Introduction

Infectious diseases remain an important global public health concern, and changes in
society, technology, and microorganisms contribute to these diseases' emergence and
reemergence (Cohen, 2000; El-Sayed & Kamel, 2020; Polgreen & Polgreen, 2017). Avian
Influenza, also known as “bird flu,” is a viral disease of domestic and wild birds (USDA, 2024;
WHO, 2023). Like other zoonotic diseases (Ebola and salmonellosis), it has the potential to
cause a global pandemic (USDA, 2024; WHO,2023). It is a major threat to poultry, animal
health, trade, and the economy (USDA, 2024). Since 2022, multiple outbreaks of avian influenza
have occurred across different regions, affecting both animals and humans (CDC, 2024).
Between 2024 and 2025, a total of 70 human cases of Avian Influenza (H5N1), including one
death, have been reported in Colorado, Michigan, Missouri, lowa, Louisiana, Oregon,
Washington, Wisconsin, California, and Texas (CDC, 2025; Figure 1). On January 17, 2025, the
first case of highly pathogenic avian influenza (HPAI) was confirmed in Elbert County, Georgia,
which led to the suspension of all commercial poultry activities, exhibitions, and sales
(Hennebelle, 2025).

Figure 1
CDC Cases of Avian Influenza by State
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CDC’s report on cases of HPAI in dairy cattle and humans highlights the significant risks
posed by an Avian Influenza outbreak (Short et al., 2015). This not only endangers health but
also threatens food supply and the agricultural food system, particularly for those who handle
poultry and dairy cattle. The perception of risks during a zoonotic disease crisis is strongly
influenced by engagement and reliance on the media, which serves as a pivotal explanatory
factor in the study of social risk amplification (Niu et al., 2020). Cases of Avian Influenza
outbreaks have garnered media attention, creating an opportunity for behavioral science research
to explain how people think and act in response to different media messaging, and to design
interventions that influence behavior for better outcomes (Joslyn et al., 2021; Naar et al., 2018;
Rosenfeld & Racaniello, 2021).
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During a zoonotic disease crisis, individuals rely on the media for timely information that
influences perceptions and decisions about health-protective measures (Garfin et al., 2020).
However, the accuracy and clarity of media reporting are critical, particularly in shaping people's
understanding and response to unfolding events. Previous studies suggest that willingness to
follow preventive measures is strongly linked to the perceived threat of zoonotic disease (Gupta
etal., 2021; Kim et al., 2020; Olagoke et al., 2020; Valeeva et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2023; Xu &
Peng, 2015). Garfin et al. (2020) demonstrated how the media played a crucial role in
disseminating pandemic-related information during the COVID-19 pandemic, positively
impacting physical health by prompting the adoption of preventive behaviors. In contrast, Kim et
al. (2020) argued that exposure to media-related information influenced strong negative emotions
and increased the likelihood of adopting preventive behavior. Nonetheless, there is a gap in
research when identifying effective educational and science communication strategies to reduce
ambiguity and the heightened perception of threats due to media agenda-setting during a
zoonotic disease outbreak (Weingart et al., 2021).

Zoonotic disease crises like the Avian Influenza HSN1 present many uncertainties, and
people depend on the media, underscoring the importance of trusted sources for offering risk
assessments and recommendations (Lachlan et al., 2016). Effective communication of known
facts by the media helps people form accurate risk perceptions (Fischhoff et al., 2017), but
ineffective communication leads to increased ambiguity and heightened perceptions of threats
(Lui et al., 2016). This was evident during the HINT1 crisis of 2001 and the COVID-19
pandemic, where heightened uncertainty and feelings of uncontrollability led to increased
anxiety (Kindred & Bates, 2023; Taha et al., 2014).

Different media narratives tend to be driven by personal, negative, and opinionated tones
that spread (Wang et al., 2019), heighten perceived risk and fear related to public health issues
(Ng et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019). Reintjes et al. (2016) explained how the media often focus
heavily on a disease during its early stages, even before much information is available. Media
agenda-setting influenced risk perceptions and behaviors, and interest in influenza A HIN1 in
Europe waned before the epidemic reached its peak (Reintjes et al., 2016). Zheng et al. (2020)
support this view, noting how sensational headlines can negatively influence risk perception and
outcomes (Zheng et al., 2020). Garfin et al. (2022) identified a relationship between media
exposure and Ebola-related risk perception, fear, and worry. Similarly, Liu et al. (2021) found
that information overload increased fatigue and fear of COVID-19, particularly among
Generation Z in the U.K. Therefore, establishing trusted communication strategies and sharing
accurate information during these times is vital for reducing the media's negative impact.

Furthermore, Luo et al. (2021) identified a generational gap in preventive behavior during
the COVID-19 pandemic. Older generations, driven by a higher perceived severity, were more
likely to take precautions than younger generations (Luo et al., 2021). Other studies also
highlight the role of message framing and media agenda-setting on young people’s risk
perceptions and behaviors during disease outbreaks (Liu et al., 2021; Tanaka et al., 2021; Zhu et
al., 2023). Persuasive health messages that address the severity of disease outbreaks are
recommended to reduce the generational gap and promote preventive behaviors among young
people (Luo et al., 2021). Additionally, tailoring messages or presenting information to resonate
with the audience's perspectives can influence risk perceptions and perceived credibility of
science-based information related to the disease (Beall et al., 2021; Kahan et al., 2015).



College students tend to find news through apps, online sources, email/newsletters, and
social media (Boczkowski et al., 2017; Mathews, 2022). According to Boczkowski et al. (2017),
this pattern of news access, labelled “incidental news,” reflects college students' tendency to
click on news sporadically and spend little time engaging with the content. This approach to
news exposure and engagement makes college students prone to sensational media headlines and
agenda-setting (Liu et al., 2021; Tanaka et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2023). The investigation into the
connection between undergraduate students' perceptions of risk and agenda-setting effects is
motivated by a strong interest in understanding how the media sets the agenda to influence
perceptions (first-level agenda-setting) and how a science communication intervention could set
the agenda to improve perception and understanding of the ideal situation (second-level agenda-
setting) during an Avian Influenza outbreak. This is important because there are concerns about
the potential impact of media framing and presentation on individual views (Wirz et al., 2020).
Luo et al. (2021) suggest developing persuasive messages to address the severity of a disease and
promote preventive behaviors among young people. Developing reliable communication
strategies and ensuring the dissemination of accurate information are crucial steps in managing
perception and response during disease outbreaks (Sharan et al., 2023; Yang & Baker, 2024).

Theoretical Framework

This study was guided by the agenda-setting theory, which informed the study design and
the interpretation of the findings. The agenda-setting theory (McCombs & Shaw, 1972) suggests
that the media can influence the public's perception and attributes of issues. In this process, the
media decide which issues are significant in society and shape the public agenda (McCombs &
Shaw, 1972; Tahamtan et al., 2022). For example, during the COVID-19 pandemic, the
widespread and repeated promotion of "social distancing" by the World Health Organization
(WHO) in the media led to it being perceived as an important issue by most people (Tahamtan et
al., 2022). Studies have expanded this model by exploring agenda-setting associations for
different issue types, media platforms, audience characteristics, and time intervals between
media coverage and audience feedback (Baker & Irani, 2014; McCombs, 2004; Wanta et al.,
2004). Bradshaw et al. (2024) argued that negative media portrayals of young people may not
influence behavior as intended, but negatively framed articles increased stress levels,
highlighting the mental health costs of agenda-driven misinformation. Previous agenda-setting
research has primarily examined how news media shape discourse and set the agenda during
disease outbreaks (Baker & Irani, 2014; Tahamtan et al., 2022). This study seeks to contribute to
the literature by exploring how science communication influences the salience of an issue
through engagement and dialogue while addressing sensationalism and misinformation. Thereby
extending understanding of the agenda-setting process and informing the development of
effective communication strategies during disease outbreaks.

The conceptual framework for this study integrates 1) the framing of news headlines as
first-level agenda-setting, shaping students’ agenda, and transferring salience of object or issue,
2) the science communication intervention as second-level agenda-setting, shaping students'
agenda, transferring salience of attributes, thereby influencing risk perception. This provided a
comprehensive lens for comparing how media framing heightened risk perception and the role of
a science communication intervention in reducing perceived risk. Science communication
facilitates audience engagement with societal issues, improves information processing, which
enhances knowledge and perception of risk (Flemming et al., 2018; Myers et al., 2012). Several



risk communication studies also highlight the importance of science communication in
enhancing risk management during outbreaks and combating misinformation (Matta, 2020;
Valenti et al., 2023).

The study's main objective was to determine the role of a science communication
intervention in influencing undergraduate students' risk perceptions of Avian Influenza outbreaks
and perceptions of the agricultural food system after viewing conflicting media headlines.
Furthermore, this study contributes to existing literature on the role of the science
communication intervention as a proactive measure in educating diverse audiences during
zoonotic disease threats, to improve risk perception, individuals’ ability to use disease-related
information to safeguard health, promote precautionary behavior, support public health efforts,
and help mitigate the spread of disease. This can be pivotal for informing and optimizing
community-based preventive measures, communication efforts, and strategies (Holmes et al.,
2009; Majid et al., 2020).

Purpose and Objectives

This study aimed to determine how media framing of headlines related to the Avian
Influenza outbreak influenced undergraduate students' risk perception and perception of the
agricultural food system with and without a science communication intervention. The following
objectives guided this study:

1. Compare the differences in students’ risk perceptions of Avian Influenza after viewing
headlines with and without a science communication intervention.

2. Compare the differences in students’ perceptions of the agricultural food system after
viewing headlines with and without a science communication intervention.

3. Determine the relationship between demographic factors and agricultural literacy levels
among undergraduate students.

4. Determine students’ preferred media source for Avian Influenza-related information.

Methods

This study employed a quantitative survey methodology with a quasi-experimental design
to achieve its objectives (Mertler, 2020). Within the survey, one open-ended question related to
media choice was analyzed qualitatively using Glaser’s (1965) constant comparative method to
identify emerging themes. This study was designed to compare two groups to determine
differences based on when they received a science communication intervention (Table 1).

Table 1

Quasi-Experimental Research Design Process for Treatment Groups
Treatment Groups Process description
Group A Step 1: Viewed media headlines.
Step 2: Answered survey questions about Avian Influenza.
Step 3: Received science communication intervention.
Step 4: Answered reflective survey questions specific to the science
communication intervention.




Group B Step 1: Viewed media headlines
Step 2: Received science communication intervention.
Step 3: Answered survey questions about Avian Influenza.
Step 4: Answered reflective survey questions specific to science
communication intervention.

The Science Communication Intervention

The science communication intervention was designed to educate participants about
Avian Influenza, clarify the current situation, and reduce the impact of sensationalized media
headlines. This intervention was integrated into the lesson and included a presentation that
provided essential information about the researchers, their affiliated organizations, and Avian
Influenza (H5NI). It also addressed ethical communication by illustrating the criteria for
responsible messaging through a comparison of media headlines from different news outlets
(Figure 2) and communications from credible sources. The presentation covered key topics
related to Avian Influenza, including its definition, the latest developments concerning the
outbreak, and its implications for the agricultural food system, specifically its effects on meat,
milk, and poultry production and consumption.

Figure 2
Headlines from Online News Source

Participants saw headlines from different online news sources.
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Study Sample

The study's participants were selected using convenience sampling methods. In this
approach, researchers selected the sample, meaning not all members of the general population
had an equal chance of being included in the study (Simkus, 2023). The eligible participants
were students enrolled in an oral communication class (n = 45), a leadership class (n = 60), and a
business and research writing class (AEC 3033) (n = 155) at the University of Florida. This study
specifically targeted undergraduate students, with a total sample of N = 260. The target
population for this study consisted of undergraduate students, with an average age of 21.2 years.
Participants were composed of 63.5% males, 31.5% females, and 1.9% others. The groups
included Hispanic individuals (75.8%) and non-Hispanic individuals (24.2%), who identified as



White, Black or African American, Asian, and other races, with the majority identifying as White
(77.3%). Academic levels ranged from Freshmen to Seniors, with a slight majority being Juniors
(38.8%) and Seniors (30.0%). Most participants came from urban or suburban areas outside
cities (39.6%) and subdivisions within towns or cities (38.5%).

Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of Participants
Variable f %
Gender
Female 173 66.5
Male 82 315
Other 5 1.9
Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino(a)/Chicano(a) 63 24.2
Not Hispanic/Latino(a)/Chicano(a) 197 75.8
Race
White 201 77.3
Black or African American 12 4.6
Asian or Pacific Islander 27 104
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0.4
Multi-race 8 3.1
Other 11 4.2
Classification
Freshman 12 4.6
Sophomore 57 21.9
Junior 101 38.8
Senior 78 30.0
Senior + (Victory lap/Grad school) 12 4.6
Location
A farm in a rural area 10 3.8
Rural area, not a farm 25 9.6
Urban or suburban areas outside of the city limits 103 39.6
Subdivisions in a town or city 100 38.5
Downtown area in a city or town 22 8.5

Note. N = 260. Participants were on average 21.2 years old (SD = 4.10), and participants' ages
did not differ by condition.

Data Collection

The study utilized an online survey for data collection. This approach facilitated easy
outreach and engagement with the specific population of interest (Lamm & Lamm, 2019).
Survey questions were distributed via Qualtrics and PlayPosit. Participants in Group A accessed
the survey via PlayPosit, a visual learning tool on Canvas. PlayPosit allows instructors to build
lessons within interactive videos, allowing students to learn while watching. This tool transforms
passive video watching into an active learning experience by letting instructors embed questions,
polls, and discussions directly into videos. As a result, participants were prompted to respond as
they watched. Group A participants were enrolled in an asynchronous course, which prompted



the delivery of the science communication intervention and survey through PlayPosit. Group B
participants accessed the survey via Qualtrics. To ensure viewing experiences on the platforms
did not impact study results, faculty experts reviewed the presentations and questions, and test
student responses were evaluated for consistency. The questionnaire was comprised of three
sections: Section A focused on participants' demographic information, Section B focused on
participants' agricultural literacy levels, knowledge, risk perceptions of Avian Influenza,
perception of the agricultural food system, and press sources, and Section C included reflective
questions to understand different experiences of the science communications intervention.
Responses were collected using a five-point Likert-type scale. The questionnaire was derived
from multiple well-established, reliable, and validated surveys, with adjustments made to tailor it
to the specific population and context (National Agriculture in the Classroom, n.d.; Oliver et al.,
2015; Robinson et al., 2020; Rumble et al., 2020; Settle et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2009).

Data Analysis

Data was exported from two online platforms, Qualtrics and PlayPosit, for ease and
convenience of analysis by researchers, and analyzed using SPSS software 29. An exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) was performed to ensure internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha > .7) of
observed variables before integrating them into the construct. Research objectives one and two
were analyzed through an independent sample t-test, and two questionnaire constructs were used
to meet these objectives: a) risk perception of Avian Influenza, and b) perception of agricultural
food systems. Risk perception was measured using four items, likelihood of high fatality,
permanent physical damage, vaccine supply, medical treatment supply on a five-points Likert
scale (5 = extremely likely and 1 = extremely unlikely), the four items were combined to form a
reliable index (a = .80). Similarly, perception of the agricultural food system was measured using
five questionnaire items, concerns with meat, milk, and chicken consumption, farm visits, and
pet interaction on a five-point Likert scale (5 = extremely concerned and 1= not concerned at
all). The scale demonstrated a good reliability (a = .86). To determine the effect size, which is the
magnitude of difference between groups, Cohen’s d was calculated, with .2 indicating a small
effect, .5 indicating a medium effect, and .8 indicating a large effect (Cohen, 1988; Cohen,
2016).

For objective three, participants responded to six items to test their agricultural literacy
level in a yes/no question. Items were re-coded as yes = 1 for correct answers and no = 2 for
incorrect answers. Bivariate correlations were computed to identify the relationships between
age, race, gender, location, classification, and level of agricultural importance with agricultural
literacy. These correlations were interpreted using Davis’ (1971) convention, with .01 to .09
indicating a negligible relationship, .10 to .29 indicating a low-level relationship, .30 to .49
indicating a moderate relationship, .50 to .69 indicating a substantial relationship, and greater
than .70 indicating a very strong relationship. To identify the most preferred information source
related to Avian Influenza outbreaks, participants responded to an open-ended question analyzed
qualitatively using Glaser’s (1965) constant comparative method to identify emerging themes.
Themes were grouped based on frequency of response and percentages. Data analysis also
consisted of descriptive statistics (Table 2). Objective three analysis consisted of determining
relationships between demographics and major study variables (Table 4).

Results



This article is part of a larger study. Variables such as participants’ risk perception of
Avian Influenza, perception of the agricultural food systems, agricultural literacy, and media
sources were analyzed for inclusion in this study. Results were organized by risk perception,
perception of the agricultural food systems, agricultural literacy, and information sources. An
independent t-test was conducted to compare how media headlines influenced risk perception
and perception of the agricultural food systems with and without the science communication
intervention. Bivariate correlations were used to analyze the relationship between agricultural
literacy, age, gender, location, classification, ethnicity, and agricultural importance (Table 4).

Objective 1: Comparing the Differences in Students’ Risk Perceptions of Avian Influenza

An independent t-test revealed a significant difference in scores for Group A (M = 2.63,
SD =0.96, n = 154) and Group B (M =2.94, SD = 0.90, n = 105); #(257) = -2.61, p = .01(two-
tailed). The magnitude of the difference in means (mean difference = -.31, 95% CI: -.54 to -.08)
was calculated (Cohen’s d = 0.94).

Table 3
Comparing Students’ Risk Perception of Avian Influenza Outbreak Between Groups

t(257) p Cohen’s d

Variable Without intervention ~ With intervention

M SD M SD
Risk perception 263 0.96 2.94 0.90 -2.61 01 094
Perception of the 1.65 0.74 1.96 0.92 -2.85 005 0.94
agricultural food
system

Note. Effect size Cohen’s d: .2 = small effect, .5 = medium effect, .8 = large effect (Cohen, 1988;
Cohen, 2016). Scale ranged from 1 (extremely unlikely) to 5 (extremely likely).

Objective 2: Comparing the Differences in Students’ Perceptions of the Agricultural Food
System

To compare the agricultural food systems perception scores for Groups A and B, an
independent sample t-test was conducted (Table 3). There was a significant difference in scores
for Group A (M = 1.65, SD =0.74, n = 154) and Group B (M =1.96, SD = 0.92, n = 105); #257)
=-2.85, p =.005 (two-tailed). The magnitude of the difference in means (Mean difference = -.31,
95% CI: -.53 to -.10) was calculated (Cohen’s d = 0.82).

Objective 3: Relationship Between Demographic Factors and Agricultural Literacy Levels

Bivariate correlation was calculated to identify the relationships between the dependent
variable, agricultural literacy, and the independent variables age, ethnicity, gender, location,



classification, and level of agricultural importance. Results showed there was a low positive
relationship between agricultural literacy and ethnicity (= .12, n = 259, p = .02), a low positive
relationship between agricultural literacy and participants' level of agricultural importance (» =
18, n =259, p =.002), and a low negative relationship between agricultural literacy and location
(r=-.15, n=259, p = .008). The relationship between agricultural literacy, age, classification,

and gender was not statistically significant.

Table 4
Correlations for Study Variables
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Agricultural Literacy 1
Age .095 1
Ethnicity A21% 0.79 1
Gender -.019 Jde6**  113** 1
Location -151%*  -101 -.049 -.011 1
Classification -.008 364**  -013 .058 .032 1
Agricultural Importance A79%* 203**  -.008 -.066 -.108*%  .104* 1
Risk Perception -.075 -.059 .088 -.066 -010 -043 -066 1
Perception of the -.091 - 121% -.086 -.109*  .010 -096  .023 252% 1

agricultural food system

**p <.001, *p < 0.05. Note. Strength of relationships (Davis, 1971): .01 — .09 = Negligible, .10 —

.29 = Low, .30 — .49 = Moderate, .50 — .69 = Substantial, > .70 = Very strong.

Students’ Preferred Media Source for Avian Influenza-related Information

Participants identified their preferred media source for Avian Influenza-related
information. Nine themes emerged, with the largest number of participants saying they preferred

government agencies (f'= 195, 44.4%). This was followed by news outlets (f= 110, 25.0%) and

journals/research (f'= 38, 8.7%). Social media (f= 8, 1.8%) was the least preferred source
identified by participants, with 30 (= 30, 6.8%) not indicating their preferred sources.

Table 5

Most Preferred Source for Avian Influenza-Related Information (n = 439)

Source Category Response examples

A

%

Government agencies CDC, CDC websites, CDC newsroom, FDA, WHO, USDA,
AFBF, FDC, HHS, NIH, Government agencies, EPA,
American Farm Bureau, US Bureau of Agricultural
Research, Department of Health, Department of Agriculture,

and Consumer Services

195

44.4




Source Category Response examples f %

News outlets CNN, BBC, Fox News, New York Times, NBC, ABC, NPR, 110 25.1
AP, PBS, REUTERS, Washington Post, CBC, CBS,
MSNBC, Truth Social, Tucker Carlson Network, APPLE
News, CNBC, Rutgers News, Dailywire, National
Geographic, local news services, other news outlets, news,
US news, none biased media outlets, ground news,
accredited news stations, local farmer radio station

University/College College and university media sources, colleges, universities, 19 4.3
sources and Extension documents
Journal/Research Credible articles, journals, articles, scientific articles, 38 8.7

medical institution publishing, PubMed, independent
research, university research, university articles, papers
published by doctors, medical journals, Wall Street journals,
research articles, university/extension research papers,

academic journals
Social media Social media, TikTok, Twitter, Instagram 8 1.8
Science/Agricultural Information written by producers of pastured poultry, 15 34
sources science/agriculture, science and agriculture,

farm/agricultural experts, scientist friends, farmers,
scientists, non-profits led by scientists or farmers,
agricultural agencies, agricultural sources, agricultural-
related outlets, science-based media, science organization
sites, science daily, doctors, local doctors

Government sources Government website, government press release, government 9 2.1
bulletin, government-related, White House Press,
government resources

Others Independent alternative media sources, non-governmental 15 34
organizations, [ will seek new sources that are not opinion-
heavy, non-clickbait titles, databases, a mix of sources,
reputable sources, politically neutral sources, a wide variety
of sources, amp; prevention, professional health
organizations, local health department, videos, Google
search
None/Uncertain None, not sure, N/A, uncertain, I honestly don’t know, | 30 6.8
don’t know, I am not sure, unsure, none comes to mind

Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The current study provides new insights into the role of science communication
interventions in setting the agenda for zoonotic disease and alleviating the effects of negatively
framed media headlines. Findings are interpreted using the agenda-setting theory, which suggests
that media coverage of topics influences perceptions (McCombs & Valenzuela, 2020). Previous
research indicated how media framing negatively impacts risk perception (Zheng et al., 2020).
This study revealed a significant difference in risk perception scores between groups (Table 3).
There was a lower risk perception of Avian Influenza for the group without the intervention



(Group A). However, it should be noted that the mean differences were within the same level of
risk perception, which could be due to unequal sample sizes between groups.

Agenda-setting effects were noticed in group B, where the science intervention
effectively influenced risk perception by making the attributes of Avian Influenza salient in the
minds of respondents as an issue on their agenda when compared to group A, which did not
receive the intervention and placed less importance on the issue, and the negatively framed
headlines. This confirms previous findings that training can impact knowledge and perception of
zoonotic disease (Hoang & Anh, 2024). The mean score of Group B (M =2.94, n = 105)
indicated a better assessment of the likelihood of risk associated with the Avian Influenza
outbreak when compared to Group A (M = 2.63, n = 154), which only viewed the negatively
framed headlines without the science communications intervention (Table 3). Previous literature
revealed how media reporting contributes to levels of uncertainty during a disease outbreak (Park
et al., 2020), making it difficult to assess the likelihood of risk associated with the disease, as
evidenced in group A.

This study also revealed a significant difference in the agricultural food system
perception score for groups A (M =1.65, n = 154) and B (M = 1.96, n = 105). The mean score for
both groups indicates participants in both groups had less concern toward the agricultural food
system (see Table 3). The media headlines did not have a negative influence on students’
perceptions of the agricultural food system, and students did not have concerns about meat, milk,
and poultry consumption, farm visits, or pet interaction. This is contrary to previous findings,
which suggest that media representation of agricultural topics and issues influences perceptions
of the agricultural food system (Howard et al., 2017; Specht et al., 2014). While the group with
the intervention was slightly concerned when compared to the group without the intervention,
which could be due to the agenda-setting effect of the science communication intervention
making attributes of Avian Influenza more noticeable, other factors may have contributed to this
(Commoradi, 2017). Future research should consider investigating the factors impacting the
effectiveness of science communication interventions in a similar context.

In addition, this study identified a statistically significant but weak relationship between
ethnicity, agricultural importance, location, and agricultural literacy (Table 4). Results indicated
that participants who perceived agriculture as important to them were more knowledgeable when
compared to participants who placed less value on agriculture. Also, a low negative relationship
between agricultural literacy and location suggested participants who lived on farms or in rural
areas had higher agricultural literacy levels when compared to those who lived in urban areas
and cities. These factors may have influenced understanding and value placed on the issue,
therefore influencing risk perception and perception of the agricultural food system. Previous
studies revealed how knowledge and literacy significantly influenced the assessment of potential
risks and improved the perception of agricultural concepts (Cosby et al., 2022; Lemley et al.,
2024). Future research should explore the relationships between agricultural literacy and risk
perception in the context of a disease outbreak. Studies should also investigate how this can
impact the effectiveness of science communication interventions.

Furthermore, this study also revealed students' preferred media sources for Avian
influenza-related information during outbreaks (Table 5). The most preferred source of
information students identified to learn about Avian Influenza was government agencies (f'= 195,
44.4%), with the CDC, identified as the most recurring (f'= 91, 47%) within this theme, followed
by WHO (f= 35, 18%) and USDA (f'= 35, 18%), other government agencies identified were
FDA, NIH, AFBF, US Bureau of Agricultural Research, EPA and American Farm Bureau. This



confirms findings from Baker et al. (2022), which revealed that the U.S. public actively sought
information from national and international organizations during disease outbreaks. This presents
an opportunity for the CDC, WHO, USDA, and other government agencies, as well as public
health agencies, to provide educational materials such as infographics and videos, including
campaigns to inform the public about outbreaks, associated risks, and preventive measures.
While previous research found social media as the most preferred source of information during
the COVID-19 pandemic (Yuksel et al., 2020), this study revealed the contrary. Social media was
identified as the least preferred source of information for Avian Influenza (Table 5). This is
consistent with previous findings, which suggested Facebook and Twitter contributed to varying
patterns of mistrust (Unlu et al., 2023). Further research should focus on analyzing media content
to identify how specific themes, message framing, context, and platforms might influence risk
perception and prevent misinformation during an outbreak.

Lastly, the findings of this study support Baker et al. (2020) recommendation for future
research to focus on identifying effective educational and communication strategies to facilitate
connections among diverse audience groups. The current study accents the complex relationship
between media exposure, risk perception, and the role of a science communication intervention.
Researchers recommend a science communication intervention as a preventive measure to
communicate with diverse audiences during a zoonotic disease outbreak. While the science
communication intervention significantly influenced students’ risk perception, there is a need for
strategies to enhance the effectiveness of science communication interventions to mitigate the
impact of media sensationalism, particularly in young audiences. It is essential to note that the
findings of this study are limited by the sample size, which may limit the generalizability of
findings, and unequal sample sizes in the treatment groups may result in biased estimates of
population parameters such as means. Studies can be replicated with a larger and more diverse
sample to enhance generalizability. Researchers could also explore longitudinal studies to
examine the long-term effects of the science communication intervention and their impact on
different populations.

Recommendation for Practice

The study revealed the importance of a scientific communication intervention as a tool
that influences knowledge and perception during a public health crisis. Based on the findings,
science communication interventions can be an important tool in public awareness campaigns
and workshops to improve general science literacy and enhance perceptions during disease
outbreaks. Since participants preferred information from sources like the CDC, USDA, and
WHO, these organizations should take a more active role in communicating with the public
during disease outbreaks by utilizing tools like infographics and videos on different platforms.

Timeliness is a critical factor for effective science communication interventions. Science
communication interventions should be implemented at a time when the public is forming
opinions about disease attributes. The science communication intervention highlighted the
attributes of Avian Influenza within the intervention group. However, the group without the
science communication intervention placed less importance on the issue. This may have been
due to a lack of understanding about the relevance of the issue to them, resulting from poor
agricultural literacy levels. Thus, timely science communication interventions can facilitate
individual opinion about a disease by providing accurate and reliable information, bridging



knowledge gaps about the disease, and addressing misinformation. Furthermore, this can be
utilized to reduce ambiguity caused by media reporting during zoonotic outbreaks.

Designing a Science Communication Intervention

The results of this study also highlight the importance of considering different audience
groups and their specific needs when designing science communication interventions. When
designing a communication intervention, it is important to reflect on factors such as age
distribution, classification, ethnicity, race, gender, location, and the importance placed on the
issue. When designing for an audience who perceives the issue as less important to them, it is
important to consider message framing and design. While it is important to provide factual
scientific information, it is equally important to avoid overwhelming the audience with too much
information. Consider developing interactive designs that allow the audience to engage with the
interventions, incorporating visuals, interactive elements, and animations that appeal to the
audience's needs, interests, values, and goals. Science communication interventions could be
designed as short, engaging videos that summarize key messages like an elevator pitch. Ensure
the science communication interventions end with a clear call to action. Overall, agricultural
communicators can leverage science communication interventions to connect with diverse
audience groups, enhancing communicative actions, promoting dialogue and understanding
about shared issues, while bridging the gap in scientific knowledge. Moreover, public health
organizations can utilize this as a tool to inform future health communication processes.

Recommendations for Theory

The study utilized the agenda-setting theory to understand how media headlines set the
agenda for discourse among undergraduate students, serving as first-level agenda-setting, and
how the science communication intervention set the agenda by making the attributes of the Avian
Influenza outbreak salient among undergraduate students. Results indicated that the science
communication intervention had a significant influence on risk perception and perception of the
agricultural food system. However, scores were within the same range. Future research should
investigate how other factors could impact objects and attribute agenda-setting effects when
transferring salience.

Recommendations for Teaching

Communication courses in agricultural and life sciences should incorporate science
communication into lessons and focus on teaching science communication using real-world
scenarios. In this current study, researchers used a science communication intervention to teach
students about ethical communication in the context of an Avian Influenza outbreak. This will
help improve understanding of complex agricultural issues and enhance agricultural literacy.
This can also facilitate dialogue and encourage students to share their views and opinions on
agricultural issues and concepts. Students should be challenged to design clear communication
messages that simplify complex agricultural topics and engage the audience. Students should
also be taught the importance of message framing in shaping public trust and engage in
analyzing why some communication messaging works and others do not. Science
communication interventions can also be applied to intercultural communication courses within



the agricultural education and communication department to examine differences in social
context. Students can be engaged in designing clear messages and videos suitable for audiences
and agricultural issues specific to diverse cultures. This can also be used to assess the relevance
and effectiveness of science communication across different cultural dimensions.

Recommendations for Research

This study was limited to undergraduate students enrolled in specific courses at the
University of Florida. Future research should consider replicating the study using different
population samples and sampling strategies to improve the representativeness of the sample and
increase generalizability. Unequal sample sizes in the treatment groups may have resulted in
biased estimates of population parameters, such as means. Studies can be replicated with a larger
and more diverse sample to enhance generalizability. Researchers could also explore longitudinal
studies to examine the long-term effects of the science communication intervention and its
impact on different populations.

References

Baker, L. M., & Irani, T. (2014). The impact of new media on policy affecting agriculture.
Journal of Applied Communications, 98(3), 17—15. https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-
0834.1083

Baker, L., McLeod-Morin, A., Bausch, M., & Lindsey, A. (2020). Zoonotic disease
communication networks of livestock producers, veterinarians, human health
professionals, and emergency managers. Advancements in Agricultural
Development, 1(2), 39-52. https://doi.org/10.37433/aad.v112.41

Baker, L. M., Rampold, S., McLeod-Morin, A., Lindsey, A., Telg, R. W., & Oglesby, M. (2022).
Search, seek, share: A national survey assessing Americans’ information channels and
sharing and the impact on perceived risk from a pandemic. Advancements in Agricultural
Development, 3(2), 62—74. https://doi.org/10.37433/aad.v312.219

Beall, J. M., Casola, W. R., Peterson, M. N., Larson, L. R., Carr, W. A., Seekamp, E., Stevenson,
K. T., & Jackson, S. B. (2021). Cultural cognition and ideological framing influence
communication about zoonotic disease in the era of COVID-19. Frontiers in
Communication, 6, 645692. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2021.645692

Bradshaw, D., Barry K., Griffin, S., Jay, S., & McHugh, C. (2024). Negative media
representations of young people during COVID related national lockdown increases
young people’s perceived stress. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 25, €12437.
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12437

Boczkowski, P., Mitchelstein, E., & Matassi, M. (2017). Incidental news: How young people
consume news on social media. Proceedings of the 50th Hawaii International Conference
on System Sciences, 1785—1792. https://doi.org/10.24251/HICSS.2017.217

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2025, January 17). Current U.S. bird flu situation
in humans. Avian Influenza (Bird Flu). Retrieved January 22, 2025, from
https://www.cdc.gov/bird-flu/situation-
summary/inhumans.html?CDC_AAref Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/inhumans.
html


https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1083
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1083
https://doi.org/10.37433/aad.v1i2.41
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.37433%2Faad.v3i2.219&data=05%7C02%7Cdorcassunday%40ufl.edu%7Cbd1e2d0c6e2448973a0408dd3bf4ccbe%7C0d4da0f84a314d76ace60a62331e1b84%7C0%7C0%7C638732644773872006%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=0P4ZdCv8jaM1Jl%2FZ%2Fx0K9Dfj%2B%2B8B8Bay1R8BYL4sH40%3D&reserved=0
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2021.645692
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12437
https://doi.org/10.24251/HICSS.2017.217
https://www.cdc.gov/bird-flu/situation-summary/inhumans.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/inhumans.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/bird-flu/situation-summary/inhumans.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/inhumans.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/bird-flu/situation-summary/inhumans.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/inhumans.htm

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2025, January 16). Confirmed novel Influenza A
virus infection: Cases by state, 2024-2025, all viruses. Retrieved January 22, 2025, from
https://gis.cdc.gov/grasp/fluview/Novel Influenza.html

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2024, April 22). Current bird flu situation in wild
birds. Avian Influenza (Bird Flu). Retrieved May 2, 2024, from
https://www.cde.gov/birds-flu/situation-
summary/wildbirds.html?CDC_AAref Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/wildbirds.h
tml

Cohen, J. (2016). A power primer. In A. E. Kazdin (Ed.), Methodological issues and strategies in
clinical research (4th ed., pp. 279-284). American Psychological Association.
https://doi.org/10.1037/14805-018

Cohen, J. W. (1988). Statistical power analysis for behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Cohen, M. L. (2000). Changing patterns of infectious disease. Nature, 406(6797), 762—767.
https://doi.org/10.1038/35021206

Commodari, E. (2017). The role of sociodemographic and psychological variables on risk
perception of the flu. SAGE Open, 7(3). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244017718890

Cosby, A., Manning, J., Power, D., & Harreveld, B. (2022). New decade, same concerns: A
systematic review of agricultural literacy of school students. Education Sciences, 12(4),
235. https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil 2040235

Davis, J. A. (1971). Elementary survey analysis. Prentice-Hall.

El-Sayed, A., & Kamel, M. (2020). Climatic changes and their role in the emergence and re-
emergence of diseases. Environmental Science and Pollution Research International,
27(18), 22336-22352. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-08896-w

Fischhoff, B., Wong-Parodi, G., Garfin, D. R., Holman, E. A., & Silver, R. C. (2017). Public
understanding of Ebola risks: Mastering an unfamiliar threat. Risk Analysis, 38(1), 71-83.
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12794

Flemming, D., Cress, U., Kimmig, S., Brandt, M., & Kimmerle, J. (2018). Emotionalization in
science communication: The impact of narratives and visual representations on
knowledge gain and risk perception. Frontiers in Communication, 3, 3.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2018.00003

Garfin, D. R., Holman, E. A., Fischhoff, B., Wong-Parodi, G., & Silver, R. C. (2022). Media
exposure, risk perceptions, and fear: Americans' behavioral responses to the Ebola public
health crisis. International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 77, 103059.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1jdrr.2022.103059

Garfin, D. R., Silver, R. C., & Holman, E. A. (2020). The novel coronavirus (COVID-2019)
outbreak: Amplification of public health consequences by media exposure. Health
Psychology, 39(5), 355-357. https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000875

Glaser, B. (1965). The constant comparative method of qualitative analysis. Social Problems,
12(4), 436-445. https://doi.org/10.2307/798843

Gupta, S. D., Fournié, G., Hoque, M. A., & Henning, J. (2021). Factors influencing chicken
farmers' decisions to implement prevention and control measures to reduce avian
influenza virus spread under endemic conditions. Transboundary and Emerging
Diseases, 68(1), 194-207. https://doi.org/10.1111/tbed.13757

Hennebelle, J. (2025, January 17). Highly pathogenic Avian Influenza confirmed in a commercial
poultry flock in Georgia, all poultry activities in Georgia suspended. Georgia Department


https://gis.cdc.gov/grasp/fluview/Novel_Influenza.html
https://www.cdc.gov/birds-flu/situation-summary/wildbirds.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/wildbirds.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/birds-flu/situation-summary/wildbirds.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/wildbirds.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/birds-flu/situation-summary/wildbirds.html?CDC_AAref_Val=https://www.cdc.gov/flu/avianflu/wildbirds.htm
https://doi.org/10.1037/14805-018
https://doi.org/10.1038/35021206
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244017718890
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12040235
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-08896-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12794
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2018.00003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2022.103059
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000875
https://doi.org/10.2307/798843
https://doi.org/10.1111/tbed.13757

of Agriculture. Retrieved January 23, 2025, from https://agr.georgia.gov/pr/highly-
pathogenic-avian-influenza-confirmed-commercial-poultry-flock-georgia-all-poultry

Hoang, Q. N., & Anh, T. N. T. (2024). Knowledge and perception of small-scale farmers on
highly pathogenic avian influenza prevention. Journal of Advanced Veterinary
Research, 14(7), 1072—1078. https://advetresearch.com/index.php/AVR/article/view/1943

Holmes, B. J., Henrich, N., Hancock, S., & Lestou, V. (2009). Communicating with the public
during health crises: Experts' experiences and opinions. Journal of Risk Research, 12(6),
793-807. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669870802648486

Howard, M., Stephens, C. A., Stripling, C. T., Brawner, S., & Loveday, H. D. (2017). The effect
of social media on university students’ perceptions of the beef industry. Journal of
Agricultural Education, 58(2), 316-330. https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2017.02316

Joslyn, S., Savelli, S., Duarte, H. A., Burgeno, J., Qin, C., Han, J. H., & Gulacsik, G. (2021).
COVID-19: Risk perception, risk communication, and behavioral intentions. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Applied, 27(4), 599—-620. https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000398

Kahan, D. M., Jenkins-Smith, H., Tarantola, T., Silva, C. L., & Braman, D. (2015).
Geoengineering and climate change polarization. The American Academy of Political and
Social Science, 658(1), 192-222. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716214559002

Kim, S., Cho, S. K., & LoCascio, S. P. (2020). The role of media use and emotions on risk
perception and preventive behaviors related to COVID-19 in South Korea. Asian Journal
for Public Opinion Research, 8(3), 297-323. https://doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2020.8.3.297

Kindred, R., & Bates, G. W. (2023). The influence of the COVID-19 pandemic on social anxiety:
A systematic review. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health, 20(3), 2362. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20032362

Lachlan, K. A., Spence, P. R., Lin, X., Najarian, K., & Del Greco, M. (2015). Social media and
crisis management: CERC, search strategies, and Twitter content. Computers in Human
Behavior, 54, 647-652. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.05.027

Lamm, A. J., & Lamm, K. W. (2019). Using non-probability sampling methods in agricultural
and extension education research. Journal of International Agricultural and Extension
Education, 26(1), 52-59. https://doi.org/10.5191/jiaee.2019.26105

Lemley, S. M., McCubbins, O., Berryhill, A. G., Chandler, L., & Hill, V. G. (2024). Seeds of
knowledge. In Advances in Higher Education and Professional Development Book Series
(pp. 144-162). https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-2766-1.ch008

Liu, B. F., Bartz, L., & Duke, N. (2016). Communicating crisis uncertainty: A review of the
knowledge gaps. Public Relations Review, 42(3), 479-487.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.03.003

Liu, H., Liu, W., Yoganathan, V., & Osburg, V.-S. (2021). COVID-19 information overload and
Generation Z’s social media discontinuance intention during the pandemic lockdown.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 166, 120600.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120600

Luo, Y., Cheng, Y., & Sui, M. (2021). The moderating effects of perceived severity on the
generational gap in preventive behaviors during the COVID-19 pandemic in the
US. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 18(4), 2011.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18042011

Majid, U., Wasim, A., Bakshi, S., & Truong, J. (2020). Knowledge, (mis-)conceptions, risk
perception, and behavior change during pandemics: A scoping review of 149 studies.


https://agr.georgia.gov/pr/highly-pathogenic-avian-influenza-confirmed-commercial-poultry-flock-georgia-all-poultry
https://agr.georgia.gov/pr/highly-pathogenic-avian-influenza-confirmed-commercial-poultry-flock-georgia-all-poultry
https://advetresearch.com/index.php/AVR/article/view/1943
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669870802648486
https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2017.02316
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/xap0000398
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716214559002
https://doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2020.8.3.297
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20032362
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.05.027
https://doi.org/10.5191/jiaee.2019.26105
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-2766-1.ch008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120600
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18042011

Public Understanding of Science, 29(8), 777-799.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520963365

Matta, G. (2020). Science communication as a preventative tool in the COVID19
pandemic. Humanities Social Sciences Communications, 7, 159.
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-020-00645-1

Matthews, J. C. (2022). College students' perspectives of bias in their news consumption
habits. Journal of Media Literacy Education, 14(3), 39-52.
https://doi.org/10.23860/JMLE-2022-14-3-4

McCombs, M. E. (2004). Setting the agenda: The mass media and public opinion. Blackwell
Publishing, Inc.

McCombs, M. E., & Shaw, D. L. (1972). The agenda-setting function of mass media. Public
Opinion Quarterly, 36(2), 176. https://doi.org/10.1086/267990

McCombs, M., & Valenzuela, S. (2020). Setting the agenda: Mass media and public opinion.
John Wiley & Sons.

Mertler, C. A. (2020). Action research: Improving schools and empowering educators (6th ed.).
SAGE Publications, Inc.

Myers, T. A., Nisbet, M. C., Maibach, E. W., & Leiserowitz, A. A. (2012). A public health frame
arouses hopeful emotions about climate change: A letter. Climatic change, 113(3), 1105—
1112. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0513-6

Naar, S., Czajkowski, S. M., & Spring, B. (2018). Innovative study designs and methods for
optimizing and implementing behavioral interventions to improve health. Health
Psychology, 37(12), 1081-1091. https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000657

National Agriculture in the Classroom. (n.d.). Grades 3-5 | National Agriculture in the
Classroom. Retrieved October 7, 2024, from https://agclassroom.org/teacher/agknow 35/

Ng,Y.J., Yang, Z. J., & Vishwanath, A. (2017). To fear or not to fear? Applying the social
amplification of risk framework on two environmental health risks in Singapore. Journal
of Risk Research, 21(12), 1487—1501. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2017.1313762

Niu, C., Jiang, Z., Liu, H., Yang, K., Song, X., & Li, Z. (2020). The influence of media
consumption on public risk perception: a meta-analysis. Journal of Risk Research, 25(1),
21-47. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2020.1819385

Olagoke, A. A., Olagoke, O. O., & Hughes, A. M. (2020). Exposure to coronavirus news on
mainstream media: The role of risk perceptions and depression. British Journal of Health
Psychology, 25(4), 856—874. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12427

Oliver, K. A., De Vocht, F., Money, A., & Everett, M. (2015). Identifying public health
policymakers’ sources of information: Comparing survey and network analyses.
European Journal of Public Health, ckv083. https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckv083

Park, H. W., Park, S., & Chong, M. (2020). Conversations and medical news frames on Twitter:
Infodemiological study on COVID-19 in South Korea. Journal of Medical Internet
Research, 22(5), €18897. https://doi.org/10.2196/18897

Polgreen, P. M., & Polgreen, E. L. (2017). Emerging and re-emerging pathogens and diseases,
and health consequences of a changing climate. Infectious Diseases, 40(48), e2.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-7020-6285-8.00004-6

Reintjes, R., Das, E., Klemm, C., Richardus, J. H., KeBler, V., & Ahmad, A. (2016). “Pandemic
public health paradox”: Time series analysis of the 2009/10 influenza A / HIN1
epidemiology, media attention, risk perception, and public reactions in 5 European
countries. PloS One, 11(3), e0151258. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0151258


https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520963365
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-020-00645-1
https://doi.org/10.23860/JMLE-2022-14-3-4
https://doi.org/10.1086/267990
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0513-6
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/hea0000657
https://agclassroom.org/teacher/agknow_35/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2017.1313762
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2020.1819385
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12427
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckv083
https://doi.org/10.2196/18897
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-7020-6285-8.00004-6
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0151258

Robinson, C. R. H., Ruth, T. K., Easterly, R. G. III., Franzoy, F., & Lillywhite, J. (2020).
Examining consumers’ trust in the food supply chain. Journal of Applied
Communications, 104(2). https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2298

Rosenfeld, A. B., & Racaniello, V. R. (June 27, 2021). Human behavior during the pandemic is
more important than any COVID variant. The New York Times.
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/06/27/opinion/covid-vaccine-variants.html

Rumble, J. N., Wu, Y., Tully, K., Ruth, T. K., Ellis, J. D., & Lamm, A. J. (2020). A mixed-
methods comparison of self-reported and conversational trust in science. Journal of
Applied Communications, 104(4). https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2371

Settle, Q., Rumble, J. N., McCarty, K., & Ruth, T. K. (2017). Public knowledge and trust of
agricultural and natural resources organizations. Journal of Applied Communications,
101(2). https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1007

Shapiro, J. T., Viquez-R, L., Leopardi, S., Vicente-Santos, A., Mendenhall, I. H., Frick, W. F.,
Kading, R. C., Medellin, R. A., Racey, P., & Kingston, T. (2021). Setting the terms for
zoonotic diseases: Effective communication for research, conservation, and public policy.
Viruses, 13(7), 1356. https://doi.org/10.3390/v13071356

Sharan, M., Vijay, D., Yadav, J. P., Bedji, J. S., & Dhaka, P. (2023). Surveillance and response
strategies for zoonotic diseases: A comprehensive review. Science in One Health, 100050.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.s0h.2023.100050

Short, K. R., Richard, M., Verhagen, J. H., Van Riel, D., Schrauwen, E. J., Van Den Brand, J. M.,
Minz, B., Bodewes, R., & Herfst, S. (2015). One Health, multiple challenges: The inter-
species transmission of influenza A virus. One Health, 1, 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.onehlt.2015.03.001

Simkus, J. (2023). Convenience sampling: Definition, method, and examples. Simply
Psychology. Retrieved January 20, 2025, from
https://www.simplypsychology.org/convenience-sampling.html

Smith, B. W., Kay, V. S., Hoyt, T. V., & Bernard, M. L. (2009). Predicting the anticipated
emotional and behavioral responses to an Avian Flu outbreak. American Journal of
Infection Control, 37(5), 371-380. https://doi.org/10.1016/.ajic.2008.08.007

Specht, A. R., McKim, B. R., & Rutherford, T. (2014). A little learning is dangerous: The
influence of agricultural literacy and experience on young people's perceptions of
agricultural imagery. Journal of Applied Communications, 88(3), 63—73.
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1086

Taha, S. A., Matheson, K., & Anisman, H. (2014). HIN1 was not all that scary: Uncertainty and
stressor appraisals predict anxiety related to a coming viral threat. Stress Health, 30(2),
149-157. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2505

Tahamtan, I., Potnis, D., Mohammadi, E., Singh, V., & Miller, L. E. (2022). The mutual
influence of the World Health Organization (WHO) and Twitter users during COVID-19:
Network agenda setting analysis. Journal of Medical Internet Research, 24(4), e34321.
https://doi.org/10.2196/34321

Tanaka, T., Nihonsugi, T., Ohtake, F., & Haruno, M. (2021). A message of the majority with
scientific evidence encourages young people to show their prosocial nature in COVID-19
vaccination. Scientific Reports, 11(1), 23261. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-02230-
1

Unlu, A., Truong, S., Tammi, T., & Lohiniva, A. L. (2023). Exploring political mistrust in
pandemic risk communication: Mixed-method study using social media data


https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2298
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/06/27/opinion/covid-vaccine-variants.html
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2371
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1007
https://doi.org/10.3390/v13071356
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soh.2023.100050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.onehlt.2015.03.001
https://www.simplypsychology.org/convenience-sampling.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2008.08.007
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1086
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2505
https://doi.org/10.2196/34321
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-02230-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-02230-1

analysis. Journal of Medical Internet Research, 25, €50199.
https://doi.org/10.2196/50199

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2024, December 27). 2022-2024 Detections of highly
pathogenic Avian Influenza. https://www.aphis.usda.gov/livestock-poultry-
disease/avian/avian-influenza/hpai-detections

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2024, August 30). Avian Influenza.
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/livestock-poultry-disease/avian/avian-influenza

Valeeva, N. 1., Van Asseldonk, M. A. P. M., & Backus, G. B. C. (2011). Perceived risk and
strategy efficacy as motivators of risk management strategy adoption to prevent animal
diseases in pig farming. Preventive Veterinary Medicine, 102(4), 284-295.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2011.08.005

Valenti, A., Mirabile, M., Cannone, E., Boccuni, F., Dionisi, P., Fortuna, G., Gagliardi, D.,
Vizzaccaro, R., & lavicoli, S. (2023). The impact of COVID-19 pandemics on the
development of health risk communication: Challenges and opportunities. International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 20(1), 645.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20010645

Wang, B., Peng, X, Li, Y., Fu, L., Tian, T., Liang, B., ... & Zou, H. (2023). Perceptions,
precautions, and vaccine acceptance related to monkeypox in the public in China: A
cross-sectional survey. Journal of Infection and Public Health, 16(2), 163—170.
https://doi.org/10.1016/;.jiph.2022.12.010

Wang, Y., McKee, M., Torbica, A., & Stuckler, D. (2019). Systematic literature review on the
spread of health-related misinformation on social media. Social Science & Medicine, 240,
112552. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.112552

Wanta, W., Golan, G., & Lee, C. (2004). Agenda setting and international news: Media influence
on public perceptions of foreign nations. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly,
81(2), 364-377. https://doi.org/10.1177/107769900408100209

Weingart, P., Joubert, M., & Connoway, K. (2021). Public engagement with science origins,
motives, and impact in academic literature and science policy. PloS One, 16(7),
€0254201. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0306474

Wirz, C. D., Mayorga, M., & Johnson, B. B. (2020). A longitudinal analysis of Americans’ media
sources, risk perceptions, and judged need for action during the Zika outbreak. Health
Communication, 36(12), 1571-1580. https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2020.1773707

World Health Organization. (2023, October 3). Influenza (Avian and other zoonotic).
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/influenza-(avian-and-other-zoonotic)

Xu, J., & Peng, Z. (2015). People at risk of influenza pandemics: The evolution of perception
and behavior. PloS One, 10(12), €0144868. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0144868

Yang, C., & Baker, L. M. (2024). Impact of reliable news information on consumers’ perceptions
and information-seeking intentions from a food safety risk. British Food Journal,
126(11), p. 3805-3821. https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-03-2024-0223

Yuksel, B., Sarilar, O., Gultekin, M., Caglar, U., Gelmis, M., & Ozgor, F. (2020). The role of
social media as an information source in covid-19 pandemic. Turkiye Klinikleri Journal
of Health Sciences, 6(3), 592. https://doi.org/10.5336/healthsci.2020-77283

Zheng, Y., Goh, E., & Wen, J. (2020). The effects of misleading media reports about COVID-19
on Chinese tourists’ mental health: a perspective article. Anatolia, 31(2), 337-340.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2020.1747208


https://doi.org/10.2196/50199
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/livestock-poultry-disease/avian/avian-influenza/hpai-detections
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/livestock-poultry-disease/avian/avian-influenza/hpai-detections
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/livestock-poultry-disease/avian/avian-influenza
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prevetmed.2011.08.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20010645
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jiph.2022.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.112552
https://doi.org/10.1177/107769900408100209
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0306474
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2020.1773707
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/influenza-(avian-and-other-zoonotic)
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0144868
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1108%2FBFJ-03-2024-0223&data=05%7C02%7Cdorcassunday%40ufl.edu%7C32f4f40684c64b73fb4808dd3a567dc0%7C0d4da0f84a314d76ace60a62331e1b84%7C0%7C0%7C638730865322081186%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=3S815syhTZBCO1y4OTrEdL8GJ74WrzEUK9C%2FNELIkg4%3D&reserved=0
https://doi.org/10.5336/healthsci.2020-77283
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2020.1747208

Zhu, P., Tatar, O., Haward, B., Steck, V., Griffin-Mathieu, G., Perez, S., Dubé, E., Zimet, G., &
Rosberger, Z. (2023). Examining an altruism-eliciting video intervention to increase
COVID-19 vaccine intentions in younger adults: A qualitative assessment using the
realistic evaluation framework. Vaccines, 11(3), 628.
https://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines11030628


https://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines11030628

