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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to determine the purpose of social media usage of farmers in Selguklu
district of Konya province. The sample volume was determined as 80 according to the stratified
random sampling method, with a 95% confidence interval and with a 5% margin of error. Factor
analysis was conducted to determine the farmers’ social media usage purposes. Factor analysis was
conducted on 19 independent variables and 3 independent variables were identified to determine
the reasons for using social media. These variables are called professional development,
socialization, and communication. The relationship between professional development,
socialization, and communication variables and social media platforms was determined by linear
regression analysis. For platforms used for socialization purposes, it was found that Facebook was
statistically significant at 1% and Instagram was 5%. According to the regression analysis,
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ﬁ%\;ﬁﬁ%n source platforms used for vocational development purposes, it was found that WhatsApp was statistically
Internet significant at 1% and YouTube was 5%. In social media, training, extension, projects, and
Konya promotions should be more widely supported in order to support the professional training of
Regression analysis enterprises. In addition, pieces of training should be provided for enterprises to use social media
Farmers platforms more effectively.
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Introduction

A common language to explain and analyze examples
of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT)-
mediated learning networks is useful for developing
network-based learning in agricultural extension and
transferring information between examples (Carvalho and
Goodyear 2014; Goodyear and Carvalho 2013). It is
considered to consist of ICT learners, participants,
educators and learning resources (Banks et al., 2003;
Dirckinck-Holmfeld et al., 2009). Educators are defined as
actors in the network with experiences valued by the
community, while learners are people who have the
motivation to learn from those experiences. Thus, in
different contexts, the roles of learners and educators may
be interchangeable. Resources are defined as non-human
elements that contribute to the co-creation of information
within the network (Kelly et al., 2017). Social media is a
brand-new communication tool of the 21st century. Giving
users a choice, it is rather distinctive from traditional media
tools such as newspapers, radio and television. In the
publication prepared by the American non-governmental
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organization “Animal Agriculture Alliance”, the definition
of social media is as follows: “social media is a way of
building relationships between people, sharing information
and connecting with hard-to-reach people (Anonymous,
2019a). In social media, users can create groups, pages,
channels as well as executing numerous functions all
together such as generating, deriving, directing, marketing,
etc. Social media is a sustainable learning and sharing
platform that is unique, fast, effective, economical all at the
same time. More than half of the world’s population is
under the influence of the gravitational power of the
internet. Four of every ten people are social media users
now (Anonymous, 2019b). There exists a parallelism
between smartphone users and social media usage. The
number of active monthly users on the world’s most
popular social media platforms has exceeded 2 billion
(Statista, 2019). Social media has become an important part
of the reputation and perception management of brands in
the business world. Social media investments have become
one of the indispensable topics of sales and marketing
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budgets. Many companies allocate 35-45% of their annual
marketing budget to digital marketing and 15-25% of this
budget goes to social media platforms (Preston, 2018). In
the scale of Turkey, especially the use of social media is
swiftly gaining popularity amongst young people. The
compatibility of the youngest part of the population with
the most dynamic area of communication is increasing day
by day. Considering the objectives of internet use, social
media preferences such as creating profiles on social
media, messaging and sharing photos, etc., rank first with
a rate of 84.1% (TURKSTAT, 2019a). 64% of Turkey’s
total population uses social media. The time spent on social
media is an average of 2 hours and 51 minutes per day.
(Digital, 2020). Overall, it can be said that social media is
at the very center of our lives.

Observing social media on a commercial scale, it can
be seen that e-trade volume in Turkey in 2017 reached 42.2
billion growing 37% compared to 2016. The rate of online
transactions in the total retail market has increased up to
4.1%, while the average of developing countries is 4.8%
(TUBISAD, 2018). According to the digital 2019 research,
2.8 billion people annually purchase products or services
through e-trade channels, corresponding to 37% of the total
population. While this group brings in the e-trade market $
1.7 trillion annually, the per capita expenditure is $ 634.
Users spend the most on travel and fashion-beauty titles in
the e-trade market. The share of Turkey’s e-trade market is
relatively still quite small (Anonymous, 2019a). As can be
seen, social media has been rapidly integrating into sectors
by raising both the volume of individuals’ social life and
their share in trade. As well as bringing new dimensions to
information and communication technologies, social
media has had an impact on the agricultural sector as well
as on almost every business line. This is because the scope
and dynamic nature of social media facilitate access to
information. In the agricultural sector, social media comes
to the fore in rural development, agricultural production,
agricultural marketing, access to information, etc. Social
media enhances agricultural communication and
implements an innovative communication environment to
agricultural stakeholders by promoting the farmer and
industry network. It is a potent, useful and controversial
tool that connects billions of people globally (Hawley et
al., 2018). Farmers use social media for its capacity to
bring together all the stakeholders of the agricultural sector
(farmers, experts, enterprises and scientists). As well as
being used for personal purposes, they tell their own
success or failure stories on social media. Up-to-date
information on agricultural production is shared
(Balkrishna & Deshmukh, 2017). It can be commented that
social media has become the most prominent tool for
following innovations in agriculture.

Konya city constitutes a great potential for Turkey’s
agricultural production. Konya, with its 40.838 km2
surface area is the largest landholdings in Turkey. The city
ranks first in wheat, sugar beet, barley, oilseed and
cultivation of silage corn, alfalfa (green grass), dry beans,
carrots, cherries, apple, meat, milk and egg production in
Turkey. Selguklu is the most populous district of Konya
province in terms of population density. According to 2017
data, the population density of Konya province is 57
persons/km? and the population density of Selguklu district
is 332 persons/km? (Anonymous, 2019¢) The average for

Turkey is 107 persons/km? (TURKSTAT, 2019b). The
population density of the Selguklu district is higher than the
Turkey average. Therefore, the research was conducted in
the Selcuklu district of Konya, one of the most important
agricultural production centers in Turkey, to ascertain the
social media usage aims of farmers. With the study, the
social media usage purposes of the farmers involved in
agricultural production were determined. In the literature,
there are studies on the social media usage purposes of
farmers (Thakur et al., 2017; Soylu et al., 2016; Han et al.,
2021; Kanjina, 2021; Ofori & El-Gayar, 2019; Riley &
Robertson, 2021). However, no study was found for Konya
province. For this reason, the study has been carried out
and its results will be beneficial to the research area.

Material and Method

Agricultural enterprises operating in Konya province
created the main framework of the study. In the study,
Selcuklu district was selected according to the purposeful
sampling method. From this mainframe, the sample volume
was executed according to the stratified random sampling
method. The method was used in the study to raise the
accuracy of the findings collected from the enterprises and
to ensure that the different sections in the population were
adequately represented (Giines & Arikan, 1985).

The number of samples in the study was calculated
according to the formula below (Aoyama, 1954; Yamane,
1967). The sample volume was determined to be 80 with a
95% confidence interval and a 5% margin of error.

_ T(NySp)?
M= N2Dz+znNhszh @
D?=d?/ 72 2
Where;
n = Sampling size
N = Number of total holdings in population
d = Allowed error rate from the main mass average
value
t = Standard normal distribution value

Nn = h. Number of the population in h

Sp2  =isthe variance of h

D? =d¥z?

z = lsthe reliability coefficient (1.96 which
represents 95% confidence).

Data of the 80 surveys conducted in the research area
was evaluated according to the enterprise sizes formed with
the suckled cow number 1-50 da (6 enterprises), 51-150 da
(20 enterprises) and 151-550 da (40 enterprises), 551 and
more (14 enterprises).

The distribution of sample volume according to
enterprise groups is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Distribution of enterprises by land size (sample
volume)

Enterprise Size Groups Sample Volume (pcs)
1-50 6
51-150 20
151-550 40
551-+ 14
Total 80
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The age, education, income, land assets, number of
animals, products, social media perception and social
media platforms are given with simple percentage
calculations. Information sources used in enterprises,
social media usage frequencies and social media usage
frequencies in agricultural issues are given according to 5-
Point Likert Scale. Likert scale is one of the attitude scale
scales and is involved in regulated scales.

The fundamental approach in the Likert scale is to give
judgments about the subject under investigation and to
evaluate and grade the concentration on these judgments.
For this view, the factor is determined first, and each factor
is turned into a question according to the conditions of the
scale. Then, for these questions, scale scores that indicate
the participation degree of the participants in the survey are
built. Individuals whose attitude analysis will be made
determine their own scores according to their degree of
participation. The scale value of the person is found with
the scores calculated for the degree of participation. With
this value gained, the factors that circumscribe an
individual’s attitude or behavior towards an event are
graded (Erdogan, 1997). The survey study was conducted
in 2019 and face-to-face.

In the study, linear regression analysis was carried out to
ascertain the social media usage purposes of the farmers.
Linear regression analysis measures the dependency of a
single dependent variable with more than one explanatory
variable. The mean of the first (population) is the model that
foretells the latter in terms of known or unchanged values (in
repeated samples). The linear regression model is examined
by correlation analysis whether there is a relationship between
dependent and independent variables. The correlation
coefficient utilizes values between -1 and +1 and is denoted
by r. +1 indicates that there is a strong positive relationship, 0
indicates that there is no relationship, while -1 symbolizes that
there is a strong opposite relationship. To test the significance
and appropriateness of the variables obtained in the regression
analysis; the t-test value and the determination coefficient are
used depending on the correlation coefficient. The
determination coefficient of the variables shows the strength
of the interaction and the “t” test shows the interaction
between dependent and independent variables. The
determination coefficient is the square of the correlation
coefficient (R?). The closer the determination coefficient is to
1, the higher the significance of the regression equation.
Projection equations consist of a dependent variable and the
independent variables managing this variable. Besides, these
equations are established by the least-squares method
(Gujarati, 2009; Kalayci, 2014). The dependent and
independent variables used in the study are given below.

Y = B0 + BaX1+ BaXo+ BaXz+ BaXa+ PsXs + PeXe

Where;

Y = Social Media Usage Purposes of Farmers

Y1 =: Use of social media for professional development
Y, = Use of social media for socializing).

B0 = Constant Value

X1 =WhatsApp

Xz = Facebook

X3 =YouTube
X4 = Instagram
Xs = Twitter

In the regression model, factor loads obtained as a result
of factor analysis were used as dependent variables. As a
result of factor analysis, 3 factors were determined. A model
was established for 2 of these factors and the model was
found to be significant. In the 1st model, the dependent
variable is Use of social media for professional
development, and in the 2nd model, the dependent variable
is Use of social media for socializing. R? value; It was
determined as 47.20 in model 1 and 28.3 in model 2. Studies
in the literature were examined and R? values were found to
be appropriate (Tiraieyari et al., 2010; Below et al., 2012;
Danso-Abbeam et al., 2018; Harniati & Anwarudin, 2018;
Pradhan et al., 2020; Kassem et al., 2021).

Factor analysis was used for the classification of
independent variables. Factor analysis is a multivariate
statistical technique that takes a small number of unrelated
variables by bringing together the related variables of a
large number of data. In factor analysis, a large number of
observed variables are explained by a reduced number of
factors. However, correlations between these variables are
taken into consideration (Johnson & W.ichern, 1992;
Kalayci, 2014). The factor analysis model has many
methods, the most common of which are “common factor
analysis” and “component factor analysis”. The choice of
factor model depends on the purpose of the research. In the
mathematical model of factor analysis, the standardized
variable i is as follows.

Xi=AiF1+ApgF2+ ... + AnFc + U

Fs in the equation refer to general factors; U for Unique
factor and A are constants combining k factors. It is trusted
that unique factors have no correlation with each other and
with general factors (Giil, 1995). Factors are derived from
observed variables and can be estimated as their linear
components. General estimation equality of Fj, which is the
Jth factor:

Fj =2 W;iXi =Wji Xy + WX + ... + WX,

Score numbers and p indicate the number of variables.
Until the factor analysis results were obtained, many
different alternatives were tried and as a result of the factor
analysis started with approximately 19 variables, 3
variables with a high degree of commonality were
collected. The 3 independent variables produced as a result
of factor analysis were named professional development,
socialization and communication. The power of 3
independent variables to represent all variables is 79.364%.
Kaise-Meyer-Olkin sampling adequacy criterion statistic
calculated over the analysis data was found to be above 0.5
(Tamuliene, 2014; Raju, 2016; Raju, 2017; Kwon et al.,
2018). In order to test the applicability of the factor
analysis method in the study, the partnership factor was
taken into consideration. The partnership factor, one of the
effective factors in defining the variables, shows the
representation ability of the variables. The closer this value
is to 1, the more accurate and healthier the choice of
variables is accepted (Kalayci, 2014). In addition,
reliability analysis was performed in the study, and the
Cronbach-Alpha value was checked. It was 0.969. The
alpha coefficient is also a measure of internal consistency.
It measures how consistent the items in the scale are with
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each other whether they form a whole or not (Cronbach,
1951; Last, 2001; Dawson & Trap 2004). It ranges from 0O
to 1, and the closer to 1, the greater the reliability. In the
study, the Cronbach-Alpha value was 0.969.

Research Findings and Discussion

The enterprises subject to the study were assessed in
terms of demographic characteristics such as age,
education, number of individuals in the household, income
level, production activities and production patterns.
Among the age groups, the age group between 15-49,
defined as the active population, has the highest rate
(58.10%). The average of enterprises over the age of 50 is
in second place with 31.43%. It has been concluded that
the rural population is gradually getting older and the
young population has turned to non-agricultural areas as a
result of the deepening of the structural problems of the
agricultural sector. The fact that 89% of the enterprises
aged 35 and over in their study on the determination of the
sources of information used by the enterprises in
agricultural activities in Kahramanmaras is an indication
that the aging process in the rural area started long ago
(Boz et al., 2004). Considering the educational status of the
enterprises, 58.19% of the population are primary school
graduates, 21.40% are high school graduates, 13.30% are
secondary school graduates while 7.02% are university
graduates. Similarly, in a study on computer and internet
use in rural agricultural development in the city of Tokat,
it was reported that primary school graduates are in the
majority and university graduates are in the minority
(Biiyiikbay & Giindiiz, 2011). Considering the income
status of the enterprises in the research area, 12.73% of
them gets 1001-2000 TL per month, while 32.73% has
2001-3000 TL, 27.27% gets 3.001-4.000 TL, 5.45% with
4001- -5000 TL and 21.82% has a monthly income of
5.000-+ TL (Table 2). Looking at the equivalent household

Table 2. Socio-economic status of enterprises

disposable income distribution, the average monthly
income in rural areas is 780 TL (TURKSTAT, 2019c).

The average land assets in the surveyed enterprises are
343.11 decares. In terms of crop production, 49.11% of the
land is barley, 20.67% wheat, 8.89% grain corn, 7.74%
sugar beet, 4.35% sunflower, 3.33% clover, 1.61% corn for
silage, 1.19% oats, 1.19% beans, 0.77% canola, 0.55%
chickpeas, 0.24% Hungarian vetch, 0.22 Lenox, 0.05%
potato, 0.09% mixed fruit and vegetable production is
carried out. 5.43% of the animal assets in the enterprises
are sheep, 22.77% cow, 9.61% lamb, 5.91% goat, 5.00%
heifer, 2.70% calf and 1.58% calf.

The sources of information used in the enterprises
analyzed in the research field are given in Table 3.
According to the sources of information used, television
programs take the first place while the internet ranks
second. In a study carried out in 2019, it was reported that
farmers benefited from the internet in accessing
agricultural information (Everest et al., 2019). Family
members are among the resources sometimes referenced.
In a study conducted in 2004, on the other hand, family
members and neighbors are in the first place in almost
every heading as an agricultural information source (Boz
et al., 2004). In a similar study, the use of printed materials
and the internet as sources of information was found to be
very low due to the low education level of the farmers
(Naveed et al., 2012). Agricultural use of electronic media
for information was not encouraging. Television, mobile
phone, radio and telephone were followed by the most used
information sources (Khan et al., 2010).

91% of the enterprises partaking in the research own
smartphones and 86% of this population spends more than
4 hours a week on the internet. The findings gained in the
field of research explicate that the time enterprises spend
on the internet and the time they spend on social media are
almost identical. The predictions are that social media will
boost its share in internet usage in the near future (Tekbas,
2014).

1. Group 2. Group 3. Group 4. Group Enterprises Average
Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%) Number Percent (%)
Age Groups
0-6 0.33 7.69 0.15 3.90 0.10 2.48 0 0 0.11 2.86
7-14 0.33 7.69 0.25 6.49 0.35 8.70 0.21 5.88 0.30 7.62
15-49 2.83 65.38 1.75 45.45 2.53 62.73 2.14 58.82 2.29 58.10
50-+ 0.83 19.23 1.70 44.16 1.05 26.09 1.29 35.29 1.24 31.43
Total 4.33 100 3.85 100 4.03 100 3.64 100 3.94 100
Educational status
Primary school | 1.67 58.82 2.50 68.49 2.18 55.06 1.93 52.94 2.18 58.19
Middle School | 0.33 11.76 0.15 411 0.63 15.82 0.71 19.61 0.50 13.38
High school 0.17 5.88 0.65 17.81 1.05 26.58 0.57 15.69 0.80 21.40
University 0.67 23.53 0.35 9.59 0.10 2.53 0.43 11.76 0.26 7.02
Total 2.83 100 3.65 100 3.95 100 3.64 100 3.74 100
Income status

0-1000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1001-2000 0.17 16.67 0.20 20 0.05 5.00 0.07 7.14 0.10 10
2001-3000 0.67 66.67 0.40 40 0.20 20 0.07 7.14 0.26 26.25
3001-4000 0.17 16.67 0.30 30 0.33 32.50 0.21 21.43 0.29 28.75
4001-5000 0 0 0.05 5.00 0.20 20 0.07 7.14 0.13 12.50
5000-+ 0 0 0.05 5.00 0.23 22.50 0.57 57.14 0.23 22.50
Total 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100 1 100
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Table 3. Agricultural information sources used in enterprises

Agricultural Information Resources Used in Enterprises Number”
TV show 3.95
Internet 3.91
Family members 3.28
Neighboring enterprises 2.89
Agriculture District / Provincial Directorate staff 2.49
Dealers selling pesticides 2,43
Self-employed veterinarian 2.08
Agricultural tool machine dealer 2.06
Agricultural magazines, magazines, brochures etc. 1.89
Chamber of Agriculture 151
Private entity (trader) purchasing product 1.50
Faculty of Agriculture staff 1.36
Animal exchange 1.36
Government agency purchasing the product 1.16
Video, DVD, VCD etc. representation 1.11
Newspaper article 1.09
Radio show 1.05
*(5: always, 4: often, 3: sometimes, 2: rarely, 1: never)
Table 4. Social media perception of Enterprises

Social media perception Percent (%)

Quick access to information / agenda-sharing information-photos-videos 50.00
Communication 38.00
Entertainment - Magazine 12.50
News 12.50
Lingering, fill up lies, waste of time 6.90
Keeping up with the era, small world 5.50
Others 5.50
I have no idea, | don’t use 4.20
Game 1.40
Total 100.00

Table 5. Social media platforms preferred by Enterprises

Social media platforms

Person” Percent (%)

WhatsApp 70 87.5
Facebook 69 86.2
YouTube 56 70.0
Instagram 41 51.2
Twitter 28 35.0
*Calculated for users with multiple accounts
Table 6. Frequencies of Enterprises to Prefer social media in Agricultural Production
Social media usage purpose Average”
I read articles on topics that interest me 4.13
| follow the pages of the people | am interested in (what they write, the content they upload, etc.) 4.04
I look at the photos 3.85
| watch a video about agricultural production 3.75
I share the photos I like 3.35
I share videos about agricultural production that | like 3.34
| share my articles / opinions 3.16
I write comments on content (video, music, photo, opinion, text, etc.) 3.06
| participate in discussions on topics that interest me 2.96
| join groups that | like 2.95
| share photos of myself 2.65
| share my own videos 2.58
| follow the event pages 2.46
I regularly update my personal / professional information 2.19
Other (Please specify): 0.06

" (5: Always 4: Often 3: Sometimes 2: Rarely 1: Never)
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In the study, the question “What is social media?”” was
asked to unveil how social media is perceived by
enterprises. The answers are categorized under 9 main
subtitles (Table 4). 50.00% of enterprises have defined
social media as a platform where they can access
information and share. Enterprises view social media as a
source of information on almost every subject related to
agriculture, especially field crops, animal husbandry,
irrigation and agricultural struggle. 93.00% said that if
innovation and technological developments take place
more, they would spend more time on social media. The
adoption process of innovations in rural areas is an average
of 15 years (Yener, 2017). To shorten this process, social
media should be used more actively in the promotion of
innovations.

It has been ascertained that 90.00% of the enterprises in
the study area have social media accounts. 97.00% of them
have WhatsApp accounts and 96.00% Facebook accounts
(Table 4). It has also been discovered that 30.00% of the
enterprises have WhatsApp, Facebook, YouTube,
Instagram and Twitter accounts. WhatsApp ranks first in
the frequency of using social media platforms, followed by
Facebook, Instagram, YouTube and Twitter. 73.00% of
enterprises with social media accounts follow these
platforms for more than five years, and 40.00% spend more
than 7 hours a week on social media.

When looking at the frequency of agricultural actions
on social media, it was found that enterprises frequently
read articles on topics that interest them in agricultural
production, followed the pages of those they were
interested in, looked at the photographs they encountered
on social media, and watched videos about agricultural
production (Table 6).

In the study, it was unearthed that it is definitely simpler
for enterprises to reach what they are looking for on social
media than traditional media (Table 7). Because social

Table 7. Social Media (SM) Perspectives of Enterprises

media users create their own groups and communities,
share information, buy and sell goods/services and can
only do this by sending photos, videos, links. In the study,
it was resolved that the brands that exist in social media
and use this field effectively affect the purchasing
decisions of the enterprises. Social media both create
awareness about the company and the brand in agricultural
marketing and creates a positive effect on consumers that
support sales (Balkrishna & Deshmukh, 2017).

Factor analysis was performed on 19 independent
variables to ascertain the social media usage purposes of
enterprises. According to the results of the factor analysis,
3 independent variables with an eigenvalue above one were
defined as a result of the principal components analysis
performed with Promax rotation. The ratio of 3
independent variables representing all variables is
79.364%. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin  Sampling  Adequacy
Criterion statistic calculated over the data in the analysis
was calculated above 0.6 (0.892) and the data were found
suitable for factor analysis. The resulting 3 factors were
named considering the variables in which other variables
have factor loads. The first variable is named “Professional
Development”, the second variable is “Socialization”
while the third is “Communication” (Table 8).

According to the regression analyses, social media
usage purposes and social media platforms used by
enterprises were examined. One of the social media
platforms that affect the use of social media for
professional development, WhatsApp was found to be
significant at 1% and YouTube at 5% (Table 9). In other
words, enterprises are in contact with groups established
on WhatsApp to realize their professional development.
YouTube, on the other hand, is among the resources used
by enterprises in matters that interest them or in
professional information they think are lacking. Research
finding should be discussed related studies.

Social media perspectives Avarage”
I think it is easier to find the information searched in SM channels 4.26
compared to traditional media (such as newspaper, TV, radio). '
Negative news/user comments | come across on social media about 360
goods and services affect my buying behavior. '
| think an agricultural brand | see in SM is more innovative. 3.55
Comment / video / review / blog post / related article etc. for users or 3.45
my friends about the agricultural information I have acquired. I share. '
Promotions, advertisements and user comments in the SM are effective 3.40
in trying a new brand, product or service. '
I think that if one of the two competing brands in the field of agriculture 3.40
is included in SM, that brand will gain a competitive advantage. '
The negative news of the agricultural brand I follow, which is reflected 330
in SM, negatively affects my loyalty to the brand. '
Feedback from SM (review / comment / post and other types) influences 3.06
my decision on agricultural issues. '
The presence of an agricultural brand in SM affects my positive attitude 205
towards that brand. '
I am impressed by the posts brands make in SM. 2.95
I trust the agricultural knowledge 1 got from SM. 2.64
| believe that the information about agricultural products and services in
SM is more trustworthy than the information on mass media channels 2.49
(TV, radio, internet, cinema) as it is beyond the control of companies.
I think an agricultural brand | see in SM is of higher quality. 2.33
I think an agricultural brand | have seen in SM is more reliable. 2.30
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Table 8. Reasons for enter

prises to use social media

Factors Scale Items Factor Loads AverageVariance Average
Social media helps me develop my
enterprises/increase my income 0.690 3.26
I can be in constant communication with my
friends and acquaintances. 0.802 4.24
I can meet new people 0.730 411
Professional Development I can constantly follow the current 0802 421 65,087
developments ' '
I can get easily aware of various events 0.790 4.15
I can consult opinions and advice on matters |
am curious about. 0.821 4.30
I can meet people who think like myself 0.758 4.23
Having fun time 0.711 3.39
I spend my free time 0.812 3.35
I’m getting away from the stress of daily life 0.823 3.36
N | feel like belonging to a group 0.520 3.48
Socialization | feel more comfortable compared to face-to- 0.676 3.08 8,212
face communication ' :
Not using social media is perceived as a
deficiency by my environment 0.638 3.21
I can express my thoughts freely 0.735 3.13
It makes me discover my potential 0.642 2.61
I can introduce myself with a different identity 0.538 2.19
L I think my opinions are taken into account 0.785 3.13
Communication | believe I%:alg make a change by expressing 0748 278 6,005
my reactions freely ' '
I can react to social/political issues in line with
my beliefs and values. 0.861 2.91
Total Value 79,364
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Sample Proficiency 0.892
Chi Square Value 2,138.959
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Degree of Freedom 171
sig. 0.000
Table 9. Analysis of social media platforms that affect the use of social media for professional development
Social media platforms B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) -1.719 0.246 -6.979 0.000
Facebook -0.019 0.071 -0.029 -.261 0.795
Youtube 0.221 0.098 0.288 2.248 0.028
Twitter 0.107 0.067 0.167 1.602 0.113
Whatsapp 0.293 0.083 0.486 3.535 0.001
Instagram -0.074 0.062 -0.145 -1.197 0.235
R?=47.30 adj R?=43.7 F=13.270 Durban Watson=1.676
Table 10. Analysis of social media platforms affecting the use of social media for socialization purposes
Social media platforms B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) -1.110 0.287 -3.866 0.000
Facebook 0.278 0.083 0.433 3.359 0.001
Youtube -0.188 0.115 -0.244 -1.637 0.106
Twitter -0.017 0.078 -0.027 -0.221 0.826
Whatsapp 0.047 0.097 0.077 0.482 0.632
Instagram 0.155 0.072 0.303 2.150 0.035

R?=28.3 adj R?=23.5 F=5.853 Durban Watson=2.250

Of the social media platforms, Facebook is found to be
significant at 1% and Instagram at 5%, which affect the use
of social media for socialization purposes (Table 10).
Social media platforms are very mattering for the
development of agricultural production and transfer of
innovation and technological developments.

To secure the professional development of enterprises,
all in the region should be included in the groups set on

WhatsApp and the necessary information should be made
on the groups. On YouTube, the number of videos required
for enterprises should be raised. Besides, the number of
shares that will contribute to the development of
enterprises on platforms used for socialization should be
increased (Table 9-10).
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Conclusion and Recommendations

Of the information sources frequently utilized by
enterprises during their agricultural activities, TV
programs ranked first while the Internet was the second.
After traditional media, social media is an innovative
application and owing to its simplicity to use, it has adapted
very swiftly to the rural area. The use of social media in the
field of research is mostly focused on socialization,
communication, and information exchange and sharing.
Social media has not yet been discovered in terms of
business development and opportunities as no social
media-related element has been encountered in the income
levels of the enterprises. While most business owners have
multiple social media accounts, they do not have websites.
Moreover, very few of them are planning to invest in social
media in the near future. However, the time spent on the
internet and social media is quite high on business basis.
This reveals the need for guidance to enterprises and
enterprises owners on how to benefit from social media in
terms of business development and personal development.
Adding this perspective to the training and support policies
of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry for farmers will
furnish positive results. In addition, informative groups
should be established on WhatsApp, all enterprises in the
region should be involved in these groups and necessary
information should be made on these groups. The humber
of videos required for enterprises on YouTube should be
extended, as well as the number of posts that will
contribute to the professional development of enterprises
on Instagram and Facebook.

93.00% of enterprises using social media affirmed that
they would allocate more time to social media if innovation
and technological developments take place more. Some
studies reveal that the adoption process of any innovation
by agricultural enterprises is about 15 years. In this case,
choosing social media platforms to integrate any
innovation with the rural area will be efficient in shortening
the adoption process.

In the study, it was resolved that the internet and social
media usage of the enterprises located in the Selguklu
district of Konya Province is rather high. The most crucial
factor is that the geographical structure of Konya province
is in the form of wide plains. Owing to this geographical
structure, internet service is provided without interruption.
Internet infrastructure is insufficient, especially in places
where the landforms are bumpy, and this situation
decreases the use of the internet and social media by the
users. In this respect, Konya province Selguklu district is
relatively lucky.

Social media has become an influential tool of agricultural
marketing. However, using social media in agricultural
marketing requires certain knowledge and experience. This
awareness has not yet been built in the enterprises covered by
the study. The formation of awareness should be provided by
both training and social media.
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