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From August 13 to September 26, 2004, the state of Florida was hit by more 

hurricanes in one year than any state in more than 120 years.  The wrath of hurricanes 

Charley, Francis, Ivan, and Jeanne left homes destroyed, lives lost, and businesses to 

rebuild.  As a result, Extension faculty were called to take an active role in this crisis 

situation.  Determining how to communicate to their publics or clientele, what messages 

would be most effective, and how to do so in a timely manner, were just some of the 

communication issues facing Florida’s Extension faculty.   

The purpose of this study was to examine what communication channels 

Extension utilized and what messages were communicated during the 2004 hurricane 

season, in an effort to better equip Extension faculty to respond during future hurricanes 

and natural disasters. Through a descriptive survey of quantitative and qualitative 

responses, this study described the perception of respondents’ communication efforts. A 

total of 208 people responded to the survey, for an overall response rate of 63.4%.   



xii 

Overall, one-third of respondents indicated that they did not use mass media 

channels at all during the hurricanes, and personal communication, such as word of 

mouth or site visits, appeared to be the most common form of communication used.  It 

can be inferred that due to the limited access of power and technology, agents had no 

other choice but to use these forms of communication. However, it can also be concluded 

that Extension agents chose forms of personal communication as the most effective 

means of insuring the well-being of their clientele. This study indicates that Extension 

faculty with zero to five years of employment used face-to-face communication and on 

site visits more than any other faculty, while those with more than 30 years used them the 

least.  

The most often used source/channels to convey information was flyers/print 

materials, followed by newspapers. These findings indicate that in times of natural 

disaster, people need information that is readily and easily accessible and is not 

constrained to limited technology or power restraints.  However, while flyers, print 

materials, and newspapers were listed as the most effective sources/channels of 

communication, qualitative responses indicated that some felt there was too much print 

information.  

More than three-fourths of respondents reported that their offices had an internal 

crisis communication plan, while half said their Extension office had an external plan.  

As a result of the lack of a unified crisis communication plan, consistent internal and 

external outreach efforts on behalf of Extension were, in many instances, not known and 

not obtained.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Introduction 

When Hurricane Charley came ashore on August 13, 2004, Florida residents began 

to feel the effects from what would soon be a total of four hurricanes to sweep the state in 

just over a month (Sherman, 2004). From August 13 to September 26, the state of Florida 

was hit by more hurricanes in one year during the 2004 hurricane season than any state in 

more than 120 years (Appendix A).  Hurricane Charley was the first to hit the west coast 

of Florida and tear across the peninsula in a matter of hours, followed by Hurricane 

Frances, on September 5, Hurricane Ivan on September 16, and Hurricane Jeanne on 

September 26 (Stewart, 2005).  

The wrath of hurricanes Charley, Francis, Ivan, and Jeanne left homes destroyed, 

lives lost, and businesses to rebuild. One hundred and seventeen people died in the four 

hurricanes, and damage estimates reached more than $22 billion (Florida Office of 

Insurance Regulation, 2005). In agriculture and allied industries, estimates of hurricane-

inflicted damages totaled more than $2 billion (UF/IFAS, 2005). The hurricanes affected 

key commodities, ranging from citrus and strawberries to livestock and forestry.  

In response, the University of Florida/Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences 

(UF/IFAS) formed a Hurricane Recovery Task Force to inventory UF/IFAS's immediate 

response during the six months following the hurricanes and "develop long-term 

strategies for dealing with these and future hurricanes or disasters, both natural and man-

made" (UF/IFAS, 2005, p. 1). The Hurricane Recovery Task Force, headed by UF/IFAS 
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Dean for Extension Larry Arrington and Interim Academic Dean Wayne Smith, was 

formed to develop more effective means of helping those in need (UF/IFAS, 2005, p.1). 

This plan included collaborating with UF/IFAS faculty and staff experts on every 

agricultural commodity in the state, support industries, natural resources, and the 

environment. Leading UF/IFAS faculty also were responsible for developing reports and 

recommendations for commodities and other program areas important to UF/IFAS. These 

leaders utilized “any resources from trade associations, other faculty, government faculty, 

etc. to meet their objectives” (UF/IFAS, 2005, p. 1). These objectives included situation 

assessments of major damage across the state; immediate response – steps for UF/IFAS 

to take immediately to assist those in need; and long-term response – plans for future 

research and programs to prepare for the next hurricane (UF/IFAS, 2005).  

Among the recommendations for these objectives, UF/IFAS Extension identified 

the need to improve communication efforts as a primary concern during the 2004 

hurricane season (UF/IFAS, 2005). Providing Extension faculty with a needed list of 

guidelines and resources for immediate response to hurricanes, developing “dark Web 

sites” for disaster situations, and producing public service announcements on behalf of 

Extension were just some of the needed communication efforts identified. UF/IFAS also 

saw the importance of communication in disaster-response training for Extension faculty, 

and for developing educational materials on how to manage and deal with specific 

commodities and livestock during disaster times. Because UF/IFAS’s responsibilities 

include education and outreach, Florida Cooperative Extension was identified as a means 

to provide outreach in relation to their communication to clientele, the general public, and 

the community (UF/IFAS, 2005).  
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Historically, the Cooperative Extension Service has responded to the problems and 

crises of communities from local depressions and regional droughts to more nation-wide 

cases, such as the Great Depression and world wars (Cartwright, Case, Gallagher, & 

Hathaway, 2002). The farm crisis of the 1980s is one example of Extension’s role in 

helping communities recover from stress and set-backs through the implementation of 

workshops, seminars, couple retreats, one-on-one outreach education, support groups,  

24-hour stress management hotlines, and financial management (Williams, 1996). In 

addition, Extension has responded in floods, other natural disasters, and even child 

abductions (Chenoweth, 1991; Stark, 1990). Extension's primary role in many former 

crises was to provide reliable information delivered by various forms of communication 

media, such as radio (addressed question/answer sessions); television (interviews and 

informational segments); and Web site links and printed information such as fact sheets, 

information packets, and other publications (Cartwright et al., 2002). These techniques 

have often been associated with the responsibilities of a “facilitator” rather than a 

technical expert during times of a crisis. Extension faculty, playing the role of a 

facilitator, may be more likely to help the community take steps of problem resolution as 

a group (Cartwright et al., 2002).  

In relation to the Florida hurricane crisis of 2004, Extension faculty responded 

during these four disasters by supporting the hurricane preparation and recovery efforts in 

their communities and neighboring counties. When their areas were raked by the 

hurricanes, faculty communicated through various means to provide important 

information to clientele groups through mass and personal channels (UF/IFAS, 2005).  
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All UF/IFAS Extension faculty provided a variety of resources and services to 

agricultural producers and residents across the state, while simultaneously working with 

local, state, and federal government agencies to insure that people and agricultural 

industries recovered from the natural disasters that struck the state (McGovney, 2005). In 

many instances, these faculty were the first persons to assist farmers and ranchers in rural 

and hard-to-reach areas. They also performed tasks of locating generators, ice, water, and 

food, removing fallen trees, and getting animals to shelters (UF/IFAS, 2005).  

Although Extension faculty reached out to their communities, they, too, were 

impacted by the storm. In addition to rendering aid to others, many of their homes, 

property, and belongings were damaged and needed attention (UF/IFAS, 2005).  

After the second hurricane, a small working group in the University of Florida’s 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communication began discussions of the 

professional and personal development needs of county Extension faculty impacted by 

the hurricanes. The discussions evolved to include communication channels, 

informational resources, and the impact the Extension Service had throughout the state. 

By the third hurricane, the working group decided to develop a comprehensive 

questionnaire to examine these areas. With the support of Dean for Extension Larry 

Arrington, the survey was completed and disseminated to county Extension facultys and 

District Extension Directors at the end of the hurricane season. The comprehensive study 

sought to provide more clarity of the front-line response efforts of Florida's county 

Extension faculty. UF/IFAS Extension’s clientele depended on Extension for their well 

being during the hurricane season. In return, it was Extension’s role to reach out to its 

clientele, to provide resources, and to assist where needed (UF/IFAS, 2005).  
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By examining the role of the Florida Cooperative Extension Service, with offices in 

67 counties, UF/IFAS Extension can better correlate Extension’s primary role with its 

communication to its clientele and identify their perception of communication messages 

and methods used to prepare for future hurricane or natural disaster situations.  

Background 

The concept of personal trust has been established between rural communities and 

Extension’s success during times of providing aid and assistance in crisis situations 

(Meeker, 1992). According to Meeker, university Extension, “as the only non-regulatory 

United States Department of Agriculture agency, has only educational functions and was 

thus a natural pathway to the rural community due to the previously built networks of 

personal trust” (Meeker, 1992, p. 79). This trust dates back to the establishment of 

Extension in the early 1900s (Seevers, Graham, Gamon, & Conklin, 1997). Ledingham 

and Brunig’s (1998) research on public relations can be associated with the long-term 

relationship and communication associated with Extension and its publics. They 

proposed that an organization’s involvement in and support of one’s community will 

further establish the loyalty and commitment of key publics to their organization. 

Ledingham and Brunig also suggest that this involvement or support is a process in which 

the organization must focus on the relationships with their key publics and communicate 

involvement of those activities or programs that build the organization’s public 

relationship to members of their key publics and those in society.  

Crisis responsibility can also be applied to the UF/IFAS Extension faculty and the 

2004 hurricane season. Fink (1986) defines a crisis as an unstable time in which a change 

can occur as a highly undesirable outcome, or one with the distinct possibility of a highly 

desirable and extremely positive outcome. Schrerer and Baker (1996) proposed that crisis 
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communication is involved when incidents suddenly and unpredictably threaten the 

stability of an organization or industry. Furthermore, because crisis situations can occur 

in any organization, it is important to have crisis communication plans that strive to 

minimize reputation damage, gain control of the situation, reduce uncertainties, and take 

advantage of any possible benefits that may arise (Bonk, 2003). In relation to the 2004 

Florida hurricanes, crisis communication preparedness for the agriculture industry 

involved a needed plan of action to implement in regard to communication strategies and 

tactics when natural disasters occurred. Essentially, organizations need to be proactive in 

responding to possible disaster situations instead of reactive (Ruth, Muegge, & Irani, 

2005).  

The amount and type of news media coverage agriculture received during the 

hurricane season is also important to understand when examining the perception of how 

Extension faculty communicated to their clientele. Although media coverage of 

agricultural issues is diminishing, it is disaster and crisis situations that receive heavy 

attention from the news media (Sood, Stockdale, & Rogers, 1987). Consequently, it 

remains valuable to explore how much media coverage agriculture receives during crisis 

in order to determine where agriculture lies on the media and public agendas, in relation 

to crisis. “The role of the media in times of crisis is a natural focal point for 

communication researchers” due to the increased amount of people that turn to the media 

for information (Larson, 1986, p. 146). 

Because Extension faculty could do little or nothing to prevent their 

circumstances— the Florida hurricanes— stronger perceptions of external control should 

lessen crisis responsibility and image damage (Coombs, 1998). In addition, it is believed 
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that organizations with a history of positive performance and good deeds, find it easier to 

maintain a positive image during a crisis (Coombs, 1998). This concept relates to 

Extension faculty as they serve as “educational missionaries,” transforming the quality of 

people’s lives and contributing to their development as human beings through education 

(Seevers et al., 1997).  

Research indicates that before a crisis occurs, planning may reduce response time 

and possibly prevent missteps in an organization’s initial response to a crisis (Benoit, 

1997). However, Extension faculty was called to take an active role in a crisis situation 

that no state had experienced since the 1880s. Determining how to communicate to their 

publics or clientele, what messages would be most effective, and how to do so in a timely 

manner, were just some of the communication issues facing Florida’s Extension faculty. 

Because media coverage during natural disaster situations is inevitable, the messages and 

media used to communicate about these issues are vital to the agricultural industry in 

order to deliver accurate, timely, and positive messages.    

Purpose  

According to Greene (1995), Cooperative Extension faculty should listen to those 

they serve to learn what "practical education" or needs exist. Extension can be perceived 

as better at carrying out effective programs than at communicating about these programs 

(Warner, 1993). Therefore, in relation to the 2004 hurricane season, it is crucial to 

conduct research on Extension’s communication efforts to determine how clientele needs 

were met and to address future concerns of clientele facing a natural disaster (UF/IFAS, 

2005). The purpose of this study was to examine what communication channels 

Extension utilized and what messages were communicated during the 2004 hurricane 
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season, in an effort to better equip Extension faculty to respond during future hurricanes 

and natural disasters.  

Objectives 

The following objectives guided this study: 

• Objective 1: Describe the communication methods used by Florida Extension 
faculty during the 2004 hurricane season. 

• Objective 2: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
efforts during the 2004 hurricane season.  

• Objective 3: Determine the perception of messages communicated during the 2004 
hurricane season and why Florida Extension faculty communicated those messages.  

• Objective 4: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
methods and messages during the 2004 hurricane season as a function of their 
geographic location, program area, and years of Extension employment. 

Definition of Terms 

The terms crisis, risk communication, disaster, Cooperative Extension Service, and 

media/medium are defined as follows. These terms were chosen based on their relevance 

to the study.  

Crisis 

For the purpose of this study, a crisis is “a major occurrence with a potentially 

negative outcome affecting the organization, company, or industry, as well as its public, 

products, services, or good name” (Fearn-Banks, 2002, p. 2).  

Risk Communication 

Risk communication is defined as a process wherein government, industry, and the 

concerned publics engage in an active exchange of information that could produce well-

informed decisions and rational responses to risks (Sherer & Juanillo, 1990).  
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Disaster 

A disaster can be defined as anything from a chemical spill or fire to an area 

blizzard or hurricane to a multi-state drought or flood that is unexpected or has a major 

impact (Koch, 1999).  

Extension Faculty 

For the purpose of this study, “Extension faculty” is defined as county Extension 

agents and county and district Extension directors.  

Cooperative Extension Service  

The Cooperative Extension System (CES) is a public-funded, nonformal, 

educational system that links the education and research resources of the United States 

Department of Agriculture (USDA), land-grant universities, and county administrative 

units (Seevers et al., 1997).  

Media/Medium 

Media/medium is a channel or system of communication that generate messages 

designed for large, heterogeneous, and anonymous audiences (Harris, 1994). 

Limitations of the Study 

A limitation of this study was the use of technology to distribute the Web-based 

survey. There could have been a possibility that not all Extension faculty had access to 

computers or the Internet. One reason could have been a result of electrical power 

outages across the state of Florida, although, it is not as likely for this to be the case 

because the survey was distributed between the beginning of December through the first 

week of January. However, there was no guarantee that the respondent was 

knowledgeable about Internet usage and online surveys. All communication with and 
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distribution of the questionnaire was done online, via e-mail, based upon the most current 

list of Extension faculty.  

The scope of the present study was limited to those who were Extension faculty in 

the state of Florida as of November 2004. Although there was a large response rate to the 

study, the results cannot be generalized to other states and regions of the country that deal 

with natural disasters, such as hurricanes because the study is specific to the state of 

Florida.  However, other states faced with natural disasters, like the Gulf Coast states in 

2005, can use this study as a comparison to their Extension’s communication efforts.   

Organization of the Remaining Chapters 

This thesis is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 discussed the background and 

purpose for the study. Chapter 2 includes findings and research applicable to the problem 

under investigation and indicates theory upon which the study is based. Chapter 3 

contains the study design and the methodology used. Results of the data collected and 

important findings are organized in Chapter 4, and Chapter 5 summarizes the intent, 

procedures, and findings of the study, in addition to the conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations of the findings.  
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CHAPTER 2 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Overview 

This chapter describes relevant and appropriate literature necessary for the 

development of this study. Key topics discussed include crisis and Extension; crisis, risk, 

and issues management; and crisis and risk communication. The study also included a 

theoretical discussion of important communication theories upon which this study is 

based: excellence theory, relationship theory, agenda-setting theory, and framing theory.  

Crisis and Extension  

By definition, a crisis is “a specific, unexpected, and nonroutine event or series of 

events that create high levels of uncertainty and threaten or are perceived to threaten an 

organizations’ high-priority goals” (Seeger, Sellnow, & Ulmer, 1998, p. 233).  

Among the categorization of “crisis” include natural disasters, such as hurricanes, 

droughts, tsunamis, tornadoes, floods, earthquakes, volcanoes, and wildfires (Paul, 2001). 

In the case of hurricanes, Extension professionals are “in a unique position to help 

specific community segments (e.g. agriculture, schools) prepare for these reactions 

following a critical event, as well as support those community segments following a 

disaster” (Wiens, Evans, Tsao, & Liss, 2004, p. 1). In addition, rural areas may be more 

likely to have fewer resources to devote to disasters, especially in the case of disasters 

requiring specialized equipment and training (Wiens et al., 2004).  

Extension’s history of serving others by educating and providing information can 

also be associated with their many years of responding to the problems and crisis of 
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communities (Bosch, 2004). As noted in Chapter 1, the farm crisis of the 1980s is one of 

the many examples of how Extension has responded in times of crisis. Resources related 

to Extension faculties’ response to farm crisis are available in Williams (1996) study.  

In 1988, the Ohio Cooperative Extension Service played a major role in 

disseminating information to families and communities facing the drought crisis in 

Washington County, Ohio (Chenoweth, 1991). Extension utilized a daily fact sheet, 

known as “Drought Directives” to reach individuals with information on the severity of 

the drought and how they could manage their farm, home, and well-being during these 

difficult times. Extension also sought to make the nonfarm community aware of the fact 

that the drought was not just a farm problem, but that everyone was affected. By 

partnering with local newspapers and radio stations, and by mailing the Drought 

Directives to 358 people weekly, Ohio Extension was able to disseminate information 

across a widespread audience. As a result, university and Extension administrators 

presented the program to the Ohio state legislators when asking for money to aid farmers 

during the crisis. Extension was able to measure its effectiveness by distributing a survey 

to the recipients of the Drought Directives. Eighty-four percent of the respondents 

reported using the information they received, and 53% said that the information they 

received helped them, their families, and businesses.  

Extension agents in Klamath Falls, Oregon, also responded to a crisis in their 

community in the summer of 2001 when the Bureau of Reclamation determined that it 

could not release the normal allocation of water from Klamath Lake to farmers in the 

Klamath Irrigation Project (Cartwright et al., 2002). This period of drought caused over 

1,200 families, farming over 220,000 acres, to be without their normal water irrigation 
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for the entire summer. As a result, farmers withheld investments to plant their crops, and 

the impact spread to the local businesses and communities throughout the county and 

region. Extension decided to put aside their informational programs, and instead focus 

their efforts towards designing three needs assessment and resolution meetings, which 

encouraged cooperation and action on behalf of community leaders and Extension 

faculty. As a result of Extension’s outreach in a time of crisis, 75,000 acre-feet of water 

was released to irrigate the lands, the federal government provided $20 million in 

payments to affected farms, and California and Oregon farmers were able to drill new 

wells that provided additional irrigation water (Cartwright et al., 2002).  

The National Rural Behavioral Health Center was created at the University of 

Florida in 2001 to assist Extension professionals, healthcare professionals, and other 

disaster response workers in promoting research, education, and Extension to aid in 

delivering behavioral health care to rural Americans in times of a crisis or natural disaster 

(Wiens et al., 2004). Extension specialists developed a curriculum, Triumph Over 

Tragedy: A Community Response to Managing Post-Disaster Stress, to help Extension 

professionals and others in their efforts to provide education and services to communities 

affected by disasters. The curriculum includes information on preparing and coordinating 

community responses, educating community members about the common signs of post-

disaster stress, issues relevant to long-term recovery, and improving information 

management following a disaster. Extension faculty can use this information to train 

other professionals and volunteers in their community (Wiens et al., 2004).  

Funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and leadership from the University 

of Illinois, the Extension Disaster Education Network was developed in 1993 after 
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Extension services in the North Central Region states combined their efforts to create a 

network that would allow others to draw and receive information to reduce the impact of 

natural and man-made disasters (Koch, 1999). The network is now national, with 28 

states represented. These states share information at annual meetings, and by conference 

calls, e-mail, publications, and video. The Extension Disaster Education Network, EDEN, 

Web site is a collaborative multi-state effort by Extension Services across the country to 

improve the delivery of services to citizens affected by disasters. Using electronic 

technology to develop, archive, update, transmit, and receive educational information, the 

EDEN Web site has proven to be an effective tool for those associated with the network. 

Topics covered on the Web site include homeland security, hurricanes, Bovine 

Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE), soybean rust, plant and crop security, how families 

and children can prepare for disasters, and more. Because one of EDEN’s major goals is 

to share educational resources and technical expertise across state lines, the Web site 

makes it possible to see what resources are available from different state Extension 

services and from other agencies, such as the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

and the American Red Cross. The Extension Service in North Dakota, Kansas, Missouri, 

and Minnesota are examples of the agencies, which support the effectiveness of the 

network in times of crisis or disaster for providing beneficial information (Koch, 1999).  

Crisis, Risk, and Issues Management  

Many times crisis situations result in the possibility of a decline in an 

organization’s reputation, and also result in increased media and public attention. 

However, even in the face of chaos, crisis can also bring about stability, order, and 

balance (Seeger, 2002). In fact, “crisis can often create a commonality and community in 

certain situations” and, therefore, “modify the climate and tone of communication” 
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(Seeger, 2002, p. 336). It is in these situations that the “shared values, needs, goals, 

threats and interdependencies may become salient in the face of a crisis” (Seeger, 2002, 

p. 336). 

Crisis management is using effective communication with people inside and 

outside an organization. It is a process of strategic planning that “removes some of the 

risk and uncertainty from the negative occurrence and thereby allows the organization to 

be in greater control of its own destiny” (Fearn-Banks, 2002, p. 2). Once a natural 

disaster strikes, there is little time for thinking ahead, and implementing a plan of action. 

Crisis communication strategy begins with a plan. “A good one anticipates the worst that 

could happen, sets procedures for key strategists, and prepares for the unpredictable” 

(Bonk, 2003, p. 14). The key for all communicators and representatives of an 

organization is to plan thoroughly and carefully before the crisis occurs (Covello, 2003). 

According to the Institute of Crisis Management, 65% of most business crisis today are 

non-event-related or “smouldering” crisis, originating mostly with management 

interaction and/or neglect (Sapriel, 2003, p. 348-349). As a result, corporations recognize 

that crisis management must be implemented and that all key business functions must 

address crisis prevention and management formally as part of business planning. This 

type of business contingency planning or “BCP” involves risk management which means 

identifying, evaluating, and addressing issues as the first step in crisis preparation. 

Managing these issues poses a challenge, but is most critical for organizations (Sapriel, 

2003).  

Beginning with clear objectives such as providing information, establishing trust, 

organizing emergency response, and involving stakeholders in partnerships and problem 
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solving are key preparation steps in crisis planning (Covello, 2003). Organizations should 

recruit spokespersons with effective presentation skills and who can be respected and 

trusted by one’s target audience (Fearn-Banks, 2002). Training all staff in basic, 

intermediate, and advanced risk and crisis communication is also strongly recommended 

so that all employees know what is expected of them and how to respond when and if a 

crisis occurs (Covello, 2003).  

In addition to these types of preparation steps, organizations must not fail to 

anticipate questions and issues that might arise as a result of the crisis (Covello, 2003). 

Cynthia Lawson, executive director of university relations at Texas A&M University, 

worked for the Detroit Edison Company in the 1970s and 1980s (Fearn-Banks, 2002). 

She said that while Detroit Edison was constructing a nuclear power plant, a “mock 

crisis” was created once or twice a year.  

“The drill was gruesome—all day long,” Lawson said. “We knew the week, but not 

the day or time. The skills I learned in these practices long ago were ingrained in me. I 

knew what I had to do. It was automatic,” she said (Fearn-Banks, 2002, p. 179).  

Lawson said that it was these experiences in crisis planning that helped her after 

she had only served as the executive director of university relations at Texas A&M 

University for five months when eleven Texas A&M students and one alumnus were 

killed and 27 others injured when the traditional Aggie bonfire they were building 

collapsed at 2:42 a.m. on November 18, 1999 (Fearn-Banks, 2002).  

In the case of Extension, crisis management would involve insuring effective 

communication internally among the employees of the organization, the organization’s 

publics, the community, and in many cases, the general public. Even though the 
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agricultural industry faces problems that no other industry faces and must communicate 

about complicated issues “there remains a lack of documented cases from which industry 

professionals and students can learn” (Telg & Dufresne, 2001, p. 8).  

Whiting, Tucker, and Whaley (2004) analyzed the preparedness of colleges of 

agriculture across the U.S. and the handling of crisis situations at those institutions.  

Only about 60% of responding land-grant universities had a central crisis communication 

plan, while nearly one-third of the respondents were unaware of a crisis communication 

plan in place for their Experiment Station and academic programs. A large majority of 

respondents believed that their administrators were somewhat or well informed of the 

crisis plan; however, less than half of the respondents believed that either faculty (43.3%) 

or staff (46%) were somewhat or well informed. Their recommendations highlight the 

overall need to be more proactive in establishing crisis communication plans, and to 

develop and encourage crisis communication training for administrators, faculty and 

staff. They also identified key administrators’ involvement as a crucial factor in the 

success of a crisis communication plan “because organizations that involve their 

communication heads in management decision-making are more likely to have successful 

public relations programs than organizations that do not follow this practice” (p. 17).  

Wrigley, Salmon, and Park (2003) conducted a phone survey of corporate 

spokespersons, particularly those in charge of public relations or security plans for an 

organization, about their crisis management planning and bioterrorism preparedness. 

Seventy percent of those interviewed said their companies had general crisis management 

plans in place, but only 12% dealt specifically with bioterrorism. Results also identified 

that there was a low level of knowledge about bioterrorism among correspondents who 
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were responsible for creating crisis communication plans. The researchers wrote that 

publicity about “risk is not enough in and of itself to spur preventive action” (p. 289). The 

results also indicated that awareness of the “risk” at hand— bioterrorism, perceived 

seriousness, and perceived controllability—were consistent and significant predictors of 

willingness to develop a crisis management plan. Research has shown that because crisis 

situations can occur in any organization, it is important to have crisis communication 

plans that strive to minimize reputation damage, gain control of the situation, reduce 

uncertainties, and take advantage of any possible benefits that may arise (Caponigro, 

1988; Benoit, 1997; Adams, 2000; Fearn-Banks, 2002 & Covello, 2003). Although 

management and public relations personnel in large corporations and organizations 

acknowledge the need for such a plan, many lack the personnel or the expertise to 

develop a crisis plan (Fearn-Banks, 2002). 

Related closely to crisis or issues management is risk management. Whereas issues 

management is “proactive in that it tries to identify issues and influence decisions 

regarding them before they have a detrimental effect on a corporation,” risk management 

attempts to alert people about risks they tend to have control over, (Gaunt & Ollenburger, 

1995, p. 202). It is also important to understand that risk, issues, and crisis management 

are all different. Crisis management tends to be more reactive to an issue, and many times 

occurs after the public is aware of an event or situation. If used properly, issues 

management is capable of lessening the impression of potentially damaging issues or 

keeping them out of the public’s attention. As a result, examples of successful issues 

management tend to remain invisible (Gaunt & Ollenburger, 1995).  
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To understand how the news media typically operates in natural disaster situations, 

communicators should examine how the media’s coverage frames the public’s perception 

of one’s organizations, and work to establish report and credibility with the media in 

order to maintain and enhance news coverage (Ruth, Muegge, & Irani, 2005).  

While most of the general public does not understand the importance of agriculture 

to society, private foundations and governmental agencies support the idea that there is a 

need for the general public to have a basic understanding of agriculture, the agriculture 

industry, and its role in America’s economic well-being (Frick, Birkenholz, & Machtmes, 

1995). Agriculture is essential to America’s economic, environmental and cultural 

growth; however, the media resources devoted to the day to-day coverage of agriculture 

and rural affairs are dwindling or inadequate (Pawlick, 2001). The reasons for this 

neglect differ from region to region, but the overall result is the same: inadequate 

resources devoted by the major media to agriculture and an editorial bias from a heavy-

urban circulation base (Pawlick, 2001).  

Despite the lack of news coverage and interest in agricultural news, practitioners 

and researchers argue that it is vital for agriculture communicators and organizations, like 

Extension, to understand how the news coverage of agriculture in crisis may affect public 

perceptions of, and public policy toward, the industry as a whole. Hagins, Lockaby, 

Akers, and Kieth (2002) emphasized the importance of continued education efforts by 

agricultural communicators to increase the agricultural literacy of reporters. As a result of 

educating reporters about basic agricultural information and informing them of their bias 

statements, agricultural communicators may encourage reporters to include more factual 

and verifiable statements. In return, agricultural news is more likely to receive a 
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generated news coverage and accuracy of its day-to-day issues. It was also recommended 

that those within the agricultural community continue to stay abreast with current issues 

the industry is facing because the media typically targets the farmer or the grower as their 

spokesperson as opposed to the trained agricultural communications specialist. 

Ruth, Muegge, and Irani (2005) found that exploring the framing of agriculture 

during a hurricane crisis may provide insight into the crisis communication preparedness 

and management of industry communicators specifically in dealing with the media, in 

addition to their understanding of how the news media operate during crisis. By 

examining the framing of news media coverage of agriculture in three major metropolitan 

newspapers in Florida during the 2004 hurricane season, they concluded that under the 

search term “hurricane,” approximately 1,110 articles were written. Agricultural stories 

only constituted about 4% of the hurricane coverage of these three major newspapers in 

Florida; yet, as the second-largest industry in the state, agriculture was severely impacted 

by the hurricanes.  

Researchers also found four dominant frames inherent in the majority of articles 

analyzed: loss, cost, disaster, and beneficiary. The first and most notable frame, loss, 

framed agriculture as an industry that suffered substantial loss of crops, equipment, 

facilities, and animals. Cost was identified as any reference to the monetary amount lost 

or incurred by the agriculture industry. Characterized by government assistance, financial 

support, and recipient of relief packages, the beneficiary frame represented several 

different facets of support for the agriculture industry. The disaster frame presented the 

agricultural crisis situation as a catastrophe, devastation, or destruction.  
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A slight majority of articles (n=20) exhibited a negative tone, (n=18) indicated a 

neutral tone, and the remaining articles displayed a positive tone (n=10). This study was 

conducted on the assumption that personal experience with agricultural issues is 

deteriorating within the lay public, and so media discourse plays a significant role in 

developing knowledge and understanding of agriculture and its contribution to the state 

(Eyck, 2000). However, despite the notion that framing is associated with how the media 

defines, labels, or categorizes information, it is also relevant to look at how an 

organization like UF/IFAS frames its own issues or circumstances (Ruth, Muegge, & 

Irani, 2005). 

Crisis, Issues Management, and Risk Communication  

Crisis communication involves incidents that suddenly and unpredictably threaten 

the stability of an organization (Whiting, Tucker, & Whaley, 2004). It is the “dialog 

between the organization and its publics to, during, and after the negative occurrence” 

(Fearn-Banks, 2002, p. 2). Coombs (1999) noted that there are two dominant message 

factors crisis experts recommend communicating: information and compassion. Coombs 

defined compassion as a “valuable symbolic resource crisis managers can use to bolster 

reputations and account honoring during an accident crisis” (p. 137). The overall impact 

of the study concluded that compassion, not instructing information, was related to 

perceptions of organizational control when communicating to one’s publics.  

According to Covello (2003), communicating clearly and with compassion 

involves understanding that trust is earned. This means as a communicator and as an 

organization, one should not ask or expect to be trusted by the public. Therefore, it is 

critical to express genuine empathy, only to promise what can be delivered, and then 

follow through, and acknowledge and say that any illness, injury, or death is a tragedy to 
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be avoided (Covello, 2003). These types of messages are most effective if delivered by 

leaders and well-respected representatives of one’s organization (Sapriel, 2003). The 

messages of hope, support, and the rebuilding process offer publics the reassurance 

needed in uncertain times (Sapriel, 2003). Also, relaying timely information is relevant 

when communicating in a crisis. Communicators should strive for brevity, but respect 

requests for information and offer to provide desired information within a specified time 

period (Covello, 2003). Many times these “requests” are presented by the media. Because 

the goal of crisis and risk communicators is to establish long-term relationships of trust 

and credibility with the media, communicators should provide information tailored to the 

needs of each type of media (Heath & Nathan, 1990-91).  

Issues management communication is similar to crisis communication; however, 

the organization most likely is aware of the possibility of a crisis and the opportunity to 

some extent of when to reveal the issue to primary stakeholders and publics (Fearn-

Banks, 2002). It is important to note that the organization is central to the event.  

Whether communicating about natural disasters, terrorist attacks, or emergency 

preparedness, an effective message is paramount in reaching the desired outcome of an 

increase in the understanding of the risk at hand. Today, much of risk communication 

research tends to focus on environmental or health issues (Peters, Covello, & McCallum, 

1997). Risk communication is defined as a process of the exchange of information about 

the expected outcome (good and bad) and magnitude (weak or strong) among 

government, industry and publics that could produce well-informed decisions and 

rational responses to risk (Scherer & Juanillo, 1990). Peters, et al. (1997) found that 

knowledge and expertise, honesty and openness, and care and concern, accounted for a 
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significant amount of variation in perceptions of trust and credibility when 

communicating about risks. In fact, poor risk communications can create threats larger 

than those posed by the risks that they describe (Morgan, Fischhoff, Bostrom, & Atman, 

2002). It is important to understand that while professional risk experts spend hours 

considering the possibility of rare and unusual hazards, most lay people spend very little 

time focusing their attention on situations other than common everyday hazards (Morgan 

et al., 2002). As a result, risk communicators face the challenge of truly informing and 

educating lay people about those risks (Morgan, et al, 2002).  

In the mix of knowing how one should communicate about risk, it is important to 

correlate the concepts of knowledge and risk perception (Johnson, 2003). In other words, 

“knowledge is and should be important in understanding one’s risk perception” (p. 1). 

When studying risk perception, research on knowledge and lay risk perception falls into 

three categories: evaluating the public’s understanding of facts about nature and 

technology for their effect on attitudes toward hazard; identifying heuristics with which 

people process information on hazards; and describing laypeople’s conceptual 

frameworks for hazards (Johnson, 2003).  

Communicating effective risk messages to the public begins with establishing a 

partnership with the public, laying the foundations for mutual trust, considering how the 

public naturally thinks about the risks, and determining what aspects of the scientific 

literature actually matter to them (Morgan et al., 2002). Despite these preparations, 

Morgan, et al. (2001) reported that ideally all one can seek is to be ready for laypeople to 

become interested in a topic that has been prepared for thoroughly.  



24 

 

Because the media is a critical link in delivering risk messages to publics, reporters 

often act as “filters” for one’s messages (Adams, 1992-93). Therefore, in the case of 

Extension, educating and informing the media about one’s organization and the risk 

management process will more likely help keep publics informed with accurate and up-

to-date information. Adams (1992-93) suggested the following about the news media and 

the reporting of risk:  

• The news media will generally ignore the organization’s experts in favor of 
government or activist sources. 

• Journalists are often not up-to-date on science-related topics especially risk 
assessment.  

• Journalists are likely to personalize risk-related stories. 

Becoming an expert in one’s area of risk, going to the news source as the expert 

with facts and newsworthy information, encouraging management to train for news 

media interviews, and understanding the target audience, are some things an organization 

can do to prepare a risk communication program (Adams, 1992-1993).  

Telg and Dufresene (2001) examined the communications methods and results of 

Florida’s agricultural communicators during the Mediterranean fruit fly infestations. The 

researchers found that the media tended to favor activist groups for information, 

journalists lacked the knowledge about the science-related topic, and journalists tended to 

personalize the risk-associated story. They also reported that the agricultural 

community’s poor job of issues management during the Medfly eradication hampered 

their ability to communicate. These are all observations that Adams (1992-93) made in 

his statements about the media and risk communication. Therefore, communicators and 

management of an organization need to be observant and pay special attention to activists 

groups and to their organizations public relations pitfalls. 
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According to Sandman (1998) the three kinds of crisis communication have a 

relationship with risk communication: 1) possible future crisis; 2) low-hazard high-

outrage reputation crisis; and 3) high-hazard crisis. When communicating about possible 

future crisis, communicators need to inform others of the what-ifs and worst case 

scenarios. Handling low-hazard high-outrage reputation crisis involves coping with 

something that actually happened, but is viewed as a reputation crisis as opposed to a 

serious crisis effecting one’s health, safety, or environment. Dealing with this sort of 

crisis and preventing it are “principal preoccupations” of risk communication (Sandman, 

1998). Finally, high-hazard crisis involves a crisis with real casualties. This scenario 

involves wanting or needing to manage the hazard over any kind of communication.  

Communication in these scenarios is likely to be difficult, especially if advance 

preparation was not sufficient to prepare for the crisis.  

“News reports of disasters have inherent public appeal. They are often treated as 

the biggest stories, attract the largest audiences, and are remembered the longest” (Sood, 

et al., 1987, p. 27). As such, it is extremely important to communicate with the news 

media during crisis because of their easy access to large publics and communication 

systems that remain working even in the case of partial breakdown (Peters, et al., 1997). 

However, crisis situations become a crisis communication problem when there is 

extensive media attention that is not planned for or anticipated (Barton, 2000). Media 

coverage during a crisis situation tends to attract increased media attention for the 

individuals impacted by the crisis (Brown, 2003). Therefore, it is important for industry 

communicators to plan for and manage crisis/disaster through crisis communication 

planning in regard to the media.  
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Media relations training on how to contact news reporters or how to establish a 

news media relations program may help agricultural organizations and communicators of 

these organizations pitch stories to reporters and receive coverage of important events.  

Sood, Stockdale, and Rogers (1987) investigated five different natural disaster crisis 

situations in determining how the media operate in crisis. They found that the news 

media employ specific strategies for covering disaster, they tend to seek particular kinds 

of information about the disaster from specific sources, they tend to prefer a centralized 

source of information like an “information czar,” and they commonly assign each disaster 

a news value according to the number of deaths and injuries, the extent of damage, and 

geographic scope.  

Zoch and Duhe (1997) found the news media first target affected individuals or 

victims for information about a disaster, followed by eyewitnesses, authorities, and the 

family of affected individuals. Spokespersons for the affected organization were listed as 

the last source of contact. Additionally, the news media generally try to obtain 

information about a disaster from authoritative sources like officials from county, state, 

and federal government agencies and traditional emergency organizations (Sood, et al., 

1987).  

Telg and Raulerson (1999) studied how firefighter public information officers 

perceived their effectiveness as they communicated with the media during the 1998 

Florida wildfires. Approximately 70% of the public information officers had media 

relations or media interview training; however, they suggested the need for more 

“comprehensive” training before the wildfires in the areas of hands-on media relations 

training (including crisis communication), news release writing, public speaking and 
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interviewing skills, and technology/computer training. Respondents recommended 

catering to local media before national media, being accessible or designate someone to 

be accessible to the media at all times, providing communications-related training 

opportunities to those individuals involved in a communications role, and not 

overlooking newspaper reporters over television reporters and videographers.  

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for the study consisted of two primary theories: 

excellence theory and relationship theory. In addition, the theoretical framework includes 

the theories of agenda-setting and framing theories to support the overall framework. 

These theories help to explain effective communication between an organization and its 

publics, the importance of relationships, and how the media determines and frames the 

public’s agenda.  

Excellence Theory  

Organizations are effective when they have the expertise needed to respond to 

threats and opportunities in their environment (Grunig, Grunig & Dozier,  

2002, p. 1). As described by the theory of excellence, the organization must empower 

communication management as a critical management function (Grunig, et al., 2002, p. 

13). This expertise in times of relationship and communication management stems from 

public relations. Public relations and communication management describe the overall 

planning, execution, and evaluation of an organization’s communication with its publics 

(Grunig et al., 2002, p. 2).  

Although expertise in public relations may seem essential for an organization, 

many organizations and their management do not recognize and empower the function 

(L. Grunig et al., 2002, p. 3). University of Florida /IFAS Extension is an example of this 
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type of organization because it does not have a public relations component. The 

organization does have a marketing office, which performs some tasks that could be 

labeled under the “umbrella” of public relations; however, there are no media relations or 

public relations function implemented. Although the organization does not have a titled 

public relations position or department, the Extension faculty are many times seen 

performing public relations functions in their counties because they work day-to-day 

communicating with their clientele to educate and maintain relationships (Hurst, 2005). 

Many faculty even perform public relations tasks such as writing news releases and 

articles and working with the media.  

According to Grunig et al., (2002) public relations/communication management “is 

broader than communication technique and broader than specialized public relations 

programs such as media relations or publicity. Public relations and communication 

management describe the overall planning, execution, and evaluation of an organization’s 

communication with both internal and external publics—groups that affect the ability of 

an organization to meet its goals” (p. 2). Why and to what extent do public relations 

increase organizational effectiveness? According to Grunig et al., (2002) public relations 

contribute to effectiveness when it helps the organization reach its goals with the 

expectations of its strategic publics. This is also known as excellence theory.  

Scholars claim that relationship management, also categorized as effective, 

generates benefits for the organization and contributes to effective and excellent public 

relations. This notion of effectiveness is two-way and symmetrical communication 

between an organization and its publics (Ledingham, 2003). This means that “good 

relationships” balance the interest of the organization with the interests of publics, while 
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serving the interests of both sides of the relationship, having the freedom to advocate the 

interest of publics to management, and fulfilling the managerial role of negotiating and 

mediating conflict (Grunig et al., 2002). Organizations practicing two-way symmetrical 

communication use bargaining, negotiating, and strategies of conflict resolution to bring 

about changes in ideas, attitudes and behaviors of both the organization and its publics 

(Grunig, 1989). In other words, two-way symmetrical communication or public relations 

is seen as a win-win situation for both the organization and its audience because public 

relations serves the interests of both sides of relationships, while still advocating the 

interest of the organization that employ them. Two-way communication is also noted by 

researchers as the way to communicate when avoiding crisis or enduring crisis of shorter 

duration or of lesser magnitude (Fearn-Banks, 2002).  

While most practitioners (Grunig, 1989) in public relations value the two-way 

symmetrical communication model, there are three other models that describe the 

practice of public relations: press agentry/publicity, public information, and two-way 

asymmetrical. “The four models of public relations are representations of the values, 

goals, and behaviors held or used by organizations when they practice perfect public 

relations” (p. 29). The press agentry/publicity model revolves around the public relations 

practitioner making their organization or product known, and results in a one-way 

transfer of information from the organization to the publics (Fearn-Banks, 2002). Public 

relations practitioners use the two-way asymmetrical model when conducting surveys and 

polls. This type of scientific persuasion model allows for some feedback, but it typically 

does not change as a result of communications management (Fearn-Banks, 2002). The 

public information model is described as generally disseminating accurate information 
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about the organization, but not to seek information from publics through research or 

informal methods. Prior to a decade ago, this one-way communication model represented 

a general philosophy of handling disaster relief efforts (Paul, 2001). In the case of a 

natural disaster, this one-way approach has caused past differentiation in the way 

hierarchical supervisors and employees have united in their tactics and recovery efforts 

(Paul, 2001). This approach has also been the result of limited free flow of both 

interpersonal and mass communication because of one group giving orders and the other 

group following them (Paul, 2001).  

Today agencies and officials are beginning to shift more towards the two-way 

communication model. Web sites and other media are being used to promote two-way 

communication, even though they are typically viewed as one-way sources because they 

relay a great amount of information and allow an audience to interact (Paul, 2001). The 

advancement of technology and the Internet has also resulted in the expectation for “up-

to-the-minute” information in disaster situations (Paul, 2001). According to Rasmussen 

(1989), Extension provides educational information to anyone through the land-grant 

universities across the nation, the state agricultural experiment stations, and the USDA. 

Extension also reports problems facing its clientele to researchers and administrators. 

“This cooperative two-way communication provides direction for research and education 

and speeds the application of research results” (Rasmussen, 1989, p. 4).  

The principle of requisite variety is also identified as a characteristic of effective 

organizations (L. Grunig et al., 2002). This means that there must be as much diversity 

inside the organization as in its environment for the organization to build good 

relationships with all publics. Planning, executing, and evaluating communication 
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programs build good relationships, which is also a characteristic of excellent public 

relations. By building relationships with publics, organizations are more effective 

because they allow more freedom to reach their goals and objectives.  

Other characteristics of excellent public relations include characteristics described 

by middle-range theories integrated within the excellence theory. Some of these include 

empowerment of the public relations function, the combination of technician and 

managerial roles as a public relations professional, organization of the communication 

function, relationships to other functions, use of consulting firms, and two-way 

symmetrical communication programs (L. Grunig et al., 2002).  

Hon (1997) interviewed 32 public relations practitioners about the effectiveness of 

public relations. Respondents defined effectiveness as increasing understanding and 

facilitating two-way communication, building relationships, disseminating the right 

messages, communicating strategically, promoting and fostering good media relations, 

changing attitudes and behavior, and affecting legislation. A respondent in the interview, 

a vice president of membership, marketing, and communications for a trade association, 

made the following statement: “It (effective public relations) is never one element. It’s 

doing a good job day in and day out… Our view now is that effective PR is doing a lot of 

little things right and that makes the big thing right” (p. 13).  

Relationship Theory  

In the field of public relations, a relationship exists once an organization recognizes 

that it can affect its key publics and the key publics recognize they can affect the 

organization. The term “relationship” can be defined as properties of exchanges, 

transactions, communications, and other interconnected activities (Grunig & Huang, 

2000). Building relationships and maintaining good, positive relationships is the essence 
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of public relations (Grunig, L. et al., 2002). In addition, poor handling of a crisis can ruin 

the years of establishing credibility and trust of an organization with the relationships of 

its clientele (Kauffman, 2001). Much like public relations practitioners, Extension also 

depends significantly on relationships with publics – in this case, clients. Grunig and 

Huang (2000) defined the organization-public relationship as the “state which exists 

between an organization and its key publics in which the actions of either entity impact 

the economic, social, political, and/or cultural well-being of the other entity” (p. 25). 

UF/IFAS Extension’s clientele depended on Extension for their well being during the 

hurricane season (UF/IFAS, 2005). In return, it was Extension’s role to reach out to its 

clientele, to provide resources, and to assist where needed.  

Cooperation, trust, credibility, mutual legitimacy, openness, mutual satisfaction, 

and mutual understanding are among the most important ways practitioners and 

researchers can measure the quality of strategic relationships of organizations (Broom, 

Casey, & Ritchey, 1997). Because the Cooperative Extension Service’s mission 

statement is to “help people improve their lives through an educational process which 

uses scientific knowledge focused on issues and needs” (Rasmussen, 1989, p. 4), 

cooperation is the key to Extension’s relations with people. Ledingham and Bruning 

(1998) reported that in an interpersonal context, relationships flourish when there exists a 

balance in the relationship, both parties in the relationship feel that the other is investing 

of time and themselves, both parties are willing to make a commitment to the 

relationship, and both parties can be trusted to act in a manner that supports the 

relationship.  
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Ledingham and Bruning (1998) surveyed 384 residential telephone subscribers 

across a three-state region to determine relationship dimensions of those (1) who will stay 

with their historic telephone service provider, leave that provider to sign up for service 

with a new provider, or are undecided with regards to their provider of local telephone 

service, and (2) could predict subscriber choice behavior. Results indicated that 

organizational involvement in and support of the community in which it operates can 

engender loyalty toward an organization among key publics when that 

involvement/support is known by those key publics. A two-step process emerges in 

which organizations must focus on the relationships with their key publics, and 

communicate involvement of those activities/programs that build the organization-public 

relationship to members of their key publics.   

Kraenzel (1991) studied Extension’s role in agricultural marketing and its 

relationship with clientele. He found that two leadership challenges Extension faces is 

building relationships – interpersonal relationships, working relationships, negotiations, 

and cooperation— and providing an example by demonstrating the required knowledge, 

skills, and attitudes within the organization. Recommendations included strategies such 

as concentrating on one subject matter area, such as interpersonal skill development as a 

method of building relationships, or developing negotiation skills through partnerships 

(Kraenzel, 1991). In addition to the challenge of building relationships is the question, 

who should Extension serve or who is Extension’s “clientele?” During its first 75 years, 

Extension’s primary clientele was farm and rural people (Rasmussen, 1989); however, 

today Extension serves many suburban and urban residents. Regardless of where people 

live, one recommendation for determining who Extension serves, is to “identify clientele 
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through a process that selects the most critical issues the expert knowledge available to 

the system has the capacity to address” (Rasmussen, 1989, p. 15). As a result, this focuses 

on the issue rather than making a decision about the priority and importance of clientele 

based on their residence or location.  

Agenda-Setting Theory 

Response coordination is one of several roles that are emerging for the media in 

disaster communications as a result of disaster relief officials communicating more 

openly with their clientele or publics (Paul, 2001). Because recovering from a natural 

disaster requires communication among media and officials, it is important to use 

effective communication prior to and throughout a disaster. The media plays a variety of 

roles during a disaster, and often much differently than when reporting on cases or 

circumstances related to “unnatural disasters.” While natural disasters, like hurricanes, 

are set high on the media’s agenda, the type of coverage and the way the media reports 

news about such events is much different from typical news coverage (Scanlon, 1998). 

For example, media coverage during a natural disaster might include administering 

preparation information to the public, reporting weather conditions, the recovery process 

based upon location, agencies and officials, while coverage of other news might approach 

the subject matter with reporting about investigations, litigation and public relations 

efforts (Scanlon, 1998).  

In particular, it is important for agencies and organizations, like Extension, to 

consider the concept of agenda setting, what the media deems important or newsworthy, 

to understand what messages are being delivered to public and their clientele. The 

concept of agenda setting developed from the idea that mass media have the ability to 

transfer the items on their news agenda to the public’s agenda (McCombs, 1994). 
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Undoubtedly, McCombs and Shaw’s (1972) analysis on agenda setting established that 

there is a relationship between media coverage and the public’s ranking of salient issues, 

implying a significant influence of the media on its audiences. However, McCombs and 

Shaw also recognized that the media might simply be responding to their audience’s 

expectations and priorities (Baron & Davis, 2003). Nevertheless, there is a connection 

between the media coverage of an issue and public attention and interest in that issue 

(Baron & Davis, 2003).  

Framing Theory 

Agenda-setting theory is closely associated with the theory of framing, which is 

“the central organizing idea for news content that supplies a context and suggests what 

the issue is through the use of selection, emphasis, exclusion and elaboration” 

(McCombs, 1999, par. 8). Therefore, framing allows the media to present or package the 

information in a way that influences the way the audience comes to understand the issue.  

 Framing theory is found across the social, behavioral, and cognitive sciences, both 

as a concept that relates to the way in which media reports on events, as well as with 

respect to individuals’ processing of message information (McLeod, Kosicki, & McLeod, 

1994). According to Entman, (1993) “to frame is to select some aspects of a perceived 

reality and make them more salient in a communication text, in such a way as to promote 

a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment 

recommendation for the item described” (p. 52). Therefore,“framing theories suggest that 

the way an issue is presented – the frame – especially through the media, can affect 

public perceptions of the issue” (Bridges & Nelson 1999, p. 100). 

Framing is based on the perspective that news is a function that helps explain and 

shape public perceptions of an event (Gitlin, 1980). Framing analysis is a useful research 
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tool for uncovering frames that employ elements such as keywords, sources of 

information, symbols, metaphors, messengers, visuals, messages, stories, numbers, or 

context to create shortcuts that people use to understand the world (Entman, 1993). 

Though framing analysis has been criticized for its weak theoretical and empirical 

foundation, the strengths of framing lie in its “emphasis on providing context within 

which information presented and processed allows framing to be applied across a broad 

spectrum of situations” (Hallahan, 1999, p. 209). 

Summary 

This chapter provided background information on crisis and Extension; crisis, risk, 

and issues management; and crisis and risk communication. The chapter also included a 

theoretical discussion of important communication theories upon which this study is 

based: excellence theory, relationship theory, agenda-setting theory, and framing theory.  

As a result of the 2004 hurricane season and Extension’s outreach to communicate 

with its clientele during these natural disasters, it is vital to evaluate their communication 

efforts to prepare for future disasters. Previous research examined in this chapter indicate 

that when crisis and risk management are utilized in an organization, advanced preparing 

and planning for natural disasters devotes time, resources, and research, while 

simultaneously educating and informing all levels of management about its importance 

and implementation in the organization (Sapriel, 2003). Without crisis and risk 

communication plans intact, communicating in these scenarios is likely to be difficult, 

especially if advance preparation is not sufficient to prepare for the crisis (Sandman, 

1998).  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY  

Introduction 

Initially, the study was conducted by a team of researchers at the University of 

Florida to determine UF/IFAS Extension personnel’s involvement and impact – in terms 

of personal and professional development needs and impacts within their communities – 

as a result of the 2004 hurricane season. However, for the purpose of this study, the 

portion of communication data was analyzed to examine what communication channels 

Extension utilized and what messages were communicated during the 2004 hurricane 

season.  

The following objectives to guide this study were outlined in Chapter 1. 

• Objective 1: Describe the communication methods used by Florida Extension 
faculty during the 2004 hurricane season. 

• Objective 2: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
efforts during the 2004 hurricane season.  

• Objective 3: Determine the perception of messages communicated during the 2004 
hurricane season and why Florida Extension faculty communicated those messages.  

• Objective 4: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
methods and messages during the 2004 hurricane season as a function of their 
geographic location, program area, and years of Extension employment. 

This study was descriptive in nature in that it used objective measurements and 

statistical analysis to understand and examine the communication efforts of Extension 

faculty. It was designed to examine what communication channels Extension utilized and 

what messages were communicated during the 2004 hurricane season, in an effort to 
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better equip Extension faculty to respond during future hurricanes and natural disasters. 

Qualitative responses regarding open-ended questions associated with communication 

messages were also grouped to identify the most important themes noted by Extension 

faculty. These questions inquired about Extension’s efforts to communicate to its 

clientele and the general public during the hurricane season.  

Research Design 

A team of researchers in the Agricultural Education and Communication 

Department at the University of Florida developed a 76-question survey instrument, 

which included quantitative and open-ended (qualitative) questions. A survey approach 

allows for the obtainment of data from individuals relatively quickly and inexpensively 

(Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1996).  

Population 

The population for this study included all UF/IFAS county Extension faculty and 

District Extension Directors (n=328) with a viable e-mail address as of October 2004. 

The original population consisted of 332 e-mail addresses; however, corrections, due to 

faulty addresses and retirements, resulted in an actual population of 328.  

Instrumentation  

The faculty received an e-mail that gave them an overview of the study and 

provided the link to the 76-question survey (Appendix B). The questionnaire was 

converted to an online Web form using Zoomerang, a premium online survey software 

that numerous businesses and organizations use to create professional, customized 

questionnaires. Because this software was not available in the department of Agricultural 

Education and Communication, the researchers cooperated with Extension Disaster 

Education Network (EDEN) faculty at Purdue University to utilize this software. The 
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survey was conducted via e-mail using an adapted form of Dillman’s Tailored Design 

Method (2000). Because the purpose of this study was to examine the communication 

data, the following questions were from only a portion of the original 76-question survey.  

The first two questions of Extension communication efforts in the questionnaire 

determined to what extent Extension faculty and their local Extension office used mass 

media channels to communicate during the 2004 hurricane season. Respondents were 

given “not at all,” “slight extent,” “moderate extent,” and “great extent,” as their 

response options.  

Questions 22 and 23 asked Extension faculty to what extent did they believe the 

general public and their clientele group were aware of Extension’s efforts during the 

hurricanes. Respondents recorded their responses as “not at all,” “slight extent,” 

“moderate extent,” and “great extent.” 

The next questions examined how Extension faculty and their offices used the 

following communication sources/channels to convey information during the hurricanes: 

flyers/print materials, newspaper, radio public service announcements, live radio 

interviews, TV public service announcements, live TV interviews, Internet/Web, and 

other. Possible answers ranged from “not at all,” “slight extent,” “moderate extent,” and 

“great extent.”  

Next, Extension faculty were asked to describe what messages they were trying to 

convey to their clientele. Finally, question 34 assessed how Extension faculty perceived 

their office to have a plan to manage communication efforts in a crisis like the hurricanes 

or other emergency situations. Respondents were given a “yes” and “no” option for 

“internal communication plans” and “external communication plans.”  
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Seven questions were included in the questionnaire that described the 

demographics of those Extension faculty who responded to the survey. Extension rank, 

county of service, years of experience, primary program area, age, and gender were 

included.  

Data Collection 

A letter (See Appendix B) from UF/IFAS Extension Dean Larry Arrington was  

e-mailed to all county Extension faculty and District Extension Directors on November 

30, 2004, the last day of the official hurricane season, to inform faculty of the 

forthcoming questionnaire and to encourage their participation. The 76-question survey 

was adapted from previous research on professional development and agricultural 

scientists' communication efforts (Ruth, Lundy, Telg, & Irani, 2005), as well as specific 

questions the researchers believed necessary to gain a clear understanding of Extension's 

role during the hurricane preparation and recovery efforts. Experts from the departments 

of Family Youth and Community Sciences, Agricultural and Biological Engineering, 

Food and Resource Economics, and Clinical and Health Psychology were also asked to 

include and edit questions related to disaster preparedness, educational materials, agents' 

personal needs (including mental health issues), and community support needs. Two 

waves of follow-up reminders were conducted with nonrespondents on December 9 and 

December 20, 2004. The researchers closed the questionnaire on January 5, 2005, 

preventing any new responses. All communication and distribution of the questionnaire 

was done online, via e-mail, based upon the most current list of faculty.  A total of 208 

viable responses were received for a 63.4% response rate.  
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Variables 

The independent variables in this study were the Extension personnel’s 

demographics, including their geographic location, rank or position, years of Extension, 

specialty or program area, age, and gender. Extension personnel’s perception and/or 

attitude towards their methods and messages of communication were also independent 

variables.  

The dependent variables were their use of personal communication methods and 

other communication sources/channels, and messages used to communicate with their 

clientele. Forms of personal communication included face to face, on-site visits, 

telephone, cell phone, text messaging, e-mail, and other. Sources/channels identified 

include flyers, print materials, newspaper, radio public service announcements, live radio 

interviews, TV public service announcements, Internet/Web, and other.  

Data Analysis  

The data was analyzed using descriptive statistics and the constant comparative 

method. The SPSS ® Student Version 12.0 for Windows software was used for most of 

the analysis. The standard deviation, means, and cross tabulations were calculated for 

appropriate question with scaled-item responses and were presented in tabular form (Ary, 

Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002). The standard alpha for these questions were α=.83.   

In addition to using quantitative data for this study, qualitative responses were 

collected to identify the respondents’ experiences and perspectives (Ary et al., 2002). The 

responses were grouped into common themes and categories to determine each theme’s 

characteristics, and then compare categories and group them with similar categories. 

Themes were reported according to how often responses mentioned similar topics or 

ideas in relation to communication messages during the 2004 hurricane season.  
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Summary  

This study was conducted using descriptive statistics and qualitative data analysis. 

The survey was distributed to Extension faculty in Florida (N=328). The online 76-

question survey instrument examined the UF/IFAS Extension personnel’s involvement 

and impact – in terms of the personal and professional development needs and impacts 

within their communities – as a result of the 2004 hurricane season. However, for the 

purpose of this study, the communication portion of the questionnaire was analyzed to 

understand the perception of Extension faculty’ communications methods and messages 

used. Qualitative data analysis was used to record common themes associated with 

communication messages.  
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 

Results  

This study examined the communication channels Extension utilized and what 

messages were communicated during the 2004 hurricane season, in an effort to better 

equip Extension faculty to respond during future hurricanes and natural disasters. 

Findings of the study and data analysis are presented as a result of the 76-question survey 

instrument.  

The population for this study was all UF/IFAS county Extension faculty with a 

viable e-mail address (District Extension directors were also included). The initial 

population of e-mail addresses was 332; however, corrections based upon invalid e-mail 

addresses and retirements resulted in an actual population of 328. A total of 208 

responses were received for a 63.4% response rate. This study presents its findings 

according to the objectives determined in Chapter 1. (Appendix C) 

The objectives were:  

• Objective 1: Describe the communication methods used by Florida Extension 
faculty during the 2004 hurricane season. 

• Objective 2: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
efforts during the 2004 hurricane season.  

• Objective 3: Determine the perception of messages communicated during the 2004 
hurricane season and why Florida Extension faculty communicated those messages.  

• Objective 4: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
methods and messages during the 2004 hurricane season as a function of their 
geographic location, program area, and years of Extension employment. 
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Demographics of Respondents 

In terms of gender, 38% (n=70) of respondents were male, while 62% (n=114) 

were female. Table 4-1 identifies respondents according to age. The majority of faculty 

(38.1%, n=51), ranged in age from 51-60, and 30.6% (n=41) were ages 41-50. Only 4.5% 

(n=6) were over 60 years in age.  

Table 4-1. Number of Extension faculty by age.  
Age (yrs) n %  
26-30 15 11.1 
31-40 21 15.7 
41-50 41 30.6 
51-60 51 38.1 
61-66 6 4.5 
Total 134 100.0 

 

Table 4-2 identifies Extension faculty according to their rank. An Extension 

Agent I is an entry-level position. Personnel at the Extension Agent II level must possess 

a master’s degree and at least five years of Extension experience. To qualify for 

Extension Agent III, personnel must have 10 years of Extension experience and be 

leaders in their field. People at the highest rank, Extension Agent IV, must demonstrate 

the highest level of programming and professional development. Courtesy Agents are the 

same as Extension Agents, except that Courtesy Agents are county-funded (UF/IFAS, 

2000). Program Assistants are supervised by and serve as an assistant to the Extension 

agent. They are often not required to have a college degree, and assist with coordinating 

and organizing many of the various activities and events that the county Extension office 

sponsors (Seevers et al., 1997).  

Most respondents, 47% (n=25) were ranked as Extension Agent IV, followed by 

Extension Agent I (23%, n=44). Other respondent’s Extension ranks were as follows: 
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Extension Agent II (17%, n=33), Extension Agent III (17%, n=33), Courtesy Agent IV 

(7%, n=13), Courtesy Agent I (4%, n=8), Courtesy Agent III (3%, n=5), other (2%, n=4), 

Courtesy Agent II (2%, n=3), and Extension Program Assistant (1%, n=1). The category 

of “other” respondents included Program Coordinator and Acting Director (FCS  

Agent II) (See Table 4-2).  

Table 4-2. Extension faculty according to rank.  
Rank  n %  
Extension Agent I 44 23 
Extension Agent II 33 17 
Extension Agent III 33 17 
Extension Agent IV 47 25 
Courtesy Agent I   8   4 
Courtesy Agent II   3   2 
Courtesy Agent III   5   3 
Courtesy Agent IV 13   7 
Extension Program Assistant   1   1 
Other    4   2 
Total  191 100 

 
For those with administrative responsibilities, 39 (95%) were County Extension 

Directors, and two (5%) were District Directors (See Table 4-3).  

Table 4-3. Extension faculty with administrative responsibilities.  
Personnel  n %  
County Extension Director 39 95 
District Extension Director  2   5 
Total 41 100 

 
Respondents were asked to indicate their primary program area from a list 

generated by the District Extension Directors’ office. Out of 194 responses, the top 

program areas were family and consumer sciences (n=46, 24%); agricultural and natural 

resources (n=45 23%); and 4-H/youth development (n=37, 19%). Personnel who 

indicated “other” as their response listed citrus, water quality, urban forestry, and 
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livestock, pasture, and forage production, as some of their program areas.  

(See Table 4-4.).  

Table 4-4. Extension faculties’ primary program area.  
Program Area n %  
Family & Consumer Sciences  46 24 
Ag/Natural Resources 45 23 
4-H/Youth Development 37 19 
Ornamental/Environmental 
Horticulture 

21 11 

Urban Horticulture 16   8 
Commercial Horticulture   8   4 
Community Development   2   1 
Other  11   6 
Total 194 100 

 
Faculty reported their years of experience with the Cooperative Extension Service 

in and outside of Florida. About one-third of respondents (30%, n=60) had worked for 

Extension five years or less, while 7.6% (n=15) had worked more than 30 years. Table 4-

5 identifies the number of responses according to years of service.  

Table 4-5. Faculties’ years of experience with the Cooperative Extension Service.  
 
Years of Service 

 
n 

 
%  

0-5 years 60 30.0 
6-10 years 35 17.7 
11-15 years 17   8.5 
16-20 years 19   9.6 
21-25 years 29 15.0 
26-30 years 23 11.6 
More than 30 years 15   7.6 
Total 198 100 

 
Faculty were also categorized according to the UF/IFAS administrative districts. Of 

182 respondents, 47 respondents (25.8%) were from the Northwest District, 43 from 

South Central (23.6%), 33 from Central (18.1%), 30 from Northeast (16.5%), and 29 

from South (16%). Table 4-6 identifies the number of Extension faculty according to the 
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UF/IFAS administrative districts who responded to the survey (See Appendix D for a 

map of the Extension Districts). 

Table 4-6. Number of Extension faculty according to UF/IFAS administrative districts who 
responded to study.  
 
UF/IFAS Districts  

 
n 

 
%  

 
Northwest 

 
47 

 
25.8 

South Central 43 23.6 
Central 33 18.1 
Northeast 30 16.5 
South 29 16.0 
Total 182 100 

 
 

According to UF/IFAS Human Resources as of November 2005, 54% of Extension 

employees are female, and 46% are male.  Twenty-three percent of Extension faculty are 

categorized as Extension Agent I, 27% as Extension Agent II, 17% as Extension Agent 

III, and 33% as Extension Agent IV (UF/IFAS Human Resources). Demographics for 

Courtesy Agents were not given. Based on the data collected from the survey and current 

demographics from UF/IFAS Human Resources, the overall sample of this study is 

representative of the Extension faculty.   

• Objective 1: Describe the communication methods used by Florida Extension 
faculty during the 2004 hurricane season. 

The majority of respondents reported they made slight (28%, n=56) to moderate 

(27%, n=54) use of mass media channels to communicate during the hurricanes. The 

greatest percentage of respondents (31%, n=61) did not use mass media channels at all, 

while only 14% (n=27) said they used the mass media to a great extent (See Table 4-7). 
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Table 4-7. Extension faculties’ use of mass media channels to communicate during the 
2004 hurricane season. 

Response n % 
Not at all 61 31 
Slight extent 56 28 
Moderate extent 54 27 
Great extent  27 14 
Total 198 100 

 
When asked the same question about mass media usage by their local county 

Extension offices, the pattern of response was similar, although the greatest percentage of 

respondents (35%, n=68) indicated moderate usage of mass media channels. Thirty-three 

percent (n=65) said their county Extension offices’ slightly used mass media, 21% (n=40) 

did not use mass media channels at all, and only 11% (n=22) of respondents said their 

county Extension offices used the mass media to a great extent (See Table 4-8.)  

Table 4-8. Extension offices’ use of mass media channels to communicate during the 
2004 hurricane season.  

Response n %  
Not at all 40 21 
Slight extent 65 33 
Moderate extent 68 35 
Great extent  22 11 
Total 195 100 

 
The most used method of communication during the 2004 hurricane season was 

flyers/print materials (29%, n=56), followed by newspapers (19%, n=37). The majority 

(n=130) of respondents reported that they did not use live television interviews, while 

69% (n=128) did not use television public service announcements, and 66% (n=123) did 

not use live radio interviews. (See Table 4-9.)  
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Table 4-9. Extent that communication sources/channels were used by Extension faculty 
during the 2004 hurricane season. 

 
Sources/ 
channels  

 
Not at all 

 
Slight extent 

 
Moderate extent 

 
Great extent 

 n % n % n % n % 
 
Flyers/print       
materials 

 
20 

 
10 

 
56 

 
29 

 
63 

 
32 

 
56 

 
29 

Newspaper 34 18 64 34 56 29 37 19 
Internet/Web 74 39 42 22 46 24 27 14 
Radio PSA 96 51 43 23 36 19 12 6 
Live radio 
interviews 

123 66 39 21 19 10 6 3 

TV PSA 128 69 35 19 17 9 5 3 
Live TV 
interviews 

130 71 40 22 13 7 1 1 

Radio PSA  96 51 43 23 36 19 12 6 
Other 37 56 7 11 12 18 10 15 

 
When asked what personal communication methods were most used by Extension 

faculty, respondents said face-to-face communication was the most commonly used 

personal method of communication (37%, n=71). Telephones (37%, n=71), on-site visits 

(20%, n=38), and cell phones (19%, n=36) were also ranked as necessary sources of 

personal communication. The least used sources of personal communication were text 

messaging (95%, n=169) and electronic e-mail (34%, n=62).  

Respondents often commented on the Internet and Web simultaneously, and several 

respondents reported this combination was the best medium to have in order to 

communicate. One respondent said, “I have total control of when and what goes out.” 

While this form of communication might have been preferred, respondents noted that 

electronic media was problematic due to electrical outages caused by the hurricane. 
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Radio was mentioned by a few respondents as one of the best means to get a simple 

message out immediately (See Table 4-10).  

Table 4-10. Extent that Extension faculty used personal communication methods during 
the 2004 hurricane season.  

Method Not at all Slight extent Moderate extent Great extent 

 n % n % n % n % 
Face to face 16 8 43 23 61 32 71 37 
Telephone 22 12 40 21 57 30 71 37 
On-site visits 51 27 56 30 43 23 38 20 
Cell phone 64 34 47 25 40 21 36 19 
Electronic 
mail 

62 34 57 31 43 23 23 12 

Text 
messaging 

169 95 5 3 3 2 0 0 

Other 31 67 1 2 9 20 5 11 
 

• Objective 2: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
efforts during the 2004 hurricane season.  

To achieve Objective Two, faculty was asked to give their perceptions of the 

general public and their clientele’s awareness of Extension’s efforts during the hurricane 

season. Table 4-11 identifies Extension faculties’ perception of the general public’s 

awareness. Of the respondents, over half (53%, n=104) reported the general public was 

only slightly aware of Extension’s efforts, and 20% (n=39) of respondents indicated the 

general public was not at all aware. Only 4% (n=8) of respondents felt the general public 

was aware to a great extent.  

Table 4-11. Extension faculties’ perception of the general public’s awareness of 
Extension’s efforts during the 2004 hurricane season. 

Response  n % 
Not at all 39 20 
Slight extent 104 53 
Moderate extent 46 23 
Great extent  8 4 
Total 197 100 
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When asked the same question about their Extension clientele group, 40% of 

faculty (n=79) reported their clientele was moderately informed of Extension’s efforts; 

however, 11% (n=22) reported their clientele not being aware at all (See Table 4-12).  

Table 4-12. Extension faculties’ perception of Extension clientele’s awareness of their 
efforts during the 2004 hurricane season.  

Response  n %  
Not at all 22 11 
Slight extent 67 34 
Moderate extent 79 40 
Great extent  29 15 
Total 197 100 

 
Faculty were also asked to report how effective communication sources/channels 

were used to communicate during the natural disaster. Table 4-13 shows that most 

respondents (32%, n=49) reported using flyers/print materials, followed by newspapers 

(29%, n=45) and “other” (17%, n=26) forms of communication. Responses in the “other” 

category ranged from e-mail and telephone, to phone trees and cell phones, to site visits 

and word of mouth. Newsletters, handouts, workshops, and meetings were also 

mentioned. Only 3% felt live television interviews (n=4) and Internet/Web (n=4) were 

the most effective sources/channels used.  

Table 4-13. Sources/channels of communication perceived as most effective by 
Extension personnel in conveying information to the public during the 2004 
hurricane season. 

Sources/channels n % 
Flyers, print  49 32 
Newspaper 45 29 
Radio PSA  15 10 
Live radio interview   6   4 
TV PSA    6   4 
Live TV interviews   4   3 
Internet/Web   4   3 
Other 26 17 
Total 155 100 
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For qualitative responses associated with the question, “What sources/channels are 

perceived as most effective in conveying information to the public during the 2004 

hurricane season?” respondents reported the following: “We used too much print- stress 

levels so high no one wants to read.” “Suggest we make color posters of some basic food 

safety concepts from the bulletins with drawings or photos – and post all over as well as 

the web. People want simple- concise information, NOT a bulletin!”  

Some respondents reported there was a lack of clarity as to the priority of who they 

should be responding to first—their families, the general public, and/or their clientele. 

The question of “was it more important to disseminate paper information or to lend 

assistance by supplies and labor” was also addressed.  

One respondent commented, “It’s not about conveying information during these 

storms although it helps. It’s about conveying compassion for people who have had their 

lives turned upside down. It’s face-to-face communication. That’s the most effective 

source of communication.”  

However, another respondent said, “WE are forced to use the media conduit in this 

county. They wouldn’t run our information without first checking it out through 

Department of Health, etc. They didn’t recognize our authority in matters AND as they 

put it, ‘if we have downed power lines, we are not going to give “airtime” to 

refrigerators.’”  

When reporting on the most effective personal communication methods used to 

communicate, faculty perceived face-to-face communication to be the most effective 

(36%, n=60), followed by telephone communication (35%, n=59), on-site visits (9%, 

n=16), and cell phones (8%, n=14). Respondents listed television and radio; two-way 
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radio; newsletter and handouts; mail; and workshops and meetings, under the “other” 

most effective personal communication methods category (See Table 4-14). 

Table 4-14. Extension agents’ perception of most effective personal communication 
methods used during the 2004 hurricane season.  

Response  n %  
Face to face 60 36 
Telephone 59 35 
On-site visits 16   9 
Cell phone 14   8 
Electronic mail   8   5 
Text messaging   1   1 
Other 11   7 

 
Finally, respondents were asked if their Extension office had an internal or external 

plan to manage communication efforts in a crisis like the hurricanes or other emergency 

situations. For the purpose of this study, “internal” referred to the crisis communication 

preparedness on behalf of Extension agents, Extension offices, and the UF/IFAS 

Extension Administration. “External” communication preparedness was how participants 

communicated with outside agencies at the county, state, and national level. A two-by-

two contingency table is used to explore the relationship between nominal variables. 

Respondents reported that 83 % (n=160) of their offices had an internal crisis 

communication plan, while 17% (n=33) did not. In addition, 57% of respondents reported 

that their offices had an external plan; however, 43% (n=80) did not.  

The importance of having a crisis communication plan can be described from one 

respondent, who reported, “We had not electricity or phone services in our county for 

over two weeks, so communication was limited. Once electricity was restored, our 

computers were damaged and we were unable to access the Internet or e-mail for a 

month. Communication during this time was quite a challenge. We relied on cell phones 

mostly” (See Table 4-15).  
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Table 4-15. Internal and external communication preparedness efforts used by Extension 
offices in a crisis like the2004 hurricanes or other emergency situations. 

Communication Plan Yes No 
 n % n % 
Internally 160 83 33 17 
Externally 104 57 80 43 

 

• Objective 3: Determine the perception of messages communicated during the 2004 
hurricane season and why Florida Extension faculty communicated those messages.  

To meet this objective, respondents were asked to describe what messages they 

were trying to get across both to the public and to their Extension clientele group during 

the hurricanes. To analyze these questions, qualitative responses were grouped into 

common themes and categories using the constant comparative method (Glaser, 1978).  

Communication Messages to Public 

“Extension is here to help” emerged as the overarching message that respondents 

tried to communicate to the public. “Extension is here to help” included such areas as 

Extension being the agency for the public to find out information about disaster 

preparedness, safety issues, contacts for disaster relief, and landscape and yard cleanup. 

Respondents noted that Extension “help is available regardless of need” to the public, and 

that “Extension has the information and assistance to questions and problems.” 

Respondents wanted to impact people on more than just a rational level; they wanted 

people to know that they cared. As one respondent noted, “IFAS cares and will help you 

in any way possible.”  

As mentioned, these themes comprised the overall message of “Extension is here to 

help”: disaster preparedness, safety issues, contacts for disaster relief, and landscape and 

yard cleanup. Following are specific examples of the messages respondents stated were 

communicated to the public during the hurricane season:  
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Disaster preparedness: “Information on drinking water, food safety, chainsaw 

safety, dealing with flooding and mold.” “Find locations for animal care, store adequate 

batteries, flashlights, water, canned goods, and hygiene materials. Also, information on 

helping children cope emotionally with disasters.”  

Safety issues: “Basic information on how to survive the aftermath of a hurricane. 

Practices for food safety; helping children deal with trauma; safety of drinking water.”  

Disaster relief: “What type of assistance was available, who was eligible to receive 

it, when and where to get help.”  

Landscape and yard clean-up: “What to do about storm damaged trees and how 

to reassure people so that they would not want to remove all their trees in anticipation for 

next year’s hurricane season.”  

Communication Message to Extension Clientele. Respondents also were asked 

what message they communicated to their primary Extension clientele groups. The 

overarching message was the same: “Extension is here to help.” As one respondent 

wrote, “We care about them and their families and are here to support them. We are still 

keeping the doors of Extension open in spite of no electricity or phone.”  

The themes for their clientele groups were different from the ones communicated to 

the public at large; however, new themes included livestock and crop management, and 

meetings, classes and programs. Fewer responses were focused on safety, and more on 

disaster preparation. The following are specific examples of the messages respondents 

stated were communicated to Extension’s clientele groups during the hurricane season: 

Disaster preparation: “How to prepare their farms for the hurricanes, how to 

handle resultant disease outbreaks, and how to handle a few specific damaged items.” 
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Livestock and crop management: “Types of help available for livestock. What to do with 

storm impacted livestock. Water treatment methods and crop salvage methodologies.” 

Disaster relief: “Described in detail the disaster programs that were available 

through the FSA and how to access the programs by filling the proper forms. I described 

in detail how to access the FSA Web site and how to register online or print needed forms 

from the FSA Web site. I also informed my clientele of the IFAS information that was 

available online or in print for information about disaster recovery.” 

Landscape and yard clean-up: “Looked at damaged trees to determine if they 

were salvageable and if so, how to correct problems. Also, if they lost trees, follow right 

plant, right place concept.”  

Meetings, classes, and programs: “Rescheduling of programs and decisions on 

how Extension responds to emergency situations is determined in large part by the county 

structure/administration and Extension administration above my level of involvement. I 

respond by doing as instructed.”  

• Objective 4: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
methods and messages during the 2004 hurricane season as a function of their 
geographic location, program area, and years of Extension employment. 

Objective Four was examined to what extent Extension faculty made use of mass 

media channels according to the number of years employed by Extension and to what 

extent personal communication methods were used to convey information to Extension 

clientele during the hurricanes. Table 4-16 displays the number of years employed by 

Extension according to mass media usage. Faculty employed 11-15 years reported the 

greatest usage of mass media channels (M=2.77, n=13), while faculty employed 0-5 years 

reported the least amount of usage (M=2.01, n=70). Overall, respondents reported not 

using mass media channels at all (31%, n=61), as reported in Table 4-7.  
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Table 4-16. Extension agents’ use of mass media channels to communicate during the 
2004 hurricane season according to years of Extension employment.  

Years of employment M n SD 
0-5 years 2.01 70 .985 
6-10 years 2.31 36 1.064 
11-15 years 2.77 13 .927 
16-20 years 2.18 22 1.097 
21-25 years 2.44 25 1.193 
26-30 years 2.40 15 .910 
More than 30 years 2.29 7 .951 
All respondents  2.24 188 1.040 

Scale: 1 through 4, where 1= “not at all” 2= “slight extent” 3= “moderate extent”  
and 4= “great extent”   
 

To analyze the personal communication responses, program area, geographic 

location, and years of experience were compared to the source/channel of personal 

communication used. Appendices E-G identifies the mean of each form of personal 

communication.  

Out of all Extension program areas surveyed, agriculture and natural resource 

faculty used face-to-face communication (M=3.29, n=45) and on-site visits (M=3.02,  

n= 44) more than any other program area.  Rankings were on a Likert-type scale with  

1= “not at all” to 4= “great extent.”  Commercial horticulture faculty (M=3.14, n=7) and 

urban horticulture faculty (M=3.13, n=15) also used face-to-face communication 

(M=2.86, n=7) and on-site visits (M=2.27, n=15) more than any other form of personal 

communication. On the other hand, family and consumer science faculty listed the 

telephone (M=2.93, n=43) as their most used choice of personal communication, and 4-

H/youth development faculty used electronic mail (M=2.36, n=38) more than any other 

type of agents. Overall, text messaging (M=1.05, n=171), e-mail (M=2.17, n=179), and 

cell phones (M=2.25, n=181) were the least sources of personal communication used by 

all agents (Appendix E). 
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When comparing the use of personal communication sources/channels by 

geographic location, the South Central District used face-to-face communication 

(M=3.31, n=39), on-site visits (M=2.51, n=39), cell phones (M=2.58, n=38), and 

electronic mail (M=2.35, n=37) more than any of the other districts. Overall, face-to-face 

communication (M=2.98, n=174) and telephones (M=2.92, n=173) were the most used 

sources of communication of all the districts (Appendix F).  

Face-to-face communication was used the most by respondents with 0-5 years of 

Extension experience (M=3.12, n=68), followed by those with 16-20 years of experience 

(M=3.33, n=21). However, it was used the least by faculty with more than 30 years of 

experience (M=2.33, n=6). Respondents with 0-5 years of experience in Extension 

reported using cell phones (M=2.39, n=67), text messaging (M=2.39, n=67), and 

electronic mail (M=2.31, n=65) more than faculty with five or more years of experience. 

Faculty with more than 30 years of Extension used the telephone (M=3.33, n=6) more 

than any other age group, followed by faculty with 0-5 years (M=3.12, n=69), and faculty 

with 26-30 years (M=3.00, n=15) (Appendix G). 

Summary 

The 208 respondents were described according to demographics such as age, rank, 

years of Extension employment, program area, and geographic location. Analysis was 

performed to report Extension agents’ and their offices’ efforts in communicating to the 

general public and Extension clientele during the 2004 hurricane season. Follow-up cross 

tabulations were used to analyze, program area, geographic location, and years of 

Extension. These demographics were then used to report on how each was a determinant 

of the communication methods and messages used during the 2004 hurricane season. 
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Significant results from this data identified agriculture and natural resource faculty as the 

program area which used face-to-face communication the most, and faculty with 0-5 

years of Extension employment used face-to-face, cell phones, text messaging, and 

electronic mail more than faculty with five or more years of experience.  

Thirty-one percent of respondents indicated that they did not use mass media 

channels at all during the hurricanes, yet it was also recognized that the media is an 

important resource during a crisis. When comparing years of Extension employment to 

the amount of mass media usage, faculty with 11-15 years of Extension used media 

channels the most. Extension faculty also reported the need to inform its clientele and the 

general public of Extension’s efforts and impacts in light of the natural disaster. In 

addition, respondents also felt the need “to get word out” of what needed to be done in 

these types of crisis situations. Overall, personal communication, such as word of mouth 

or site visits, appeared to be the most common form of personal communication used.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS  

Summary 

Chapter 5 summarizes the intent, procedures, findings, conclusions, and 

implications of this study, in addition to providing recommendations for practice and 

future research. This study examined what communication channels Florida Extension 

faculty utilized and what messages were communicated during the 2004 hurricane 

season, in an effort to better equip Florida Extension faculty to respond during future 

hurricanes and natural disasters.  

The survey instrument was developed by a team of researchers in the department of 

Agricultural Education and Communication at the University of Florida to gain a clear 

understanding of Extension’s role during the hurricane preparation and recovery efforts. 

An online survey, composed of 76 questions, both quantitative and open-ended 

(qualitative), was distributed to Florida Extension faculty (n=328). The instrument was 

made available to Extension faculty via an e-mail, which gave them an overview of the 

study and provided the link to the survey. The questionnaire was converted to an online 

Web form using Zoomerang, a premium online survey software, that numerous 

businesses and organizations use to create professional, customized questionnaires. Two 

waves of follow-up were conducted with nonrespondents.  

The following objectives guided this study: 

• Objective 1: Describe the communication methods used by Florida Extension 
faculty during the 2004 hurricane season. 
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• Objective 2: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
efforts during the 2004 hurricane season.  

• Objective 3: Determine the perception of messages communicated during the 2004 
hurricane season and why Florida Extension faculty communicated those messages.  

• Objective 4: Describe Florida Extension faculty’s perception of communication 
methods and messages during the 2004 hurricane season as a function of their 
geographic location, program area, and years of Extension employment. 

Discussion  

A total of 208 faculty responded to the study, for an overall response rate of 63.4%. 

Seventy respondents (38%) were male, and 114 (62%) were female. The majority of 

faculty (38.1%, n=51) ranged in age from 51-60, and 30.6% (n=41) were ages 41-50. 

While the largest percentage (25%, n=47) of respondents were an Extension Agent IV, 

there was also a significant number of respondents who were an Extension Agent I (23%, 

n=44). Of 182 respondents, almost half were from the Northwest and South Central 

Districts (49.4%).  

Based on the data associated with Objective 1 and the communication methods 

used by Florida Extension personnel during the 2004 hurricane season, the majority of 

respondents made slight to moderate use of mass media channels to communicate; 

however, the greatest percentage of respondents (31%) did not use mass media channels 

at all to communicate. Instead, faculty used personal communication methods, such as 

word of mouth or site visits, as the most common form of communication. When asked 

the same question about mass media usage by their local county Extension offices, the 

pattern of response was similar. Although the greatest percentage of respondents (35%, 

n=68) indicated moderate usage of mass media channels, only 11% indicated that their 

local county Extension office used mass media channels to communicate to a great 

extent. These findings indicate that personal communication, such as word of mouth and 
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on site visits, were the most effective communication method in the time of a natural 

disaster or crisis because without face-to-face communication, people would not have 

been kept informed. D’Ambra, Rice, and O’Connor (1998) found face-to-face and 

telephone to be the top two media types used and reported that face-to-face is the highest 

because people can receive both verbal and nonverbal cues by using this communication. 

It can be inferred that, due to the limited access of power and technology, faculty had no 

other choice but to use these forms of communication. However, it can also be concluded 

that Extension faculty chose forms of personal communication as the most effective 

means of insuring the well being of their clientele.  

The most often used sources/channels to convey information was flyers/print 

materials (29%, n=56), followed by newspapers (19%, n=37). The majority of 

respondents reported that they did not commonly use live television interviews, television 

public service announcements, or live radio interviews. Respondents also reported 

telephone, limited e-mail, cell phones, site visits, and word of mouth as sources/channels 

used. Again, these findings indicate that in times of a natural disaster, people need 

information that is readily and easily accessible and is not constrained to limited 

technological or power restraints.  

Objective 2 described Florida Extension personnel’s perception of communication 

efforts during the 2004 hurricane season. Faculty were asked to provide their perception 

of the general public and their clientele’s awareness of Extension’s efforts during the 

hurricane season. Respondents felt that the general public was only aware to a slight 

extent (53%) of Extension’s efforts during the hurricanes, while 20% of the general 

public was not aware at all. Faculty felt their clientele were moderately (40%) informed 
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of their efforts; however, 11% reported their clientele not being aware at all. This could 

be a result of Extension not traditionally delivering information to an audience other than 

its traditional clientele, or that the general public might not have viewed Extension as a 

source of information during a crisis, or have known about their efforts. Breeze and 

Poucher (1999) conducted a study on the marketing of UF/IFAS, which included 

Extension. They found that the majority of respondents were not familiar with any of the 

UF/IFAS and major sub units, and the respondents were least familiar with the county UF 

Extension office with 85% responding “not familiar.” 

Alberts, Wirth, Gilmore, Jones, and McWater (2004) reported that more than 65% of the 

general public did not know the location of their county Extension office.  

In addition, they were not aware of Extension services and the information it provides, 

nor that a portion of their tax dollars sustain the county Extension office.  

While flyers, print materials, and newspapers were listed as the most effective 

sources/channels of communication, qualitative responses indicated that some felt that 

there was too much print information. As one respondent reported, “People want simple- 

concise information, NOT a bulletin! We used too much print- stress levels so high not 

everyone wants to read.” These findings indicate that even though print/written 

communication might be the most convenient to disseminate under crisis circumstances, 

it will not be effective if it fails to reach one’s intended audience’s needs. Therefore, 

Extension needs to communicate with its clientele to understand what methods of 

communication worked best and plan accordingly for future crisis or natural disaster 

circumstances.  
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Qualitative responses also indicated that some faculty felt there was a lack of 

clarity as to priority of who and what they should be responding to first—their families, 

the general public, and/or their clientele— delivering information and/or assisting with 

preparation/recovery efforts. One respondent reported, “Was it more important to 

disseminate paper information or to lend assistance by supplies and labor?” Responses 

like these suggest that Extension faculty were unclear of their role at times and need to be 

trained on how to encounter future decisions during a crisis.  

Faculty reported that 83% of their offices had an internal crisis communication 

plan, while 57% said their Extension office had an external plan. For the purpose of this 

study, “internal” referred to the crisis communication preparedness on behalf of 

Extension agents, Extension offices, and the UF/IFAS Extension administration. 

“External” communication preparedness was how participants communicated with 

outside agencies at the county, state, and national levels. As a result of the lack of a 

unified crisis communication plan, consistent internal and external outreach efforts on 

behalf of Extension were, in many instances, not known and not obtained. At times, this 

caused facultyto be unclear of their roles and responsibilities and how to effectively 

communicate to their clientele and the public during a time of crisis.  

Objective 3 was to determine the perception of messages communicated during the 

2004 hurricane season and why Florida Extension personnel communicated those 

messages. Qualitative responses were analyzed, relating to Extension’s messages to the 

general public and its clientele. Overall communication themes associated with both 

groups indicated, “Extension is here to help” as the predominant message. In addition, the 

following themes were most commonly reported when communicating with the general 
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public: disaster preparedness, safety issues, contacts for disaster relief, and landscape and 

yard cleanup. For their clientele groups, the predominant themes were the same as those 

of the general public, with the exception of livestock and crop management. There was 

also a slight more emphasis on the specifics and detail of information given in responses 

related to “Extension is here to help” and “disaster relief.” Clientele responses were less 

focused on safety, and more on disaster preparation. It is important to understand that 

while there was not a significant difference in the overall themes communicated to both 

groups, messages geared towards Extension clientele were often more detailed and 

agricultural specific. Therefore, in future crisis situations, faculty may need to develop 

messages suitable and in the best interest of both audiences’ needs.  According to Boehlje 

and King, (1998) Extension has done very little to find out about its customers and its 

markets. However, as described by the excellence theory, the organization must practice 

symmetrical communication and understand the needs of its publics to avoid crisis 

(Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2002).   

Objective 4 described agents’ perception of communication methods and messages 

during the 2004 hurricane season as a function of their program area, geographic 

location, and years of Extension. Responses indicate that those program areas more likely 

to interact with their clientele out in the field, such as agriculture and natural resources 

and urban and commercial horticulture, used face-to-face communication and on-site 

visits. In contrast, program areas such as family and consumer sciences and 4-H/youth 

development, were more likely to use the telephone as their primary communication 

source because they tend to reach a broader target audience, including the general public. 

The South Central District was struck by three of the four hurricanes; therefore, it is 
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reasonable to understand their use of face-to-face communication, on-site visits, cell 

phones, and electronic mail was more than any of the other districts. Faculty with 0-5 

years of Extension employment used face-to-face communication and on-site visits more 

than any other agents, while those with more than 30 years used them the least. This 

might be because faculty with 0-5 years of Extension experience are more likely to be 

younger in age, and therefore, more physically able to handle tasks in the field. Also, 

faculty with more than 30 years of Extension could primarily perform administration 

roles, as opposed to working with clientele. When examining agents’ use of the mass 

media according to years of Extension, those respondents with 21-25 years of experience 

reported the greatest usage of mass media channels, while faculty with 0-5 years of 

Extension reported the least amount of usage. This is important to note because even 

though faculty with 0-5 years experience used the most personal communication 

methods, they used the least mass media to communicate. This could be a result of lack 

of knowledge and/or experience of working with the media.  

Recommendations  

Recommendations for future research and practice are provided as a result of 

examining the communication channels Extension utilized and what messages were 

communicated during the 2004 hurricane season.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Although this study specifically focused on Florida’s 2004 hurricane season and 

Extension’s communication response, research in other states faced by disasters is 

essential to further the understanding and awareness of Extension’s response in these 

types of situations. By comparing Extension’s efforts in states other than Florida, 

researchers could further determine what roles and responsibilities faculty serves 



67 

 

according to location. It would also be important to survey both Extension clientele and 

the general public regarding their perception of Extension’s communication efforts 

during times of crisis. By doing so, the application of two-way communication could be 

applied. Therefore, in terms of excellence theory, Extension would understand the needs 

and perceptions of their target audience and be able to apply those findings to future 

preparation and response to natural disasters.  

Other recommendations includes conducting a follow-up study of how Extension 

applied what it learned from the 2004 hurricane season in communicating and responding 

to the needs of its clientele and the general public in future hurricane seasons. Also, 

additional research, with an increase in qualitative questioning, might allow researchers 

to better understand respondents’ input and feelings on what they faced during times of a 

natural disaster.  

Recommendations for Practice 

Based on the results of this study, it is recommended that UF/IFAS Extension 

administration implement a unified crisis communication plan in order for all Extension 

faculty to achieve consistent internal and external outreach efforts. Each county 

Extension office should also personalize the crisis plan to their local personnel and 

clienteles’ needs, while working with local emergency agencies to plan for such crisis.  

In addition, it is recommended that Extension designate a public relations component to 

the organization to plan, prepare, and respond to the needs of Extension administration, 

faculty, and other supporting agencies.  The role of the public relations director would be 

to serve as the spokesperson and liaison between the media and the organization and with 

all members of the organization.  According to Grunig, et al., (2002), the empowerment 

of a public relations function is crucial to an organization.  Additionally, as relationship 
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theory described, poor handling of a crisis can ruin the years of establishing credibility 

and trust of an organization with the relationships of its clientele. Through the 

implementation of these efforts, Extension faculty will be better prepared and informed 

about their roles during a natural disaster and how to react in these types of natural 

disaster and/or crisis situations.  

Because one-third of respondents indicated that they did not use mass media 

channels at all to communicate during the hurricanes, recommendations include 

establishing a media relations plan to enhance informative and positive news coverage of 

Extension and agriculture during a crisis situation. In addition, because faculty with the 

least amount of Extension experience were less likely to use the media to communicate, 

efforts should be particularly focused to train and educate them to communicate in future 

crisis by using the media.  By establishing sound media relations with the media and 

learning how the news media typically operates in a natural disaster, faculty can increase 

their access to the media, enhance the media’s understanding of the issues, and influence 

the delivery and accuracy of information (Ruth, et al., 2005). This type of assessment and 

preparation will enhance Extension professionals’ overall ability to communicate 

effectively during a crisis and understand the organization and their individual roles in 

assisting clientele, members of their community, and outside organizations. As framing 

theory described, the media’s packaging of information influences the way one’s 

audience comes to understand an issue; therefore, Extension can increase the amount and 

accuracy of news coverage by building and maintaining relationships with the media. 

Because electronic media was problematic due to electrical outages caused by the 

hurricanes, Extension faculty need to depend on other channels, such as flyers/print 
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materials, word of mouth, newspapers and radio to communicate their messages. These 

procedures should be outlined in the crisis communication plan. While personal contact, 

such as word of mouth or site visits, appeared to be the most common form of 

communication used during the hurricanes, it is also vital that Extension attempt to reach 

all outlets of news coverage.  

It can also be recommended that Extension develop training for Extension faculty 

on how to respond during hurricanes and other disasters, to be prepared and informed 

about their roles and responsibilities. Developing a “dark Web site,” that would be 

activated as Extension’s home page in the event of a hurricane or other emergency is also 

suggested. The “dark site” would provide information about emergency preparedness and 

recovery, links to various emergency relief agencies, Extension publications, and overall 

information to aid Florida’s residents. In addition, before hurricane season each year, 

Extension should update and prepare concise and appropriate reading level disaster 

materials and handouts to be distributed to all clientele. 

Conclusion 

Overall, results from this study indicate that Florida’s Extension faculty were, 

indeed, front-line responders following the four hurricanes of the 2004 season: Charley, 

Frances, Ivan, and Jeanne. Extension professionals were on the front line to provide aid 

to storm victims, sometimes when the professionals themselves were also severely 

impacted by the storm (UF/IFAS, 2005). Many times, they were the first persons to assist 

farmers and ranchers in rural and hard-to-reach areas, while also providing food, water, 

and ice, organizing chain saw crews, and securing and providing electrical generators to 

their clientele and the general public (UF/IFAS, 2005). In addition, Extension was faced 
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with the challenge of communicating and responding in a situation that no state had 

experienced in over 120 years.  

Due to the massive destruction caused by the hurricanes of 2004 and the recent 

Gulf Coast hurricanes of 2005, Katrina and Rita, it is vital that Extension assess its 

personal and professional needs and impacts within their communities in times of a crisis 

or natural disaster. In addition, communication preparedness, such as implementing crisis 

communication plans, and establishing how to communicate during these situations 

should be addressed. When organized and employed with strategic communication plans 

intact, Extension will continue to be the arm that provides education, research, and 

instruction (Seevers et al., 1997).  
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APPENDIX A 
PATHS OF 2004 FLORIDA HURRICANES 

 

 
Source: University of Florida IFAS Extension Response to the 2004 Storm Season 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY RESULTS  

FRONT-LINE DISASTER RESPONDERS: THE NEEDS OF FLORIDA’S COUNTY 
EXTENSION PROFESSIONALS  
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APPENDIX C 
QUESTIONNAIRE REQUEST LETTER TO IFAS EXTENSION FACULTY 

November 30, 2004  
 
From: 
Dr. Larry Arrington, UF/IFAS Extension Dean 
1038 McCarty Bldg. 
 
RE: Extension Hurricane Response Survey  

Dear UF/IFAS Extension Faculty, 

Within the next few days you will be receiving a web-based questionnaire entitled: 
Front-Line Disaster Responders: The Needs of Florida’s County Extension 
Professionals.  It is focused on UF/IFAS Extension’s Response with the 2004 hurricane 
season. 

We realize that many of you have been dealing with the reality of the direct hits that we 
had this past fall.  We know that Extension has gone above and beyond the call of duty to 
help clientele in many different ways.  We also know that this has been a real personal 
and professional challenge in dealing with all the needs and issues that have arisen from 
these devastating storms that have affected our state. 

It is because of these reasons, that I ask you to complete this very important questionnaire 
in a timely fashion upon receiving it.  This questionnaire is designed to help us capture 
what we did as an Extension organization to help local clientele and communities.  
Moreover, it will provide critical data related to personal and professional needs that you 
have.  This information will help us develop much needed organizational communication, 
training, curriculum and resources in preparation for future hurricanes and other types of 
disasters. 

If you have any questions about this questionnaire, you can contact: Nick Place, Ricky 
Telg, Tracy Irani or Mark Kistler in the Department of Agricultural Education and 
Communication.  Thank you in advance for your candid participation. 

Sincerely, 

Larry R. Arrington  
Dean, UF/IFAS Extension 
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APPENDIX D 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA/IFAS EXTENSION ADMINISTRATION DISTRICTS 

1=Northwest 
2=Northeast 
3=Central 
4=South Central 
5=South  
 

 
Source: University of Florida IFAS Extension Office of Extension District Directors. 
Available at http://ded.ifas.ufl.edu/New_Districts_files/New_Districts.htm 

 



 

APPENDIX E 
EXTENSION FACULTIES’ USE OF PERSONAL COMMUNICATION 

SOURCES/CHANNELS ACCORDING TO PROGRAM AREA. 
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Table E-1.  Extension faculties’ use of personal communication sources/channels 
according to program area 

Program Area M, N, SD Face to 
face 

On-site 
visits 

Telephone Cell 
phone 

Text 
messaging 

Electronic 
mail  
(e-mail) 

Other 

Agriculture/ 
Natural 
Resources 

Mean 3.29 3.02 2.93 2.80 1.05 1.98 2.00 

  N 45 44 44 45 42 43 12 
  SD .869 .976 .950 1.014 .309 .913 1.279 
Community 
Development 

Mean 3.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00 3.00  

  N 1 1 1 1 1 1  
  SD . . . . . .  
Family & 
Consumer 

Mean 2.68 1.74 2.93 1.81 1.02 2.02 1.33 

  N 44 42 43 42 41 41 6 
  SD 1.006 .939 1.121 1.042 .156 .961 .816 
4-H/Youth 
Development 

Mean 2.76 2.03 2.77 2.21 1.09 2.36 1.00 

  N 34 34 35 34 32 33 8 
  SD 1.017 .969 1.114 1.067 .390 1.168 .000 
Sea Grant/ 
Aquaculture 

Mean 2.43 2.00 2.43 2.14 1.00 2.00 3.00 

  N 7 7 7 7 6 7 1 
  SD .976 .816 .787 1.069 .000 1.155 . 
Ornamental/ 
Environmental 
Horticulture 

Mean 3.00 2.62 3.05 2.25 1.00 2.33 1.60 

  N 21 21 21 20 19 21 5 
  SD .949 1.117 1.071 1.070 .000 1.065 1.342 
Urban 
Horticulture 
(including 
Master 
Gardener) 

Mean 3.13 2.27 3.73 1.73 1.13 2.80 2.00 

  N 15 15 15 15 15 15 4 
  SD .743 1.033 .458 1.100 .352 1.014 1.155 
Commercial 
Horticulture 
(vegetables, 
citrus, forestry) 

Mean 3.14 2.86 2.86 2.17 1.00 1.71 2.50 

  N 7 7 7 6 5 7 4 
  SD 1.069 1.069 1.069 1.169 .000 .756 1.291 
Other Mean 3.55 2.55 2.55 2.55 1.00 2.00 2.25 
  N 11 11 11 11 10 11 4 
  SD .688 1.128 1.036 1.440 .000 1.095 1.500 
All respondents  Mean 2.98 2.35 2.93 2.25 1.05 2.17 1.77 
  N 185 182 184 181 171 179 44 
  SD .961 1.091 1.033 1.125 .262 1.030 1.138 
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APPENDIX F 
EXTENSION FACULTIES’ USE OF PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS 
SOURCES/CHANNELS ACCORDING TO GEOGRAPHIC DISTRICT 

Table F-1.  Extension faculties’ use of personal communications sources/channels 
according to geographic district. 

District  M, N, 
SD  

Face 
to face 

On-site 
visits 

Telephone Cell 
phone 

Text 
messaging 

Electronic 
mail (e-mail) 

Other 

Northwest Mean 2.86 2.37 2.66 2.19 1.03 1.95 2.45 
  N 42 41 41 42 40 41 11 
  SD 1.002 1.019 1.153 1.065 .158 1.024 1.293 
Northeast Mean 2.96 2.42 3.12 2.27 1.00 2.08 1.20 
  N 26 26 25 26 25 24 10 
  SD .916 1.065 .881 1.002 .000 .929 .632 
Central Mean 2.86 2.26 3.14 2.15 1.15 2.14 1.78 
  N 36 35 36 34 33 36 9 
  SD .990 1.146 .961 1.306 .508 1.018 1.202 
South 
Central 

Mean 3.31 2.51 2.90 2.58 1.03 2.35 2.00 

  N 39 39 40 38 34 37 4 
  SD .863 1.097 1.105 1.154 .171 1.033 1.155 
South Mean 2.90 2.23 2.87 1.97 1.03 2.28 1.45 
  N 31 31 31 31 30 32 11 
  SD .978 1.146 .957 1.080 .183 1.143 1.036 
All 
respondents 

Mean 2.98 2.36 2.92 2.24 1.05 2.16 1.76 

  N 174 172 173 171 162 170 45 
  SD .959 1.086 1.037 1.135 .268 1.034 1.131 
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APPENDIX G 
EXTENSION FACULTIES USE OF PERSONAL COMMUNICATION 
SOURCES/CHANNELS ACCORDING TO YEARS OF EXTENSION  

Table G-1.  Extension faculties use of personal communication sources/channels 
according to years of extension. 

Years of 
Extension  

M, N,  
SD 

Face 
to 
face 

On-
site 

visits 

Telephone Cell phone Text 
messaging 

Electronic 
mail  

(e-mail) 

Other 

0-5 years Mean 3.12 2.51 3.12 2.39 1.11 2.31 1.43 
  N 68 68 68 67 63 65 14 
  SD .939 1.126 1.000 1.114 .406 1.131 .852 
6-10 years Mean 2.56 2.03 2.71 2.23 1.03 2.00 2.00 
  N 34 33 34 31 30 34 13 
  SD 1.078 .951 1.194 1.257 .183 1.073 1.354 
11-15 years Mean 3.00 2.62 2.67 2.00 1.00 2.31 1.75 
  N 13 13 12 13 13 13 4 
  SD .913 1.193 1.155 1.225 .000 1.109 1.500 
16-20 years Mean 3.33 2.45 2.95 2.29 1.00 2.19 1.00 
  N 21 20 21 21 20 21 3 
  SD .730 1.234 .921 1.146 .000 1.030 .000 
21-25 years Mean 2.92 2.12 2.71 2.12 1.00 1.92 2.20 
  N 25 25 24 25 24 24 5 
  SD .997 .971 1.083 1.130 .000 .881 1.095 
26-30 years Mean 3.13 2.29 3.00 2.27 1.00 2.27 2.00 
  N 15 14 15 15 13 15 5 
  SD .915 1.069 .845 1.033 .000 .799 1.414 
More than 30 
years 

Mean 2.33 2.00 3.33 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 

  N 6 6 6 6 6 6 1 
  SD .816 .894 .816 .894 .000 .632 . 
All respondents Mean 2.98 2.34 2.93 2.26 1.05 2.17 1.76 
  N 182 179 180 178 169 178 45 
  SD .969 1.086 1.039 1.130 .263 1.033 1.131 
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