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Communication of Scientific Information to
Nonscientists

Organizational Management

Public Media Media
C|ent|st3<—» Relations «—— Science «—— Editors «—— Audiences

Science Writers
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Interperson/all.ipkers

FIG.1. A model of science communication behaviors and
Interactions
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Diffusion of Innovations (Rogers, 1962)

Modernization Among Peasants —The

Impact of Communication (Rogers &
Sovenning, 1969 )

Communication of Innovation, A Cross-

Cultural Approach (Rogers & Shoemaker,
1971)
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