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Introduction

Before I introduce the main research topics of our group and discuss
the basic theoretical orientation, I would like to say something very
pragmatic: about the setting of our group in an agricultural techno¬
logical university.
This setting greatly affects our priorities. Firstly we must deal with all
kinds of developments in the field of the university. So, we are con¬
cerned with the social, cultural, technological or political changes in
agriculture. For instance, the (requested) change of direction from
an agricultural model oriented to maximisation of production to a
more ‘ecological’ model can not be neglected. In the same field, we
have take into account themes like human nutrition, health, envir¬
onmental problems and nature conservation. These subjects are-
fortunately-linked. They are centred around the main prerequisites
for life. Together they give our research a clear focus.
Secondly, we are expected to contribute to these themes in a prac¬
tical way. Our research is problem-orientated and is related not only
to a better understanding of the social world, but also to decision¬
making processes to improve current practices.
This does not mean that we are inclined to look at methods, at prac¬
tical yardsticks for communication experts. On the contrary, our
group is devoted to a fairly theoretically oriented analysis of pro¬
cesses of social change. It is our firm conviction, that new theoretical
approaches can be very helpful to elicit practical problems and to
generate new ideas and alternative ways of solving them.
Thirdly, as one of the leading agricultural universities in the world ,
our outlook is very international. Most dissertations in fact are based
on field research outside Europe.
This setting influences our daily work, and of course our network
(which also means work). On the one hand there is the network of
practitioners and societal institutions (public organisations, the com¬
mercial sector, societal groups). On the other hand there is the
academic network, consisting not only of the same decision-oriented
colleagues, but also of scientists in one of the main social disciplines.
Communication science isjust one of these disciplines: important, of
course, but not a dominant one. Social psychology is needed to un¬
derstand processes of attitude change, risk experience, social di¬
lemma situations, etc. Anthropology is interesting because of the cul¬
tural factor, an essential ingredient in processes of social change.
Sociology can be used to explain interactions between groups in soci-
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ety. Policy science can give us a better insight into the mechanisms of
the decision making process in public institutions, etc.
It is important to notice the growing interest of these different social
sciences just in communication. Outside communication science we
can find many very fundamental and inspiring theories about com¬
munication! Bringing together some of these theories, and inte¬
grating them in new approaches is one of the challenges we perceive.
Of course, communication science continues to be a very rich
source, as well as an inspiring academic network.
In this article I want to address three basic subjects. Firstly, I will con¬
sider our understanding of communication processes. In dealing
with this key concept we have gone a long way, from a rather mech¬
anical approach to recent, more constructive ideas. Then, I will
discuss two (related) subjects: 1) the relationship between communic¬
ation and knowledge production and utilisation and 2) the relation¬
ship between communication and the production and implementa¬
tion of policy plans. The main part of our research probably falls
under this knowledge and policy perspective. A few words, however,
will be spent on methods of communication.

From receiver-orientation to no-receiver orientation

Until late in the 1980s, we were still using a definition of communica¬
tion in which ‘sending a message via a medium to a receiver’ was at
least an implicit element. Communication was about transfer.
Somebody has to be helped or influenced, at the other end of the
process, in a way that enables him/her to make better decisions for
him/herself or for society. In the field of agricultural extension as
well as in health promotion or environmental communication cam¬
paigns, this ‘sending- perspective’ was an ingredient in many publica¬
tions, especially in the field of mass communications.
The effects of this ‘sending’ depend of course on a combination of
sender-, medium-, message-, and receiver-factors. The latter formed
the corner-stone of every conscious effort to inform or influence
people. Knowing the receiver, his/her previous knowledge, interests
and attitude (research on predisposition) gives us the opportunity to
create effects, with the help of existing theoryfrom several discip¬
lines, that could explain the relationship between input and output
(Van Woerkum, 1982). We had-so to speak-an instrument in our
hands. At least, that was our way of thinking.
This picture has changed dramatically. ‘Sending’ is no longer our
main concern, and we have a couple of reasons for this.
The first point was that the prediction of receiver-reactions proved to
be more difficult than had been expected. The effect of communica¬
tion cannot be seen as the sediment of well-chosen messages. On the
contrary, the receiver himself, in his way of selecting and inter¬
preting the message, is a large part of the explanation of what really
happens. The effect of communication is a construction. As we read
a story in a book, we form pictures in our head about the key figures
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and their environment, on the basis of a few sentences. These pic¬
tures count, not the sentences themselves.
Secondly, a communication act is not an isolated phenomenon.
Communication campaigns are (mostly a small) part of a world full
of related messages, that confirm or contradict our message. How
people perceive our message is influenced by how they look at us as a
particular source. The effect is contingent on the relationship that
has been developed. Especially in governmental communication this
(bad) relationship between sender and receiver, as many image¬
studies show, could be very harmful for any effective contact.
Thirdly, the sending-metaphor neglects the social dimension. People
are not isolated particles of humanity. This well-known fact has been
the subject of thousands of studies, but only recently have we been
able to analyse in depth how people construct meaning, how they
create ‘factuality’ (Potter, 1996).
The consequences of this change in conceptualisation of commun¬
ication are far-reaching and determine many of our research
projects now. Let me give some examples.

One of our themes in the heart of our Held and strongly influenced
by our ‘setting’ is communication about biotechnology. We can look
at this from the viewpoint of understandability or acceptability.
People lack the knowledge to grasp what is going on and they have
(positive or negative) attitudes that influence the perception of mes¬
sages about biotechnology. But we can also look at the way people
deal with this kind of innovation by using frame-theory. Within a cer¬
tain frame, and only then, certain messages acquire some meaning.
Frames are social constructions of the world around us, meant to
shape order and to enable us to deal with the abundance of mes¬
sages. A frame like ‘biotechnology is un-natural’ is perhaps trivial in
the eyes of experts, but can guide the interpretation of what is going
on considerably (Van Woerkum, 1998).
Frames are linked to more or less hidden structures in our mind, to
implicit knowledge and the unconscious. These are new subjects that
are currently receiving much more attention.
Another consequence of the departure from the sending perspective
is the inclusion of signals, ‘given off by the sender as a very import¬
ant factor in communication processes. Messages are one thing, but
what is ‘sent’ along with them, is perhaps more important. In our
definitions (for instance: ‘communication is a process in which a
source sends a message or/and gives off a signal by which a receiver
can construct information’) we stress this ‘double’ process (Van
Woerkum & Kuiper, 1995) .
The main consequence is perhaps the change from a ‘sending’ to an
‘interaction perspective’. This is a strategic shift, leading to quite an¬
other view of how communication can ‘work’. The idea is that for
elaboration of arguments involvement is a prerequisite, and that for
involvement interaction is necessary. However, interaction cannot be
successful unless both actors deconstruct their own frames and learn
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to understand their different perspectives. In doing so they change
themselves (‘reframing’) , which offers new opportunitiesfor solving
problems.

From 1990 interactivity is the key-concept in our research. It guides
our theoretical as well as our practical work. It influences our think¬
ing about methods. It leads to new areas like negotiation theory and
studies about public debates.
An important feature is the diminishing attention paid to the big me¬
dia (tv-campaigns, and so on) and increasing attention to interper¬
sonal communication. The integration of mass media and interper¬
sonal communication is a famous subject in communication science
(for a recent contribution, see Rogers, 1998) , but now the accent lies
much more strongly on the latter.
For the development of these basic ideas we make a distinction be¬
tween processes of knowledge-production-and-utilisation and
processes of policy-formation-and-implementation. We will look at
these (related) fields subsequently.

Finally, it will be clear from what is said that the old receiver-orient¬
ation has been superseded. The concept of target-groups, so powerful
in earlier days, has lost a lot of its attraction. We are no longer think¬
ing in terms of people who move (the classical ‘sender’) and people
who are moved (the ‘receivers’). Both parties are engaged in an
interactive process, and influence each other. Besides this: I have got
a radio-receiver, but humans never ‘receive’.

Communication and knowledge

The roots of our group ‘communication and innovation’ are indeed
to be found in innovation studies, more precisely: in the study of the
diffusion of innovation. This well-known and very productive re-
search-tradition (with, according to Rogers more than 4000 studies;
Rogers, 1995) dominated the first 10 years of our group (1964-1974).
We can safely say that the rest of the century was spent on criticising
this approach and constructing a new perspective.
A key publication in the early days was the dissertation of Van den
Ban, about innovation processes in agriculture, entitled: farmer and
agricultural extension (Van den Ban, 1963) . The order of words in
this title was no coincidence. The social system of farmers, strongly
linked by (informal) ties, was the central focus. Neither the know¬
ledge-producing institutions, nor the extension organisation and
their methods, were deeply investigated.
The assumption in innovation studies in those days was simple.The
social system itself could be held responsible for a lot of dynamics,
with opinion leaders as a dynamic force, whereby innovation is seen
as an intrinsic valuable and usable ‘public good’. Problems arise as
one perceives differences in adoption eagerness. Some people know
and apply new knowledge; others don’t and stay behind. To explain
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these differences and to speed up the general process of diffusion
was the objective of social science. These efforts resulted in a couple
of recommendations, for instance about how to reach these opinion
leaders (Van Woerkum, 1972) , how to use mass media and how to
produce effective messages in different phases of the process, in rela¬
tion to interpersonal communication (by extension officers) , etc.
The critical points, however, were numerous and were put forward
by many authors (Albrecht, 1969). These critics formed a movement
of their own.
One of these points was-of course- the idea that an innovation is
‘good’, what is called ‘the pro innovation bias’. In our department
Röling has published many articles which stress that the fruits of sci¬
ence are not always that superior (see for instance: Röling, 1988).
Recently, we have found that even nowadays experts involved in cre¬
ating innovative practices support this idea. A quote from this re¬
search on educational planning: ‘A good teacher is according to me
somebody who understands what I mean. You think that your book
(teaching methods, C.v.W.) is good, that education based on this is
good (Adolfse and Van Woerkum, 1996) .
Another pitfall was the idea that the system of adopters can be
analysed as a coherent entity, and the assumption that therefore
everybody could profit from the same innovation. In fact, social sys¬
tems are by no means that coherent. Innovators can keep innova¬
tions to themselves. By applying new technology earlier than others
they strengthen their position, often at the cost of the other end of
the innovation spectrum: the late majority and laggards. Many crit¬
ical authors stress the negative effects of marginalisation of these
groups. In developing countries small farmers are driven to the
slums of the big cities in India or elsewhere precisely by these innova¬
tion processes (see Röling, 1988).
Linked with this pro-innovation bias is the idea of rationality, that ex¬
clusively is produced by science and promoted by extension. On the
one hand science is always ‘restricted’, based on certain presupposi¬
tions. On the other hand: practice is often not that irrational if you
look at it more closely, as Brouwers has shown in his study of agricul¬
tural practices in Benin (Brouwers, 1993) . These practices are usu¬
ally linked to existing norms and values ‘that are rational’ in their
own right. Moreover, practitioners experiment to overcome some of
the problems they encounter. They are producing usable knowledge
themselves.

A great deal of our research of the last 10 years has gone towards cre¬
ating an alternative to the diffusion model. Whereas the old model
was based on transfer of technology (tot), now we stress the idea
that knowledge is produced by interaction between actors involved.
This fits in with our basic ideas about communication processes.
A range of dissertations is based on this idea of participation, see for
instance: Leeuwis, 1993; Engel, 1994; Van de Fliert, 1993; Paine, 1997;
Tossou, 1995; Basnyat, 1995; Campilan, 1995; Hamilton, 1995.
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One of the most extreme (and also most elaborated) models for a
participatory approach can be found in the dissertation of Engel. In
his so-called RAAKS-method (raaks: Rapid Appraisal of
Agricultural Knowledge Systems) the complete network involved in
creating and/or solving a problem has to be activated in order to dis¬
cuss a wide array of topics, by which they can go from global argu¬
ments to a specific action plan. One of the main objectives of the
RAAKS-method is to deal with the different perspectives of all these
actors in a careful way (Engel, 1994; Engel, 1997).

The participatoryapproach is an international phenomenon, which
(in addition to raaks) goes under such headings as Participatory
Rapid Appraisal, aimed at the mobilisation of local knowledge in a
social learning process, Participatory Action Research, focused on
research methods to structure the process of change, or
Participatory Development, which stresses the transfer and develop¬
ment of responsibilities, including building up local institutions
(Röling et al., 1994). Of course, these approaches are notwithout
problematic aspects. They possibly can be blamed for their con¬
sensus-orientation, the neglect of internal power differences, and
the power that comes from big economic movements and political
structures (Van Woerkum & Adolfse, 1998). Yet, they have paved the
way to another view on communication and innovation.
The main idea here is that communication has to precede an innova¬
tion and that innovation with a (broad) group of involved people is
necessary to create innovations that are really successful (Röling &
Wagemakers, 1997). This can be understood better if we look at the
criteria, which gradually emerged from research on effective innova¬
tions, like the existence of a clear advantage for adopters, compat¬
ibility with norms and values or triableness. These criteria cannot be
easily met from behind a desk.
Linked to this interaction model is a new view of knowledge. In the
old model knowledge is ‘stock-knowledge’, a) something that exists
apart from any person b) is transferable and c) has a quality of its
own. In the new model there is only ‘flow-knowledge’, ‘constructed’
by each actor in different ways, not transferable and with certain
qualities that can only be granted by interaction between involved
people. ‘Weak’ scientific results can become ‘strong’, and the other
way around. Knowledge is a social construction. Acid rain is not the
same thing now as it was 15 years ago, apart from the deposition it¬
self. Of course, not everything is ‘constructable’; a message has its
own dimensions. But the degrees of freedom and the possibilities to
link aspects of the message with other subjects are greater than was
suggested earlier.

Another important aspect of this suggested interaction is the kind of
learning that is at stake. Besides the common technical learning
about innovations, social learning becomes a prerequisite in an in¬
teractive decision making process. This means learning about the
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(social, cultural, economic) background of the perspective of other
actors and about their motives. Social learning supports ‘substantial
learning’, learning about other perspectives to interpret reality, in¬
cluding the actors’ own perspective. In these perspectives implicit or
tacit knowledge is a constructive element, that has to be made expli¬
cit (via metaphors, examples, even drawings, etc.) and, by this, usable
in the process of creating an innovation (Van Woerkum et al., 1999).
Lastly, the knowledge that is needed is not only about the (severity of
the) problem or about (alternative) solutions. Of equal importance
is knowledge about societal processes that go along with every salient
interfering innovation.
Applications of this interactive knowledge perspective can be found
in different situations. Most of the studies concerned changes in the
agricultural knowledge system. The contribution of Leeuwis is im¬
portant in the field of computer-based communication technology
(cT ). ct-development processes are in his view inherently social in
nature and presume interaction as well as social learning. He has
therefore set up a ‘learning-oriented’ method for CT-development
(Leeuwis, 1993).
The interactive model stresses the reciprocity of the relations, its out¬
look is decentralised rather than centrist and dynamic: no innova¬
tion is ‘ready’ or ‘finished’. With these characteristics we are in the
middle of quite another process than we were in our ‘diffusion¬
period’.

Communication and policy

Historically, the lines of development here are in many aspects sim¬
ilar to what we have found in the field of knowledge. They run from
a linear, one-sided approach to an interactive approach. There are,
however, some differences.
One of the most striking differences is the time-table. In knowledge¬
studies, the tendency to think about participation and interaction
started early in the 1970s and moved on with increasing force to¬
wards the present. In the policy realm, there were some early docu¬
ments about the importance of participation, for example in the dis¬
sertation of Van der Haak (Van der Haak, 1972). But in the 1980s the
development moved back to an instrumental approach, that had al¬
ready been introduced by Vogelaar in 1955 (Vogelaar, 1955). Only in
the 1990s has ‘interactive policy making’ regained momentum.
In the instrumental approach communication acquired a place as a
well-valued part of the policy mix, together with instruments like re¬
gulation, facilities and money (taxes, levies, subsidies). For an elab¬
orated discussion: see the dissertation of Van Meegeren (1997).
Much effort was paid to analysing the function of communication in
a policy mix (Van Woerkum, 1990) . Partly, communication is just an
instrument like the others, with certain strengths and weaknesses,
able to realise some desirable behavioural effects. For instance, in
the fight against aids, communication was seen as ‘the only medi-
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cine’. Partly, communication has a special function in supporting
other instruments, by giving information to make people aware of
the existence of these measures, or making these instruments more
acceptable, or to promote these instruments, or to increase the effi¬
ciency of the implementation (for instance: how to fill in certain
forms).
Communication as a stand-alone instrument is attractive in those
situations where knowledge or (social) emotions are strong attitude
predictors, whereby the attitudes in their turn are influential factors
for behaviour change. Social-psychological models such as the
Fishbein Ajzen model were, for a long period, very popular in the
preparation phase of an instrumental communicational approach.
But ideas from policy science literature were also rented to explain
why in certain situations communication becomes important or not.
One of these situations is the one in which no instrument is really ef¬
fective, including communication, which does not however stop the
policy system demanding a solution. In those cases communication
serves as a relatively cheap and visible sign that the government is do¬
ing something, as a kind of ‘symbolic policy’.
More important probably is the supporting role of communication.
The presentation of new policy in understandable terms was and is a
big task for any communication specialist in civil service. Another
task is ‘to gain acceptance’.
It is just this last objective that has proved to be very problematic and
forms the starting point for interactive thinking.
The assumption was that, by explaining the assessed policy plan,
people got the arguments and would move from a negative or neut¬
ral position to a more positive attitude.
This thinking resembles the optimistic sending perspective, of which
I spoke. By giving the arguments, presented in the right way, and dis¬
tributed via the right channels to target audiences, the support of
the people could be ‘won’. This model does not work however. Put in
extreme terms: particular arguments do not count at all, except for
people who are looking for them. And this is what they often do not
do.They have their own priorities, and they have their own argu¬
ments.
We studied the acceptance of the Nature Policy Plan (Aarts, 1998)
and came to the conclusion that farmers have not accepted this plan.
One of the reasons for this was the different perspective or frame
from which farmers approach nature. The (communication about
the) Nature Policy Plan stresses things like biodiversity and the
preservation of some rare plants and animals. In the daily experi¬
ence of most of the farmers these things are not in their minds if they
think about nature. The stories of biologistsare not especially relev¬
ant for them. Farmers were absolutely against ‘new nature’ areas.
This ‘clash of cultures’ has been studied from different angles, for in¬
stance by using the established-outsiders theory of Elias. To over¬
come the assessed acceptation problems we had to look at the
process that preceded a particular policy plan. In this process rela-
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tions were developed or destroyed, involvement was won or lost and
eventually an effective policy plan was created or not.
Interactive policy making has been an important current in our re-
search-programme in the 1990s. It is studied from a ‘detached’ posi¬
tion: we are aware of its benefits or even inevitability’s, but-also-we
analyse the difficulties or even impossibilities. Certain situations are
simply not suited to such an approach, for instance where principles
are involved (The Organisation for Animal Welfare reacting to
biotechnological experiments with cows) , or aesthetic norms prevail
(discussions about public statues, modern architecture) or where
great inequalities exist in power or interests (see further: Van
Meegeren, 1997).

One of the most promising theoretical perspectives in interactive
communication has proven to be negotiation theory. It can be ap¬
plied in the relationship between government and special interest
groups, but mostly we look at the situation in which the government
tries to escape from its role as regulator and becomes a director of a
process in which different actors with different interests have to
come to an agreement (‘communication as policy’). Some roles in
this process (the role of the mediator, information roles) are played
by communication specialists appointed by the government.
Negotiations take place in the field of land use planning, water man¬
agement, environmental problems, etc.
Key words in our studies of negotiation processes are interdepend¬
encies (Van de Poel & Van Woerkum, 1995) , learning processes and
types of negotiations. Especially the last distinction of negotiation
types is a very important one. Distributive negotiations are based on
positions, compromising (from overcharging or even threatening to
the finding of some ‘middle point’) and little active communication
with a constituency during the process. In integrative negotiation
one tries to look at the interests or philosophies behind particular
opinions, new approaches are developed with new information
(‘joint fact finding’) via intensive contacts with constituencies. We
see for instance in the field of land use planning how agricultural
groups (‘environmental co-operatives’) together with the traditional
nature organisations move to new perspectives.
Two PhD projects deal with these negotiations, in quite different
ways. In the first the starting point is social dilemma theory, in which
bargaining is one of the solutions. Maarleveld studied the water man¬
agement in the province of Gelderland in successive phases. Using
different theoretical perspectives, she analyses the process of coming
to an agreement between an ever-widening circle of involved groups
trying to tackle increasingly complex issues (Maarleveld &
Dangbegnon, in press).

The second project is the analysis of the characteristics and opportun¬
ities of electronic debates on public issues. The Internet is perhaps a
modern equivalent of the Paris Salon of the late 18th century. We
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look after the typical differences between electronic and ‘normal’
face-to-face interaction and how people in such indirect debates con¬
struct their identity and accountability (‘factuality’).
In the latter study we are greatly helped bya more fundamental ori¬
entation, as is developed in our group by Te Molder (Te Molder,
1995; 1998) . Using discourse analysis, Te Molder studied what com¬
munication planners in governments are really doing, in their inter¬
action with each other and policy officials. The main idea is that they
are not just representing the existing policy line, but are active as
well in the process of formulating and reformulating governmental
policies. They are by no means passive translators. In addition to
these results the study offers a research methodology, that isalso
used to study public debates (Aarts and Te Molder, 1998) . In our
study of electronic debates, discourse analysis has an important
place.
The emphasis on studying language as a mean to understand
processes of change can also be found in the research of Martijn
(Martijn, 1995; Martijn etal., 1996).

Methods

As was said at the beginning: the intention of our group is to offer
new strategic devices for communication practitioners. In the 1970s
the analysis of the interaction between communication specialists
and clients was one of the main issues, leading to a long series of ‘me¬
dia studies’. We have to a large extent lost this orientation in methods,
but the beginning of a rediscovery of this field of study is visible.
This renewed attention is partly caused by the change towards an in¬
teractive approach. This approach costs a lot of energy and money
that can be spent well or badly. We cannot neglect the cost-benefit as¬
pects of these new models of societal decision making.
Method-oriented projects are to be found in the works of Paul Engel
(mentioned above, see also Groot, 1998) who developed the so-
called RAAKS-method. Another, already finished, project is the
‘Super-project’, a design for an interactive approach in local commun¬
ities, aimed at the creation of better health conditions, especially
concerning food (Vaandrager, 1995). At this moment an interactive
approach is being designed for internal communications in health
institutions. This field requires more attention.
Apart from these, methods are also studied in the dissertation pro¬
ject of Heymann, who looks at the very first steps in any decision
making process, trying to come to grips with the problematic con¬
cept of ‘information need’. In a couple of experiments she de¬
veloped a new way of dealing with people with less articulated needs
(Heymann, 1992).
Communication methods require particular research methods. In
the case of instrumental communication, these research methods
were highly programmed, in a tradition that sought standardisation
(baseline, and follow-up measurement). Interactive communication
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is much more contingent on many contextual factors. We try to de¬
velop research methods that are usable precisely in these dynamic
situations (Koelen & Vaandrager, 1995; Koelen & Hanrahan, 1997).

Conclusion

Research in the Communication and Innovation Studies Group fo¬
cuses on interactive communication, reacting to earlier orientations
in the field of knowledge utilisation (diffusion studies) or instru¬
mental communication (research on attitude change, research sup¬
porting campaigns, etc.)
At the moment this choice appears obvious to us. It reflects the
change in practice. Of course, we take a critical standpoint: interact¬
ive communication is not effective because it is interactive. We have to
study more closely how to cope with many interfering factors, we
have to analyse the actual condition that precede interaction,
looking at the policy system, or at the attitudes of participants. We
are still far away from a well-developed methodology. But the choice
itself is no longer a matter of debate.
Yet, it is challenging to look at what will come next. Is there anything
beyond interactivity? Here, we can only speculate. The interactive ap¬
proach stresses equality. It belongs to the general movement towards
a civil society, in which each group of citizens takes responsibility to
promote its own interest in accordance with the interest of others,
recognising the needs of the social system as a whole.
In practice, we see that people differ in their involvement in public
issues. Some take a fairly passive position. Even in the world of polit¬
ics and government many representatives and officials are ‘coping’
rather than initiating. There is a need for informal as well as formal
leadership. Perhaps the function of leadership in processes of social
change could be a new area for study and research.
Another question arises regarding the boundaries of ‘communica¬
tion and innovation studies’. At this moment we tend to look much
more closely at communication processes within and around organ¬
isations. Communication management based on organisation-envir¬
onment dynamics is a strategic concept that receives our attention.
Knowledge and policy is largely produced by organisations, not by
individuals. The organisation as a centre of communicative activities
could become an important subject.
The interactive approach leads to a strong preference for interactive
communicative methods. This means that the meeting is the crucial
form to be studied. Yet, there are also other alternatives to the tradi¬
tional instrumental approaches, like the entertainment-education
formula, the effectiveness of which is analysed by Bouman (Bonman,
1999). Here, the link with media studies is preserved. We could go
further along this track.
One thing is striking in all these approaches: we have lost ‘our’ pro¬
fessional (in the field of agriculture: the extension worker) . In for¬
mer days, like many scholars in the field of education, we had a clear
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