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Perceptions and Usage of Communication Tools by [STATE] Cattle Producers

Introduction and Theoretical Framework
		“United States farmers are insatiable consumers of information” (Boehlje, & King, 1996, p. 21).  Communication is defined by Rogers (2003) as a process in which people create, share, and exchange information to reach a mutual understanding.  Communication is important to agriculturalists and one specific demographic that utilizes different communication channels is cattle producers (Boone, Meisenbach, & Tucker, 2000). Gillespie (2011) indicated that cattle producers preferred print publications over social media as a communication tool. For producers to obtain information efficiently the beef industry needs to understand producers’ perceptions and usage of various communication tools. The Innovation Diffusion Process (Rogers, 2003) serves as a theoretical framework for this study.  The progression through which individuals gain knowledge of an innovation, develop an attitude about the innovation, and make a decision to adopt or reject the innovation is known as the innovation decision process (Rogers, 2003). An important step of the innovation decision process is knowledge; individuals acquire knowledge of an innovation before forming an attitude about the innovation (Rogers, 2003). The purpose of this study was to determine the current uses and perceptions of communication tools used in the beef industry by [STATE] cattle producers.  The American Association for Agricultural Education Research Priority Areas, Priority 6: Vibrant, Resilient Communities; specifically, objective four which states research should “determine the effects of technology use and interpersonal and mass communication methods on community dynamics and citizen engagement” (Doerfert, 2011, p. 10) aligns with the purpose of this study.  The study’s objectives were: 1) determine demographics of [STATE] cattle producers; specifically gender, role in cattle operation, and type of cattle operation; 2) determine perceptions regarding the importance of communication tools identified by [STATE] cattle producers, and 3) determine the frequency of communication tools used by [STATE] cattle producers.

Methodology
	The population of this study consisted of [STATE] cattle producers (N=3021) who were members of the [STATE] Cattlemen’s Association and received the association’s electronic newsletter. A random sample of (n=341) participants was needed in order to achieve a 95 percent confidence level with a sampling error of +/- 5 percent (Ary, Jacobs, & Sorenson, 2010). An oversized sample (n=974) was utilized in this study in an effort to acquire a thirty-five percent response rate which was common of studies of similar populations (Diekmann, & Batte, 2009). An electronic questionnaire was distributed to participants using Qualtrics®. Of the 974 participants, 182 responses were collected for a response rate of 18 percent. Langer (2003) indicated that “recent published research has shown no substantial effect of lower response rates on measurements of opinion” (p. 17). Individual items were framed into three constructs—traditional media, electronic media and social media and measured producers’ perceived importance and frequency of use regarding personal and beef industry information. The importance scale responses included: 1) very unimportant, 2) moderately unimportant, 3) moderately important, and 4) very important. The frequency of use scale was comprised of: 1) never, 2) rarely, 3) occasionally, and 4) frequently. The tailored design method was followed for data collection (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Responses were analyzed using Predictive Analytical Software (PASW) Statistics 18. Construct means and standard deviations were reported. 
Results/Findings
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Of the 182 participants that participated in this survey, most producers were male (n=133, 73.1%), and in the 50-64 age range (n=48, 41%). Respondents were primarily owners and operators (n=142, 86.6%) of their farms and had one specific cattle enterprise (n=128, 70.3%). The number of items in each construct, mean, and standard deviation of [STATE] cattle producers perceived importance and usage of communication tools are identified in table 1. Electronic media consisted of electronic newsletters, and websites, and was important for beef industry usage (M= 3.06). Traditional media included, magazines, brochures, and newsletters, and was used occasionally for personal uses by [STATE] beef producers (M = 2.90). 
	Table 1
[STATE] Beef Producers’ Perceived Level of Importance and Frequency of Use of Selected  Communication Tools Reported by Construct

	Construct
	Items
	M
	SD 

	General Usage
	
	
	

	Importance of General usage of Traditional Media
	9
	2.90
	0.66

	Importance of General usage of Electronic Media
	12
	3.18
	0.67

	Importance of  General usage of Social Media 
	9
	1.94
	0.96

	Beef Industry
	
	
	

	Importance of Traditional Media  usage in Beef Industry
	9
	3.00
	0.64

	Importance of  Electronic Media usage in Beef Industry
	12
	3.06
	0.75

	Importance of Social Media usage in Beef Industry
	9
	1.98
	1.02

	General Usage
	
	
	

	Frequency of General usage of Traditional Media
	9
	2.98
	0.60

	Frequency of General usage of Electronic Media
	12
	3.02
	0.70

	Frequency of General usage of Social Media
	9
	1.75
	0.87

	Beef Industry 
	
	
	

	Frequency of Traditional Media usage in Beef Industry
	9
	2.96
	0.63

	Frequency of Electronic Media  usage in Beef Industry
	12
	2.85
	0.77

	Frequency of Social Media usage in Beef Industry
	9
	1.68
	0.87


Note: The importance scale included 1) very unimportant, 2) moderately unimportant, 3) moderately important, and 4) very important. The frequency scale utilized 1) never, 2) rarely, 3) occasionally, 4) frequently.
				
Conclusion/Implications/Recommendations
	It can be concluded that [STATE] cattle producers utilize electronic media for beef industry purposes, but do not prefer social media for personal or beef industry information. This supports findings of Gillespie (2011) which indicated social media was not a preferred communication channel for beef producers.  Since social media was perceived as the least important and least used communication tool, it could be started that [STATE] cattle producers are in the knowledge stage of the innovation decision process, where they have not yet formed an attitude about the social media to adopt it (Rogers, 2003). It is recommended that electronic forms of communication be utilized by the [STATE] cattlemen’s association when distributing information to [STATE] cattle producers. Further research is needed to determine if demographic characteristics influence the use of selected communication channels by [STATE] cattle producers.
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