previously
adopted a new ide#n deciding whether or not to adopt an innovation, individuals depend
mainly on the communicated experience of others much like themselves who have already
adopted it. These subjective evaluations of an innovation flow mainly through interpersona

networks (Rogers, 1995).
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These communication networks consist of interconnected individuals who are linked
by patterned flows of information. Networks have a certain degree of stroctstability.
This communication structure is so complex that in any but a very small systarthe
members of the system are not fully cognizant of the communication structuinecbfttey
are part. Once an interaction takes place, it serves as an immediate and|pmmgzkt. As
a relationship steadies over time more interdependence of perception and lehaimps
(Salomon, 1981).

Social Learning Theory

Most approaches to human learning look within the individual in order to understand
how learning occurs. John Dewey is arguably the father of experientiahigawtich
undergirds social learning theory (Roberts, 2006). A central tenet to hisiedatat
philosophy was “amid all uncertainties there is one permanent frame ohosfenamely the
organic connection between education and personal experience” (Dewey, 1938, p. 25).
Dewey proposed that learning from experience or formation of purposes involves:

1. observation of surrounding conditions;

2. knowledge of what has happened in similar situations in the past; a knowledge
obtained partly by recollection and partly from information, advice and warning
of those who have had a wider experience; and

3. judgment which puts together what is observed and what is recalled to see what
they signify. (p. 69)

This process is instigated by an initial impulse. Dewey differentiatireblea activity and
intelligent activity. In Dewey’s opinion, intelligent activity or eduoatis characterized by a

postponement of action until observation and judgment have occurred. Furthermore, Dewey
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stated that it isn’t what we know that causes learning and ultimately adoption butevhat
value and feel toward what we know that spurs adoption (Roberts, 2006).

Social learning draws upon Dewey’s approach and looks look outside of the
individual at a specific type of information exchange with others in order toiexXme
human behavior changes. The central idea of social learning theory (Bandura, 1977% 1986) i
that one individual learns from another by means of observational modeling. Sacialgea
theory posits that psychological functioning can be explained in terms of trectide of
personal characteristics, previous behavior (learning), and environmentalidates
(Chapman 1984). This psychological functioning involves valuing certain outcomes,
discriminating among situations in terms of their potential to bring about theszlval
outcomes (Grady, 1990). Modeling allows the learner to adapt the observed behavior
(Rogers, 2003).

This basic perspective of social learning theory is that the individual canflear
observation of other people’s activities, so the individual does not necessarily have to
verbally exchange information in order for his or her behavior to be influenced bydst. m
The individual can learn a new behavior by observing another individual in person or via
mass media. Social modeling often occurs through interpersonal networks, bulgaa
occur through a public display by someone with whom one is unacquainted such as in a
television program or web-based streaming video (Rogers, 2003, p. 342).

However, one of the criticisms of social learning theory and much communication
theory is that it has not examined the emotional aspects of information prodessing
communication. This concept, called affect, examines the role of emotions ilecis

making (Forgas, 2008).
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In studying behavior, Berkowitz (1993) proposed that three types of processes are
likely to occur on exposure to a stimulus such as new information. First the infornsat
subject to “relatively basic and automatic associative processes” (Berkpwl0), which
occur before the onset of cognitive process, such as “appraisals, intepsetsthemas,
attributions and strategies” (Berkowitz, p. 12). These crude and primitivegoraast
processes occur relatively quickly and may give rise to lower-orcestai reactions
(approach or avoidance) based on a rapid assessment of the significance otithe.stim
Then he proposed the stimulus is subject to more deliberative, higher-order pro¢hssing
outcome of which may serve to strengthen or weaken the action tendencies ammsing f
lower-order affective reactions. This model proposed by Berkowitz is cartsigth those
proposed by Epstein (1993), Leventhal (1984) and Zajonc (1980). This theory, cognitive-
experiential self theory (CEST), proposes that two conceptual systems tenchte ape
parallel in any given task: an experiential system, which is affeictivature and is
associated with crude and rapid processing, and a rational system, whichtiseagni
nature and is associated with a more refined and deliberative proces$siagh& challenge
in diffusion of innovation, learning, and consumer choice is to affect both aspects of response
(Shiv & Fedorikhin, 1999).

Merging of Social Learning and Diffusion of Innovation

Social learning and the diffusion of innovation perspectives have much in common:
Both seek to explain how individuals change their overt behavior as a result of
communication with other individuals. Both theories stress information exchangeaiatss
to behavior change and view network links as a main explanation of how individuals alter

their behavior (Rogers, 2003, p. 342).
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In a nonagricultural setting, Hamblin (1979); Hamblin, Jacobson, and Miller (1973);
Kunkel (1977); and Pitcher, Hamblin, and Miller (1978) applied social learning theory to the
diffusion of innovations to explain the rate of airplane hijackings. Their viewpointhags t
diffusion models portray society as a huge learning system where indivadleaaentinually
behaving and making decisions through time but not independently of one another. Everyone
makes his own decisions, not just on the basis of his own individual experiences, but to a
large extent on the basis of the observed or talked about experiences of other&ghetwor
(Hamblin, 1979, p. 802).

This perspective reflects the main idea of diffusion theory: that interpérsona

communication with peers about an innovation drives the diffusion process (Rogers, 2003).
Use of One Communication Channel: The Internet

In the last decade, the Internet has become a core global communications tgchnolo
for business (Kogut, 2003). The adoption and use of computers and the Internet by farmers
and farm groups is related to anticipated positive impacts of these tools ompederand
competitiveness. Such impacts could stem from various internal factors tstogta
computer use, such as better decision making and gaining information on prondsses a
products (Holt, 1985). External factors, such as researching and marketingruertiet,
might play a key role through the accumulation of information that has competitine va
(Feder & Slade, 1984). Purchasing and selling through the Internet may eafimneecy
by “increasing the accuracy with which prices reflect true madwditons” (Henderson,

1984, p. 851). Intensity of use, in terms of the amount of purchases made or the number of
tasks carried out through the Internet, may also affect the returns from eomagoption

(Feder & Slade; Putler & Zilberman, 1988).
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Firms that use the Internet have greater access to information (Hall,| Dengiez,
Ferreira, Prevatt, & Martin, 2003). The adoption of the Internet by fansefspecial
interest because the Internet can be used in multiple ways by a farmepasembto other
innovations, such as hybrid seed corn, the combine, or herbicide, which have only a single
use.

A total of 55% of U.S. farms in 2007 had Internet access, compared with 51% in
2005 (USDA National Agriculture Statistics Service, 2007). Sixty-threeepenf farms had
access to a computer in 2007, compared with the 2005 level of 59%. In 2007, 80% of U.S.
farms with sales and government payments of $250,000 or more had access to a computer,
78% owned or leased a computer, 66% were using a computer for their farm business, and
75% had Internet access. Stenberg and Morehart (2005) found that the largest fahas had t
highest share of individuals using the Internet to make both farm and household purchases,
mirroring the pattern of all U.S. households.

In lowa, 64% of farms had access to a computer, 42% were using computers for farm
purposes, and 55% had access to the Internet. The same survey showed that farmers were
using the Internet for a variety of purposes such as purchasing agricupuril, iconducting
marketing activities, and accessing selected government web sitdsy(LKorsching, &

Gruber, 2006).

Rural residents have long trailed their counterparts in the cities and suburbs in both
Internet usage and broadband adoption. This may be because Internet infrastructase suc
fiber optic lines is not available in many rural areas. One cannot adopt a techihaloigy
not available. Thirty-eight percent of rural Americans have home broadband comsect

compared with 60% of suburban residents and 57% of urban Americans. Rural broadband
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penetration still lags considerably behind the levels in nonrural America, Bubroaadband
continues to experience strong growth rates. Internet usage in rurallaoeiagils the
national average; 60% of rural adults use the Internet from any location, comjthrdtew
national average of 71% (Horrigan & Smith, 2008).

As a tool, the Internet provides an opportunity to examine the reasoning behind the
decision to adopt it given that the decision to be made is not limited to whether or not to
adopt the Internet—a farmer must also detioeto use it. One farmer may decide not to
use the Internet at all either because it is not available or because of kackviédge about
how to use it. Another farmer might decide to use the Internet for farm purpogsiesitoilne
use to checking grain prices. Still another farmer may decide to usadheel to
communicate with neighbors, check weather forecasts, and seek informatidouiness.

In a study by Smith, Morrison Paul, Goe, and Kenney (2004), of 141 farmers who
used the Internet to obtain business information, only 30% reported that the information
helped them increase their financial returns. A survey conducted in 2000 by the Economic
Research Service (ERS) of the USDA asked farmers whether they wege¢hesinternet
and for what specified purposes. The results showed that, nationallyy&2tising the
Internet to track prices, 56% were accessing agricultural informativicegr33% were
accessing information from the USDA, 31% were communicating with othes f28fo
were communicating with crop advisors, and 31% were conducting online record keeping
and data transmission to clients and service providers (Hopkins & Morehart, 2001). More
recent statistics from National Agricultural Statistics Serva&97) indicate that 35% of
farmers nationwide were using computers for farm business, 11% were purchasing

agricultural inputs using the Internet, and 10% were conducting agriculturaltmgrke
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activities such as direct sales of commodities, on-line crop, and livestoobrsy&tc.
Twelve percent of farmers in the U.S. access federal government Web sitdsedwternet.

A 2004 survey of lowa farmers found that 6% of lowa farmers surveyed indicated
that they used the Internet for e-commerce, another 6% had tried it, and 83% sdid they
not use the Internet for e-commerce (Lasley, Korsching, & Gruber 2005)loivfop survey
with the 2006 lowa Farm and Rural Life Poll indicated that although the mapbiibyva
farmers have internet access at home, use of the Internet appears toh& persature
rather than farm-related. The majority of farmers who use the Infemferm-related
purposes use it to gather information on markets and weather. Other common d&ech-rel
uses are seeking information or advice from farm organizations and/or from attiecgns
(Lasley et al., 2006).

The 2006 lowa Farm Poll also found that many farmers were using the Internet f
personal or general purposes. Categories that might require some type ofioafiolf
transaction were used least often by producers. These include any typengfdruselling of
merchandise and paying of bills. Whereas the 2005 lowa Farm and Rural Liteupadl that
15% of lowa farmers used the Internet for selecting computer equipment, otetged6%
indicated using the Internet as a source for selecting electronic equipment

These surveys are useful to the extent that they show the Internet is aniamihait
has been widely adopted and is used for multiple purposes. Although the surveys do provide
some correlational data regarding use of the computer or Internet by Zaror $ype, they
lack explanatory power, i.e., the surveys do not explain why some farmers arthasing

Internet while others do not and do not explain why the uses are so varied.
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Shih, Dedrick, and Kraemer (2005) noted that, in addition to institutional confidence,
e-commerce depends on availability of capital to invest, familiarity anid knowledge
about conducting remote transactions, payment mechanisms, and level of technological
readiness. Shih et al. suggested reasons why farmers may not be adoptiregribeforte-
commerce purposes, but it is still not known what factors influence a fardeeigon to use
the Internet or for what purpose to use it.

Beyond access and economic benefits, other research has suggested that gatial capi
plays a role in Internet usage (Borgida et al., 2002). In areas where stwi@lkimgg is high,
Internet use appears high as well. Although the Internet has become witledgdiin
schools, businesses, and homes for personal use, little is known about why the lagernet h
been adopted in farm households specifically for farm purposes. Initially, fiexangrs were
unable to adopt the Internet because of limited rural availability. That has changednt
years so that most, if not all, farmers should have access to the Intehnegtwiant that
access.

Diffusion Theory and the Internet

Traditional diffusion and adoption of innovation theory has hypothesized that
diffusion of an innovation is a distinct process from adoption of the innovation. Traditional
diffusion and adoption theory has also identified specific factors that affectdiseodeo
adopt a specific innovation; these factors have focused on characteristicshobtredion.

As noted earlier, Ormrod (1990) suggested that traditional research fimeiaygso longer
be valid in the current information technology-saturated age where information about an

innovation is widely available at the same time.
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With the advent of wide availability of the Internet, researchers are pedseith a
unique opportunity to study the diffusion and adoption of an innovation under circumstances
described by Ormrod (1990)—the Internet is widely available and well known to alopter
Surveys confirm that the Internet is available and further confirm thawitdedy available to
farmers. Surveys also show that farmers are using the Internet for pensoarm-related
purposes. These surveys, however, do not provide pertinent information regarding the
decision to adopt the Internet or how to use it.

A study conducted by Gruber and Whitham (2007) provided some tentative insight
into which characteristics of an innovation or of adopters affect the rate ofatffus
Convenience of the innovation, in this case the Internet, was a frequently citedrfais
adoption and use. Knowledge regarding how to use the innovation, however, negates
convenience. Almost all of the farmers interviewed, when asked why they did not use the
Internet for a specific purpose, either indicated they did not know how to use it for that
purpose or had not thought of using it that way. The other factor affecting adoption of the
Internet for a particular use was perceived need. Most of the farmers who hseadtbe
Internet to buy or sell something explained that they had no need to do so. The authors found
the Internet has greater potential, but is not being promoted for some purposes and more
instruction is needed. University extension agencies, which have traditioinadigt 8o assist
and educate farmers, appear to be missing an opportunity to help farmers geienuyfn
using the Internet. Several farmers also mentioned having difficulty firsttieg with
information appropriate for their needs. University Extension Web sites, wivetate
farmers mentioned visiting, are a possible place for a list of reviewedasitesrs might find

useful.
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Communication Preferences Among Farmer and Producer Groups

Communication and education are interdependent processes, each relying on the other
for success (Boone, Meisenback, & Tucker, 2000; Salomon, 1981). Salomon explained the
reciprocal relationship as “communication must occur for education to take pidce, a
education must occur for communication to take place” (pp. 35-36). Boone et al. cahsidere
communication the basis of education in that “to educate, we must be able to communicate”
(p. 115). Within the framework of the Cooperative Extension Service this reciprocal
relationship is especially evident in the identification of client needs andltherger
diffusion of information through communication channels (Boone et al.; McDowell, 2001,
Rogers, 2003).

Previous literature addressing farm audiences has shown communication channel
preference, use, and interest varied according to the audience researchetheifesvexist
within the literature such as producers utilize and prefer a combination of cooatmmi
channels when getting their agricultural information (Bruening, Radtekrig Rollins,

1992; Dollisso & Martin, 1999; Duncan & Marotz-Baden, 1999; Israel, 1991; Kotile &
Martin, 2000; Lasley, Padgitt, & Hanson, 2001, Licht & Martin, 2007b; Nelson & Trede,
2004; Radhakrishna, Nelson, Franklin, & Kessler, 2003; Richardson & Mustian, 1994;
Rollins, Bruening, & Radhakrishna, 1991; Suvedi, Campo, & Lapinski, 1999; Trede &
Whitaker, 1998; Vergott, Israel, & Mayo, 2005) and specifically prefer intespals
communication methods, especially consultations (Gamon, Bounaga, & Miller, 139y La
et al., 2001, Licht & Martin, 2007a; Richardson & Mustian, 1994; Riesenberg & Gor, 1989;

Rollins et al.; Suvedi, Lapinski, & Campo, 2000; Vergott et al.).
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In a study conducted in lowa, corn and soybean producers said they believed
interpersonal communication was more reliable than information from mass @edrall,
producers perceived interpersonal communication as a way to evaluate ttyeaduali
information and determine how or if it applies to their operations (Licht & Martin, 3007a

Land Grant and Cooperative Extension Service

There are numerous places and locations where farmers receive retelvaseful
information. One often-listed resource is that of the Extension Service anddgrdat
university.

“Land grant” is a term used to describe a public university in each state bdgan
as a land grant college of agriculture under the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 (naered aft
Justin Morrill, U.S. Senator from Vermont who played a critical role in ensuring the
legislation was passed and became law). The purpose of the Morrill Acte alsv a
larger percentage of the population to have access to practical educatinfoandtion
useful in their daily lives. The Morrill Act permitted each state to wecpublic land to start
a college where individuals could learn about agriculture and the mechargc@haet the
years, the number of land grant institutions grew and were expanded to underre@resent
populations such as those primarily serving African American populations and Native
American populations.

In 1914 the Smith-Lever Act was passed, which established the Cooperative
Extension Service at the land grant institutions across the country. The act presgates f
funds for Cooperative Extension activities and also authorizes special Extensemtsproj

under section 3(d) (see “Grants,” 2008). The Cooperative State Researchdbcaicdti



27

Extension Service (CSREES) is a national system providing agricultural deegibpm
information, among other topics, to U.S farmers.

The network of Cooperative Extension Services across the United States shares
information among other land grant institutions. One example is a new progragh calle
eXtension which is described as an “interactive learning environment delivesiegrched
knowledge from the land-grant university” (eXtension, 2008). Specific subject snateer
delved into in depth, and a Web site is created to help answer questions. The sulgect matt
a collaborative effort of several to many land grant universities to providerobed-based
content for various publics and customized answers to users’ specific questions. Hawever
this time there is no value-added agriculture eXtension community of practice.

Producers have looked to Extension for assistance in evaluating information from
other sources rather than as a source of information per se. Licht and Martin (2007b)
suggested a burgeoning role for agricultural educators as that of informéttersal Given
that producers consider interpersonal communication methods more reliable, evén thoug
they use mass media methods more often, Extension educators have the opportunity to
influence producers more significantly than does mass media. Licht and N2a&qiral
contended this role is especially important as producers receive an ingr@asiunt of
information through an increasing variety of methods. They suggested thasiBrte
educators could grow in their “information filtering” role to assist producersaching
greater understanding of agriculture information presented in mass mediaritodydter

their farm operation.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODS

This chapter describes the methodology used to conduct the study. The purpose of

this study was to determine the agricultural information preferences foeMtalded

Producer Grant (VAPG) recipients and assess the implications for theulgpal Marketing

Resource Center (AgMRC) and the larger agricultural extension educatiemeidi

Research Questions

The primary research questions explored were:

What are the types of technical, business, and marketing assistance the VAPG
firms need?

How do producers go about finding out about this information?

What resources do they use to guide their business decisions?

How do they like to receive information and education? Do they prefer to find
information on the Web, or sit down with business and Extension consultants,

who can help guide them through the business decisions

Whom do they turn to? Do they use consultants? How do they qualify the

expertise of the consultants?

Do they use Web-based resources? If they do how do they access those resources?

Potential Value of Research

The Agriculture Marketing Resource Center (AgMRC), which the author directs,

provides services to the value-added agriculture clientele in the United. Staiteresearch

has a direct impact on what and how educational programming for AQMRC is conducted.
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On a broader perspective, this study may help to provide a better understanding of
what resources these farm groups use. This will help agricultural educetirsize the
impact of their services and, thus, may enable farmers to improve their viabdity
profitability.

Design and Methodology

Qualitative research design and methods were chosen because this stplbyirsgex
human behavior, which is complex and not as easily captured by quantitative techniques.
Additionally the results are enriched by using the participants’ words gooisess.

Sample Selection

Interviewers visited on-site or via telephone 80 VAPG recipients drawn from a
relatively complete database of recipients of VAPG funding to-date (itnane800 farmers
and firms) developed by the author. The sample was selected based upon thditsgnailabi
VAPG recipients to meet with the interviewer and their willingness tokspaenly about
their business and where they receive information, as well as to provide thevwewith
business details so a short business profile of the firm could be written. Some ahshia fir
the database were no longer in business and/or USDA Rural Development offithals i
various states could no longer locate the firms and provide business contacts arsgsddres
The business did not have to currently exist or be profitable to be selected. The sample
represents a broad spectrum of sales, employment, value-added agriculturesproduc
marketing or manufacturing, firm locations, and recipients across the spar®by¢he
VAPG program.

The interviewers attempted to speak with several individuals at each firmhaund a

half of the time they spoke to more than one person in the firm. Titles varied, but generall
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individuals interviewed included Chief Operating Officer, Chief Finar@iéicer, President,
or Manager. An attempt was also made to speak with farmer/owners ifnthe@ds managed
by paid employees with farmers sitting on the board of directors to allowbiwad
perspective of viewpoints and data points for learning about the informational pcefere
and usages.

The VAPG recipients were chosen because there was funding through theCAgMR
conduct the interviews and to develop business profiles for posting on the AQMRC website.
USDA saw value in developing the profiles to create awareness of the VAP@mrogr
administered by USDA Rural Development. The research questions were intaipota
the overall interview that queried about the business: successes and failures, dgsortuni
and challenges, use of the USDA grant, and where and how they found needed business
information.

The firms selected for study came from 20 states: Arizona, Californiapaed,
lowa, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Nartiida,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Virginia, Washington, and
Wisconsin. The businesses represented different farming and business culturéferemd di
regional perspectives (see Table 1).

The firms offered a variety of products and value-added agriculture businesses,
including fruit and vegetable farms making products such as wine, juices, jHies, ¢C.;
livestock farms and products from sheep, goats, cattle, dairy cattle, hogs, and psuitell
as most major agronomic crops in the U.S. (corn, soybeans, wheat, cotton, hay); and
agritourism, energy and fuel production firms. The net was cast wide to help ovemcgme

biases that may have come from selecting a particular industry sestaten Firms were
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Commodity Products State
Agritourism Biobased/green village lowa

Alfalfa Specialty hay South Dakota
Apples Juice, specialty products Indiana
Beef Specialty products Indiana

Beef Specialty networks Tennessee
Beef Direct markets Texas

Beef Network Virginia
Blueberries Wine Oregon
Catfish Specialty products Texas
Chicken Chicken specialty products Nebraska
Citrus Specialty products Texas

Corn Ethanol lllinois

Corn Tortillas Indiana

Corn Ethanol lowa

Corn Specialty products North Dakota
Cotton Organic markets Texas

Dairy Natural products Minnesota
Eggs Organic Washington
Figs Figs California
Forest Specialty woods Oregon
Fruits Specialty products North Carolina
Goat Milk and Cheese Texas

Goats Chevre products Arizona
Goats Cheese, whey and milk Nebraska
Goats Cheese Nebraska
Grapes Raisins California
Grapes Wine California
Grapes Wine California
Grapes Wine lowa

Grapes Juice Kansas
Grapes Wine Maryland
Grapes Wine Maryland
Grapes Wine Oregon
Grapes Wine Texas

Grass Energy Texas

Hay Specialty products North Dakota
Hay Hay North Dakota
Lamb Lamb cuts North Dakota
Lamb Specialty cuts South Dakota
Manure Methane digester lowa
Manure Methane digester Maryland



Table 1.(continued)
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Commodity Products State

Milk Milk California

Milk Cheese California

Milk Ice cream Indiana

Milk Specialty dairy lowa

Milk On farm processing lowa

Milk Dairy lowa

Milk Cheese Kansas

Milk Cheese Minnesota
Milk Cheese Nebraska

Milk Specialty products Wisconsin
Nuts Black walnuts Texas

Olives Specialty products California
Olives Olive oil and olive products Texas

Pork High end pork products lowa

Pork Niche products lowa

Pork Pork processing North Dakota
Pork Specialty products North Dakota
Pumpkins Pumpkins Kansas

Seed Alfalfa seed California
Shrimp Farm raised lowa

Soy Food grade products lowa

Soy Biodiesel lowa

Soy Biodiesel lowa

Soybean Further processing South Dakota
Soybeans Specialty products lowa
Soybeans Food grade and oill lowa
Soybeans Processing North Carolina
Sunflowers ol North Dakota
Vegetables and Fruits Direct marketing Delaware
Vegetables and Fruits Organic lllinois
Wheat Cookies Kansas
Wheat Pizza dough Oklahoma
Wheat Specialty products South Dakota
Wind Power lowa
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identified by state and commodity, but not by their legal names. Anonymitygiseindy
honored in qualitative studies, but the detail about state and commodity was central to
understanding the breadth of educational reach and situational context revealked by t
illustrative quotes.

Although it would have been easier to conduct interviews via telephone, whenever
possible, face-to-face interviews were conducted in order to establish ragpdite VAPG
recipients and yield a stronger and more effective interview and relationsioqrding to
Glesne (2006), “rapport describes the character of effective fieltbredhips,” (p. 109).

This rapport helps if a follow-up telephone call is needed to verify information, bexause
personal relationship has been established; the research subject would trusivibeverte
because he or she had met the interviewer and developed a personal relationshi®0 Of the
interviews that were conducted, 31 interviews were conducted in person by the author and a
additional 14 were conducted on site by the other interviewers. The remaining @&wder

were conducted on the telephone. A total of 97 individuals were interviewed, gtriiores

than one person was involved in the interview. There was a cross section of ages rangin
from 31 to 75. Fifty-nine men and 38 women were interviewed.

The Interviews

Prior to the site visit or telephone interviews, an interview protocol wasdreat
which included information about the firm, company history, VAPG funding received, and
the purported use of the funds (as revealed in Web and library research). On sitiher vi
telephone, the interviewers queried VAPG recipients to learn more about theiisbuside
then delved into the specific research questions. The questions were open-ended, and the

guestion sequence progressed from general and unstructured to specific questions.
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Experienced interviewers and student interns conducted the interviews and détiedope
business profiles.

Reg ClauseMr. Clause holds a B.S. from lowa State University (ISU). He is a value-
added agriculture specialist with the Value Added Agriculture Progra8latHe conducts
feasibility and business studies for clients and has extensive businesg exgierience with
articles published in major agriculture and business publications.

Caryn Lane Ms. Lane is a senior in Education at ISU. Ms. Lane made logistical
arrangements for the interview team and was mentored by the author to supporkher wor
several business profiles. She was trained in interview methods and conductad sever
interviews with the study’s participants.

Erin Morain: Ms. Morain holds a B.A. in Journalism from Simpson College in
Indianola, IA. She works as a writing consultant. Former employment includetebsisi
writing with theDes Moines Business Recand local daily papers.

Helen RandallMs. Randall holds a B.S. and M.S. in Journalism from ISU, has a
private consulting firm, and prior to starting her own firm, worked in public infoondar
ISU and théDes Moines Regist&s a business writer.

Mary Swalla HolmesMs. Holmes holds a B.S. in Anthropology from ISU. She
currently works with ISU’s Department of Sociology conducting qualitaggearch for
several projects. Ms. Holmes was with the Value Added Agriculture Progristl dor 5
years.

Erin Watson:Ms. Watson is a recent graduate of ISU in Political Science. She began

the project by making logistical arrangements for the interview sgahwas then mentored
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by the author and worked on several business profiles. She was trained in inteetiews
and conducted several interviews with study’s participants.

Permission to conduct the interviews and the questions were submitted to the
Institutional Review Board at lowa State University. All the interviesned taken the
required training and held valid certificates. However, the Institutional ReRoard
determined that this research project did not require its authorization.

Little research work has been done with this targeted sample beyond a study
conducted by Boland, Crespi, and Oswald (2008) to identify the determinants for success
among USDA VAPG recipients. They focused on business success and sustaarabilit
analyzed increased market share of the recipients, greater sale€ egldtie success of
the business, but did not focus on where producers sought education and information.

A four- to five-page company profile was developed for each firm, highlighting
information about the firm, sales, employment, product line, etc. and explaining homthe fi
utilized the money from the VAPG. These profiles, posted on the AQMRC webs#sg“C
Studies,” 2009), provide a more detailed understanding of each firm, thereby providing
another data point for corroboration and a triangulation strategy (Ary, JacobsjdRa&
Sorensen, 2006, p. 511).

The interviews were audio taped and supplemented by field notes taken by the
interviewers. The audio tapes were recorded in a digital medium and downloaded to a
computer to allow for easy access and playback. Each interview was traddzyithe
interviewer who conducted that particular interview.

The notes were analyzed utilizing theme coding and qualitative data clzatts. E

major code selected identified a concept or a central idea. The author developedthaoctod
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Coding is a progressive process of sorting, defining, and sorting scraps cdfecbtlata (i.e.,
observation notes, interview transcripts, memos, documents, and notes from relevant
literature (Glesne, 2006, p. 153). To analyze the data, an iterative coding and theme
development approach began with open coding. In open coding, transcripts are coded based
on the content of the interviews, not predefined concepts of what to look for. Initial codes
were combined, recombined, and refined to develop themes and categories of themes, which
reflected recurring sentiments expressed by value-added agrictituraiterviewees
(Esterberg, 2002). The data analysis was iterative; codes and themeswsgtedrand
refined as each interview was coded. To aid with data management and coding, the author
used NVivo 7 (QSR International 2006), a qualitative data analysis softwargpacka
initial coding process was conducted by the author; codes and themes were thena@sfirme
being consistent and reliable by other researchers.
Design Validity

To help ensure design validity, the following data collection strategpes w
incorporated into the data collection. There was prolonged and persistent field erk. T
field work spanned 11 months from December 2007 through October 2008. This allowed for
interim data analysis and corroboration.

Multi-method strategies, including library and Web research on the fsm&lhas
on-site and telephone interviews and discussions with VAPG patrticipants and adtoirsist
were used. This allowed for triangulation in data analysis and collection. diffesent
strategies may yield different insights about the topic and increaseethibility of the

findings (McMillian & Schumacher, 2006).



46

Literal statements of participants and quotations from their interviews@vanted
in the analysis of this research. As McMillian and Schumacher (2006) statedling
verbatim accounts of conversations and transcripts is essential. Directansotadm the
data illustrate participants’ meanings and thus ensure validity.

To help ensure validity of the interview, an AQMRC colleague or one of the
interviewers was either present at the meeting or read through the peefinigg Those not
present at the meetings also had access to the digital audio tape to revievasvbaitvby
the participant. As noted by McMillian and Schumacher (2006, p. 328), “A peer delsiefer i
a disinterested colleague who describes the researcher’s prelimisygis and subsequent
strategies. The peer debriefer poses searching questions to help tlrehesseaterstand her
own posture and its role in the inquiry.” Additionally, the initial coding process comtibgte
the author, her codes and themes, were then confirmed as being consistent antbyeliable
other researchers.

The VAPG recipients reviewed the case study brief for their respective dind the
notes taken by the interviewer. Before any of the case studies were publishedAgiViRC
Web site, all the profiles were approved by the participants from the respctis. This
member checking helped to ensure the accuracy of the data (McMillian & Sdiena
2006, p. 326). The member checking was done virtually, because the interviews were not
transcribed nor the profiles completed until after the site visit or the telepitenaew was
completed.

Because the author had worked with many of the firms in lowa, to prevent bias in the

guestions and interviews all the lowa-based interviews were conducteeldyy Randall.
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She was not familiar with the projects or the assistance (or lack thdraptihie firms may
have received from the author in her duties as part of the AQMRC team.

The author also kept a reflectivity journal to help her gain insight into angshilagt
she brought to the interview and to trace her personal reactions throughout the fkeld wor
The reflectivity journal is recognized by qualitative researchesashedpful aid in
distinguishing changing approaches during the interview or to realize penseahd
recognize and address biases once analysis has begun (Glesne, 2006). Pillow (2003)
suggested these four functions of reflectivity can strengthen validity:

= Reflectivity recognizes personal self awareness.

= Reflectivity is the recognition of the other—capturing the essence of thenefior

or “let them speak for themselves.”

= Reflectivity is truth gathering—the researcher’s insistence timget right or

being accurate.

= Reflectivity as transcendence—the aim that the researcher, throngtetnding

her own subjectivity and cultural context, can be released from the weight of
(mis)representation for accuracy in reporting.

It was determined in October 2008 that sufficient data had been collected for
complete analysis. Strauss and Corbin (1998) suggested that perhaps not until the work is fa
underway will the researcher know when additional analysis no longer contributes to
discovering anything new. Prasad (2003, p. 285) warned qualitative researchets, niobug
to assume that extensive periods of time spent in the field or a vast number céweeme

in and of themselves good indicators of well done qualitative research.
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Limitations of Design and Qualitative Research

The qualitative research methodology has limitations, such as the inability to
generalize to larger populations. In addition, the data collected could bedfbgcthe
author/moderator by moderator bias or manipulation; false consensus; and ¢thé\ydofi
analysis and interpretation of research (Litosseliti, 2003).

Additionally qualitative research establishes meaningful contacts withepebp are
the subjects of the research. A qualitative researcher often calls fdr ddggee of personal
involvement and direct engagement with people’s lives and problems (Prasad, 2005, p. 292).
It takes a disciplined researcher to report the findings and not delve into trying t
solutions for business problems outlined, providing advice, etc.

That said, qualitative design helps get information that cannot be obtained \well wit
guantitative methods. Qualitative methods are used to study human behavior and behavior
changes and help study the variations of complex, human behavior in context. Behavior is
not captured well by quantitative techniques. Qualitative analysis technigubeigefore
both inductive and interactive (Stevens, 2003).

It was determined that, despite the limitations of qualitative researaiodheof the
study would be accomplished best utilizing qualitative methodology.
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CHAPTER 4
USE OF EXTENSION AND THE LAND GRANT SYSTEM BY
VALUE-ADDED AGRRICULTURE PRODUCERS IN 20 U.S. STATES

A paper to be submitted ttmurnal of Extension

Mary Holz-Clause, W. Wade Miller, Jack M. Payne, Betty Wells

Abstract

The objective of this article is to analyze the use of Extension by recimttite
USDA Value-Added Agriculture Producer (VAPG) program. Clients think of iStos in
local/personal terms. As they use the system, they learn of its breadth ofaitidorm
Extension fills a void in services and does so in ways that are more objectiveeatig dir
research based than the private sector. The study shows that when reseuroes ar
prioritized and maintained, relevance quickly erodes and the public moves on. The findings
will help to guide Extension specialists and administrators to determineipsgorit
Suggestions are provided for improving the relevance of Extension programmihig for
clientele.

Introduction

American farmers long and consistently have explored ways to add value toratops a
livestock. In 2001, Congress passed legislation authorizing funding for a Value-Added
Agriculture Producer Grant (VAPG). This program provides applicants grant nnmney
originate or further develop a business by further processing or seggegatioduct; thus
seeking to capture additional value from commodities past the farm gate. H@ A

administered by USDA Rural Development.



51

The economic and technological pressures faced by U.S. farmers arexonipén
farmers move beyond traditional production competency into lesser competertfareas
processing and marketing, complexities rise. As one participant in thissstiadly

There’s a real gap in the concept of participating in value-added agrecatid then

what it really takes to play the game. There are not a lot of materials andatitor

out there of what it takes to build that capacity and knowledge or share those

experiences with other farmers of what it takes to build the bridges and ienéstm

takes. (Pepper, Organic Marketing Cooperative)

The population for the current study consisted of individuals representing farmer-
owned businesses that had received money from the federal VAPG program. Those
individuals, who had applied for and received funding, used their grant for a feastbdyy s
examining a new market, process, or product, or for capital expenditures reldeid to t
value-added agriculture business (U.S. Department of Agriculture RuraleBss
Cooperative Service, Announcement of Value-Added Producer Grant Applicationri2sadli
2008).

This population was chosen for study because:

= Resources were available to do hands-on qualitative research appropriate to this

population and study objective. This study was funded by the Agricultural
Marketing Resource Center, a resource also funded by USDA, which is providing
needed planning and guidance tools to value-added enterprises.

» These individuals have shown that they are interested in pursuing a business beyond

the typical commodity production, making them unique and in general a vanguard.

By virtue of their entrepreneurship, these business owners tend to be more
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innovative and creative than are typical farmers. In their new businessesimany o
them have been either early adopters or innovators of new products, new
technologies, or differentiated markets.

Design and Methodology

Qualitative research methodologies were chosen. The authors and hired imesview
visited 80 VAPG recipients on-site or via telephone. These recipients wera tassel
upon their availability to meet with the interviewer and their willingnespéals openly.

The interviewers attempted to speak with several individuals at each businessvaried,
but generally individuals interviewed included chief operating officer, cimahtial officer,
president, or manager.

The firms with which the interviewees were associated were located int@$ atal
offered a variety of products. Examples of businesses included fruit and vegataisle fa
making products such as wine, juices, jams, jellies, etc.; livestock fadm@aucts from
sheep, goats, cattle, dairy cattle, hogs, and poultry, as well as most major agopsiin
the U.S. (corn, soybeans, wheat, cotton, hay); and agritourism and bioenergy firmet The
was cast wide to overcome biases that may have come from selectitigidgrandustry
sector or state. The firms are identified by state and commodity, but tiegibjegal names.
Anonymity is frequently honored in qualitative studies, but the detail about state and
commodity was central to understanding the breadth of the educational reach aiothaituat
analysis and making the most of the illustrative quotes.

Whenever possible, interviews were conducted face-to-face. Of the 80 ingerview

conducted with 97 people, 31 interviews were conducted in person by the authors and an
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additional 14 were conducted on-site by other interviewers. Of the 97 individwaigented
59 were men and 38 were women, with ages ranging from 30 to 75.

The interviews were analyzed utilizing theme coding and qualitative data char
(Esterberg, 2002). To aid in data management and coding, NVivo 7 (QSR International,
2006), a qualitative data analysis software package, was used. The lead@udhboted the
initial coding process; codes and themes were then confirmed as consistenabrelbgl
other researchers.

Participants were not asked specifically if they received informatoon f
universities. If they offered universities and Extension Services as acgesbey had used,
then the participants may have been queried in greater detail such as what type of
information they received from those entities.

Design Validity

To help ensure design validity, the following strategies were incorpardatethe
data collection (Glesne, 2006).

= Persistent field work spanning 11 months from December 2007 through October

2008.
= Completing field work only when it was determined there were enough data and
remarks and comments became redundant (Prasad, 2005).

» Using literal statements of participants and quotations from their intesvie

= Peer debriefing.

= Member checking by interviewees for accuracy.

= Using a third party to conduct the lowa-based interviews where the author had

worked.



54

= Keeping a reflectivity journal (by the lead researcher) to help highligsebi
(Pillow, 2003).
= Use of multi-method strategies, including library and web research on thedsms
well as on-site and telephone interviews, producing triangulation in daieianal
and collection.
These different strategies helped to yield different insights aboutieand increase the
credibility of the findings (McMillian & Schumacher, 2006).
Limitations of the Study

The findings cannot be used to generalize to larger populations. In addition, the data
collected could be affected by the author/moderator bias or manipulation, falsest@)se
and the difficulty of analysis and interpretation that is inherent in angngsé_itosseliti
2003).

Findings

The study sought to determine if VAPG recipients were using Extension and
university-based services. If they were, then the study tried to determindéypwere using
the services, where they were accessing them, and their level ddnertiilfrom the
information provided.

The universities and Extension services are perceived as the source for ndn-biase
information. Also, as one individual indicated, even though university individuals may not
have been knowledgeable initially, they utilized the various resources avéaldighp them
to retool and upgrade their skills. Some other comments made by participantsualediinc

Table 1.
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Table 1. Participant Comments Regarding the Use of a University Resources

State

lllustrative quotes

Nebrask

lowa

Tennessee

| get it from the university. The lady there helped me quite a bit. Thehg real
isn’t any other competition out there. The university—that’s what they’re paid
to do is help you. If the USDA wants to continue this value-added thing they
need to see to it that these universities, that some of these places are funded
properly because they are the ticket. That’s your only ticket, really. Ttedly’
you how to approach people. They tell you everything. The person from the
university who helped us worked in a distributorship, so she knew how foods
distributed. She was a very sharp person. She knew how to do your label.
You've gotta have that barcode a certain size or the stores don’t want it.
You've got to be able to read the nutrition facts panel. They have guidelines
on the size of the labels and the size of the package. You have the greatest
thing in the world but if you don’t take that package to your distributor and
they say, ‘There’s no barcode on it,” you're out the door. Without the
university help we would have been out the door.

When we first started the Extension people didn’t know a lot. They were
nice—just not helpful. But the National Research Initiative grants have been a
good thing—now there is training for veterinarians and Extension people.
Extension people are getting better and better trained, better equipped to help
groups like ours. [Extension] people are getting better and better every yea

The role of the university is important. On our project—well it wasson
centered and they rode herd on the marketing project. They had the producer
contacts and respect in some of the counties that got the marketing project
going. Without them | am not sure the project would have succeeded or gotten
as far as it has today anyway.

The individuals interviewed were generally quite positive in their comments about

Extension assistance across an array of business development decisions. Reapedses

with the location in the country, the specific help the firms needed, and the comfoodit

which they were looking to add value.

The Land Grant System

The land grant system of the United States ensures that information thatrnas bee

developed by one state is readily accessible to constituents in other statagh®ht the
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interview process, the interviewers often heard of instances when an indwidoé state

did not have information, and he or she used the resources of another land grant institution.
Figure 1 indicates where each value-added agriculture firm was locadeithean

corresponding number indicates where the value-added agriculture firm sougbnatldit

information from a corresponding land grant university. Table 2 provides illustrative

examples of firms using sources outside their home state.

11

STATES

lowa-- Mississippi State, Texas A&M, Alabama and North Carolina State University
Indiana—Ohio and KY Extension Services

South Dakota-- U of lllinois, lowa State and University of Nebraska

Maryland --Virginia and Pennsylvania

Texas—California
Missouri—lowa
Arizona—Kansas and Alabama

lowa—Kansas State and Colorado State

16
Indiana---Pennsylvania and lowa 17 Oregon— Virginia
Oklahoma—Texas A and M 18 Virginia—U of lllinois, lowa State and Nebraska
North Carolina—Kansas State and lowa State 19 Tennessee—Kansas State and Colorado State
Texas—Mississippi, Louisiana Washington—California and Oregon
Nebraska—Mississippi State 21 Oklahoma—U of Arkansas

Texas—California
lowa-U of lllinois

Indiana—Texas A and M for corn processing

Figure 1. Value-added agricultural grants

lowa—Colorado State and U of Kansas

North Dakota—Kansas and Oklahoma
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Location/description
of VAPG interviewee  Source(s) used

lllustrative quotes

Texas olive grower University of
California—Davis

Indiana apple farmer Various land grants

South Dakota lamb  University of lllinois,

producer lowa State University,
University of
Nebraska

lowa dairy producer University of
California System

The technical part of growing olives, in
Texas—well it doesn’t exist. To my
knowledge nobody has ever done it. And
so | used the Internet find the data. | got a
lot from the University of California-
Dauvis.

| have always used other ugisersi
printed materials. | can’t survive without
these [university] people. Sometimes the
problem is new to us, so | google up the
guestions and bingo—there are things
from five other universities that answer
my question.

The pork industry was smart enough to
get the technology at university level and
then capitalize on it by doing what they
said. We are trying to use that same
model for lambs. We are going to the
universities and trying to find out the
latest and best and then trying to put the
knowledge to work.

We do work with the UC-Davis
Extension for on-farm stuff. Cal Poly has
more stuff for processors. It depends on
the question where the producer goes—
lot of times they come to us (the value-
added agriculture firm) but if | think UC
can give a better answer.
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How Do Firms Use Extension Service and the Land Grant System?
Firms used the land grant system for a number of different services amtisexpe
related to value-added agriculture. Information utilized ranged from tetlouiestions
related to a specific crop or commodity to business development and markastenass A
respondent from a firm in a western state said, “We use them [the universtgHorcal
guestions and production questions. We used them for about everything really. Just kept their
number handy. In fact, | still have it right here.” A lamb producer indicateditég hoped
to use the university in the way he felt the poultry and pork industry had utilized thrésexpe
from the universities to develop profitable industries. He hoped to emulate thessucce
Extension is important because its scientific objectivity modulates dgnam
information flows. For example when you've got army worms, wheat aphids, and
cutworms, the rumors and press reporting explode the problem. Extension specialist
brought it back to reality on geography, scope, thresholds, etc. They helped quantify
what it really means.
Business Development Questions
The VAPG program creates financial incentives to properly develop a busitiess w
feasibility studies, business plans, and marketing plans. If the businessisqukbto be
feasible, the business plan will be developed. Interviewees frequently segths need to
analyze the feasibility of a project and to write business plans. They alsatetithey
honed information from university sources into usable aspects and drew upon a variety of

university resources to address their needs. Table 3 provides illustrative quotes.
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Table 3. Examples of Responses Regarding Business Plans

State Use of university lllustrative quotes
Texas University of Texas There is so much information out there you can
business resource center omreally suffer from information overload. The
a business plan university people help you make it into a usable
and understandable piece.
Indiana Purdue on a feasibility She examined how much people will buy, etc. She
study was so easy to work with—took complex,
marketing material, sat down, and hammered out
things with us.
North North Carolina State They really knew where to go to get information
Carolina  Extension Service for a and did a good job of helping us ask the right
business plan. guestions.
lowa lowa State University Without them, | don’t think we could have asked
Extension and the the right question. We had a couple of the people
Agriculture Marketing from the center who kept asking questions and
Resource Center on a making me sort of grumpy—but they helped us
feasibility plan get to where our business needed to go.
Nebraska University of Nebraska. an@hey've also been very helpful helping me with
the — Nebraska Business updating my business plan and another
Development Center accountability partner to make sure my business is
(NBDC) on a business plan successful. They kept asking and asking—making
sure we had conviction for what we were doing.
Virginia  Virginia Tech on a If you want something out of Tech you ask the

feasibility study

agents who do you recommend and how can | find
that information. They cut right to the chase. They
get right to the stuff you need, and | would still be
wading through it ten days later.
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Table 4. Examples of Reasons Why Interviewees Used Extension

State lllustrative quotes

lowa We used our Extension Service to help with the business planning and in our
state they are beefing that up. They are trying to train their people mbig in t
area. Our farmers are already familiar with Extension. | think tate &xtension
is their first choice. Farmers are using them for production things so we are
comfortable for using the university people for our business plans and feasibility
studies.

Nebraska Familiarity is pretty important. Our people already trust their adehelps if
your Extension agent can be the transmitter to the producers.

Interviewees indicated they used Extension because they were favithidne
services Extension provided and had already developed a relationship with Extension
personnel (see Table 4).

Technical Questions About Food/Feed Processing

Value-added agriculture firms often are involved in technical aspects of foeddr f
processing. In several states (Oklahoma, Nebraska, and Oregon) theadgtessing
centers that assist firms with questions and assistance about manufeatarimarketing a
food product. Requirements vary from federally mandated food labels and ingredient
requirements to sanitary processing requirements. Questions are ofiéin apddechnical.
Interviewees often cited their food processing center as an important sourfteraftion

and help (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Examples of Responses Regarding Food Processing Centers

State Food processing center lllustrative comments
Oregon Oregon Food Processing They helped us with business planning, loan
Center applications, allergy testing and a lot of things.

They were really helpful and a good resource.

Nebrask  University of Nebraska The food processing center program was great,
Food Processing Center  their entrepreneurial program is a program you

take for a day or two workshop and they
continue connecting with you, and they have all
these years, because | took that way back in
1990. But they continue connecting with you
and offering you services as simple as designing
your label or teaching you about packaging.

Oklahoma Oklahoma State Food Wow where would | be without the food
Processing Center processing center at OSU? | would still be out
in the field instead of marketing cookies—they
were a big help.

How Farmers Use the University Resources

Some of the producers were asked to provide greater detail about the type of
university resource being utilized. Others freely offered that informationpéakicer
indicated that he started by using a search engine to see what waseavdiba@ver, he
indicated that he often looked at the citations to see who else has been involved in the
studying the topic.

Several participants indicated that they use email updates and weekly etectroni
newsletters provided by a university. Others indicate they use the printéchpabk that
the universities provide to them as well as the articles that are in magatm&pecific

comments are in Table 6.
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Table 6. Comments About the Use of University Resources

Interviewees’ state lllustrative quotes

Nebrask But | usually go to the University of Nebraska—Lincoln web site and
then branch off from there. | get a paper and we go to the bottom of
that and look at what they used for resources and see if any of those
might expand in an area that you know more about and look that up. |
haven't found the holy grail that has all the stuff.

lowa | get weekly emails from the University of lllinois, lowat8ta
University and other universities and five different grain buyer groups
on prices. These weekly and daily updates from the university are
helpful to trying to understand the big picture.

Oklahoma The OSU Publications are great. | am a big user of Extension
publications.
Indiana | couldn’t survive without all the printed information and publications

that the universities give us on apple production.

On-Site Classes

Continuing education courses and workshops proved popular with producers entering
the unfamiliar territory of new crops and markets. Individuals who were begigréape
production often indicated that they took classes to become familiar with teckaiced.i
Continuing education for producers embarking in new areas included classesinmggrow
other horticultural crops, pork niche production, grassland beef systems, wine making, food
processing and on-farm dairy processing. These educational opportunitiesffeese to
producers at the various universities, and two people indicated they acquired thidigeowle

through their community colleges. Table 7 provides additional thoughts.
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Table 7. Examples of Education Opportunities

Interviewee’s state  Illustrative quotes

Oklahoma I've been up to Manhattan and taken classes from the Food Science.
Good stulff.

lowa | went to Extension Basic Grape Management Course before | planted

one grape vine. It just seemed like the smart thing to do.

Texas | went ahead and took some courses at UC—Davis in viticulture and |
went out to Davis and took the courses and then continued online on
the distance learning program that UC-Davis has. So | still have
another half a year to go to complete the certificate in winemaking
from Davis, which will be nice to have if | ever wanted to go and be a
full-time winemaker.

Some Don’t Use Extension
A preponderance of the negative responses came from one particular state that has
experienced significant budget revisions and declining state services mgciaduced

public allocations for education. Illustrative quotes are found in Table 8.

Table 8. Examples from Interviews Who Don’t Use Extension Resources

VAPG business lllustrative quotes

Wine We simply don’t have enough support. We only have one (viticulturist) for
the whole state! (Private business) hired one of the other guys away from
Extension two years ago and they have not replaced him. The farm advisor
for us is in the largest crush area of the state, and he also has to do
almonds, grapes and other berries. In just grapes alone he had 75,000 acres.

Olives We had an olive specialist at the university. He was accessibl¢adkedl
to him all the time. But he retired and was not replaced; the guy that
handles citrus is suppose to do olives, but we rarely hear from him. We
used to get newsletters and that kind of stuff, as a result. However none of
that happens anymore. We do not deal with the university at all.
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Table 8. (continued)

VAPG business lllustrative quotes

Milk

Milk

Agritourism

Soybeans

Goats

Manure

No one in Extension and within the university systems knows anything
about our process and technology.

A lot of this is a new area for them as well, so they—the Extension
offices—aren’t geared for answering questions from producers such as
ourselves. We get as much info as we can, appreciate any help we can get
from them. But really they are not geared for us.

I normally would have gone to [ the university] and worked with tourism
studies there, but we have found that size of the community mattered in
whether or not there would be assistance there. [The university] didn’t take
on the last three community projects because it said they were too small.

| don’t receive any support from Extension economists. They tend to have
programs for other things but not for us. They are good on production but
don’t seem to know much about the marketing. | feel there is a gap there. It
is truly disappointing to me. Most land grants have more, but our state
doesn't.

Yeah, | would love classroom or Extension office people being able to sit
down and educate us but it hasn’t been that available.

Unfortunately, the place we don’t get a lot of information is from the
various land grant universities, in terms of education and also fact-finding.
They just don’t know much about methane digesters.

Conclusions and Implications

Most of the clients interviewed indicated that Extension providers are redgect

their content knowledge and the ability to ferret out answers. Extension siscedi

perceived as in touch with the industry and respected for the content they provide and their

experience. While this may not seem profound, it is in fact important as both gistaaid

tactical factor. If Extension is to be relevant and grow in relevance, kbggextension
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specialists must be nurtured, supported, and ultimately replaced as retiremesit Gaps in
a specific expertise were shown to erode the perception of the Extensermn agsh whole.

Individual clients do not begin with a notion of Extension as a national system. They
tend to think of it in local/personal terms. Although individuals may grow in sophisticati
and widen their view on a subject, the entrée to the land grant system and top technical
research is still a key Extension individual.

This research indicates that both Extension clients and Extension speniedidtto
be trained in how to use the national land grant system most effectively. Avoidauipigér
tendencies and overt pride in one’s home university is likely a very importact asfiee
needed training. Sophisticated clients eventually will bypass local kowestaff if
Extension specialists and county directors are not out front in sourcing thefoesation
from wherever it is. So, “staying ahead of the client” is crucial. But, shésying ahead”
includes both the information and the sources of information. It is a significartesaspect
to be able to meet the client’s needs quickly. Offering a pre-sorted soumecksitact
information is a significant value to today’s Extension client. As many slgait, Extension
helped them sort through the process much faster and more efficiently thaththeyise
would have known how.

The breadth of the land grant system was highlighted in this study. Clients in the
Midwest used the expertise of universities on the coasts of the United Statesta@ddsa
firms used findings from the West Coast, etc. Maintenance and funding for larmdbigrant
system is key for continued economic and business development across the nation. However

base level federal funding for Extension has been virtually flat since the 1%ir9teviel
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funding, combined with the impact of inflation, has resulted in a significant declactual
dollars available to fund the national system.

Experience matters to the value-added agriculture client. When a weltredp
Extension person is recruited and hired by private industry it speaks well fjuality of
that person as an industry consultant. This also reinforces the need for Extension
management to anticipate such moves, as well as retirement. The need,ehisréfor
adequately pay, support, and recognize such people. The additional need is to consistently
nurture the replacement/backup person(s) in these key roles. This is whangdbelies.
Extension as a brand should represent “the source” or the “go to.” To do so indicates that the
Extension specialist must have sufficient experience to gain respect deldzer in a
constant manner. It is incumbent upon Extension administrators to provide adequate and
consistent professional development to their staff to ensure Extension speaiaiup-to-
date in their expertise.

Local client experience is what will support the Extension brand. Although marketing
specialists will talk about the Extension brand and offer logos, brochures, andessare
programs, the essence of branding this system is in the delivery. Each pkeogption of
the system is based upon very local and personal experiences with the systgim thr
specific Extension staff. In the eyes of the participants, relevancecpadtations are
connected to their localized experiences.

The experiences noted by clients who were dissatisfied with their Eottesesivices
offer much to consider. The industry in this particular state is advanced andiextéut
varied; and not all operations are large enough to have in-house research arskexperti

Private consultants tend to fill these gaps. However, public sector assistanaiter
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objective, research-based information, and Extension is often the main soureepiovalte
consultants. When great research is delivered by an experienced person of resspesijts
are powerful and offer great push for progress in a sector.

As business and technology evolve in our society, it is important to see technology
transfer in two modes. Hard technology is the usual equipment-, geneticsmistopeype
solutions. Soft technology includes management and marketing. As an agent of tgchnolog
transfer in both modes, Extension has the potential to excel given that it is attaahddhe
heart of the land grant system. Many of the solutions offered will ultimbéefyre-
competitive in nature. This means that Extension can be the tide lifting all boats

Although responses suggest a very mixed bag for Extension relevance, the potential
for growth and improvement, as noted by clients, bodes well for the assistdansi@& can
provide when specialists retool. Retooling is a key to relevance, as areasitf wiilbshift
over time. Two aspects of retooling emerged. First, the method and breadth of sourcing
information for clients must be addressed. Second, a redundancy of experiencenwithin t
staff capacity of Extension must be created. This last point must alwaysdzeuyon
priority trends of the Extension organization.

Relevance is clearly a very personal perception and correlated alnebgwathi
specific interpersonal relationships. Extension specialists must be equipthbecaming that
keeps them ahead of the client in both information and sources of information. Extension
may have operated timidly in pushing the technology envelopes in some arendsswith
clientele. However, as the interviewees indicated, Extension was one of tberfsiatently
respected sources capable of fearlessly pushing research conclusionsyaidgaayaplied

technology. The responses showed a perception that Extension was good on production
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issues but not as effective on marketing or management issues. The evolutionintbent
value-added or niche marketing roles, for example, has tended to leave Extehsion ei
scrambling or fading. Although Extension management may find comfort in good response
regarding specific staff, this leaves the cold reality that no organizatiosucaive long term
under the risk of losing the “key person.” The responses did show that when the key person
left the Extension system and they were not replaced, that the clients weer&efifin the
lurch and frustrated.

States in which clients did not feel their Extension organization is serving thkm we
will require prioritizing where and what specialists should do. Perhaps indasthetp to
fund some of the positions important and relevant to the agricultural sector. This study
implies there is a “public good perspective” to apply to Extension relevancévegia
Relevance is measured highly by clients if Extension specialists canrahsweuestions. It
is important that strategic planning be ongoing and not sporadic. Theseexeras look
both back and forward. Advisory councils must be fully engaged to keep the wioritie
assessments on track so that scarce resources go to priority sectors.

The implications of this study suggest that Extension, in fact, fills voids ircesrvi
and does so in ways that are clearly more objective and research-based thanvatine
sector. The study also demonstrates that when resources are not prioritizedraaith@adai
relevance quickly erodes and the public moves on.

In this manner, Extension operates as a public utility. People draw on it as needed and
expect to find a working “outlet” when they want to “plug in” to specific infdioraor
facilitation. To extend this analogy: Without this utility available on demandtingethe

demand will be ad hoc and more inefficient, if met at all. Entrepreneurs, producers,
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community activists, or whoever the client may be would be left to fend fotaas=gn a
world not easily navigated or evaluated. This detracts from their productidtis @ net
negative to society.
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CHAPTER 5
USE OF EXTENSION AND THE LAND GRANT SYSTEM BY
VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURE PRODUCERS IN 20 U.S. STATES

A paper to be submitted tlournal of Applied Communications

Mary Holz-Clause, Reginald Clause, B. Lynn Jones, Betty Wells

Abstract

The objective of this article is to analyze the informational sources and
communication channels used by recipients of the USDA Value-Added AgricBitodeicer
(VAPG) program. The study shows that universities and Extension are trusted anctgref
sources of information. The Internet is the most widely used channel of comtrmmfoa
receiving that information. Reponses further suggest that no single source roginorhas
both the capacity and capability to meet all their current needs, but rattkesiataumber of
sources to do so. This study also reveals how and some of the reasons why thisalent gr
is using the Internet. This information may help educators maintain retetatteeir clients
by better understanding the sources and channels of information used.

Introduction

American farmers have long explored ways to add value to crops and livestock. In
2001, Congress passed legislation authorizing funding for a Value-Added Agecult
Producer Grant (VAPG). This program provides applicants grant money to originate
further develop a business by further processing or segregating a produsgeking to
capture additional value from commodities past the farm gate. The VAPG is steénadiby

USDA Rural Development.
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The economic and technological pressures faced by U.S. farmers arexonipén
farmers move beyond competency in traditional production into less competerdfareas
processing and marketing, complexities rise. As one participant in thissstigly There’s a
real gap between the concept of participating in value-added agricuitltben having
what it really takes to play the game.” There is not a lot of material ameiation out there
about what it takes to build that capacity and build the knowledge or share thosenergerie
with other farmers about what it takes to build the bridges and the investmens.it take

The population for the current study consisted of individuals representing farmer-
owned businesses that had received money from the federal VAPG program. Those
individuals, who had applied for and received funding, used their grant for a feastibdyy s
examining a new market, process, or product, or for capital expenditures reldeid to t
value-added agriculture business (Department of Agriculture Rural Bssioegperative
Service, Announcement of Value-Added Producer Grant Application Deadlines, 2008).

We chose this population for study because:

= Resources were available to do hands-on qualitative research appropriate to this

population and study objective. This study was funded by the Agricultural
Marketing Resource Center (AgMRC), also funded by USDA, which provides
needed planning and guidance tools to value-added enterprises. The results would
inform AgMRC staff how to more effectively communicate with their cBeartd

others, including recipients of the VAPG grants and value-added agricultural
producers

» These individuals have shown that they are interested in pursuing a business beyond

the typical commodity production, making them unique and in general a vanguard.
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By virtue of their entrepreneurship, these business owners tend to be more
innovative and creative than are typical farmers. In their new businessesimany o
them have been either early adopters or innovators of new products, new
technologies, or differentiated markets.

Design and Methodology

The authors and hired interviewers visited 80 VAPG recipients on site or via
telephone. These recipients were chosen based upon their availability to mele¢ with t
interviewer and their willingness to speak openly. The interviewers attdngpspeak with
several individuals at each business. Titles varied, but generally individ waisented
included the Chief Operating Officer, Chief Financial Officer, Presjaertianager.

The firms with which the study participants were associated were loca2€dstates
and offered a variety of products. Examples of businesses included fruit and velgetable
making products such as wine, juices, jams, jellies, etc.; livestock fad®@aucts from
sheep, goats, cattle, dairy cattle, hogs, and poultry, as well as most major agopsiin
the U.S. (corn, soybeans, wheat, cotton, hay); and agritourism and bioenergy firnds. A w
net was to overcome biases that may have come from selecting a parichusary sector or
state. The firms are identified by state and commaodity, but not by their lagakna
Anonymity is frequently honored in qualitative studies, but the detail about state and
commodity was central to understanding the breadth of the educational reach aiothaituat
context as revealed in the illustrative quotes.

Whenever possible, interviews were conducted face to face. Of the 80 interviews
conducted with 97 people, 31 interviews were conducted in person by the authors and an

additional 14 were conducted on-site by other interviewers. Of the 97 individwaigented
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59 were men and 38 were women, with ages ranging from 30 to 75. Participants were asked
specifically where they received information and were further quiértae interviewers

were not familiar with the resource. They were also asked how (through whatbtaey
received information.

The interviews were analyzed utilizing theme coding and qualitative data char
(Esterberg, 2002). To aid in data management and coding, NVivo 7 (QSR International,
2006), a qualitative data analysis software package, was used. The lead authdeddhduc
initial coding process; codes and themes were then confirmed as consistenabledbgl
other researchers.

Design Validity

To help ensure design validity, the following strategies were incorporatethe
data collection (Glesne, 2006).

= Persistent field work spanning 11 months from December 2007 through October

2008.
= Completing field work only when it was determined there were enough data and
remarks and comments became redundant (Prasad, 2005).

= Using literal statements of participants and quotations from their intesview

= Peer debriefing.

= Member checking by interviewees for accuracy.

= Using a third party to conduct the lowa-based interviews where the authors had

worked.

= Keeping a reflectivity journal (by the lead researcher) to help idenagebi

(Pillow, 2003).
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= Use of multi-method strategies, including library and Web research on thedsms
well as on-site and telephone interviews, producing triangulation in datsianal
and collection.

These different strategies helped to yield different insights about theataghiocrease

the credibility of the findings (McMillian & Schumacher, 2006).

Findings
The sources of information that farmers have used to make decisions have been
studied by a number of different disciplines. Sociologists (Rogers, 2003), economists
(Gustafson, Nielson, & Morehart, 1990; Rahm & Huffman, 1984), geographers (Wallway,
Black, Richard, & Mason, 1994), and others (Carter & Batte, 1993; Schnitkey, Batt®, Jone
& Botomogno, 1992) have all examined where farmers go for information.

O’Keefe, Boyd, and Brown (1998) and Stone, Singletary, & Richmond (1999)
distinguished between two communication elements that Rollings, Bruening, and
Radhakrishna (1991) and others (Tucker & Napier, 2002; Vergot, Israel, & Mayo, 2005)
have defined:

= A source: an individual or institution that originates a message.
= A channel: the means by which the message gets from the source to the;receiver
magazines, radio, and the Internet are channels of information.
Individuals may use a single channel to obtain information from a single sawsicgle
channel to obtain information from multiple sources, or multiple channels and souraek (Isr
& Wilson, 2006). Lin (1999) determined that farmers select channels based oxpleeied

or past usefulness in meeting their needs.



75

Land Grant Universities and Extension

This study reveals that the most frequently cited source of information ta-val
added agriculture businesses is the land grant university/Extension. Padicgmasenting
69 of the 80 firms in the study answered in response to the open-ended question,
“Where/who do you use as a source of information?” that they utilized a univexsitedo
provide them information. If they offered a university and/or Extension Sensces a
resource they had used, the participants were then queried in greater detaihastype of
information they had received from those sources.

The universities and Extension Service are perceived as a source for nonbiased
information. And, as one individual indicated, even though the university staff may not have
been knowledgeable initially, they utilized the various resources availableniddahetool
and upgrade their skills. Some illustrative comments made by participaritaiad in Table
1.

In addition to university and educational resources, governmental agencies such as
the Resource Conservation and Development agencies, state departmentsiitdragand
USDA were also noted by study participants as sources of information {)ablleese
resources were mentioned by 10 of those interviewed. Because the producers wéeglnot as
to rank which of the sources were most used or helpful, it is not possible to projdicethat

university resources were more or less useful than the other resources.
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Table 1: Comments Regarding University/Extension as Information Sources

State lllustrative quotes

Nebrask | get it from the university. The lady there helped me quite a bit. Thehg real
isn’t any other competition out there. Yeah, the university — that’s what
they're paid to do is help you. That is very important. If the USDA wants to
continue this value-added thing they need to see to it that these universities,
that some of these places are funded properly because they are the ticket.
That’s your only ticket, really. They’ll tell you how to approach people. They
tell you everything. The person from the University who helped us worked in
a distributorship, so she knew how foods distributed. She was a very sharp
person. She knew how to do your label. You've gotta have that barcode a
certain size or the stores don’t want it. You've got to be able to read the
nutrition facts panel. They have guidelines on the size of the labels and the
size of the package. You have the greatest thing in the world but if you take
that package to your distributor and they say, There’s no barcode on it,
out the door. . Without the University help we would have been out the door.

lowa When we first started the Extension people didn’t know a lot. They were
nice—just no helpful. But the National Research Initiative grants have b
good thing — now there is training for veterinarians and Extension people.
Extension people are getting better and better trained, better equipped to help
groups like ours. They (Extension) people are getting better and better every
year.

Tennessee The role of the university is important. On our project—well it wassot
centered and they rode herd on the marketing project. They had the producer
contacts and respect in some of the counties that got the marketing project
going. Without them | am not sure the project would have succeeded ol
as far as it has today anyway

Oklahoma We use them (university) for technical questions and production questions.
We used them for about everything really. Just kept their number handy. In
fact, | still have it right here.

Virginia We have a good rapport with Extension in Virginia. If you want something
out of Tech you ask the agents who do you recommend and how can | find
that information. They cut right to the chaste. They get right to the stuff you
need, and | would still be wading through it ten days later.

South Dakota The poultry and pork industry had utilized the expertise from the uregersiti
to develop profitable industries. We are going to use them too for our lamb
business.
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Table 2: Comments Regarding Other Public (Federal, State or Locally Fundg Sources
of Information

State lllustrative quotes
Delaware Our Department of Agriculture in Delaware was helpful.
Texas | also use the resources of the USDA and their Foreign AgricultwreeSe

(FAS ) program and SUSTA, which is the Southern U.S. Trade Association.
These help businesses take their products into the export market.

lowa | used the USDA people, but [what] I find is that too often they're focused on
macro data and not micro data. So that’s been frustrating with some of the
USDA stuff.

Nebrask RC and D people were really good.

Oregon We used the cooperative development center and the Oregon Innovation
Center.

Other Sources of Information
Commodity Groups, Farm Organizations and Other Nongovernment Organizations
Commodity group organizations (such as the blueberry, corn, cattlemen, pork,
soybean or wine associations), professional trade groups, and nongovernmental
organizations, including farm bureaus, farmers unions, and special farm orngasizatch
as the Practical Farmers of lowa (see Table 3), were noted as sourakeeidded
agriculture information for producers. These groups generate information sstantieother
relevant work. The trade associations and these specialty organizationgroftele very
specific industry sector information about the particular and unique markets. hglexa
one producer said:
I've been very fortunate because | joined the National Association of Spdwmaid

Product Producers—they’re the ones that put on the food shows in San Francisco and
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New York—and utilizing their resources for market awareness, product
diversification, governmental information. They know all the details becaugarhe
in the marketplace all the time. Many of the Extension or governmental saustes |

would not have the day-to-day access to this type of information.

Table 3: Organizations from Which Producers Receive Information

American Wind Enery Association

American Farm Bure

California Farm Buree

International Aquaculture Associati

lowa Farm Bureau Federat

lowa Wind Energy Associati

Kansas Wheat Commissi

Missouri Cattlemen’s Associati

National Association of Specialty Fc Product Producers
National Pork Producers Cour

North American Farmers Direct Marketing Associa
North Carolina Meat Packers Associati

Oregon Blueberry Growe

Oregon Wine Boar

Practical Farmers of lov

Produce Marketing Associati

Sotth Dakota Corn Growers Association

Snack Food Associatir

Specialty Food Product Produc

United Fresh Produce Associat
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Consultants as a Source of Information
Participants in the study were queried to determine if they had used condoltants
assist them in the process of developing their business or product. Representaivasri
than 30 of the firms indicated they had indeed used consultants as a source of information for
a myriad of expertise needed in the business. For example, one firm had hired a head
maintenance man from a competing plant to work with their company on development of the
plant layout and operations. Others had hired consultants to help them develop their business
and marketing plans, and some had used consulting expertise to assist them ial technic
issues. Said one participant,
There are 10,000 [consultants] out there—there are 10,000 comedians out of work—I
don’t put a lot of credibility in business consultants. | think that they are a aegess
evil. I think there are some people that do have the knowledge, but | think resources
like SCORE—the Service Corps of Retired Executives are a good source of
information —the biggest one thing 1 do is | pray | have found someone who can help
me.
Locating consultants who have expertise in a specific area can be a ahédieng
some of the value-added agriculture producer groups. Some indicated they csaikat] tr
advisors who suggested people who may be good consultants. Several participants’
sentiments are reflected in this statement by one participant:
Mostly it is knowing someone who knows someone. You make the call, you vet them
to see if they know anything. Then you talk to another one and another one, until you
found someone who you think gets what you want to do. The good ones ask you lots

of questions to make sure you know what you are doing and that you are going to
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follow through. In that regard it is really a mutual conversation. They have tdedeci

if they want to work with us too.

Others contacted people who were in similar businesses and asked them whom they had use
for their feasibility studies, etc. A wine producer said he relied on refeanal called around
getting referrals on people: “When you start hearing the same name over angaaver a

that is usually a pretty good sign you’'ve come across a good consultant.”

Some participants indicated that, when trying to locate consultants, they usdd sear
engines or Web sites such as the Agriculture Marketing Resource CenteR(Agivhich
maintains a listing of value-added ag consultants. Others did Web researchnamcdiee
contact with the person who had done something in the area in which they were going to be
working. Others indicated that for both locating a consultant and finding an apgopriat
consulting helper on the project, they used word of mouth and phone calls to verify the
expertise of a person: “We just called around to check this guy out.”

Some participants were able to use their relationship with large certratives
such as Cenex, Harvest States, or Land o’ Lakes to help in both the consulting&sEect
business as well as in the training. For example, “When we needed to offer edwucation t
seed team, we used someone from Cenex, who is a supplier. We did it in-house in that regard
since we are a member of the cooperative.”

Alternative Sources

Alternative sources of information noted by participants were learning ygjrne
conferences, and meetings, as revealed in the illustrative quotes in Table 4hovesle s
were used by some of the VAPG recipients as a source of information. Thelyattenld the

relevant trade show to learn about what their competition was doing; new products on the
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horizon; and new developments in the industry, including trends in packaging, marketing,
and alliances (see Table 5). Vendors, businesses, and manufacturer rajpreseaften

served as valuable sources of information for the VAPG businesses. Ofteasmesed by
the comments in Table 6, VAPG recipients need information that is very techmdcal a

specific to their industry.

Table 4—Alternative Sources of Information Producers Used

State lllustrative quotes

Kansas We go to conferences like the one in North Carolina. We go on trips too to see
what others are doing.

Oregon The last two or three years the Oregon Wine Board has very good tours and
good things on running the tasting tour room, doing the marketing.

Tennessee  The tour brought individuals together to start operating as a group and it
identified leaders. | would recommend that producer groups use study tours to
get producers on site for face to face learning about operations and so much of
what they need to hear.

lllinois Myself and some of our board members went and interviewed and visited w
some of the major fresh cut retail folks, and | mean there’s a lot to be said for
getting the help and the technical information from folks who are in the
business. It's a combination of those things, | guess.

Table 5: Use of Trade Shows

State lllustrative quotes

Washington We go to trade shows, find out what others are doing and learn about our
competitors that way.

Texas We go to trade shows like the National Slow Food Showcase in San Francisco

lowa We went to the World Aquaculture Society annual conference sand trad
several times. We learned more about who was doing what by going there.
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Table 6: Use of Vendors

State lllustrative quotes
lowa We used the wind turbine manufacturers for advice.
California We work with companies that are technology providers for the

North Carolin:

North Dakot:

Kansas

pharmaceutical products. We generally work with our current supplier a lot.
We learn a lot from them.

We use our vendors and the inspectors when they come through. We use
vendors more than consultants.

The tech and sales reps call on us quite often. We get much information
from them. From competitive prices to all types of information that we

need. Everyone is after your business, so why not get something from them
too?

Mostly it is recommendations for suppliers and the vendors that call on us.
It is all word of mouth.

Channels of Information

In addition to where VAPG recipients find information (their sources), it was

important to learn the channel(s) used by this group of producers. Rogers (2003) and Tucker

and Napier (2002) found that people use multiple information channels during the adoption

process for several reasons, including the different contributions each cobammehke to

the phases of the adoption process (Lionberger & Gwin, 1982; Rogers) For example, mas

media channels create awareness of issues, practices, and new technihegess field

days and demonstrations help to test and confirm information (Israel &Wilson, 2006). The

use of a particular channel is affected by differential access biispent groups (Brown,

1981; Hall, Dunkelberger, Ferreira, Prevatt, & Martin 2003).

Licht and Martin (2006) determined that lowa crop producers used primarily radio

and consultations for gathering agriculture information, used mass media ctiannels
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general information, and used interpersonal communication channels fdicspedi
applicable information.
The Internet

In the last decade, the Internet has become a core global communications drannel f
business (Kogut 2003). The adoption and use of computers and the Internet by farmers and
farmer groups depends on its anticipated impacts on performance and compeditivenes
Researching and marketing on the Internet might play a key role througbctimaulation of
information that has competitive value (Feder & Slade, 1994). Purchasing and selling
through the Internet may enhance efficiency by “increasing the agouitocwhich prices
reflect true market conditions” (Henderson, 1994). Intensity of use, in terms of themnaim
purchases made or tasks carried out through the Internet, may also affettnhefe
computer adoption (Feder & Slade; Putler & Zilberman, 1998). Hall et al. (2003edsser
that there are major shifts in the way farmers access information withotieefreaquent and
widespread use of the Internet.

This study revealed the Internet was the most frequently noted channel ofatndorm
Reasons given for the use of the Internet by this group varied. Among the respoases gi
were:

= Availability of information

= Immediate access and success in finding information

= Creation of a community of like-minded people

= New information that had not been available to them previously

Table 7 provides illustrative quotes representative of many study partgipan
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Table 7: Use of the Internet as a Communication Channel

| use thenternet to gain access to weather stations, supplies, things, farming imiseinae
weren't easily found, things that particularly pertained to the olive harvest arestiag
equipment. It helped from a technical point of view. | find things that v not have been
available to me five years a

| use the Internet for everything. | probably spend 65 hours per week on tl
And | got that online pretty muc— just punch in a word or two on a search engine.

| use a lot of o-line, web-based resources, in particular to read a lot about oil. | need to be
educated on competitive aspects and get science based information. | wouldbpyeterew
information notice by-mail. It's hard to get a hold of me —Phone is not the best way and
sometimes | frget to check voice mail. But | do go through my e-mails. | decode by whether
it is referred to me by someone | trust, if it is info I've been looking for oisffiom a

credible source. It would work if universities and other such groups had a e of e-mails

like mine and I could be notified of something that is of interest to wha

The Internet is always the first place | go to find informa

You can get market trends and there is different kinds of services that yaubsaritse tc

that let you know what’'s going on in grocery non-foods. You can get a specific regort tha
hadn’t been there previously because of the technology or there wasn’t enoughnoass t:
be collecting that information. Now it is worth collecting informatind getting it. Just six
years ago this would not have even been anything that would have ha

We are constantly looking for new information and use the Internet to help us figd.

For starters | get Google alerts and | search different tor someone would give me a lead.
Like initially while we knew a lot about organic production, we didn’t know a lot about

of the markets so the ATTRA web page was certainly a place where we wenéa tof of
information for organic production, spfically, and the Sustainable Ag Research and
Education the SARE progra— so we interfaced with them quite a bit by using the web pages.
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Firms that use the Internet have greater access to information (ld&JI2203). This
adoption and use of the Internet by farmers and farm businesses is of speest lrgteause
the Internet can be used in multiple ways by a farmer as compared to other omsyvatch
as hybrid seed corn, the combine, or herbicide, which have only a single use.

Not only are farmers making a decision to use the Internet, but they must also decide
for what purposes to use it. This study provides insight into how these producers are
currently using the Internet for their value-added agricultural busseBke Internet is
being used by farmer groups as a channel to:

= Communicate information with their producer/suppliers via email and with Web

pages.

= Disburse business documents

= Aggregate product

= Provide individualized performance and transaction information such as quality

control data (somatic cell counts, beef cattle grid kill sheets, etc)

= Facilitate dialogue on topics through the use of blogs and on-line forums

Internet Use for Communicatiohe Internet has proven to be a useful channel for a
variety of types of communication. Producers groups, suppliers, and other providers of
services and information are using the Internet to communicate with indipichdalcers and
farmers and vice versa (see Table 8 for specific comments). Incaigitoducers are using
the Internet to communicate with others. Some of the ways they are connetitnogigh the
use of list serves, electronic newsletters, direct one-on-one interactioeamails, and social

networking, such as Facebook and My Space, as can be seen in Table 9.
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Table 8: Use of the Internet for Group Communication

[Farmers] can access all their information over the web site. They aanittaid their banke
can see their payments, their nutritionist can see their components, and thea pacser
can see their resu. But less than half of the producers use it, mostly their nutritionist and
bankers use the information. You see more use of [the website] with the secontagel

We send out the quarterly newsletter to our producer members on the Internet.
printing and mailing it, since almost all of our producers either check theil emeay day or
have someone in their family who does. The Internet has made the remoteneseaztmun
no longer an issu

Our producers came up with the idea of usirte Internet to aggregate product for delivery
into our market. They go on line and indicate what they have available and then weafit
the pickup routes by what they tell us they have for sale into the fresh vegetdise enary
day. So they came with the idea and that is the way our products get aggregated and
delivered every day

We talk to the producers every day. Every v’'s production so they can go over those. They
get them by -mail and text messages on their cell phones. They are not very e-mail friendly
farmers, much more cell phone friendly with text messag

On the secured Web sites we provide the individual data for each producer. We lite
farmers’ payments and have all the needed forms such as direct deposit forractor labo
forms, approved chemical lists, etc. Additionally we have calendar of mgetgminars an
events f grower interest for our value-added producer members.

We use the Internet to create blogs among our producers for our business. Timenicate
with one another about problems, concerns, etc. This gives us an opportunity to inter
them all the time or | should say when they want to interact with us. They getralihes
are hard to catch, but most of our producers check Intermetime during the day, so we
respond right away to them. We created a forestry forum and websites foothawetfor
this way to talk with one anothe

Well there is no question that things and the use of the Internet have changadliffeient

world out there. We use to think that only the young people used the Internet. Not anymore.
Every one of our clients is either connected or someone in their household searcles

and gives them the pertinent stuff from us. Most of the time anymorgh — it is the person
going ot-line and doing their own work, even the old guys.
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Table 9: Producers Internet Use for Communication

We use the Internet for Blogging. It is good to have a network out there of peothiat gou
can exchange ideas andughts with them. We use it (Internet) for refuting stuff that isn’t
true about organics (the market we sell into). Sometimes we use the bloggimndkredso tc
learn more about something we want to know about. | will post questions on the blogs
learn about a specific topic or ask people to comment on things that | don’t know muc
and can't find informatior

I now have a MySpace and a Facebook page. This is a tool that someone else sugue:
but it is gree---1 get feedback from an audience --- younger people, that are consumers of
what | make too, but | would never have thought to interact with them this way. | ¢
thought MySpace and Facebook were just a thing kids did to talk to their friends and
didn’t realize you coud utilize that for your business as well.

| get an electronic newsletter everyday, a specialty fo-mail that | see what’'s going on in
the specialty food markets and what the trend:

Multiple Channel Uses: The Use of the Internet and Interpersonal Communication
ChannelsThe Internet has made information pervasive and accessible. This access to
information is no longer a precompetitive factor among innovative agriculturapesneurs.
Our study reveals that, despite extensive use of the Internet, innovators apteeetirs
still rely on proven and trusted interpersonal channels to help them sort out good ioformat
from the bad that they access on the Internet. For example, one producer in this study
indicated he had seen information on a specific technology on the Internet, but didret reali
it would have application to his field until he spoke with a university specialisth&fped
me understand how this related to me. | knew about [the technology] but he helped me
understand how | could use this.” Another participant indicated he wished he had found
someone to help him sift through the process: “I spend hours on the Internet. | really need

someone to help me get to where | need to go and tell me what it means onceel’in the
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Why Producers Use the InternBeasons why producers use the Internet varied, but
the most pervasive theme was that the Internet channel provides timely tidorriviuch of
the information retrieved from Internet sources would not have been avadairtadtucers in
prior years. Table 10 provides illustrative quotes about how the use of the Internét helps

the dissemination of information that is timely and time sensitive.

Table 10: Use of the Internet for Timely Information

We send out text message on the biat we have for our producers every day. All of them
have cell phones and we send it email, Some get it on email and some on text miest

go right to their phones. They carry them with them all the time. They know wtrae
buying and selling and n respond immediately if they want to sell to us.

Where to get info? Some print and sclnternet. On the Internet it comes quicker and seems
more pertinent. It follows changes quicl

Access to the web and the way the information technology is khared is a double-edged
sword. It helps you move quickly and have information quickly, but that also means yc
to move quickly as we

Why Producers Don’t Use the Intern&here were some participants who indicated
that they did not use the Internet as a channel to communicate or find informaticevefow
this was a small group out of the 80 who responded. The rationale for why they did not use
the channel in their business varied. For instance, one participant commented, fiNsw, |
busy, I rarely go searching on the Web. Everyone in the organization, however, is out there
gleaning information as part of their jobs.” Another participant gave thaedé:

When we communicate with our members—they just call us if they want to find out

something. We do have a Web site that they can drop into with a password—but

nobody has asked me for a password yet and we have had it there for three years.
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They are all computer savvy, but they don’t have the time or need for what’s there on

our website | guess. Maybe since we are a small industry they just thinkilhwall

and get that.
Other Channels of Communication

MagazinesMagazines were a source of information for several value-added
agriculture firms and preferred particularly by people in the wine and graperindus
Magazines such @ood & Wine Winery and Vineyard Managemelftine Business Daily
Wine Business Monthlyere specific publications noted by wine and grape growers
throughout the United States. Value-added agriculture producers also accessadanaga
such a#Hoard’s Dairyman, lowa Farmer Today, Grass FarmemdCapital Press

Radio.In a 2007 study of lowa corn farmers, Licht and Martin (2006, 2007) found
radio to be the most frequently used communication channel. However, in this studytand wit
this specific clientele, this was not a preferred channel noted by producers.
Limitations of the Study

These findings cannot be used to generalize to larger populations. In addition, the
data collected could be affected by the author/moderator bias or manipuldsen, fa
consensus, and the difficulty of analysis and interpretation that is inherentresaaych
(Litosseliti 2003).

Producers were asked open-ended questions and if they responded, their replies wer
noted. They were not asked to rank which of the sources and channels of communication
were most used or helpful. Thus, from these findings it is not possible to project if one

resource was more important than another.
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Discussion and Implications

Adoption of the Internet for practical use among farmers and/or within tHee-va
added businesses is evolving with increased velocity. Where information techisohogye
slowly adopted, it seems not to be because they aren’t aware or aren’tedterestany
cases they have all the tools in place with Web sites and e-mail. The issaies apfe a
matter of familiarity and, often, no current need to switch to new methods. Even innovative
farmers are quite pragmatic about staying with what works. An Extensidoesand other
information providers must recognize comfort levels and meet clients onetmas. If this
means by telephone or face to face instead of by e-mail, then that should be thetohannel
use. Internet technology can be part of a delivery system, but it is thegeationship,
established either virtually or in person and built on competency, trust, and capacity t
deliver, that will determine relevancy for an Extension service and other atform
providers.
Sources of Information

With the ready availability of many sources of information for the farhbecomes
the responsibility of the source to help clients understand the relevance of thatimorm
The information providers need to help transfer the concepts or innovations from one
industry sector to another or help the client see the relevance of a partceptcin that
particular marketplace.

Receptivity among clientele appears connected to a personal and trustedo$our
information. Information is ubiquitous and access is hardly limited. But thetclalues
trusted sources for evaluating and sorting through this sea of potentialatifornThe old

adage, “I'm drowning in data and dying for information,” is more important thantever
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understand. The people interviewed indicated they needed help getting focused agd gaini
efficiency in evaluating information or data. Their goal was knowledge andugied
person became indispensible in many of these cases.

The findings suggest that the original vision of the Extension agent providing
information either on the ground or virtually is still an effective method. Soveédé
specialization by practitioners is required to meet client needs. Praetg gain trust and
bring value if they are ahead of the client in knowledge and insight.

Channels of Information

The results indicate that it is important that Extension educators and otheratdorm
providers use the Internet channel. But, more than choosing the correct channel,ate educ
needs to consider positioning. In order to be relevant, the practitioner must mnpdsat
the “evaluation and trial” point on the adoption curve or potential clients will look elsewhe
for help. The population studied tended to be somewhat innovative by nature; their asvarenes
and interest in technology or innovative practices was already presdrd.dases where
Extension and educational practitioners stepped up to the challenge and brouti effec
objective evaluation, they seem to have brought value to the client.

The responses about using Internet channels for reaching new market denssgraphi
through virtual venues such as Facebook pose a challenging new area of ndichey ba
educations providers such as those in Extension. Although Extension personnel and other
practitioners may focus on using Internet tools to make their deliveryrsystificient and
up-to-date, with the value-added clientele the issue may be more about how toisrake
her business shift gears at the same velocity as the marketplace. This posgiabimgf

thinking within the client’s realm and determining offerings as a content prdvaged upon
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that objective reality. Marketing to virtual communities is vastly diffetkan the mass
marketing techniques of the past 50 years.

The findings suggest that Extension and educational providers focus on positioning
with regard to these aspects:

= Personal service and trust relationships

= Appropriate evaluation and translation of information

= Objective trial validation of information, innovation and technology.

These results of this study have special implications for Extension eduatbey a
select communication methods to use for delivering educational programs to producers
especially when increasingly limited resources force them to chooseeletiteemost
effective communication channels with which to deliver programming todhéiences.

The authors recommend that Extension administrators consider more regnal a
national Extension sharing through programs such as eXtension. eXtension, d nationa
program, is a virtual community of practice, where Extension professionalsremaibiheir
knowledge of a particular area (such as value-added agriculture) and weljeptist
frequently-asked questions and answer questions from clients. The authors alsatlsagggest
more resources be devoted to helping Extension specialists become more adept at both
ferreting sources of information for producers and determining the most appeagrannel
by which to deliver that information.
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CHAPTER 6
HOW VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURE PRODUCERS IN 20 U.S. STATES FIND,
RECEIVE, AND VALIDATE KNOWLEDGE INPUTS
A paper to be submitted flournal of Agriculture Education

Mary Holz-Clause, David Acker, John Lawrence, W. Wade Miller

Abstract

We live in the age of ubiquitous and readily accessible information particulartp due
electronic media. This raises the need to reassess traditional diffusion dwmoogs of
information, and delivery modes. Do agricultural producers favor or need personal human
interaction and or analytical interpretation in this new mode? The study sdinveyy of the
producer grant recipients of a federal program; the Value-Added Agredtaducer Grants
(VAPG) to determine, “How do farmers and agribusinesses find, receive, andesalida
knowledge inputs in a world flooded with ubiquitous data and information?” The results of
this study relate to agricultural educators who daily must question their ethods as
clients or potential clients question the relevance of these educatorgsttis revealed the
use of social networks among these producers is important in obtaining information and
making decisions related to their businesses. Producers use networks (vdtsphaal) to
learn from one another. They rely on trusted sources and interpersonal contioynica
which although may be virtual, is still about relationships. Such findings bring focus to the
adage that “people do business with people.” In this electronic age it appeaustthe t
relationship is quite personal and highly valued. The participants indicated tlcattagal

educators can play a key role for them by helping them in facilitatingl satiworks and by
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helping them to fit together what oftentimes appears to be disconnected oantelev
information.
Introduction

In 2007 and 2008 the present team of researchers set out to meet with a large and
well-defined group of entrepreneurial farmers and farmer-led agri-tragk®ganizations.
The overarching question driving the study was: “How do farmers and agribesifiess
receive, and validate knowledge inputs in a world flooded with ubiquitous data and
information?” The results of this study relate to agricultural educatoosdaily must
guestion their own methods as clients or potential clients question the relevameseof t
educators.

The implications of the study will be explored by relating the findings to prdyst
work done by Rogers (1983, 1995, 2003,) regarding diffusion of information. Additionally,
other applicable learning theories will be looked at as foundations for understdraling
results.

The results from the study will be presented by breaking down the data into the
following:

= Networks and word of mouth

= Use of the Internet

= Personal relationships

= Peer modeling

Theoretical Framework
To understand how producers access information and fit together the relevarst aspec

to their business, one should explore the theoretical work and understanding of the diffusion
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of innovation and social learning theories. Early work on these topics goes back iate the
1930s and generates explanations about behavior modeling and learning of farmers, among
others (Roberts, 2006).
Social Learning Theory

Most approaches to human learning look within the individual in order to understand
how learning occurs. Social learning theory looks outside of the individual at aspgusf
of information exchange with others in order to explain how human behavior changes. The
central idea of social learning theory (Bandura 1977, 1986) is that one individual learns fr
another by means of observational modeling. Social learning theory posits ttailpgical
functioning can be explained in terms of the interaction of personal charazdepstvious
behavior (learning), and environmental determinants (Chapman, 1984). This psyeologic
functioning involves valuing certain outcomes, discriminating among situationsns ¢
their potential to bring about these valued outcomes (Grady, 1990). This modeling laows t
learner to adapt the observed behavior (Rogers, 2003).
Diffusion of Innovation Theory

Diffusion of innovation theory is based upon the early work of Bruce Ryan and Neal
Gross (1943), who investigated the diffusion of hybrid seed corn among lowa fafimeys
sought to explain why farmers were not using hybrid seed. Hybrid seed, compared to
traditional seed, had compelling advantages, such as the seed’s vigomcessi@drought,
disease, and higher yield. However at the time there were several hameierating lowa
farmers from adopting the hybrid seed corn. One problem was that theé &gbd corn
would not make good seed the following year, so farmers had to buy new seed every year

instead of holding some back from the previous year’s crop. This meant the legalidas
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relatively expensive for lowa farmers; a hardship in the lingering DgipresThus, despite
the economic benefit of hybrid seed corn, its high price made adoption amongiovessf
slow (Ryan & Gross, 1943).

According to DeFleur (1987), Ryan and Gross (1943) sought to explain how the
hybrid corn came to farmers’ attention and which of two channels (i.e., mass caatiomi
and/or interpersonal communication networks) led farmers to adopt the new innovation. Ea
channel had different functions. Mass communication functioned as the source of initial
information, whereas interpersonal networks functioned as the influence ovanteega
decisions to adopt. The adoption of innovation depends on some combination of well-
established interpersonal ties.

Network Communication Theory within the Diffusion Process

The heart of the diffusion process is the modeling by peers who have or have not
chosen to adopt a new technology. In deciding whether or not to adopt an innovation,
individuals depend mainly on the communicated experience of others much like tlemsmsel
who already have adopted this innovation. These subjective evaluations of a particular
innovation flow mainly through interpersonal networks (Rogers, 1995). These
communication networks consist of interconnected individuals who are linked by patterned
flows of information. Once an interaction takes place, it serves as an imenaadgpowerful
context. As a relationship steadies over time more interdependence of jpereepti
behavior develops (Salomon, 1981).

In a study of lowa corn and soybean farmers conducted by Licht and Martin (2007),
producers said they believed interpersonal communication was more reliable shan wa

information from mass media. Overall, they perceived interpersonal commaoniaata way
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to evaluate the quality of information and determine how or if it applies to theatmpe.
The operative aspect of these findings is that trust is the objective in seglimggtion and
knowledge. Verification of trustworthiness is achieved by interpersonal netwutkbe
communication within them.

Merging of Social Learning and Diffusion of Innovation

The social learning and the diffusion of innovation perspectives have much in
common. Both seek to explain how individuals change their overt behavior as a result of
communication with others. Both theories stress information exchange asag$sent
behavior change and view network links as a main explanation of how individuals alter their
behavior (Rogers, 2003).

Rogers (2003) suggested that the Internet has created increasetlimtbeestudy of
diffusion and particularly the role of communication networks in the diffusion proces® Int
pre-Internet era, interpersonal networks were ethereal and thus difficatiécstand. “Now
people communicate over hard wires (and signals) that link computers, which capture a
record of human message exchange and thus can illuminate the nature of netwag&ss,(R
2003, p. 348).

Design and Methodology
Population for the Study

The population for the study consisted of farmers, ranchers, and farmer-owned
businesses that received money from the federal VAPG program. Individuaspplied for
and received funding used their grant for a feasibility study examining a néwtma

process, or product or for capital expenditures related to their value-addedtagric
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business (U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Business-Cooperative S@30& We
chose this population for study because:
= Resources were available for hands-on qualitative research appropriase to th
population and study objective. This study was funded by the Agricultural
Marketing Resource Center (AgMRC) at lowa State University, wikiehWeb-
based value-added agriculture center that holds information, templatesudiss st
etc. for farmers interested and engaged in value-added agriculture. Funding for
AgMRC comes from the same program as the VAPG.
= These farmers have shown they are interested in pursuing a business beyond the
typical farm gate and commodity production, making them unique and, in general,
vanguards. These businesses owners tend to be innovative and creative as
evidenced by their businesses differing from those of other farmers who setiply s
their undifferentiated products into the market place. These farmers ageénga
specialty marketing such as farmstead cheeses, organic preserves Cspec)
processes, etc.
Interviews
Utilizing qualitative research methodologies, interviewers visited with 8B&
recipients on site or via telephone. These recipients were chosen based upon lalkilitgvai
to meet with the interviewer and their willingness to speak openly. The intergiewer
attempted to speak with several individuals at each business. Business iglgébwar
generally individuals interviewed included the Chief Operating OfficeriChnancial

Officer, President, or Manager.
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The firms with which the study participants were associated were found in@$ sta
and offered a variety of products. A wide net was cast to overcome any biaseayttetve
come from selecting a particular industry sector or state. The firmdesr&fied by state and
commodity, but not by their legal names. Anonymity is frequently honored inafuvedit
studies, but the detail about state and commodity was central to understandingdthedérea
the educational reach and situational analysis and making the most of thdilkiswates.

Whenever possible, interviews were conducted face to face. Of the 80 interviews
conducted with 97 people, 31 were conducted in person by the authors and an additional 14
were conducted on-site by other interviewers. Of the 97 individuals interviewed &9near
and 38 were women, with ages ranging from 30 to 75.

The interviews were analyzed utilizing theme coding and qualitative data char
(Esterberg, 2002). To aid in data management and coding, NVivo 7 (QSR International
2006), a qualitative data analysis software package, was used. The lead authoeddhduct
initial coding process; codes and themes were then confirmed as consistenabledbgl
other researchers.

Participants were not asked specifically if they received informatoon f
universities. If they offered the universities and Extension Services asuaceshey had
used, then the participants may have been queried in greater detail about, rioejrvskeat
type of information they received from the universities.

Design Validity
To help ensure design validity, the following strategies were incorporatethe

data collection (Glesne, 2006):
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= Prolonged and persistent field work spanning 11 months from December 2007
through October 2008.
= Completing field work only when it was determined there was enough data and
remarks and comments became redundant (Prasad, 2005).
= Literal statements of participants and quotations from their interviews.
= Peer debriefing.
= Checking by interviewees for accuracy.
= Using a third party to conduct the lowa based interviews where the author has
worked.
= The lead researcher keeping a reflectivity journal to help highlight biagkes,
2003).
= Multi-method strategies, including library and Web research on the firmglbhas
on-site and telephone interviews, producing triangulation in data analysis and
collection.
These different strategies helped to yield different insights about theatopincrease the
credibility of the findings (McMillian & Schumacher, 2006).
Limitations of the Study
One of the limits of the analysis is the inability to generalize to lgpgeulations. In
addition, the data collected could be affected by the author/moderator bias or mampulati
false consensus, and the difficulty of analysis and interpretation théakeient in any

research (Litosseliti, 2003).
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Findings
Participants were asked an open ended question about where they received
information. Altogether, they generally responded with three primary ansemoadary
source:
= Networks of people who had a similar or like business, or had some specific
expertise (primary source);
= University resources such as Extension agents, university Web sites niexgeri
Station reports, etc. (primary source), which often came about throughlseferra
= Internet research (primary source);
= Magazines, newspapers, radio, and other mass media outlets (secondary source).
Networks and Word of Mouth
VAPG recipients indicated that word of mouth and “talking directly with individuals
who knew more than they did,” was their primary method of learning about new ideas. They
utilized a network of people who they had discovered or who aided other people in finding
the resources they needed. The following direct quotes from interviews ibubteat/ APG
recipients’ use of networks:
= “And it's amazing how many people are willing to help you and answer questions
that you can find information. Apparently nobody talks to scientists, so when you
do get a hold of them they love to talk to you. | don’t know how anybody can do
business in today’s environment without that information. Or people in the industry
would say you need to talk to so and so at University of , and you go online

and find the information they had published, then e-mail them and get more
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information. Farming of a particular variety of crop is a very small-lommunity
with people. Everybody kind of shares information.”

= “| ask a lot of questions of the people. Once | have located the person | need to talk

with, I'll talk your ear off until I find out what | want to hear or need to know.”

= “| cannot not give them enough credit to the people at __ University, because

they really were there and you form relationships and friendships. So they would e-
mail about this event. It wasn’t a matter of money, it was a matter otlfingp and
helping us network, so it was a valuable thing for me. And being close to the
university, where | can just buzz in there and talk to them, that was great, too.”

As Licht and Martin (2007) discovered, overall, producers perceive interpersonal
communication as a way to evaluate the quality of information and determine Hatv or i
applies to their operation. The following illustrative quotes from the presentstud
participants lend support to their findings.

= “Networking within industry sector—talking to someone in business and then

someone who does work on it at the university, and then getting a tip or idea and
then talking to someone else.”

= “When you are conducting business—you go from one person to another and keep

talking until you are pretty sure you know what is going on.”

Rogers (2003) coined this interaction a communication network, which consists of
interconnected individuals who are linked by patterned flows of information. Individkal
are important determinants of one’s adoption of innovations, as evidenced by the tpllowin

comments from participants.
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= “Sometimes | feel like | can pick up the telephone and be on it all day long and
learn more than reading. Like | get on the phone and find out what is happening
with white marble pork, corporate farm pork. It is knowing who to call, talk with
them and listen to them.”
= “It's like being an investigator. You call a person and they know a little bit, and
they say, “Have you talked to so and so?”
= “| found that people try to help people. And if they perceive that you're serious and
very interested . . . a person who might be cool and collected to another person, but
when you start talking to them and telling them what you're doing than very often
they get interested and then they give suggestions and ideas and places tago. It's
people to people thing and it worked well for me. You have to make a starting point
somewhere and you do need some professional type stuff, but beyond that, it was
pretty much a matter of searching things out and getting information from people
about other things and going from there. It kind of grows.
Use of the Internet
Rogers (2003) suggested that the Internet has created an increased imtieees
study of diffusion and, in particular, the role of communication networks in the diffusi
process. Participants confirmed the use of the Internet as part of imeagderstworks:
= “In the early years, we did it on the phone and now you can do it on the Internet via
email because we know the people —but our initial work about finding out—well it
started on getting to know the people.”
= “You know the network. You still have to do that leg work and read up and dig for

that information and try to cover the different angles. And now fortunately because
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of the web some of that leg work isn’t as hard as it used to be. It is still a ketwor
just virtual instead of one-on-one.”
Personal Relationships
The personal contact and personal relationships were important for producers to
determine answers to their questions about specific technologies, markets, otspootinc
inquire about aspects affecting their business. Likewise personal sontetalso important
for VAPG grant recipients who worked directly with farmers. These farmere member
suppliers to a VAPG business, such as farmers who supplied milk to a dairy ¢& a catt
producer who sells cattle to the value-added farmer cooperative of which hemsteem
The following comments from study participants suggest that the persowatkiag is the
most effective method for diffusion for these firms:
= “Effective communication is hands-on and face to face. The kitchen table talks
work really well for us. We go into someone’s house and that is when you know
when they’ve got it. It takes a lot of time but it is effective. [The farméxs ave
part of the cooperative] work so hard, it is hard to get them off the farm, so we go
there. They like the face to face; it means they are valued. It is not just¢ssifor
them, it is their life. They really want to know who you are, just like a family
connection. It is really a relationship building process. They get insulteq/ifdte
a ‘cold’ letter, it's like, ‘What’s going on? You're changing, I'm just a nunibe
They want to be known as a person.”
= “Face to face works best with producers on sealing final decisions to act. ey h
to see us face to face to know we can be trusted. When you are trying to help people

make changes, they have to trust you.”
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= “We have to do things face to face when we start a relationship with our farmer
members. They have to know they can trust us. Need producer face to face. It isn’t
just producers though—the people that we sell too also need to have contact with
us.”
= “We found out that growers want to see a person—they do not want to go on line,
they want a person out there.”
Peer Modeling
Many producers interviewed indicated that when they were exploring business
ventures, they would locate a similar business or firm that was doing somethilag €mi
what they had in mind. They or their agricultural educator would make arrangemesis to vi
the firm and learn more on site from the business. These learning journeysserat¢ s
functions.
= They help clarify issues
= They provide a venue for to asking questions and learning more from a similar or
like business.
= |f the proposed business ensues, it also helps to create a business network for
producers to further explore the questions as they arise with like-minded peers
As Rogers (2003) indicated, “The heart of the diffusion process is the modeling tattbmi
of potential adopters of their near peer’s experiences who have previously adopted a ne
idea” (p.304). In deciding whether or not to adopt an innovation, individuals depend mainly
on the communicated experience of others much like themselves who have alreagy adopt
that innovation. “These subjective evaluations of an innovation mainly flow through

interpersonal networks.”(p. 307). This technique was used, for instance, with a 5-day tour of
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Tennessee cattle producers so they could experience other parts of thepbethain and
understand their market better. “Our Extension agent helped us line up a tour. | would
recommend that producer groups use study tours to get producers on site for f@ee-to-f
learning about operations and so much of what they need to hear.”

Furthermore, Rogers (2003) suggested that individuals tend to be linked to others
who are close to them in physical distance and who are relatively simsacial
characteristics. Communication network links with neighboring and similargrarare
relatively easy and require little effort. The following quote from a mermba California
cooperative that works directly with farmer members summarizes Rogers
generalization:“From a specific region [farmers] know each other antleabh other is
doing and pass the word. They have a trust and relationship.”

In contrast to similar links, differing links are with socially and spigtdistant others
and are usually stronger in carrying information about new ideas to an individuai. Rose
(2000) suggested that connecting with these “weak ties” has been made mudoreamst
individuals in recent years because they can find each other on the Internet.

Comments from producer groups highlight and emphasize this concept of network
diffusion. As noted in the following comments, information flowing from an interlocking
network from outside provides energy for further information exchange.

= “With the grant, part of the money we spent was to visit some producers and things

that are already doing some things that we want to be doing so we talked to them
and to be honest that's the great thing about working in this area. Everybody is very
friendly. If you're not getting answers—it's because they don’'t know—ribts

because it's a trade secret and they’re hoping you fail. So all of the produttess of
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small kinds of operations that we’ve been through have been great to work with.
They’'ve been more than willing to share where they get all their equipmeere w
they're getting all of their feed stock, where they're getting themals—anything
at all that they can do to help—names and contacts and things like that. That's been
very helpful to us in getting us started.”
= “Just visiting with them and talking to them—that’s kind of how we get a lot of our
information, or get the ideas for our information. . . . Taking those trips makes all
the difference.”
= “We went to Kansas and learned from them. They were really open with us and
explained what had worked okay in their process and what didn’t work so well.
Maybe because we are more than 1,000 miles apart they thought—well they are not
going to compete with us, so we might as well help them. They are just faikeers |
us.”
Implications and Recommendations of the Study for Agricultural Educabrs
The study highlighted that, even with the advent and popular use of the Internet,
diffusion of technology and information follows the work and theories outlined by Rogers
(1983, 1995, 2003). Producers use networks (virtual and spatial) to learn from one another.
They rely on trusted sources and interpersonal communication, which althoughbé may
virtual, is still about relationships. They indicated that agricultural edwsceator play a key
role by helping them facilitate social networks and helping to fit togethat sometimes

appears to be disconnected or irrelevant information.
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Helping to Facilitate Social Networks

The study revealed that social networks are important for obtaining information a
helping producers make decisions related to their businesses. Thus, a roleftuear
educator is to help make those networks happen. As these businesses and groupsegxplore
ventures, agricultural educators need to encourage and facilitate a mubér laroé more
difficult “reaching out.” This reaching out may take the form of assistindycers to locate
and connect with resources via telephone calls to others in the network, e-mail camsersa
or facilitating a learning journey.

Although the commitment to assisting significant learning journeys can thg, cos
both in time and money, it should be viewed as offering a high return on the investment. As
participants in the study indicated, as spatial distance expands between pgoolujeer the
conversations and sharing appear to become more open and frank. This could be related to
how the individuals being visited perceive the visiting group, or perhaps making akatg
expensive effort suggests seriousness and commands respect. On the othehaideiafis
that the receptivity of the individuals making the journey is likely enhanced by the
extraordinary commitment of time and treasure.

Peers come together to form a business but often know far less about one another tha
is first perceived. The learning journey and other social network opportunitigsfeci
interpersonal dynamics. As closer trusting relationships are fonntleith the group, the
members of the group are better able to analyze what they observe, and knowledtye embe
experientially. Farmers and entrepreneurs are experiential lsamethey respond to
models they can experience. The strongest learning response is in situ. Rehawifigpm

their immediate surroundings appears to reduce a constraint to receptivity.
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Extension providers should make liberal use of learning journeys to get producers out
of the constraints of their home territory. The face-to-face communicatimhthe
opportunity to personally view a model are shown in this study to be highly effective
learning tools. The experience also brings groups together in trust and bettstamnttieg of
one another.

Exposing producer groups to other venues, case studies, and profiles of successful
businesses can help to expand their network. Web sites, such as that provided by AQMRC,
make extensive use of real life models through case studies and profiles. Whamedombi
with contextual materials, analysis, and contact information, this becomes dyt@odal
to networking for producers. Expansion of virtual networks can help producers learn of
value-added agricultural opportunities outside of their immediate regions &nd sta
Helping to Fit the Pieces Together

Agricultural educators can help fit together disparate and perceived “distethnec
thoughts and ideas.” They can act as a bridge and provide additional context and experienc
to reveal a broader learning dynamic. They can act as facilitators. Ambhenof a one
producer group indicated,

Early on we were looking at an ethanol plant, so when it was suggested by our

Extension guy that we visit a soda bottling facility, we at first thought, “VWije

were just pretty dumb about the whole chain and didn’t know that carbon dioxide was

one of the co-products from ethanol production.

As the network dynamic expands through geography and diversity of individuals and

businesses involved, what are apparently unconnected pieces start to fit together.
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Adoption of Internet technology for practical use among farmers and/or within the
value-added businesses is evolving with increased velocity. Where informahaolteyy is
more slowly adopted, it seems not because individuals aren’t aware or atene'sted. In
many cases producers have the tools in place with Web sites and e-mail. Tlappesars to
be a matter of familiarity and, often, no current need to switch to new methods. Even
innovative farmers are quite pragmatic about staying with what works tfassaed by the
slow adoption of hybrid seed corn). Extension Service personnel and agricultueti@duc
providers must recognize comfort levels and meet clients on their terims. i¢ans
telephone or face-to-face interaction instead of e-mail, then that should berthel¢bause.
Internet technology can be part of a delivery system, but it is the persotiahsdig built
on competency, trust, and capacity to deliver that will determine relevanag Extension
Service and other educational providers.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Sources of Information

Extension is an Important Service Provider

Farmers and indeed many stakeholders in the food, fiber, and energy production chain
are today “going back to the future.” The early conception of the land graetsgad later
the Extension system understood the importance of a strong and continually i@provin
production, processing, and marketing sector. The challenges of those eadyedayactly
as now.The farmer needs access to well-interpreted, analyzed, and modeled information if
he or she is to be expected to readily adopt and adapt new technology and tecAmiques.
somehow suggest that an Extension service has outlived its relevance becausetotisbiqui
information and cheap access due to the Web is to somehow ignore the previous statement.
Although farmers, and virtually everyone, are drowning in data and information, ndng of t
is knowledge until it is understood and applied. Nearly 100 years after its inception,
Extension remains the primary facilitator of this function, according to tilnily s

In the past, as now, the most effective facilitators bringing informatiorphaitiice
are those who walk the byways and sit personally with their client. The studyg Hinatw
receptivity among this farming client set is connected to a relationsthpwitisted and
personal source. The people interviewed indicated they needed help gettind fomlise
gaining efficiency in evaluating information or data. Their goal was know|edgkthe
trusted person became indispensible in many of these cases, not only in bringing the
information but also in providing opportunities to observe models or simply showing where

to begin properly.
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The findings suggest that the original vision of the Extension agent providing
information, whether on the ground or virtually, is still an effective method. A signifi
level of specialization by practitioners is required to meet client neeaiditPners gain
trust and bring value if they are ahead of the client in knowledge and insight.

Extension providers are particularly respected for their content knowledgee
ability to ferret out answers. Extension specialists are perceived as linvtdbdhe industry.
Practitioners are respected for the content they provide and their expeAéhough this
may not seem profound, it is in fact important as both a strategic and tactical fac
Extension is to be relevant and grow in relevance, these key Extension s{seeiabt be
nurtured, supported, and ultimately replaced as retirement comes. Gaps iffia eygsitise
were shown to erode the perception of the Extension system as a whole.

Individual clients do not begin with a notion of Extension as a national system. They
tend to think of it in local/personal terms. Although individuals may grow in sophisticati
and widen their view on a subject, the entrée to the land grant system and top technical
research is still a key Extension individual. The client’'s knowledge of the scé&peerfsion
and land grant research is a secondary discovery for them particularlynitiddeouch is an
effective Extension educator.

This research indicates that both Extension clients and Extension speniedidtto
be trained in how to use the national land grant system most effectively. Avoidauipipér
tendencies and overt pride in one’s home university is likely a very importact asfiee
needed training. Sophisticated clients eventually will bypass locah&gtestaff if
Extension specialists and county directors are not out front in sourcing thefoesation

from wherever it is. So, “staying ahead of the client” is crucial. But, sésying ahead”
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includes both the information and the sources of information. Being able to meetitkis clie
needs quickly must be a significant service objective. Offering a pre-suneck list or
contact information is a significant value to today’s Extension client. Mbents said
Extension helped them sort through the process much faster and more effinemtlyay
otherwise would have known.

Experience matters to the value-added agriculture client. When a wedkted
Extension person is recruited and hired by private industry it speaks well fjualiy of
that person as an industry consultant. This also reinforces the need for Extension
management to anticipate such moves as well as retirement. The need, ther&fore, |
adequately pay, support, and recognize such people. Extension’s brand equity in the
knowledge market is about the quality of its applied research and the qualitgadddtstors.
The additional need is to consistently nurture the replacement/backup person(& kethe
roles; given that some level of service appears in continual demand from the gettate
an education service system should operate as seamlessly as possible oVéidirne
where the nugget lieExtension as a brand should represent “the source” or the “go to.”
The Extension specialist must have sufficient experience to gain respectiaadine
constant manner. It is incumbent upon Extension administrators to provide adequate and
consistent professional development to their staff to ensure Extension speaiaiup to
date in their technical expertisadtheir educational technique.

Local client experience is what will support the Extension brand. Although marketing
specialists may talk about the Extension brand and offer logos, brochures, agweswar
programs, the essence of branding this system is in the delivery. Each cliecgjstipa of

the system is based upon very local and personal experiences with the sysbgim thr
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specific Extension staff. In the eyes of the participants, relevancexpadtations are
connected to their localized experiences.

The experiences noted by clients who were dissatisfied with their Eottesesivices
offer much to consider. The study discovered this condition in a particular stabéndra
there is advanced and extensive but broadly varied; and not all operations agedaigje to
have in-house research and expertise. Private consultants were tendingesefigaps.
However, public sector assistance can offer objective, research-basethirda, and
Extension is often the main source for the private consultants. Applied reseafcyis
element of the land grant system. When great research is delivered by aenexpeperson
of respect, the results are powerful and offer great push for progresscioa s

As business and technology evolve in our society, it is important to see technology
transfer in two modes. Hard technology is a term describing the usual equipmetitgy®r
chemistry-type solutions. Soft technology includes management and marketimyager
of technology transfer in both modes, Extension has the potential to excel giversthat it
attached to and the heartbeat of the land grant system. Many of the solutiorskoffere
Extension professionals will ultimately be pre-competitive in nature. Te@mthat
Extension can bring the tide lifting all boats.

Although responses suggest a very mixed bag for Extension relevance, the potential
for growth and improvement, as noted by clients, bodes well for the assistdansi@& can
provide when specialists retool. Retooling is a key to relevance, as areasitf ywribshift
over time. Two aspects of retooling emerged. First, the method and breadth of sourcing

information for clients must be addressed. Second, a redundancy of experiencenwithin t
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staff capacity of Extension must be created. This last point must alwaysdzkugon
priority trends of the Extension organization.

Relevance is a very personal perception and connected almost solely witit specif
interpersonal relationships. Extension specialists must be equipped with tthatikgeps
them ahead of the client in both information and sources of information. Extension may have
operated timidly in pushing the technology envelopes in some arenas with theelient
However, as many interviewees indicated, Extension was one of the festentigi
respected sources capable of fearlessly pushing research conclusionsyaidgaajaplied
technology. The responses showed a perception that Extension was good on production
issues but not as effective on marketing or management issues. The evolutionintbent
value-added or niche marketing roles, for example, has tended to leave Extehsion ei
scrambling or fading. Although Extension management may find comfort in good respons
regarding specific staff, this leaves the cold reality that no organizatiosucaive long term
under the risk of losing the “key person.” The responses did show that when a key person left
the Extension system and was not replaced, the clients were often lefturcthard
frustrated. This should not be viewed as a prior co-dependency. These responsesaindicat
need that appears difficult to fill in the private sector was being filledxbgnSion.

States in which clients did not feel their Extension organization is serving thkm we
may first consider prioritizing where and what specialists should do. Perhapsyiradumst
help to fund some of the positions important and relevant to the agricultural sectargcrea
the classic public/private partnership. This study implies there is a “mduit perspective”
to apply to Extension relevance initiatives. Relevance is measured higHigridg d

Extension specialists can answer their questions. It is important thagstiaanning be
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ongoing and not sporadic in looking at capacity and capability in specialists. Keesgeas
must look both back and forward. Advisory councils must be fully engaged to keep the
priorities assessments on track so that scarce resources go to praboity.se

The implications of this study suggest that Extension, in fact, fills voids ircesrvi
and does so in ways that are clearly more objective and research-based thanvatine
sector. The study also demonstrates that when resources are not prioritizedraaith@adai
relevance quickly erodes and the public moves on to new sources.

In this manner, Extension operates as a public utility. People draw on it as needed and
expect to find a working “outlet” when they want to “plug in” to specific infdroraor
facilitation. To extend this analogy: Without this utility available on demandtingethe
demand will be ad hoc and more inefficient, if met at all. Entrepreneurs, producers,
community activists, or whoever the client may be would be left to fend fotaas=gn a
world not easily navigated or evaluated. This detracts from their productindtisa net
negative to society.

Land Grant System

The breadth of the land grant system was highlighted in this study. Clients in the
Midwest used the expertise of universities on the coasts of the United Statessta@ddsa
firms used findings from the West Coast, etc. Maintenance and funding for amdgrant
system remains important for continued economic and business development across the
nation. However base-level federal funding for Extension has been virtuallyntattbe
1970s. This level funding, combined with the impact of inflation, has resulted in a significant

decline in actual dollars available to fund the national system. Going into thys i§toide
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had analyzed funding it could well have been expected to find Extension not delivering the
uniform level of valued assistance that was actually discovered.
Internet Usage Among Clientele

As Extension and agricultural educators look to how to deliver programs and content,
they are increasingly relying on the use of the Internet as a communidzdiomet
Adoption of the Internet for practical use among farmers and/or within tHee-aedded
businesses is evolving with increased velocity. The study revealed wharaatibn
technology is more slowly adopted, it seems to be not because they aren’t mavareto
interested. Many value-added companies surveyed have all the tools in place iied'e
and e-mail. The issue appears to be a matter of familiarity and, oftearraatmeed to
switch to new methods. Often there was no immediate need to change; such asdmoeli
cost. Even innovative farmers are quite pragmatic about staying with whett (@sr
witnessed by the slow adoption of hybrid seed corn years ago). An Extensiare Sewvi
other information providers must recognize comfort levels and meet clientsiotethes. If
this means telephone or face-to-face interaction instead of e-mail, thendhiak Ise the
channel to use. Internet technology can be part of a delivery system, but therdomina
modifier of modes is the personal relationship established either virtuatiyperson.
Relationships built on competency, trust, and capacity to deliver will detereti@vaincy for
an Extension service and other information providers.

Channels of Information

The results indicate that it is important that agricultural educators and other

information providers use the Internet channel. But, more than choosing the ccairewtich

the educator needs to consider positioning. In order to be relevant, the practitionee mus
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positioned at the “evaluation and trial” point on the adoption curve or potential cliehts wil

look elsewhere for help. The population studied tended to be somewhat innovative by nature;
their awareness and interest in technology or innovative practices wadygiresent. In the

cases where agricultural educators and practitioners stepped up to teegehalid brought
effective, objective evaluation, they seem to have brought value to the client.

The responses about using Internet channels for reaching new market demesgraphi
through virtual venues such as Facebook pose a challenging new area of ndichey ba
Extension educators. Although Extension personnel and other practitioners may focus on
using Internet tools to make their delivery systems efficient and up to dtitehevvalue-
added clientele the issue may be more about how to make his or her business slatft gear
the same velocity as the marketplace by applying clever use of pervasineltgy. This
sort of positioning by the agricultural educator is about thinking within the cliexglsn and
determining offerings as a content provider based upon the client’s objedlite re
Marketing to virtual communities is vastly different than the mass markietomgiques of
the past 50 years.

The findings suggest that agricultural education providers focus on positioning with
regard to these aspects:

» Personal service and trust relationships
= Appropriate evaluation and translation of information
= Objective trial validation of information, innovation, and technology.
These results of this study have special implications for extension educatioey aelect

communication methods to use for delivering educational programs to producersligspeci
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when increasingly limited resources force them to choose between the racsveff
communication channels with which to deliver programming to their audiences.
Helping to Facilitate Social Networks

The study revealed that social networks are important for obtaining information a
helping producers make decisions related to their businesses. Thus, a rolefttuear
educators is to help make those networks happen. As these businesses and groups explore
new ventures, agricultural educators need to encourage and facilitate a oagddr laind
more difficult “reaching out.” This reaching out may take the form ostegi producers to
locate and connect with resources via telephone calls to others in the network, e-mai
conversations, or facilitating a learning journey.

Although the commitment to assisting significant learning journeys can hagh a hi
cost, both in time and money, it should be viewed as offering a high return on the investment.
As patrticipants in the study indicated, as spatial distance expands betweerpgodups,
the conversations and sharing appear to become more open and frank. This could be related
to how the individuals being visited perceive the visiting group, or perhaps makimgg a lar
and expensive effort suggests seriousness and commands respect. On the other hand, the
receptivity of the individuals making the journey is likely enhanced by theoedinary
commitment of time and treasure.

Peers come together to form a business but often know far less about one another tha
is first perceived. The learning journey and other social networking opportuatiksate
interpersonal dynamics. As closer trusting relationships are fonntleith the group, the
members of the group are better able to analyze what they observe, and knowledtye embe

experientially. Farmers and entrepreneurs are experiential lsamethey respond to
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models they can experience. The strongest learning response is in situ. Atsongetme
farmer clients from their immediate surroundings appears to reduce aagurtstr
receptivity.

Agricultural education providers should make liberal use of learning journeys to ge
producers out of the constraints of their home territory. The face-to-facaewdoations and
the opportunity to personally view a model are shown in this study to be highlywaffecti
learning tools. The experience also brings groups together in trust and bettstamnttieg of
one another. Where cost or time simply won’'t permit a learning journey, a ‘otuwatan be
provided through various production and Web delivery techniques and offers significant
modeling and receptivity benefits.

Exposing producer groups to other venues, case studies, and profiles of successful
businesses can help to expand their network. Web sites, such as that provided by the
Agricultural Marketing Resource Center (AgMRC), make extensive usaleiffeemodels
through case studies and profiles. When combined with contextual materialsisaaalys
contact information, this becomes a powerful portal to networking for producersdixpa
of virtual networks can help producers learn of value-added agricultural opportonisete
of their immediate regions and state.

Helping to Fit the Pieces Together

Agricultural educators can help fit together disparate and perceived “distethnec
thoughts and ideas.” They can act as a bridge and provide additional context and experienc
to reveal a broader learning dynamic. They can act as facilitators. Amhenof a one

producer group indicated,
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Early on we were looking at an ethanol plant, so when it was suggested by ourdaxgerysi
that we visit a soda bottling facility, we at first thought, “Why?” We wasg pretty dumb
about the whole chain and didn’t know that carbon dioxide was one of the co-products from
ethanol production.

As the network dynamic expands through geography and the diversity of individuals

and businesses involved, what are apparently unconnected pieces start to fit.togethe
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Number of Total dollars Dollars per
State recipients awarded recipient
Alabama 2 102,500 51,250
Alaska 4 225,327 56,332
Arizona 6 392,750 65,458
Arkansas 7 1,115,900 159,414
California 55 11,429,135 207,802
Colorado 20 2,539,711 126,985
Connecticut 3 212,500 70,833
Delaware 3 575,000 191,667
Florida 13 1,376,838 105,910
Georgia 19 2,888,985 152,051
Hawaii 13 1,157,547 89,042
Idaho 23 3,659,082 159,090
lllinois 24 3,543,963 147,665
Indiana 14 1,208,300 86,307
lowa 104 18,209,621 175,092
Kansas 23 817,500 35,543
Kentucky 20 2,031,927 101,596
Louisiana 4 150,632 37,658
Maine 11 780,777 70,979
Maryland 15 532,228 35,481
Massachusetts 20 3,623,289 181,164
Michigan 36 4,783,253 132,868
Minnesota 51 10,383,316 203,594
Mississippi 14 1,259,824 89,987
Missouri 69 1,123,215 16,278
Montana 9 1,592,557 176,951
Nebraske 66 8,865,982 134,333
Nevada 1 57,312 57,312
New Hampshire 1 40,362 40,362
New Jerse! 16 902,200 5,638
New Mexico 3 136,510 45,503
New York 25 2,230,628 89,225
North Caroline 16 2,228,323 139,270
North Dakote 23 5,675,225 246,748
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275,000
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133,680
196,228
90,066
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91,666
40,833
198,725
176,839
143,702
267,270
242,033
88,037
96,466
123,856
74,537
168,127
104,600
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APPENDIX B
OPERATIONAL TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Agriculture Innovation Centers (AlCTenters that were funded at 12 geographic locations
across the United States by the USDA from 2003-2005. The centers provided
specialized assistance with marketing and business plan development fordesdde-a
agriculture producer groups.

Agriculture Marketing Resource Cent&fSDA center funded by USDA Rural Development
in 2001 and continuous since then to provide farmers and ranchers value-added
agriculture and business development information.

Consultant An individual who assists firms with specialized knowledge or informatiag. It
assumed the consultants are paid for their services, unless otherwise noted.

Extension An arm of a land grant institution that is part of the USDA Cooperative Résearc
Extension and Education System (CSREES).

Small Business Development Centers (SBDEis)ded by the U.S. Small Business
Administration, assist firms in the development of feasibility, marketmblaisiness
planning.

USDA United States Department of Agriculture.

Value-Added Agriculture Businegss defined by the USDA creates a higher value for
products or differentiates a product in the marketplace through different chiannel
attribute marketing, or a special certification process such as organic.

Value-Added Producer Grant Program (VAPGarmer or farmer-owned businesses that

received a grant from USDA Rural Development to assist in market develbpme
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feasibility of a new product, process, or business venture. The grant can also be used

for working capital for a value-added agriculture business.
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