Utilization of Social Media by Input Dealers for Information Needs in Agriculture

ABSTRACT

The study was carried out with an objective to assess the utilization of social media as an
information source in agriculture by the input dealers. The study was conducted with
randomly selected 80 respondents from Malda district. The study shows that extension
services in agriculture was still the most preferred information sources for agricultural input
dealers followed by social media. The increasing trend of using social media for agricultural
information was very much encouraging. The study shows that social media tools such as
WhatsApp was most preferred by the input dealers followed by YouTube and Facebook.
Further, the study shows that the information searched on social media were highest on latest
technologies available in agriculture followed by information on educationand trainingand
variety of seeds. The input dealers were considerable active in sharing of agricultural
information in social media and considerable percentage of input dealers were having trust on

social media for agricultural information need.
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INTRODUCTION

The input dealers play a significant role in dissemination of scientific agriculture knowledge
to the farmers. It has been observed through different studies that input dealers are the first
point of contact for any type of information in agriculture for the farmers. Extension
participation of the input dealers in dissemination of agricultural information was medium
(Panja et al., 2021). But it was found from different studies that input dealers had medium

level of knowledge gap about pesticides (Kumar et al., 2020). Social media and internet play



a vital role as information sources of progressive farmers and input dealers. It saves time and
cost of the farmers without any time lag (Balkrishna and Deshmukh, 2017).Therefore, an
attempt has been made to assess the sources of information for these input dealers who play a

vital role in dissemination of agricultural information to the farmers.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study was purposively undertaken to assess the information seeking behaviour of the
input dealers in agriculture. Further, the extent of exposure of social media tools by the input
dealers which were gaining importance in knowledge sharing was also assessed. The social
media tools which has been used by the respondents for at least once were only considered in
the study. To do the study, 80 respondents were randomly selected from Malda district which
was prosperous in both agricultureand horticulture. Extent of use in different sources for
agricultural information and extent of exposure in social media were ranked in 4quantum
(always=3, often=2, sometime=1 and never=0). Total Rank Order Score (TROS) were
calculated adding all the score. Simple statistical tools such as frequency and percentage were

used for further analysis and interpretation.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The study shows that the extension services (TROS 204) was still the most utilised sources of
agricultural information by the input dealers followed by social media (TROS 150) and
fellow input dealers (TROS 143) (Table 1). Further, it was also found that extension services
were always utilized by 67.50 percent of input dealers for agricultural information followed
by social media (27.50%) and farm magazine (17.50%). The results showed that extension
services provided by the govt. organisation agencies or the private companies were still the
most preferred sources of agriculture information though social media and internet sources

were gaining importance.



Table 1. Source of agricultural information by input dealers

SI.No. Sources Always Often Sometime Never TROS
1. Extension services | 54(67.50) | 16 (20.00) | 10 (12.50) | 0 (0.00) 204
2. Television 9 (11.25) | 22 (27.50) | 49 (61.25) | 0 (0.00) 120
3. Radio 0 (0.00) 0(0.00) | 22 (27.50) | 58 (72.50) 22
4, Newspaper 2 (2.50) | 38 (47.50) | 40 (50.00) | 0 (0.00) 122
5. Farm magazine 14(17.50) | 27 (32.75) | 30 (37.50) | 9 (11.25) 126
6. Internet 12(15.00) | 38 (47.50) | 26 (32.50) | 4 (5.00) 138
7. Social media 22(27.50) | 26 (32.50) | 32 (40.00) | 0 (0.00) 150
8. Fellow input dealers | 19(23.75) | 25 (31.25) | 36 (45.00) | 0 (0.00) 143
9. Progressive farmers | 0(0.00) | 9 (11.25) | 26 (32.50) | 45 (56.25) 44
10. Input supply 2(2.50) | 23(28.75) | 36 (45.00) | 19 (23.75) | 88

companies

TROS= Total Rank Order Score; Figures in parentheses indicate percentage

The increasing exposure to the social media as a source of information in agriculture had

compelled to assess the media in which the input dealers relied most for their information.

The study shows that social media tools such as WhatsApp (TROS 155) was most preferred

by the input dealers followed by YouTube (TROS 113) and Facebook (TROS 86) (Table 2).

Further, it was found that WhatsApp were always preferred by 23.75 percent of the input

dealers followed by YouTube (16.25) and Facebook (13.75%). The social media tools

considered in the study were only those which were at least once used by the input dealers.

Social media proved to be very useful to farmers looking for solutions to their day-to-day

agricultural problems relating to crop and livestock diseases (Thakur and Chander, 2018).

Table 2. Extent of exposure to social media by the input dealers

Sl. No. | Social Media | Always Often Sometime Never TROS
1. Facebook 11 (13.75) | 13(16.25) | 27(33.75) | 29 (36.25) 86
2. Twitter 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 9 (11.25) 71 (88.75) 9
3. LinkedIn 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 4 (0.00) 76 (95.00) 4
4. Instagram 0 (0.00) 6 (0.00) 2 (2.5) 72 (90.00) 14
5. WhatsApp 19 (23.75) | 37(46.25) | 24 (30.00) 0 (0.00) 155
6. Telegram 0 (0.00) 2 (2.50) 9 (11.25) 69 (86.25) 13
7. YouTube 13 (16.25) | 19(23.75) | 36(45.00) | 12 (15.00) 113
8. Google+ 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 7 (8.75) 73 (91.25) 7
9. Skype 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 16 (20.00) | 64 (80.00) 16
10. Messenger 0 (0.00) 6 (7.50) 13 (16.25) | 61 (76.25) 25

TROS= Total Rank Order Score; Figures in parentheses indicate percentage




Table 3 depicts that the information need in social media by the input dealers were highest
onimproved technologies available in agriculture (TROS 168) followed by information on
educationand training(TROS 155), variety of seeds (TROS 148) and weather condition
(TROS 147). Further, about 43 percent of the input dealers had always preferred social media
for their information need in variety of seeds followed by improved technologies in
agriculture (40%) and weather condition (35%).

Table 3. Information needs on social mediaby the input dealers

Sl. No Information needs Always Often | Sometime | Never | TROS
1. Improved technologies | 32(40.00) | 26(32.50) | 20(25.00) | 2(2.50) 168
2. Business and trade | 19(23.75) | 26(32.50) | 15(18.75) | 20(25.00) | 124
3. Govt. agricultural | » ) 55 45y | 16(20.00) | 15(18.75) | 25(31.25) | 119

policies and plans
g, | Weatherconditionand | ,q a5 05y | 9997.50) | 19(23.75) | 11(13.75) | 147
environment
5. Variety of seeds 35(43.75) | 12(15.00) | 19(23.75) | 14(17.50) | 148
Credit facilities, source,
6. erms and conditions | 9(11:25) | 18(22.50) | 23(28.75) | 30(37.50) | 86
Price, market trend and
7. ctock available 19(23.75) | 18(22.50) | 19(23.75) | 24(30.00) | 112
8. Educationand training | 26(32.50) | 26(32.50) | 25(31.25) | 3(3.75) 155

Figures in parentheses indicate percentage

Table 4 shows that input dealers were not very much active in posting queries (63.75%)and
did not contribute to social media discussion (82.50%),but the input dealers were active in
sharing agricultural information on social media (61.25%).Further, 47.50 percent of the input
dealers preferred social media over other channels in obtaining agricultural information and
its need were fulfilled through social media for about 46 percent of the input dealers.
Difficulty to find relevant information was one of the most serious constraints in using social
media for information sources (Darshan and Meena, 2017).

Table 4. Activity in social media use for agricultural information

SI. No. Activity in social media Yes No
1. Posting of queries on social media platforms 29(36.25) | 51(63.75)
2. Contributing on social media discussions 14(17.50) | 66(82.50)
3. Sharing of agricultural information on social media 49(61.25) | 31(38.75)
" Preft'arring so<_:ia| medig over other channels in 38(47.50) | 42(52.50)
obtaining agricultural information




| 5. [ Information needs is fulfilled through social media | 37(46.25) | 43(53.75) |
Figures in parentheses indicate percentage

Trustworthiness of the information was always a question through social media. The study shows that

input dealers trust only to those contents when it was received from authenticated sources
(77.5%) and considerable numbers of input dealers (38.75%) had applied many technologies
after getting information through social media (Table 5). Further, considerable numbers of
input dealers (37.5%)had perceived that application of new technologies after getting
information through social media have enrichedthem. The information received by the input
dealersin social media were not always trustworthy but the information they receivedon
agriculture were mostly trustworthy (56.25%) and the input dealers (52.50%) forwarded only
those information in agriculture which they trusted. Sharing of inappropriate information
such as greetings and jokes by a few members in the WhatsApp group was the prime
constraint in seeking information (Thakur and Chander, 2018).

Table 5. Trustworthiness in social media for agricultural information

SI. No. Trustworthiness in social media Yes No

1 I trust only to those contents when it was received 62(77.50) | 18(22.50)
from authenticated sources

5 I have ap_plled many technologlgs after getting 31(38.75) | 49(61.25)
information through social media

3 Appllcat!on pf new techn(_)logle_s after getting 30(37.50) | 50(62.50)
information in social media enrich us

4 I don’t trust all the _mforrnaj[lon in social media but the 45(56.25) | 35(43.75)
information on agriculture is mostly trustworthy

5. | forward only that information which | trust 42(52.50) | 38(47.50)

Figures in parentheses indicate percentage

CONCLUSION

The study shows that social media play a vital role in dissemination of important information
in agriculture. Social media tools such as WhatsApp, YouTube and Facebook are game
changers in dissemination of information without much time lag. WhatsApp group with the
created by the different scientific and extension organisations with the farmers and input

dealers has already proved to be very much promising in dissemination of scientific



information to the farmers and input dealers. Therefore, the new tools of social media need to
be utilization by the extension organisations, further input dealers and farmers needs to be
encouraged for utilization of these tools for agricultural information sharing and

dissemination of promising agricultural technologies.
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