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R E S E A R C H  A R T I C L E

Applying a conceptual framework for effective  
implementation of on-farm greenhouse gas  
mitigation: Evaluation of knowledge exchange 
methods in Wales and Uruguay
Richard P. Kipling1 and Gonzalo Becoña2

Abstract

Globally, agriculture must tackle many complex challenges 
to ensure food security for a growing population while safe­
guarding biodiversity and ecosystem services and contrib­
uting to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction. Effec­
tive agricultural knowledge exchange (KE) strategies are vital 
to implementing GHG emissions mitigation measures. Here, 
KE activities undertaken by publicly funded extension ser­
vices in Wales (in the global north) and Uruguay (in the global 
south) were compared using a previously developed concep­
tual framework. 

The main goals were to assess the utility of the frame­
work and to evaluate KE methods in terms of i) potential 
challenges to initial engagement, ii) categories of chal­
lenge they could address and their potential mode of 
operation, iii) their potential impacts on non-target stake­
holder groups, including iv) the interests and limitations of 
KE practitioners. Use of the framework highlighted issues 
including the need to i) tackle initial challenges potentially 
affecting engagement with mitigation narratives, ii) widen 
the outlook of stakeholders on climate change and emissions 

reduction, iii) recognise how KE may affect, and be affected 
by, non-target stakeholders and, iv) address KE practition­
ers’ needs and outlooks. Priorities for improved implemen­
tation of mitigation measures include the use of technical 
(e.g. modelling) and social (e.g. discussions involving non-
food chain actors) KE methods that act on stakeholder inter­
ests, with the potential to engage farmers in empowering 
KE processes for GHG emissions mitigation. A renewed 
research focus on agricultural extension systems is needed 
to more effectively apply KE resources to meet sectoral GHG 
emissions targets.

1	 Introduction

The agricultural sector faces the challenge of ensuring food 
security in the context of a growing world population, requir­
ing increases in food production that can be sustained in the 
long term, while enhancing ecosystem services and minimis­
ing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Transformative change 
may be needed to achieve these goals (Martin et al., 2013) 
and solutions must be integrated, recognising impacts and 
needs across interacting spheres (environmental, economic 
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and social) to avoid unintended consequences and identi­
fy multi-win solutions (Garibaldi et al., 2017). In the face of 
these challenges, identification not only of solutions but also 
of effective implementation strategies is essential if required 
changes are to be realised on the ground. Effective agricul­
tural knowledge exchange (KE) is therefore vital in the con­
text of challenges to implementing GHG emissions mitiga­
tion measures in the agricultural sector (Wreford et al., 2017).

Over time, theory and practice in agricultural extension 
has shifted, from an emphasis on the top-down transfer of 
knowledge and regulation (from researchers and policymak­
ers to farmers), to more interactive KE which empowers stake­
holders to determine and drive the direction of change (Leeu­
wis, 2004). This trend reflects a similar change from hard to 
soft systems approaches to communicating and implement­
ing scientific research (van Paassen et al., 2007). Despite these 
trends, there remain tensions between local, stakeholder driv­
en processes of change in agricultural practice and pre-exist­
ing top-down structures of governance (Colvin et al., 2014). 

At the same time, previously unified public provision 
of KE has fragmented and been replaced with KE provided 
by a mix of public, private and non-governmental organi­
sations, as market-driven agricultural extension models 
have become favoured for their assumed efficiency bene­
fits (Knuth and Knierim, 2015). In Europe, these changes have 
occurred in the context of the Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP) which has been criticised for reducing social capital in 
farming communities through its individualised focus (Lev­
enton et al., 2017). 

Against this backdrop of theoretical development and 
policy change, many practical resources have been devel­
oped to support best practice in KE, exemplified by the 
Global Forum for Rural Advisory Services (GFRAS) Global 
Good Practice Notes report (Davis et al., 2018) which brings 
together practical summaries of a wide range of advisory 
methods to inform KE practitioners, especially those work­
ing in the developing world. Still, at different levels agri­
culture has made slow progress in relation to many of the 
challenges it faces, such as the need to substantially reduce 
farming related GHG emissions.

Recent work on implementing GHG mitigation measures 
on Welsh livestock farms analysed the views of stakeholders 
on challenges to change and solutions, forming a framework 
categorising challenges and strategies for improved imple­
mentation (Kipling et al., 2019a; Kipling et al., 2019b). This 
work augmented existing resources which provide informa­
tion on the practical requirements, strengths and weakness­
es of different tools for KE, with a conceptual framework that 
facilitates critical analysis of the potential impacts of imple­
mentation strategies, not only on farmers but also on other 
rural stakeholders. The main goal of the current study was 
to apply this conceptual framework to evaluate KE methods 
used by practitioners in two contrasting countries (Wales, in 
the global north, and Uruguay in the global south) in order 
to both, i) test the usefulness of the framework and ii) pro­
vide an overview of KE strategies in these countries, their 
potential to address different challenges, their likely impacts 
and gaps in capacity.

2	 Materials and methods

2.1 Study countries and mitigation measures 
Agriculture in Wales falls under the European Union’s CAP 
which provides payments to farmers based on the area of 
land farmed and adherence to practices aligned with sus­
tainability objectives. Eighty percent of agricultural land in 
Wales has been classified as ‘Less Favoured Areas’ for farming 
(Welsh Government, 2013), reflecting the extent of exposed 
uplands. A large proportion of farm businesses provide low 
income levels for an ageing farming population (Morris et 
al., 2017). The climate is oceanic, with warm winters and wet 
summers ideal for grass growth. Due to the topography and 
conditions grass-based sheep and beef production domi­
nate agriculture, with a growing dairy industry in more low­
land areas of the country (Morris et al., 2017). 

In relation to the challenges facing farming, the Welsh 
Government is pursuing a target of an 80 % reduction in 
GHG emissions against 1990 levels across the Welsh econo­
my by 2050. However, by 2015 farming emissions had only 
fallen by 15 % (Jones et al., 2017) driving the commissioning 
of research to improve performance (Kipling et al., 2019b). 
Studies have shown wide differences between the most 
and least production-efficient farms, indicating potential to 
improve efficiency and reduce GHG emissions intensity by 
spreading best practice (Hyland et al., 2016b). A wide range 
of mitigation measures have been suggested for livestock 
systems at the UK level (including Wales) and indicate that 
no single solution will achieve desired emissions reductions; 
rather, improvements in practice throughout farm systems 
are required, focussing on measures that avoid carbon leak­
age by improving production efficiency without altering pro­
duction levels (Kipling et al., 2019b).

Uruguay lies within the South American Campos, an 
ecological region of grasslands and pastures with scattered 
trees and shrubs. Uruguay’s climate is temperate, moderate 
and rainy. The temperature of the coldest month is between 
-3 °C and 18 °C and the temperature of the warmest months 
exceeds 22 °C. Precipitation shows high inter-annual varia­
bility with an annual total reaching 1300 mm in the north 
of the country; according to the Koeppen climate classifi­
cation Uruguay is classified in the ‘Cfa’ category (Bidegain 
and Caffera, 1997).

Livestock production is mainly in the form of extensive 
grassland-based beef and sheep systems. Due to edaphic 
and climatic conditions, and specifically low phosphorous 
levels, these systems face agricultural issues including low 
productivity resulting from poor nutrient value and digesti­
bility of grasses (Royo Pallarés et al., 2005). Sheep production 
has fallen over recent decades as a result of factors including 
declining domestic mutton consumption, falling wool pric­
es and issues with sheep rustling (Royo Pallarés et al., 2005). 
While cattle numbers have risen from 8.69 million head in 
1991 to 11.74 million head in 2017, sheep numbers have fal­
len from a high of 26.6 million in 1991 to 6.6 million in 2017 
(FAO, 2019). An historic trend towards agricultural land con­
centration has increased in recent years, with changing pat­
terns of ownership, rising land prices, increases in land devot­
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ed to cropping and forestry, and associated socio-economic 
changes (Oyhantçabal and Narbondo, 2019). In particular, a 
large and growing area of the country is occupied by euca­
lyptus plantations which are of increasing economic impor­
tance (Pozo and Säumel, 2018).

In 2016, GHG emissions from the Uruguayan agricultur­
al sector were 16.1 % higher than 1990 levels, and on aver­
age between 1990 and 2016, 63 % of emissions by sector 
resulted from enteric fermentation, and a further 26.9 % 
from manure left on pasture (FAO, 2019). However, recent 
research indicates that Uruguayan livestock systems based 
on natural grasslands provide a range of ecosystem ser­
vices and have the potential to deliver economic and envi­
ronmental ‘win-wins’ (Modernel et al., 2018). As in Wales, 
differences in economic and environmental performance 
between farms suggest a potential to reduce GHG emission 
intensity through the spread of best practice in livestock 
production (Becoña et al., 2014). In Uruguay’s extensive 
beef cow-calf production systems, effective GHG mitiga­
tion measures focus on improved grazing management 
(stocking rate, forage allowance and pasture improvement) 
(Becoña et al., 2014). 

In Wales, although policymakers and KE practitioners 
seek to drive change that can reduce GHG emissions, KE for 
farmers has mostly focussed on improving economic per­
formance, with GHG emissions mitigation tackled implicitly 
through a drive for improved production efficiency. In con­
trast, in Uruguay, there has been a more direct strategy to 
create awareness of the environmental impacts of livestock 

systems in order to drive change. Given the common goal in 
the two countries to reduce GHG emissions and other envi­
ronmental impacts from livestock systems, and shared pres­
sure for sustainable intensification of production, compari­
sons of differences in the KE methods applied can be the 
basis for learning between KE practitioners in the two coun­
tries. The importance of the livestock sector in relation to the 
global challenges facing agriculture means that the grass­
land livestock systems of Wales and Uruguay also provide a 
case study of KE strategy with relevance beyond the focus 
countries.

2.2 Study context and conceptual framework
The current study is part of a longer-term research effort 
(Figure 1). In previous work, analysis of the views of stake­
holders associated with the Welsh livestock production sec­
tor produced a conceptual framework categorising challeng­
es and solutions relating to the implementation of on-farm 
GHG mitigation measures (Kipling et al., 2019a; Kipling et 
al., 2019b) (Figure 1: A). The categories were tested for their 
relevance to global barriers to climate friendly farming and 
potential solutions, as reviewed by the OECD (Wreford et al., 
2017), with the outcome indicating their general relevance 
beyond the Welsh context (Figure 1: B). Here, this conceptual 
framework is applied to assess KE methods used in Uruguay 
and Wales (Figure1: C, D). The framework consists of various  
components, which are listed on the next page and which 
provide the structure for the analyses described below (see 
Appendix 1 for detailed summary of each).

F I G U R E  1
Context of current study. Bold text boxes (C, D) = current study, normal text (A, B) = completed research,  
grey text boxes (E, F) = future work
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Four challenge categories:
•	 Practical limitations 
•	 Knowledge limitations 
•	 Cognitive limitations 
•	 Interests 

Three levels of change at which solutions may operate:
•	 Work around
•	 Overcome
•	 Alter

And three approaches to change they may take:
•	 Accommodate
•	 Control
•	 Empower

2.3 Data collection and analysis
Factual descriptions of KE methods utilised were gathered 
from the two major KE providers in Wales and Uruguay (Farm­
ing Connect (FC) https://businesswales.gov.wales/farming­
connect and Plan Agropecuario https://www.planagropec­
uario.org.uy/web, respectively). The providers were asked to 
return a list of the KE methods they used (e.g. demonstration 

farms, factsheets), to describe the goals aimed for in their use 
(e.g. to ensure farm advisors have up to date knowledge), the 
target groups aimed at (e.g. farm advisors, young farmers, 
farmers in general) and how target groups were given access 
to the KE provided (e.g. via a website, promotion at events). 
Data were either provided via email or drawn from internal 
documentation shared with the researchers by the organi­
sations. Based on these data, a summary description of each 
KE method was prepared. The KE providers checked and 
approved or amended the descriptions, ensuring accuracy.

The following stages of analysis of collected data were 
undertaken (the outcomes of each are considered in turn 
in section 3): 
1.	 In order to gain an overview of KE strategies, a grounded 

theory approach (in which categories are drawn out of 
the data rather than being imposed a priori by the inves­
tigator – to ensure ‘grounding’ in the dataset) was used 
to group the KE methods used in Wales and Uruguay into 
thematic types and classes according to common aspects 
and roles.

2.	 KE method descriptions were assessed to compare the 
methods applied in Wales and Uruguay. 

F I G U R E  2
Classification of KE methods and KE capacity for Uruguay (U) and Wales (W) 
1Delivered by the private sector in Uruguay, 2delivered by the World Bank in Uruguay  
Grey boxes = KE methods used both for farmers and as resources for KE practitioners

https://businesswales.gov.wales/farmingconnect
https://businesswales.gov.wales/farmingconnect
https://www.planagropecuario.org.uy/web
https://www.planagropecuario.org.uy/web
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3.	 The conceptual framework described above was used to 
conduct a qualitative assessment of i) potential challenges 
to initial engagement with KE methods, ii) categories of 
challenge KE methods could address and their potential 
mode of operation, iii) the potential impacts of KE methods 
on non-target stakeholder groups, including iv) the inter­
ests and limitations of KE practitioners.

4.	 The use of the conceptual framework was evaluated.

Assessment of 3 (i) was included as previous research has 
suggested that individual farmers may not prioritise GHG 
emissions mitigation, for example due to their perceptions 
of climate change (Hyland et al., 2016a).

In order to assess 3 (ii), the description of each KE method 
was considered against the different possible combinations 
of challenge and solution categories defined in the concep­
tual framework. For example: a factsheet mainly addresses (by 
altering – level of change) the challenge categories knowledge 
limitations and (potentially) cognitive limitations. However, it 
does not directly address practical limitations and, if the inter­
ests of stakeholders are not aligned with its topic, it is not like­
ly to be effective (as an effort is required by the stakeholders 
to read it). The provision of information is empowering but 
may be controlling if the aim is to persuade or sell (approach 
to change). This form of analysis makes explicit and reveals 
aspects of specific KE methods that might not otherwise be 
critically evaluated by practitioners. If these aspects are not 
considered, unintended consequences may occur, or ten­
sions develop between different KE methods applied togeth­
er (Kipling et al., 2019a). Across the stages of analyses a review 
of literature was undertaken to ensure theoretical sensitivity. 
In the following sections, summaries of each element of the 
analysis are followed by discussions of its implications, ground­
ing in, and relevance to, existing theory.

3	 Results and discussion

3.1 Agricultural KE in Wales and Uruguay  
and challenges to engagement
Data from FC and Plan Agropecuario indicated that a wide 
range of KE methods are applied in both countries (Figure 2). 
Information provided fell into two classes: i) KE methods 
representing resources for stakeholders and, ii) KE capacity 
initiatives (actions to increase access to KE) and resources 
underpinning KE activities. Within the class of KE methods, 
several were grouped as forms of remote dissemination, con­
sisting of a variety of written, verbal or visual forms of infor­
mation-sharing, while interactive KE methods divided into 
ongoing KE processes and one-off or short-term events.

In general, potential challenges to farmers engaging 
with the different KE methods used in Wales and Uruguay 
were found to be similar although the relative importance of 
each challenge varied between methods. These challenges 
are recognised and addressed by KE practitioners in both 
countries (Table 1). Most access-related KE capacity methods 
(Figure 2) focus on raising awareness of the availability of KE, 
tackling practical, knowledge and cognitive limitations to 
engagement; this may be sufficient to encourage engage­
ment when the topics addressed are aligned with farmers’ 
interests. However, research has demonstrated that many 
farmers lack understanding of how agriculture effects cli­
mate change and may be unwilling to accept responsibility 
for reducing these effects (Hyland et al., 2016a). Therefore, to 
improve engagement with KE, farmers’ interests will need 
to be addressed at one of the three levels of change: worked 
around, overcome or altered, to achieve engagement with 
KE focussed on GHG mitigation. Such interventions will use 
one of the three approaches to change in the conceptual 
framework (accommodate, control, empower). A range of 

T A B L E  1
Challenges to accessing KE methods and solutions employed to address them

Challenge 
category

Relevance of challenge category to described  
KE methods

Solutions employed (from Figure 1)

Interests Farmers must have the motivation to engage with resources,  
so KE methods must work around (accommodate) existing  
interests. If interests are not fully aligned, partial intake/use  
is possible, but the expectations of users may not be met. Out­
comes may be suboptimal when partial solutions are applied, 
potentially creating future Interest challenges (loss of trust)

Rewards (KE capacity: Access) for engagement with KE methods provide 
value to farmers who take part, even if they would not otherwise want to; 
funded projects (KE capacity: Resources) provide resources to undertake 
the on-farm changes recommended by KE (helps farmers feel that they 
can implement what they learn); interaction with others from different 
backgrounds within engagement, altering interests and reducing inter­
est challenges in relation to future opportunities to engage (KE methods:  
Interactive events and processes); Information which can be taken in 
with little effort – working around (accommodating) the challenge – e.g. 
radio programmes; interactive KE at events already attended by farmers, 
all of the access-enhancing KE methods

Practical  
limitations

Farmers need time (and potentially money) to access  
resources

All access-related tools and the funding to support them  
(Resources: KE funding)

Knowledge 
limitations

Farmers need to know the resources exist, and have the skills  
to access them (e.g. ICT skills)

Cognitive 
limitations

Farmers may be overwhelmed with other priorities and not 
have the mental space to assess the value of engagement

Pro-active access-related tools – e.g. awareness-raising by practitioners 
approaching farmers; rewards which make the value of engagement 
immediate and obvious.
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combinations of these levels and approaches were identified 
in methods used to address the challenge category ‘inter­
ests‘ in Uruguay and Wales (Table 1).

Accommodating approaches to KE which work around 
farmers’ interests encourage engagement by emphasising 
the co-benefits of GHG mitigation (e.g. improving production 
efficiency). Solutions which tackle challenges to engagement 
through rewards or funding are controlling when applied to 
overcome interests not aligned with KE topics. Unless the 
KE  method itself can then alter these interests or unless 
policy forces change, engagement is not likely to stimulate 
implementation of mitigation measures. Highlighting the 
dangers of climate change may alter interests and stimulate 
engagement in a controlling or empowering way (depend­
ing on the nature of the intervention) with some research 
suggesting that farmers may be more willing to implement 
mitigation measures if they believe climate change will nega­
tively affect their farm (Haden et al., 2012). Finally, KE meth­
ods with few challenges to engagement (such as radio pro­
grammes) and work on KE capacity to improve access – such 
as awareness-raising by development officers (Figure 2) – may 
be used to alter interests in an empowering or controlling 
way. This can be achieved by using these methods i) to dis­
seminate information about climate change and its impacts 
or ii) as conduits via which more controlling or accommodat­
ing advertising of KE activities can be delivered.

Given that KE methods differ in terms of the category and 
size of challenges to stakeholder engagement with them in 
different contexts, the use of a mix of KE methods in Uruguay 
and Wales identified here is one strategy to ensure that dif­
ferent groups of farmers have access to the types of KE best 
suited to them. This nuanced approach is recognised in the 
targeted nature of much KE provision in the two countries 
(e.g. courses for new entrants to farming in Uruguay, one-
to-one advice and clinics for harder to reach businesses in 
Wales). Previous studies have recognised that farmers differ 
in their preference for advice provision and that communi­
cation preferences also differ in relation to different topics – 
for example with financial matters one-to-one advice may be 
preferred over group discussions (Hilkens et al., 2018). 

Using a mix of KE methods also helps ensure that the 
quality of information being spread within stakeholder com­
munities, for example through farmer to farmer dissemi­
nation, is maintained: interactive events and processes can 
be backed up by knowledge provided through remote dis­
semination KE methods. The information provided via these 
‘one-way’ channels can be explained and explored through 
the use of more interactive KE methods. Again, this strategy 
is consciously applied in the use of the KE methods exam­
ined in this study, one example being the online resources 
that back up information provided to farmers at events held 
by FC in Wales. Given the diversity of individual challeng­
es to implementing GHG mitigation measures, a mixed KE 
strategy may be effective, although identifying which cat­
egories of challenge are most important in relation to the 
uptake of specific measures could help improve the choice 
of solutions (Kipling et al., 2019b), in this case improving KE 
provision efficiency. 

3.2 Differences between KE methods applied  
in Wales and Uruguay
Despite large socio-economic and agricultural differences 
between the two countries, the types of KE methods applied 
in each were similar at the level of analysis presented. This 
high level of overlap may reflect similarities in categories of 
challenge to change faced by agriculture, which appear to be 
relevant across systems and countries  (Kipling et al., 2019b) 
despite wide diversity in specific challenges (e.g. a farmer 
in Uruguay may need very different knowledge to a farm­
er in Wales but knowledge limitations will have relevance to 
both). The wealth of practical knowledge about KE shared 
globally through bodies such as the GFRAS (Davis et al., 2018) 
also offers many resources for those facing similar categories 
of challenge to learn about and apply relevant KE method to 
address them.

However, there were also some differences between 
KE  methods applied in Wales and Uruguay. One was the 
inclusion of radio as a remote dissemination KE method 
in Uruguay. Although not reported by FC as a KE method 
used in Wales, at the UK and Welsh national levels radio 
programmes provide information and discussion on farm­
ing and related topics, including the BBC’s ‘Farming Today‘ 
programme (www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b006qj8q). TV 
broadcasts also carry programmes for rural communities, 
such as the weekly farming and countryside magazine series 
‘Ffermio’ (www.ffermio.tv). Given increasing experience of 
and research into the use of farm radio in the developing 
world (Oswald, 2019) there may now be lessons to learn for 
the global north in relation to more tailored use of radio 
especially on climate change related topics. Using radio may 
be useful for harder-to-reach farm businesses, in terms of 
benefits such as the low barriers to farmers engaging with 
content and the potential for delivering localised, target­
ed content to remote areas (Oswald, 2019). Modern IT (e.g. 
mobile phones) facilitates interactive forms of radio KE (e.g. 
non-response voting, phone-ins) and may help address lim­
itations related to one-way remote dissemination KE meth­
ods. At the same time, Gilberds and Myers (2012) emphasise 
the need for more research to understand the issues related 
to radio broadcasters as knowledge intermediaries. 

The types of interactive KE events reported were the 
same between Uruguay and Wales, with some differences in 
the context of their use (e.g. only in Uruguay were courses 
specifically provided for new entrants to farming). However, 
in the category of interactive processes, exchanges, mentor­
ing and new and retiring farmer matching, were only used 
in Wales, while in Uruguay one-to-one advice was provided 
using World Bank funding rather than being provided by the 
KE service (Figure 2). These differences may reflect differences 
in the social context of Wales and Uruguay: in Europe, the CAP 
has been criticised for the negative impact of its individual­
ised focus on the capacity of farmers to work together (Leven­
ton et al., 2017) while social isolation amongst farmers has 
been identified as a major issue affecting farmers (Truchot 
and Andela, 2018). Against this backdrop, KE strategies focus­
sing on bringing together individuals with complementa­
ry interests or needs may be particularly beneficial. In more 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b006qj8q
http://www.ffermio.tv
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general terms the social nature of learning makes interaction 
between farmers in networks a vital element of KE (Klerkx 
et al., 2010) highlighting the importance of group-based 
KE methods. As described, efforts to alter stakeholder inter­
ests (in this case through exchanging views with others) are 
likely to be of particular value in relation to GHG mitigation 
measures which farmers may not initially wish to prioritise.

3.3 Categories of challenge KE methods  
could address and their potential mode  
of operation
Analysis with the conceptual framework highlighted how dif­
ferent KE methods might be expected to address the four dif­
ferent categories of challenge to the implementation of GHG 
mitigation measures described above. Across all KE method 
types identified, the analysis indicated that providing new 
knowledge can give insights to stakeholders that order and 
simplify previous understanding but that provision can 
also have a potentially negative impact on cognitive limita­
tions by adding complexity to the understanding of partici­
pants (Table 2) (Kipling et al., 2019b). Studies on the uptake 
of agro-environment schemes in the UK have previously 
suggested that both the mechanism and timing of knowl­
edge sharing can be key to the effects of new knowledge, 
with the provision of large amounts of complex information 

in response to initial inquiries often overwhelming farmers 
(Morris et al., 2000). Considering the need for (and challenges 
relating to) synthesising and applying knowledge, suggests 
the importance of thinking beyond the provision of knowl­
edge to how knowledge should be put into practice in giv­
en contexts. This insight supports the view of Coquil et al. 
(2018) who describe how, as more transformative changes 
(e.g. towards agro-ecological farming practices) are under­
taken by farmers, the learning process, the roles of KE practi­
tioners and farmers, and their understanding of the system, 
can all alter; emphasis moves from making knowledge avail­
able towards supporting the learning process of farmers as 
their perspectives and practice change. 

Knowledge limitations may be altered by KE methods in 
an empowering way or, controlled by pressurising or selling 
approaches (Table 2). Formats in which providers and parti­
cipants interact have the potential to reduce controlling 
elements of KE by offering the opportunity for knowledge 
sharing and enabling practitioners to shape activities to the 
needs of participants in real time, highlighting learning as 
a social process (Klerkx et al., 2010). Additionally, it has long 
been recognised that the environment in which learning 
interactions take place can have an important impact on 
learning processes and outcomes. Environment may facili­
tate different forms of persuasion which may be purposefully 

T A B L E  2
Summary of expected impacts of KE methods used in Uruguay and Wales on the four categories of challenge  
to implementing GHG mitigation measures from the conceptual framework. KE method types as in Figure 1 

KE method Practical limitations (PL) Knowledge limitations (KL) Cognitive limitations (CL) Interests (I)

Remote dis­
semination 
(for farmers)

No direct change, but  
alteration of KLs and CLs  
may reveal ways of address­
ing PLs that were in fact 
based on issues of knowl­
edge or understanding

Alter (empower) by direct 
knowledge provision; con­
trolling element possible  
in choice of which informa­
tion to share.

Alter (empower) by provision of new 
management knowledge/knowl­
edge that simplifies practice. 
Accommodate (control) if messages 
are ‘sold’. Knowledge may increase 
perceived complexity, increasing CL. 
If information is not trusted, it will 
be evaluated further, again increas­
ing CL.

Alter (empower) through new 
knowledge and perspectives 
or overcome/alter (control) if 
content uses sales approach to 
re-package old facts or selec­
tively represent new ones.

Interactive 
events

As for remote dissemination 
for farmers but knowledge 
may also grow through 
interaction with others. 
Controlling elements may 
decrease (vs. approaches 
without interaction) due 
to chances to question or 
increase due to physical  
context and expression of  
power relations.

As for remote dissemination for farm­
ers but context and practical demon­
stration can be used to tackle issues 
of perceived complexity –  
Alter (empower) –  but may also be 
used to enhance a sales approach – 
accommodating (control). Presence 
of other participants may facilitate 
synthesis of knowledge/evaluation 
of messages in an empowering way 
or be another source of control.

As for remote dissemination for 
farmers but these processes may 
occur through direct interac­
tion with others as well as with 
materials. Physical context and 
the power relations between 
individuals may have additional 
effects that control or empower 
participants.

Interactive 
processes

Alter (empower) as ongoing process­
es enable i) difficulties to be iden­
tified and addressed, ii) solutions 
which simplify rather than adding 
complexity to be developed, and 
iii) trust to build between those 
involved – groups acting as networks 
for ongoing learning.

Alter (empower) through inter­
action with others. Overcome/
Alter (control) if ideas are ‘sold’  
or if there are power inequalities. 
If participants are like-minded, 
may reinforce existing interests 
(I) – work around (accommodate).
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arranged, (e.g. KE providers occupying a raised stage to main­
tain a separate, controlling position or facilitating empower­
ment by holding the event in a farm environment that partici­
pants feel comfortable in). However, control or empowerment 
of different groups can also happen accidentally, with positive 
or negative effects on the goals of the event.

3.4 Potential impacts of methods on  
non-target stakeholder groups
The conceptual framework focused attention on how the 
implementation of KE methods can affect the interests and 
limitations of stakeholders beyond those directly engaged. 
For the types of KE method defined in Figure 2, Table 3 sum­
marises the nature of these potential impacts.

In relation to the influence of non-target stakeholders 
on KE, some differences were found between the organisa­
tions delivering particular forms of KE in Wales and Uruguay. 
Within Wales, data on KE methods were collected from FC 
and KE supplied by other providers (e.g. non-governmental 
organisations, farm suppliers, veterinarians) were not includ­
ed, while in response to the shared information from Wales, 
the Uruguayan KE provider indicated that some of the meth­
ods applied in Wales were also available in Uruguay but were 
provided by other bodies. This mixture of provision brings 
to the fore the issue of how other stakeholder groups (in this 
case other KE providers) interact with KE provision. 

In particular analysis using the conceptual framework 
highlighted the potential influence of other stakeholders on 
KE resulting from both their interests and their limitations 

(Table 3). This may result in the use of ‘controlling’ approach­
es involving pressure to implement or selling of particular 
solutions to farmers (Table 2). This reveals another challenge 
for KE practitioners, reflecting the previously recognised 
complexity of their role in diversified farm advisory systems 
(Vrain and Lovett, 2016)  – the need to identify, understand 
and manage how other stakeholders influence the scope, 
content and delivery of KE within the context created by dif­
ferent types of KE methods. In this respect, Uruguayan KE 
practitioners might draw lessons from the efforts by FC in 
Wales to avoid sales-type approaches to disseminating infor­
mation about new technology, including choosing which 
technologies to highlight based on the views of panels of 
farmers and KE practitioners before engaging with the com­
panies involved.

A more positive aspect of the influence of non-target 
stakeholders in relation to GHG mitigation focussed KE activ­
ities, is that pressure from customers may drive retailers to try 
to reduce carbon footprints associated with their suppliers 
(farmers) (Poore and Nemecek, 2018). In this way, KE proces­
ses involving supply chain actors may present opportuni­
ties to drive change. Depending on how such drivers act, 
retailers’ pressure for change may represent control over the 
interests of farmers or an empowering alteration of farmers’ 
interests that enables them to gain higher prices from lower-
emissions products. However, consumer preferences for low 
carbon food products may not always translate into substan­
tial changes in consumption patterns (Kemp et al., 2010) sug­
gesting limits to this driver for change.

T A B L E  3
Summary of potential impacts of KE methods on stakeholders not directly engaged.  
PL = Practical limitations, KL = Knowledge limitations, CL = Cognitive limitations, I = Interests 

KE method Impacts on non-target stakeholders

Remote dis­
semination

Other farmers: Empowering alteration of the KLs / CLs of wider groups could arise through the spread of information from those initially 
engaged. However, there is potential for misinformation / partial information to spread due to the CLs / Is of those passing it on – this may 
negatively affect: the CLs / KLs of others, the PLs of others if poor knowledge is acted upon, and the trust (Is) of others in future engage­
ment. Information may be spread in a way that seeks to control others’ actions, outside the influence of the initial communicator. 
However, value may be added to knowledge shared by the addition of accumulating experiences of application as information spreads 
between stakeholders – this may increase levels of trust (or overcome distrust) in external knowledge within the community.
Supply chain, research and rural stakeholders: Changes in farmers’ KL / CL may affect how they interact with suppliers, customers and 
those affected by farming activities, including appreciation of their Is, limitations and needs. This may in turn affect the behaviour of those 
other stakeholders, including their motivation to influence the information farmers receive.

Interactive 
events

The same issues as identified for remote dissemination apply, plus:
Other farmers: Interactions provide opportunities for misunderstandings to be identified and resolved before information is spread fur­
ther, including weaknesses in the information itself. Facilitated learning / events taking place in a farm context (e.g. demonstration farm 
visits) may help participants develop a fuller understanding of new knowledge, increasing the likely accuracy of the information they pass 
on to others. Trust of, and rapport with, KE practitioners built through interactions may motivate more accurate knowledge sharing.
KE practitioners: Interactions are likely to alter the limitations and Is of the KE practitioners (and any researchers) involved, potentially  
improving their understanding of and effectiveness in delivering KE practice (PL, KL, CL) as well as their priorities and motivation (I). How­
ever, if only certain groups of stakeholders are engaged (representing particular interests) the outlook (Is) understanding (CL) and knowl­
edge (KL) of KE practitioners may become skewed towards what works for that stakeholder group or towards the Is of that stakeholder 
group. This may have implications for the style of KE and the content of knowledge shared, and for access to KE by other stakeholders.
Supply chain, research and rural stakeholders: Stakeholders with their own Is and limitations may be motivated to shape content, delivery 
and outcome of interactive events.

Interactive 
processes

The same issues as identified for interactive events apply but with a decreased likelihood of misinformation or partial information being 
spread due to the longer-term interaction and growth of understanding within an interactive process (vs. a one-off event). However, influ­
ence by specific stakeholders within more involved processes may be deeper. Such influences may increase the possibility that the Is and 
limitations of KE practitioners become aligned with those of a specific group of stakeholders.
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Another revealed potential impact of KE methods on 
non-target stakeholders (Table 3) is how peer to peer spread 
of shared information could lead to issues with the qual­
ity of knowledge being shared. The use of more interactive 
KE methods and ongoing KE processes could be expected 
to reduce such problems by providing interactions with pro­
viders and opportunities to clarify or question information 
given. This benefit of KE processes may be particularly rele­
vant in relation to information about GHG mitigation meas­
ures, which farmers may not prioritise without engagement 
in interest-altering interactive activities.

3.5 Interests and limitations of KE practitioners
In both Uruguay and Wales, some KE methods were used as 
resources for KE practitioners (Figure 2: KE capacity: Resourc­
es). This recognises the need to support KE practitioners 
given their key role in how KE methods will be applied and 
the subsequent outcomes. Previous studies have found that 
the climate change perspectives of farm advisors can feed 
through into the advice they give to farmers (Church et al., 
2018) suggesting the need to address the interests and limi­
tations of KE practitioners when considering how to improve 
on-farm implementation of GHG mitigation measures.

In this context, while the use of a mixture of KE meth­
ods in Wales and Uruguay may reflect a conscious choice to 
fulfil strategic goals (see section 3.1) it may also be a prag­
matic response to KE practitioners’ interests and limitations. 
In relation to practical limitations (practitioners’ time and 
resources) the in-depth and therefore expensive nature of 
KE methods (grouped as interactive processes, Figure 2) may 
limit their use in the context of the withdrawal of govern­
ment funds from KE provision over recent decades (Vrain 
and Lovett, 2016), as may a lack of skills in facilitating such 
processes (knowledge limitations). Given the already highly 
complex role of KE practitioners in diversified advisory land­
scapes (Vrain and Lovett, 2016) cognitive limitations may 
affect the extent to which they consider the importance of, 
learn and use more involved KE methods. Finally, the influ­
ence of factors such as the professional self-image of KE prac­
titioners (interests) may also affect the types of KE method 
made available to farmers.

Considering KE practitioners’ interests and limitations 
highlights that they face challenges in changing their prac­
tice. In this study it was observed that, in Wales and Uru­
guay, KE methods involving more ambitious levels of inter­
action were reported in discrete, funded, projects (Figure 2: 
KE capacity: Resources) or with limited capacity, relative to 
broadly available remote dissemination resources. This sug­
gests limitations in the capacity of KE providers to roll out 
such interactive processes more widely. Addressing these 
issues, Nettle et al. (2018) examined factors that could sup­
port the adoption of novel techniques by KE practitioners, 
emphasising the need for a supportive context for learning 
and the importance of processes of experimentation. 

Just as potential challenges to farmers accessing KE 
were identified, analysis of KE methods used as resourc­
es for KE practitioners revealed similar potential challeng­
es to engagement by practitioners. However, some unique 

aspects were revealed. Firstly, the provision of technical 
information to KE practitioners (Figure 2: KE capacity: Reports 
and magazine for practitioners) highlights the need to effec­
tively bridge the gap between the knowledge domains of 
researchers and KE  practitioners in order to facilitate the 
integration and co-creation of knowledge from research 
and practice (Paschen et al., 2018). Differences in the com­
munities or networks of practice (Tagliaventi and Mattarelli, 
2006) of these groups can be expected to affect exchange 
and understanding between them, just as arises between KE 
practitioners and farmers. This point emphasises the impor­
tance of sharing solutions across the research disciplines 
involved in analysing both research-practitioner and practi­
tioner-stakeholder relationships.

Secondly, analysis using the framework drew attention 
to how the type and content of KE provided by practitioners 
may be influenced by the demands of KE recipients (farm­
ers) and other stakeholders, in turn affecting the nature of 
the topics practitioners themselves demand and engage 
with for their own development. Such influences may not be 
conducive to the more transformative changes required to 
achieve significant reductions in agricultural GHG emissions, 
given that processes of engagement in which stakeholders 
are more empowered most often deliver incremental change 
(Martin et al., 2013). However, KE processes in which farm­
ers are expected to implement externally-derived policies or 
directions (such as GHG emissions reduction) are more likely 
to be characterised by bias in power towards the KE prac­
titioner and prescriptiveness in their role, which can have 
negative consequences on stakeholder attitudes and out­
comes (Hilkens et al., 2018; Vrain and Lovett, 2016). A farmer’s 
trust in KE practitioners and the feeling that they are acting in 
their interests can be vital to the relationship (Ingram, 2008) 
and this may well be undermined under such circumstances. 
This tension in KE provision is played out in the way that the 
privatisation of KE services has led to gaps in provision (Net­
tle et al., 2017) with demand from farmers (and therefore the 
supply by KE practitioners reliant on their patronage) not 
necessarily aligned with policy agendas such as GHG emis­
sions reduction and sustainability.

One potential solution for reducing tensions between 
the KE topics demanded by stakeholders and societal 
requirements for agricultural KE came from a specific pro­
ject in Uruguay. This involved advisors providing farmers 
with information about the impacts of farming practices on 
other stakeholders to give the farmers a better understand­
ing of the environmental consequences of their actions and 
induce them to make changes. Providing open platforms for 
exchanges between different types of stakeholder has been 
recommended within processes aimed at developing hybrid, 
co-generated knowledge to tackle challenges related to agri­
culture (Nguyen et al., 2014). In this respect, the Uruguayan 
example may both represent a way to empower bottom-up 
change towards lower GHG emissions practices by altering 
farmers’ perceptions and enable KE practitioners facilitating 
such processes to maintain a balanced view of issues without 
losing the trust of farmers. However, multi-stakeholder inter­
actions must be carefully planned and managed to avoid the 



Kipling and Becoña (2019)  ·  L A N D B A U F O R S C H   ·  J Sustainable Organic Agric Syst  ·  69(1):13–2422   

damaging consequences of processes in which farmers feel 
outnumbered, and to address the challenges of developing 
trust between farmers and other stakeholder groups (Inman 
et al., 2018). The application of such techniques as a widely 
used KE method require changes to be made by farm advis­
ors in terms of their skills and practice, highlighting the need 
for the provision of carefully designed resources for KE prac­
titioners, including the development of networks for the 
development and sharing of new knowledge and practice 
(Nettle et al., 2018).

In addition to KE methods used to provide information 
and training to KE practitioners, other resources can support 
improvements in KE practice, including the use of decision 
support tools to facilitate effective interactions with farmers, 
for example as ‘boundary objects’ in social learning process­
es (Eastwood et al., 2012). Given that one of the advantages of 
modelling is to make invisible processes visible (van Paassen 
et al., 2007) they have a clear role in helping tackle issues relat­
ing to farmers’ understanding of how their systems contrib­
ute to GHG emissions (Hyland et al., 2016a). Modelling is used 
in KE in Wales and Uruguay (Figure 2: KE capacity: Resourc­
es). However, while in Wales modelling used by FC within its 
KE  programme mainly supports improved farm economic 
performance, in Uruguay it is being directly applied to inves­
tigate how farmers might best reduce emissions through 
the ‘Evaluación Medio Ambiental Ganadera’ (EMAG) model 
(https://www.planagropecuario.org.uy/web/102/conteni­
do/evaluación -medio-ambiental-ganadera.html) (Becoña 
et al., under review). Participatory modelling of Uruguayan 
farming systems has also been used to inform best prac­
tice in climate change adaptation, demonstrating that in 
these extensive systems adaptive management rather than 
rigid prescriptions are most likely to be economically resil­
ient (Dieguez Cameroni et al., 2014). In terms of the con­
ceptual framework applied here, this finding reinforces the 
importance of empowering KE approaches which build the 
capacity of stakeholders themselves to manage change and 
(through this) the need to alter farmer interests in relation to 
mitigation, rather than simply controlling them. Therefore, if 
any initial interest-related challenges to engagement with KE 
methods can be overcome, modelling provides an important 
resource to support KE. However, processes involving model­
ling must be transparent about limitations and assumptions 
in their characterisation of systems, in order to ensure find­
ings are appropriately interpreted and used.

3.6 Use of the conceptual framework
The conceptual framework used here facilitated a systematic 
appraisal of KE methods used in Uruguay and Wales in terms 
of their capacity to tackle different categories of potential 
challenge to the implementation of GHG emissions mitiga­
tion measures on livestock farms, including consideration 
of impacts on non-target stakeholder groups and the chal­
lenges to farmer engagement associated with each method. 
This use of the framework represents a technique for system­
atically organising the thoughts of the implementers of KE 
strategies including, forcing them to address aspects of pro­
posed actions that would otherwise have remained implicit or 

unexplored. Combining this form of analysis of KE methods 
with an exploration of the actual challenges to change and 
preferred solutions in a specific location (or for a specific GHG 
mitigation measure) can facilitate the development of effec­
tive KE tailored to specific circumstances. In the context of KE 
in Wales and Uruguay, further exploration of specific applica­
tions of KE methods in each country is also important in order 
to draw lessons from subtle differences in how the KE meth­
ods examined here are actually implemented on the ground. 
Despite these limitations, this study has highlighted impor­
tant issues to be addressed by practitioners and researchers 
in relation to the KE methods reviewed, their strengths and 
limitations, and has explored differences between the two 
countries in terms of the KE methods they apply.

4	 Conclusions

Analysis of KE methods used in Wales and Uruguay using 
the conceptual framework highlighted i) the focus of current 
KE methods in terms of the categories of challenge they are 
likely to address most effectively, and their different modes of 
working, ii) the need to recognise how non-target stakehold­
ers may affect the use of (and outcomes associated with) KE 
methods and, iii) the importance of recognising the particu­
lar challenges of delivering KE on GHG emissions mitigation 
measures versus delivering advice on other topics. KE profes­
sionals in the two countries may be able to learn from differ­
ences in the KE methods they use and how they are applied 
(such as, in Uruguay: the use of processes in which farmers 
engage with non-agricultural stakeholders or the use of mod­
elling that demonstrates to farmers the emissions impacts of 
their practices and, in Wales: the use of exchanges to share 
knowledge). This study indicated the utility of the concep­
tual framework in facilitating critical evaluation of KE meth­
ods, going beyond an assessment of their practical efficacy 
to explore the ways that they could be used to drive change, 
their limitations and the likely impacts of their application, 
both on farmers and non-target stakeholder groups. Taking 
these factors into account can support more effective and 
efficient KE strategies for on-farm GHG emissions mitigation. 
It forms the basis for aligning the use of KE methods to the 
actual mix of challenges experienced in particular locations 
or environments.
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Appendix 1

Summary of challenge and solution types within the conceptual 
framework described by Kipling et al. (2019a); challenges fully 
described in Kipling et al. (2019b). Descriptions focus on farm­
ers but the challenge categories apply to all stakeholder groups.

A 1.1 Categories of challenge to change
Practical limitations: 
A range of challenges relating to resources, including the 
availability of finance, time limitations and the practicality of 
adjusting existing systems to allow the adoption of changed 
practices or equipment (e.g. relating to infrastructure or to 
the environmental context of the farm).
Knowledge limitations: 
Relating to stakeholders’ awareness of novel management 
options or technological solutions, level of knowledge about 
the risks and benefits of a change, and whether they had the 
skills to implement them.
Cognitive limitations: 
Refers to how the complexity of the farm system and the eco­
nomic, social, environmental and policy pressures on farmers 
can restrict the mental space available to weigh up the ben­
efits of and synthesise new information about technology or 
changes to management. Complexity can be added to when 
information is not trusted (requiring additional evaluation) 
and when there are many sources of information.
Interests: 
All aspects of decision making relating to what stakeholders 
want to do: an umbrella for widely researched areas relating 
to the many influences on decision-making.
A 1.2 Solutions Categories
Levels of Change: 
Three levels of change were identified: 
i) Work around: solutions which do not change or seek to 
overcome a challenge, but instead avoid it (e.g. aligning all 
actions with the existing interests of farmers, rather than 
seeking to change them), 
ii) Overcome: solutions which do not remove or reduce a chal­
lenge, but give stakeholders the ability (or force them) to over­
come it (e.g. providing funds to buy expensive new equipment), 
iii) Alter: solutions that actually alter a particular challenge 
(e.g. new technology may make a particular task much less 
time consuming, reducing the practical challenge to its 
implementation).
Approaches to Change: 
Three approaches to change were identified, relating to how 
a specific solution is implemented: 
i) Accommodate: accepts that a challenge exists and takes it 
into account when making changes (e.g. bringing in new roles 
incrementally to give time for practical changes to be made), 
ii) Control: forces or directs change (e.g. regulation to over­
come interests that are not aligned to implementation, or 
providing resources for only certain types of activity), 
iii) Empower: enables the stakeholder to take control of the 
situation and drive change (e.g. providing training in strate­
gic decision making to reduce cognitive limitations and help 
the stakeholder achieve what they want to).

R E F E R E N C E S

Becoña G, Astigarraga L, Picasso VD (2014) Greenhouse gas emissions of 
beef cow-calf grazing systems in Uruguay. Sustain Agric Res 3(2):89–
105, doi:10.22004/ag.econ.230526

Becoña G, Ledgard S, Astigarraga L, Dieguez F, Morales H (under review) 
EMAG – National model to evaluate environmental impacts of cattle  
production systems in Uruguay. 

Bidegain M, Caffera R (1997) Clima del Uruguay [Online]. Retrieved from  
<https://www.rau.edu.uy/uruguay/geografía/Uy_c-info.htm>  
[at 15 Nov 2019]

Church SP, Dunn M, Babin N, Mase AS, Haigh T, Prokopy LS (2018) Do advi­
sors perceive climate change as an agricultural risk? An in-depth exami­
nation of Midwestern U.S. Ag advisors’ views on drought, climate 
change, and risk management. Agr Hum Values 35(2):349–365, 
doi:10.1007/s10460-017-9827-3

Colvin J, Blackmore C, Chimbuya S, Collins K, Dent M, Goss J, Ison R, Roggero 
PP, Seddaiu G (2014) In search of systemic innovation for sustainable 
development: A design praxis emerging from a decade of social learn­
ing inquiry. Research Policy 43(4):760–771, doi:10.1016/j.re­
spol.2013.12.010

Coquil X, Cerf M, Auricoste C, Joannon A, Barcellini F, Cayre P, Chizallet  
M, Dedieu B, Hostiou N, Hellec F et al. (2018) Questioning the work  
of farmers, advisors, teachers and researchers in agro-ecological  
transition. A review. Agron Sustain Dev 38: 47, doi:10.1007/s13593-018-
0524-4

Davis K, Bohn A, Franzel S, Blum M, Rieckmann U, Raj S, Hussein K, Ernst N 
(eds) (2018) What works in rural advisory services? Global Good Practice 
Notes. Lausanne, Switzerland: GFRAS, 148 p

Dieguez Cameroni FJ, Terra R, Tabarez S, Bommel P, Corral J, Bartaburu D,  
Pereira M, Montes E, Duarte E, Morales Grosskopf H (2014) Virtual expe­
riments using a participatory model to explore interactions between 
climatic variability and management decisions in extensive grazing  
systems in the basaltic region of Uruguay. Agric Syst 130(C):89–104, 
doi:10.1016/j.agsy.2014.07.002

Eastwood CR, Chapman DF, Paine MS (2012) Networks of practice for co-
construction of agricultural decision support systems: Case studies of 
precision dairy farms in Australia. Agric Syst108(C):10–18, doi:10.1016/j.
agsy.2011.12.005

FAO (2019) FAOSTAT [online]. Retrieved from <http://www.fao.org/faostat/
en/#data> [at 15 Nov 2019]

Garibaldi LA, Gemmill-Herren B, D’Annolfo R, Graeub BE, Cunningham SA, 
Breeze TD (2017) Farming approaches for greater biodiversity, liveli­
hoods, and food security. Trends Ecol Evol 32(1):68–80, doi:10.1016/j.
tree.2016.10.001

Gilberds H, Myers M (2012) Radio, ICT convergence and knowledge broker­
age: Lessons from Sub-Saharan Africa. IDS Bulletin 43(5):76–83, 
doi:10.1111/j.1759-5436.2012.00366.x

Haden VR, Niles MT, Lubell M, Perlman J, Jackson LE (2012) Global and local 
concerns: What attitudes and beliefs motivate farmers to mitigate and 
adapt to climate change? PLOS ONE 7(12):e52882, doi:10.1371/journal.
pone.0052882

Hilkens A, Reid JI, Klerkx L, Gray DI (2018) Money talk: How relations be­
tween farmers and advisors around financial management are shaped. 
J Rural Stud 63:83–95, doi:10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.09.002

Hyland JJ, Jones DL, Parkhill KA, Barnes AP, Williams AP (2016a) Farmers’  
perceptions of climate change: identifying types. Agr Hum Values 
33(2):323–339, doi:10.1007/s10460-015-9608-9

Hyland JJ, Styles D, Jones DL, Williams AP (2016b) Improving livestock pro­
duction efficiencies presents a major opportunity to reduce sectoral 
greenhouse gas emissions. Agric Syst147:123–131, doi:10.1016/j.
agsy.2016.06.006

Ingram J (2008) Agronomist–farmer knowledge encounters: an analysis  
of knowledge exchange in the context of best management practices 
in England. Agr Hum Values 25(3):405–418, doi:10.1007/s10460-008-
9134-0

Inman A, Winter M, Wheeler R, Vrain E, Lovett A, Collins A, Jones I, Johnes P, 
Cleasby W (2018) An exploration of individual, social and material fac­
tors influencing water pollution mitigation behaviours within the farm­

https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.230526
https://www.rau.edu.uy/uruguay/geografia/Uy_c-info.htm
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-017-9827-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-018-0524-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-018-0524-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2014.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2011.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2011.12.005
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2016.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2012.00366.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052882
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052882
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-015-9608-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2016.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2016.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-008-9134-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-008-9134-0


Kipling and Becoña (2019)  ·  L A N D B A U F O R S C H   ·  J Sustainable Organic Agric Syst  ·  69(1):13–2424   

ing community. Land Use Policy 70:16–26, doi:10.1016/j.landuse­
pol.2017.09.042

Jones L, Thistlethwaite G, Kilroy E, Brown P, MacCarthy J, Walker C, Salis­
bury E, Hampshire K, Buys G, Cardenas L (2017) Greenhouse gas  
inventories for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland:  
1990–2015. Oxfordshire: National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 
(NAEI)

Kemp K, Insch A, Holdsworth DK, Knight JG (2010) Food miles: Do UK con­
sumers actually care? Food Policy 35(6):504–513, doi:10.1016/j.food­
pol.2010.05.011

Kipling RP, Taft HE, Chadwick D, Styles D, Moorby JM (2019a) Implementa­
tion solutions for greenhouse gas mitigation measures in livestock ag­
riculture: A framework for coherent strategy. Environ Sci Policy 
101:232–244, doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2019.08.015

Kipling RP, Taft HE, Chadwick DR, Styles D, Moorby J (2019b) Challenges to 
implementing greenhouse gas mitigation measures in livestock agri­
culture: A conceptual framework for policymakers. Environ Sci Policy 
92:107–115, doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2018.11.013

Klerkx L, Aarts N, Leeuwis C (2010) Adaptive management in agricultural in­
novation systems: The interactions between innovation networks and 
their environment. Agric Syst103(6):390–400, doi:10.1016/j.
agsy.2010.03.012

Knuth U, Knierim A (2015) Interaction with and governance of increasingly 
pluralistic AKIS: A changing role for advisory services. In: EU SCAR (ed) 
Agricultural knowledge and innovation systems towards the future:  
a foresight paper. Brussels: European Commission, 104–118, 
doi:10.2777/388087

Leeuwis C (2004) Communication for rural innovation: rethinking agricultur­
al extension, 3rd Edition. Oxford: Blackwell Science Ltd, 424 p

Leventon J, Schaal T, Velten S, Dänhardt J, Fischer J, Abson DJ, Newig J (2017) 
Collaboration or fragmentation? Biodiversity management through 
the common agricultural policy. Land Use Policy 64:1–12, doi:10.1016/j.
landusepol.2017.02.009

Martin G, Martin-Clouaire R, Duru M (2013) Farming system design to feed  
the changing world. A review. Agron Sustain Dev 33:131–149, 
doi:10.1007/s13593-011-0075-4

Modernel P, Dogliotti S, Alvarez S, Corbeels M, Picasso V, Tittonell P, Rossing 
WAH (2018) Identification of beef production farms in the Pampas and 
Campos area that stand out in economic and environmental perfor­
mance. Ecol Indic 89:755–770, doi:10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.01.038

Morris J, Mills J, Crawford IM (2000) Promoting farmer uptake of agri-envi­
ronment schemes: the countryside stewardship arable options scheme. 
Land Use Policy 17(3):241–254, doi:10.1016/S0264-8377(00)00021-1

Morris W, Henley A, Dowell D (2017) Farm diversification, entrepreneurship 
and technology adoption: Analysis of upland farmers in Wales.  
J Rural Stud 53:132-143, doi:10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.05.014

Nettle R, Crawford A, Brightling P (2018) How private-sector farm advisors 
change their practices: An Australian case study. J Rural Stud 58:20–27, 
doi:10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.027

Nettle R, Klerkx L, Faure G, Koutsouris A (2017) Governance dynamics and  
the quest for coordination in pluralistic agricultural advisory systems.  
The Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension 23(3):189–195,  
doi:10.1080/1389224x.2017.1320638

Nguyen TPL, Seddaiu G, Roggero PP (2014) Hybrid knowledge for under­
standing complex agri-environmental issues: nitrate pollution in Italy. 
Int J Agr Sustain 12(2):164–182, doi:10.1080/14735903.2013.825995

Oswald F (2019) Agricultural information on air: Analysing farm radio 
through contemporary models of science communication. A compari­
son of three cases in rural Kenya. Karlsruhe, 196 p, Karlsruhe Institute of 
Technology (KIT), Master Thesis

Oyhantçabal G, Narbondo I (2019) Land grabbing in Uruguay: new forms of 
land concentration. Can J Dev Stud 40(2):201–219, doi:10.1080/0225518
9.2018.1524749

Paschen J-A, Shovelton J, Evers A, Hollier C, Nettle R, Ayre M, King B, Rei­
chelt N (2018) Facilitating the collaboration of practitioner and scien­
tific knowledge: experiences from an Australian action research inter­
vention. 13th European International Farming Systems Association 
Symposium, Mediterranean Agronomic Institute of Chania, Greece,  
1–5 Jul 2018

Poore J, Nemecek T (2018) Reducing food’s environmental impacts through 
producers and consumers. Science 360(6392):987–992, doi:10.1126/sci­
ence.aaq0216

Pozo P, Säumel I (2018) How to bloom the green desert: Eucalyptus planta­
tions and native forests in Uruguay beyond black and white perspec­
tives. Forests 9(10):614–630, doi:10.3390/f9100614

Royo Pallarés O, Berretta E, Maraschin G (2005) The South American campos 
ecosystem. In: Suttle J, Reynolds S, Batello C (eds) Grassland of the 
World. 5 Rome: FAO, 171–212 

Tagliaventi MR, Mattarelli E (2006) The role of networks of practice, value 
sharing, and operational proximity in knowledge flows between pro­
fessional groups. Human Relations 59(3):291–319, doi:10.1177/0018​
726706064175

Truchot D, Andela M (2018) Burnout and hopelessness among farmers: The 
farmers stressors inventory. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 
53(8):859–867, doi:10.1007/s00127-018-1528-8

van Paassen A, Roetter RP, van Keulen H, Hoanh CT (2007) Can computer  
models stimulate learning about sustainable land use? Experience with 
LUPAS in the humid (sub-)tropics of Asia. Agric Syst 94(3):874–887, 
doi:10.1016/j.agsy.2006.11.012

Vrain E, Lovett A (2016) The roles of farm advisors in the uptake of measures 
for the mitigation of diffuse water pollution. Land Use Policy 54:413–
422, doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.03.007

Welsh Government (2013) Welsh Agricultural Statistics 2012 and 2013.  
Cardiff: Gov.Wales 

Wreford A, Ignaciuk A, Gruère G (2017) Overcoming barriers to the adoption 
of climate-friendly practices in agriculture. OECD Food, Agriculture and 
Fisheries Papers 101, Paris: OECD Publishing, 40 p, 
doi:10.1787/97767de8-en

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.09.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.09.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.08.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2018.11.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2010.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2010.03.012
https://doi.org/10.2777/388087 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-011-0075-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2018.01.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0264-8377(00)00021-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1080/1389224x.2017.1320638
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2013.825995
https://doi.org/10.1080/02255189.2018.1524749
https://doi.org/10.1080/02255189.2018.1524749
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaq0216
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaq0216
https://doi.org/10.3390/f9100614
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726706064175
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726706064175
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00127-018-1528-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2006.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1787/97767de8-en

	Abstract
	Keywords, Highlights

	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Study countries and mitigation measures
	2.2 Study context and conceptual framework
	2.3 Data collection and analysis

	3 Results and discussion
	3.1 Agricultural KE in Wales and Uruguayand challenges to engagement
	3.2 Differences between KE methods applied in Wales and Uruguay
	3.3 Categories of challenge KE methods could address and their potential mode of operation
	3.4 Potential impacts of methods on non-target stakeholder groups
	3.5 Interests and limitations of KE practitioners
	3.6 Use of the conceptual framework

	4 Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix 1
	References
	Figure 1
	Figure 2
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3

